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Abstract 

This study uses food as a lens through which to empirically and theoretically 
problematize the concept of security. Food – its supply, provision, and ac-
cess – is situated at the center of several interconnected crises, from envi-
ronmental and climatic upheaval to growing geopolitical turbulence and 
great power competition. Over the past decade, in connection with these 
urgent international problems, food has increasingly also been articulated 
as a matter of security. However, as this study demonstrates, food as secu-
rity – or food security – does not yet represent a common conceptual or 
ontological foundation upon which coordinated, concerted, and global ac-
tion can take place. Rather, as with the concept of “security” more broadly, 
food security remains polysemic and contested, and – as this study posits – 
holds no essential meaning besides that which is attributed to it in specific 
settings, by and for someone. Indeed, contemporary articulations of food 
security range from classical geopolitical notions of food as part of strategic, 
zero-sum advantage and state power, to food as a part of a positive-sum, 
cooperative notion addressing hunger universally for individuals. Rather 
than taking either interpretation for granted, this study instead problema-
tizes both, specifically as they feature in the policy spaces of the Russian 
Federation and the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). To do so, 
the study empirically traces how state-centered and human-centered ac-
counts of food as security were institutionalized in these respective policy 
settings. Following how these contingent understandings of food security 
came to be so understood, however, the study serves to challenge fixed no-
tions and theorizations of security more broadly. It forefronts the role that 
politics plays in the story of what security means and for whom it is intended. 
And it suggests that food security is both not only reflective but also (re-
)productive of different ways of conducting international politics more gen-
erally. 

Keywords:  food security, Russia, United Nations, security, discourse, geo-
politics 
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1. Introduction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Food is one of the most vital means by which peoples and polities sustain 
and (re-)produce themselves. It is unsurprising then, amidst unfolding exis-
tential anxieties and crises of international if not planetary dimensions, that 
food – or the lack thereof – has come to serve as a focusing lens. In a time 
of rapid and accelerating environmental and climate change, scholars and 
policymakers alike question whether we can sustainably feed a growing 
world population given diminishing and degrading natural resources, loss of 
biodiversity, and the precipitous rise in global average temperatures 
(Fouilleux et al. 2017; Godfray 2013; IPCC 2019). Meanwhile, contestation 
and consternation about the future of the liberal international order, under 
stress from inter-state conflict, great power competition, and the rise of eco-
nomic nationalism has re-introduced doubts about whether interdepend-
ence between states makes sense as a basis for feeding national populations 
(Clapp 2017; Farrell and Newman 2019; Ikenberry 2018; Pinstrup-Andersen 
2015; Wheeler and von Braun 2013).  

These environmental and geopolitical anxieties about obtaining sufficient 
food for peoples and polities are readily captured across multiple national 
and international spaces by the concept of “security” (UN 2021; UN Security 
Council 2018). And yet, what the security of food entails – much less how to 
achieve it – is far from obvious. Extensive quantitative projections of 
whether there will be sufficient food to go around (Godfray 2013; Hasegawa 
et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2014; Porter 2014) sit uncomfortably with the fact 
that world food production has exceeded the amount necessary to feed the 
entire world population for decades (FAO et al. 2020; Holt-Giménez et al. 
2012; Timmer et al. 1983). Millions of people continue to starve alongside 
geographically and politically concentrated pockets of abundance (FAO et al. 
2020; Patel 2008), suggesting that the problem is more than just material. 
However, turning from the material toward the conceptual, the very under-
standing of food as a matter of security is also fraught with contradictions.  
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As defined by the United Nations (UN), “food security” refers to a condi-
tion of universal availability, access, utilization, and stability of food at indi-
vidual and household levels (UN and FAO 2016). This human-centered con-
ceptualization of food as security suggests a need for cooperative interna-
tional action, and security as a positive-sum public good. In other policy 
spaces, however, food as security entails defensive insulation from the vicis-
situdes of a volatile and even threatening geopolitical environment (Clapp 
2017; Pinstrup-Andersen 2015; Woertz 2013) and even offensive power pro-
jection in light of it (Koch 2020; Zhang 2020). Precipitating self-help and beg-
gar-thy-neighbor policies (Sharma 2011), agricultural and resource mercan-
tilism (McMichael 2013), and the politicization if not weaponization of trade 
(USDA 2020; Zhang 2020), such conceptions of food as security suggest the 
latter of matter of material zero-sum competition between states.  

This study enters this contested arena, exploring food as a medium 
through which two arguably contradictory ideas of security – one individual-
centered and one state-centered – are articulated and enacted. I focus on 
two sites, where these relatively distinct conceptions of food as security play 
out, and which would seem to exemplify the broader tension over what se-
curity means and for whom it is intended. The first site is the UN Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO). As an international organization whose 
stated mandate is to ensure “humanity’s freedom from hunger” (FAO, n.d.), 
the FAO can be seen as a representative of a human-centered food security 
discourse. The second site is the Russian Federation. Here food security is 
defined in much more delimited and state-centric terms, as a matter of na-
tional security, relating even Russia’s very “statehood and sovereignty” to its 
“food independence” from other states (Kremlin 2020). However, while the 
FAO and the Russian Federation may serve on the surface as each other’s 
foil, the study does not attempt to pit these two empirical sites against one 
another, or to adjudicate between them in rationalist or normative terms. 
Instead, I use each site as a means of reflecting on the contingent nature of 
“security” more broadly.  

Indeed, incompatible interpretations of security and whom it serves re-
flect and replicate a perennial problematic of international relations as both 
a discipline (IR) and a practice. Torn between liberalism and political realism, 
unresolved “grand debates” about the nature of international security have 
drawn on disparate ontologies articulated hundreds of years ago, juxtapos-
ing Immanuel Kant’s (1785) cosmopolitan visions of Eternal Peace with 
Thomas Hobbes’s (1651) account of The Leviathan (Mearsheimer 2005; 
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Waever 1996). No less today, international relations remain torn between 
actors who consider security to be a positive-sum, cooperative and shared 
endeavor of broad community, and those who consider security in more po-
litically realist ways: as a matter of unequal and relative gains between states 
where winners are defined against losers. These debates also continue to 
mark the disciplinary fields of IR and security studies, in terms of what the 
term security means, and for whom it is or should be oriented. Rather than 
seeking a resolution to these debates in singular terms, this study centers 
around a series of more humble, empirical questions: how do different con-
ceptions of (food) security come to be, and whom do they purport to se-
cure? 

Such a re-framing works with security as a malleable, contingent, and 
contested concept rather than a fixed reference point on which to build sta-
ble scientific models. It shifts the burden from the philosophical to the em-
pirical, from the timeless to the historical, and from the singular to the plural. 
More fundamentally, it politicizes the question of security by suggesting that 
any account of security also reifies a specific political subject. This then 
marks out the analytical task of the study: tracing how contingent discourses 
of food as security have played out in the specific contexts of the FAO and 
the Russian Federation, as a way not only to explore the politics of food 
(in)security, but also to use these empirics to say something more funda-
mental about the insecurity of our politics. And although its ambitions are 
not normative, in empirically unpacking and theoretically problematizing se-
curity, it is hoped that this thesis will also suggest room for progress: for truly 
human-centered, broad-based notions of “our” security, if “we” can agree 
to create it. 

 

1.1 Scope, Aim, and Research Questions 
 
The aim of this thesis is to trace how two distinct articulations of food as 
security came to be institutionalized in the FAO and the Russian Federation, 
and to use these state- and human-centered discourses to problematize the 
concept of security more broadly. The analytical task of this study is thus 
both empirical and theoretical: to explore food security as contingent, and 
as historically and socio-politically situated, while also engaging with schol-
arly debates within IR and security studies about the nature of security, how 
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it is produced, and for whom. The empirical and theoretical aspects of the 
study are mutually informing.  

The two empirical sites in focus – the FAO and the Russian Federation – 
currently represent two different ways of conceptualizing food as security. 
The former is centered on the human as a referent object and considers se-
curity in inclusive and positive-sum terms, while the latter, state-centered 
perspective, is much more parochial and zero-sum. Since its establishment 
following World War II, the FAO has operated as one the UN’s main special-
ized agencies, advocating and providing technical and development assis-
tance in the name of human wellbeing (McKeon 2015). As a multilateral in-
stitution, it brings together the world’s nations and non-state stakeholders 
to coordinate broad-based international and global action to address hun-
ger. The Russian government, by contrast, has precipitated much more 
sharpened geopolitical and territorial divisions in international relations dur-
ing the last decade, including in relation to food and agriculture (Adler-
Nissen and Zarakol 2021; Götz and Merlen 2019; Ikenberry 2018; Mead 
2014). It has utilized food as a weapon of foreign policy in countless disputes, 
while shielding its own market by means of policies of self-reliance (Wegren 
et al. 2017; Wegren and Elvestad 2018). As the world’s largest exporter of 
staple wheat since 2016 and up until the end of 2021, the Russian Federa-
tion’s stated plans for further exploiting the country’s natural resources and 
biocapacity are liable to have not only geopolitical but also environmental 
consequences (Durisin and Fedorinova 2021).  

These two empirical sites would seem to represent each other’s foil: van-
guards of opposing sides in a long-standing battle in IR, between the validity 
of liberalism and political realism, and between human- versus state-cen-
tered security narratives. In this thesis, however, I seek to open up these 
putative binaries to critical scrutiny. I treat the two distinct articulations of 
security as political outcomes, the result of discursive processes through 
which specific interpretations of food security become policy orthodoxy. Fol-
lowing a long tradition of constructivist studies of international relations, this 
thesis traces empirically how these contemporary conceptions of food secu-
rity have been produced. In doing so, I also draw attention to the contingent, 
political, and discursive nature of security itself. More specifically, the thesis 
theoretically reflects on the processes through which security comes to be, 
as well as the referent object(s) to whom a given discourse refers. The fol-
lowing research questions inform my study:  
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[RQ1]  How did current human-centered and state-centered articulations 
of food security become institutionalized, in policy terms, in the FAO 
and the Russian Federation, respectively? Paper II and Paper III 

 
[RQ2]  How can the tracing of these food security discourses in the FAO and 

the Russian Federation be used to theorize how security is produced 
in political terms? Paper II and Paper III 

 
[RQ3]  How can the referent objects of these discourses of food as security, 

“the individual” and “the state,” respectively, be critically unpacked? 
Paper I and Paper IV 

 
The first, empirically oriented question, dovetails with the second and 

third more theoretically driven questions about the political production of 
security and its referent objects. Paper I stands out as more purely theory-
based and does not address food directly. However, it provides an important 
theoretical template for problematizing referent objects, that the broader 
study as well as other individual papers are informed by.  

 
Table 1. Breakdown of Papers 

 
 RQ1 RQ2 RQ3 

Paper I (Theory)    
Paper II (FAO)    
Paper III (Russia)    
Paper IV (Russia)     
 

1.2 Outline of Kappa 
 
The structure of this kappa is as follows. The next chapter provides an over-
view of previous literature on food as security, to help situate my own study 
within the scholarly fields where this study makes its contributions. In Chap-
ter 3, I discuss the theoretical frameworks which this thesis employs, both 
to empirically guide the analysis of how food became institutionalized as a 
matter of security, and in speaking back to debates within IR and security 
theory. In Chapter 4, I outline the more concrete methods used in my 
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empirical analysis. A summary description of each of the papers and how 
they interrelate is provided in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 elaborates on the study’s 
findings before a discussion of the study as a whole and concluding thoughts 
are presented in Chapter 7. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 17 

2. Food as Security: Previous Literature 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This study uses food as an empirical lens and entry point for understanding 
international security politics. In other words, it is the international security-
cum-political relations that food represents and engenders that sit at the 
center of my analysis. However, this categorical statement requires some 
elaboration, not least because there are many different scholarly takes on 
the relationship between “the international,” “security,” and “politics.” To 
start with, the interest in how food features in international relations places 
the study in the IR discipline. What exactly constitutes the realm of “the in-
ternational,” and whether and how it marks a distinct sphere of social reality, 
are however not always evident (Albert and Buzan 2013). To clarify, then, 
for the purposes of this study I make a rather prosaic analytical choice to 
focus on the international as a sphere of relations between states, to include 
issues related to foreign (economic) policy, as well as issues of state partici-
pation in international organizations.  

Security features as a central concept both in international relations as 
phenomena, and in IR as a discipline. As one sixth edition textbook on the 
topic puts it, “it is the study of security that lies at the heart of International 
Relations [IR]” (Collins 2022: 1). This close relationship and overlap between 
IR and the study of security means that paradigmatic debates about the na-
ture of international relations and the nature of security closely mirror each 
other. Hence, while this study speaks to security studies as a sub-field of IR 
scholarship, it also works fluidly with broader IR, including other sub-fields 
such as policy studies, and tangent scholarship in political geography. As out-
lined by Billon and Bourbeau (2015) and Neocleous (2016), political geogra-
phy and especially scholars of geopolitics have long engaged not only with 
inter-state phenomena, but also deeply with the concept of security. 

As for “the political,” certain analysts limit politics to the sphere of formal 
state and government (Fairclough and Fairclough 2012), while others define 
it as encompassing broader spheres of the social and the inter-subjective 
(Hay 2002; Waever 2011). Although the empirical focus of the study is on 
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formal policy settings at the national and international levels, my conceptu-
alization of “the political” very much adheres to the latter perspective, of 
politics as a broad arena of social and inter-subjective interaction. This de-
lineation becomes important when it comes to my empirical and theoretical 
attention to the politics of security. 

These brief delimitations aside, however, there is a much greater contro-
versy in the literature regarding whether “security” is a matter of politics, 
with politics defined in these broader social terms. In long-standing and still 
influential realist paradigms of IR, as well as in traditional geopolitical analy-
sis, security is considered a primordial driver of (collective) human behavior. 
These fixed notions of security are purported to motivate actors to behave 
in relatively predictable, natural law-like ways, namely toward zero-sum ma-
terial competition (Walt 1999; Waltz 2010 [1979]). A rationalist conception 
of security as a driver of international relations also marks certain forms of 
liberal IR and security analysis (Kahler 1998; Layne 1994).  

However, in other quarters of critical analysis – within which this study is 
placed – security is a sub-set of the (socio-)political, with even war consid-
ered in the Clausewitzian precept as a form of “politics by other means” 
(Browning and McDonald 2011; Mandelbaum et al. 2016; M. McDonald 
2013; Wibben 2016). Debates also rage over the topical purview of security, 
and whether issues like food and agriculture do or should fall into the same 
circle of security issues historically associated with military threats to the 
state (Deudney 1990). Hence, demonstrating how food relates to security, 
and how (food) security relates to politics, constitutes a base task of this 
study.  

Fortunately, there is an edifice of previous scholarship that helps me to 
draw these connections; important works that serve as the foundation upon 
which this study builds and contributes. In this chapter, I take both in turn. 
First, I outline a growing body of literature of IR and especially security stud-
ies scholarship that acknowledges the role that politics plays in defining, con-
stituting, and (re-)producing “security” in both scholarly and practitioner cir-
cles. As a second step, the chapter turns to how food has been studied as a 
matter of security, particularly in relation to the two referent objects – the 
individual and the state – that I will later problematize and unpack.  

Notably, I distinguish writings on food as security (food security) in previ-
ous IR and security studies literature from a narrower term “food security,” 
which I place in quotation marks. This latter term is prevalent across schol-
arship of development and development economics and is largely associated 
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with the human-centered definition of food as security, as defined by the 
UN. “Food security” defined in such terms has bearings on my study, and I 
address this under its appropriate sub-heading, as well as in Paper II. How-
ever, when referring to broader literature on analysis and practice of food 
as a matter of security, I use the term food security without quotation marks.  

 

2.1 The Contested Concept of Security 
 

The study of security has undergone broad changes in recent decades, to 
include evolution into several different traditions, schools of thought, and 
perspectives on what counts as a security matter (Buzan and Hansen 2009; 
S. Smith 1999). More rigid forms of “traditional” analysis, centered on the 
state and focused on military threats, have opened up to include a variety of 
referent objects and new threats, in what is often referred to as the “deep-
ening” and the “broadening” of the security studies field (Krause and 
Williams 1996a). In addition, critical theory has made inroads into security 
scholarship, problematizing in both normative and epistemological terms 
what security means (and to whom) (Krause and Williams 1997; Wyn Jones 
1999).  

In this study, I draw inspiration from a subset of critical approaches to 
security that focus on its socially constructed nature. What constitutes “crit-
ical” in security studies literature is fluid and contested (Hynek and Chandler 
2013; Mutimer et al. 2013; Peoples and Vaughan-Williams 2020). Under-
stood in Robert Cox’s (1981: 130) characterization, however, it broadly re-
fers to perspectives that actively seek to transcend or challenge the prevail-
ing social and political orders which non-critical, more “problem-solving” 
forms of analysis tend to build upon or take for granted. As a sub-set of this, 
the critical but also constructivist approach that I build on places particular 
emphasis on the politics of security (Browning and McDonald 2011; Fierke 
2007). Rather than taking one version of security for granted, as an objec-
tive, ontological condition to be pursued, this both critical and constructivist 
body of literature examines how security as a concept is articulated, pro-
duced, and practiced intersubjectively. This also means that its study re-
quires careful inductive empirical investigation into how it plays out contin-
gently, within concrete settings.  
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But critical and constructivist approaches also encompass a range of an-
alytical and theoretical perspectives, which I will parse in greater detail in 
the following sections. Before turning to the literature from which my study 
draws its main inspiration, however, it is helpful to outline other strands of 
security analysis that are based on a more singular, objectivist definition of 
what security “is” – not least since this thesis theoretically and empirically 
problematizes these more fixed perspectives. Drawing out different strands 
of security scholarship helps to lay the foundation for this analytical work, in 
addition to helping to situate my contribution within existing security studies 
scholarship. It also helps to make the early case that the meaning of security 
is variable and contested – even by scholars themselves.  

I break this review down into two parts. First, I give an overview of the 
so-called broadening and deepening of security analysis in recent decades, 
to new referent objects and threats beyond the state- and military-centered 
analysis that dominated IR for much of the 20th century (Buzan and Hansen 
2009; Walt 2017). Of interest in this section is the way that traditional, state-
centric security scholarship now contends with security analyses that center 
on the individual or the human as a referent object. However, as I discuss— 
whether traditional, deepened, or broadened, these old and new variants of 
security scholarship still tend to analyze security in fixed ways, as an objec-
tive condition to be pursued. This then marks out a central difference com-
pared to critical and constructivist approaches to security that I subse-
quently review. Such latter approaches, as I describe, are less concerned 
with finding or positing singular answers to what security is, what constitutes 
a threat, or to whom it should apply, and more with the implications of dif-
ferent answers to such questions – the approach which my own study fol-
lows.  

 

2.1.1 The Expanding Scope of Security 

 
Traditional security, as its moniker suggests, has a long-standing institutional 
legacy within the IR discipline. It is often discussed as synonymous with the 
realist paradigm in IR, which dominated the discipline from its early founda-
tions in the 20th century, and also dovetails closely with “geopolitics” as re-
lated system of analysis and practice (Dalby 2013). Realism sees structural 
competition between states, for security, to be the organizing principle of 
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international relations (Glaser 2022).1 This is security conceptualized in a 
very specific way: as inherently zero-sum, where security for one state 
comes at the expense of security for another (Walt 2017; Wright 1952). Thus 
conceived of, security is a primordial and ontologically fixed driver of state 
behavior, an ontological condition determined by objective and material fac-
tors, rather than the contingent perspectives, activities, or interactions of 
individuals (Dalby 2013; O’Tuathail 1996). Within this traditional perspec-
tive, the state is also considered the main referent object of security. Like-
wise, security threats are primarily considered in terms of other states, and 
more specifically their coercive, military apparatuses.  

Notably, such takes on security – as traced by scholars like Hoffmann 
(1977) and S. Smith (2000) – were intimately intertangled with mid-20th cen-
tury US policy concerns, not least regarding the Soviet Union. These policy-
oriented concerns would continue to preoccupy both theorists and practi-
tioners up until Soviet Union’s collapse in 1991 (Bock and Berkowitz 1966; 
Wohlforth 1994; Wolfers 1952). Indeed, it is from this period that the rather 
sedimented “traditional” understanding of security came to dominate in and 
beyond US governments, agencies, university departments, and even spe-
cific academic journals, and IR as a discipline (Waever 2008; Walt 2017). Yet 
despite its situated origins, this political realist strand of security studies has 
at times served as an ontotheology, harkening on a Hobbesian logic which 
claims that “the will to security is born out of a primal fear, a natural es-
trangement and a condition of anarchy” that inescapably structures life itself 
(Der Derian 1993: 97). 

Near the end of the Cold War, however, the remit of security analysis 
began to rapidly expand in what is often referred to as the “broadening” and 
“deepening” of topical issues and referents to which the concept was ap-
plied (Krause and Williams 1996b; Ullman 1983). The broadening refers to 
analysis that has gone beyond potential threats of inter-state military con-
frontation to include issues such as health (Davies 2008; Kamradt–scott et 
al. 2015; McInnes and Lee 2006), poverty (Rice 2006; World Bank 2001), en-
vironmental degradation (Barnett 2009; Dalby 2002), climate change (M. 
McDonald 2021; UN A/64/350 2009; UNFCCC 2021), water and energy 
(Liebenguth 2020), and food and hunger, to name just a few. Sometimes 

 
1 Although there are variants of political realism, including those that consider the main 

underlying cause of this state-centered competition to be human nature (classical 
realism), the very structure of the international system itself (structural or neoreal-
ism), and the latter also with offensive and defensive variants. 
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being included under the umbrella of “non-traditional” security (Caballero-
Anthony 2016), these broadened perspectives do not necessarily eschew 
state-centered analysis, but also place a focus on a deeper array of referent 
objects – in what overlaps with what is generally referred to as the “deep-
ening” of security in the post-Cold War era (Krause and Williams 1997; 
Peoples and Vaughan-Williams 2020). These include regional constellations 
of states (Buzan and Wæver 2003), society and social groups (Larsson and 
Rhinard 2021; Waever et al. 1993), the planet and its ecological system (M. 
McDonald 2018), non-humans (Harrington 2017; Wolfe 2010), and – per-
haps most prominently – the individual or the human.2  

Individual- or human-centered security encompasses a strand of security 
scholarship that advocates for the re-centering of security from states to the 
physical well-being, development, and freedom of the person (Dunne and 
Wheeler 2004). Part of its influence in security studies – as in the case of 
state-centric, realist analysis – stems from analytical impetus and demands 
from the policy domain (Alkire 2003; Tadjbakhsh 2005). Individual-centered 
security was broadly propagated, for instance, by the UN’s 1994 Human De-
velopment Report. The report introduced the concept of “human security,” 
which asserted that the world could “never be at peace” until all people 
were free from “fear” and “want” (UNDP 1994: 1, 3). However, individual-
centered security analysis also emerged from scholarly circles, associated 
with a group of (mainly) Wales-based scholars which advocated for human 
emancipation as the true definition of security, and in terms that were much 
more critical of liberal governing institutions (Booth 1991, 2005; Wyn Jones 
1999). Thus, there are important frictions and differences between policy 
and scholarly variants of individual-centered security analysis, particularly in 
the degree of cooptation, alignment, and critique of liberal governance in-
stitutions and practices. And only some variants of individual-centered secu-
rity, for instance, either identify with or are acknowledged as being from a 
“critical” perspective (Chandler and Hynek 2011; Newman 2010).  

“Critical” is indeed a rather fluid and often contested demarcation (Booth 
2005; Browning and McDonald 2011; Buzan et al. 1998; C. A. S. E. Collective 
2016; Fierke 2007; Hynek and Chandler 2013; Krause and Williams 1997; 
Peoples and Vaughan-Williams 2020). An important component of the criti-
cal enterprise within security studies, however, has been normative and eth-
ically driven critique of dominant power structures, to include not only 

 
2 In this study, I use individual- and human-centered security interchangeably, unless 

otherwise specified.  
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traditional security but also even in terms of more liberal, human-rights 
couched agendas and organizations. Whether critical or non-critical, how-
ever, the more overarching commonality in individual-centered security is 
that they have all endeavored to posit an ethically oriented alternative to 
traditional security, with arguments that the individual “is” the true referent 
object of security, and that security must be considered in terms of individ-
uals’ emancipation from threats both physical and psychological.  

Individual- or human-centered approaches have marked out a significant 
space in security analysis, which sits in opposition to traditional security 
studies’ emphasis on state-centered analysis. In important theoretical trea-
tises of security scholarship, the pursuit of individual security has been seen 
as incompatible with the basic ontological premises of realism (Buzan et al. 
1998; Buzan 2008: 7; Krause and Williams 1997). And critical security scholar 
Kenneth Booth argues that the answers to the question of state versus indi-
vidual as security referent form the primary “litmus test” separating tradi-
tional realist analysis from its progressive alternatives (Booth 1991: 319).  

Overall, the fragmentation of topics and the bifurcation of referent ob-
jects has led, unsurprisingly, to heated disciplinary debates regarding which 
topics actually constitute security issues or threats, and for whom they 
should be analyzed and practiced. While it is by no means the only debate 
within security scholarship, the division between state- and individual-cen-
tered security nevertheless represents a central problematic in the disci-
pline. Indeed, it is for this very reason that my own study makes the empiri-
cal choice to focus on settings where this tension between “the individual” 
and “the state” as referent objects of security are exemplified. However, as 
I will elaborate on below, contestations over individual- and state-centered 
narratives of security mark an arena against which my own critical and con-
structivist study is situated.  

Indeed, despite significant differences between the traditional, broad-
ened, and deepened positions on security outlined above, they tend to es-
pouse the pursuit of security in rationalist or normative terms. These theo-
ries of security start from a (singular) definition of security in terms of an 
objective condition, albeit in relation to different threats and for different 
referent objects (see Figure 1). This is again the case, even for critical, indi-
vidual-centered theories of security, although they cannot be said to be en-
tirely “problem-solving” in the sense of serving existing power structures 
and institutions, as traditional analysis is. (I explore this subject in greater 
detail in Paper I.) 
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Figure 1. Example of approaches to security as an ontological condition*

*exemplified e.g. by: Hobbes (2002 [1651]); UNDP (1994); Waltz (2010 
[1979]); Krahmann (2003); M. McDonald (2021)

2.1.2 Toward Critical and Constructivist Analysis

To the extent that the above approaches align in analyzing security as an 
ontological condition, this differs from the constructivist strand of critical se-
curity analysis within which my own work falls. Such scholarship does not 
attempt to either broaden or deepen security; nor does it assume or accept 
that rational or normative arguments can get us to a singular, truer answer 
to such questions. Instead, this critical and constructivist approach to the 
study of security suggests, as expressed concisely by Buzan (2008: 29: 29), 
that security is an “essentially contested concept” which “necessarily gener-
ates unsolvable debates about its meaning and application.” As a result, it 
tends to approach security as a matter of variable understandings and prac-
tices that are locally situated and contingent, and which play out in ways that 
require empirical investigation in addition to theoretical critique.
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This critical and constructivist strand has gained ground in security stud-
ies since epistemic cataclysms wrought by the end of the Cold War. It prob-
lematizes fixed notions of security by demonstrating that its interpretations 
and practices vary across geographical, historical, and institutional settings. 
Different forms of security are not only produced but also play out in socio-
politically variegated ways that require greater empirical investigation and 
theoretical reflection. In general, however, this body of scholarship “fol-
low[s] the recognition that security is socially constructed and politically 
powerful” (Browning and McDonald 2011: 239). It not only takes to task and 
problematizes singular, static, or objectivist strands of security analysis, but 
also places attention on what security “does”, whether in relation to inter-
national relations or in other spheres of political life (Ibid.). In other words, 
this both critical and constructivist strand of security – as Browning and 
McDonald (2011) helpfully elucidate – concerns itself with the politics of se-
curity.  

Beyond this analytical emphasis on politics of security, critical and con-
structivist approaches remain diverse and do not necessarily form a cohesive 
umbrella. Scholars that hold this perspective still employ a range of different 
theoretical frameworks, methodologies, and empirical focuses when study-
ing security within more specific contexts (Buzan and Hansen 2009; Fierke 
2007; M. B. Salter and Mutlu 2013). Critical and constructivist approaches, 
for instance, include different “schools” of analysis, including the Copenha-
gen School’s securitization theory, which understands security-making in 
terms of a regularized, discursive process (discussed below), and the works 
of the Paris School, with their focus on the material practices of professional 
agents of (in)security, particularly in relation to internal state security (Bigo 
2002; C. A. S. E. Collective 2016). There are also more stand-alone works by 
individual critical security theorists and scholars, with studies focusing on, 
for instance: the constitutive role that identity plays in prevailing security 
theories and practices (Hansen 2006; Weldes 1996), security as a [variable] 
signifier of meaning, as well as broader political orders (Huysmans 1998), or 
security “prescriptive attempt[s]” to change political practice (McDonald 
2002: 278).  

As I will describe in this sub-section, my own work draws broadly and 
more fluidly on the wider body of critical and constructivist scholarship ra-
ther than sitting within a specific school. I have bracketed out of my analysis 
the work of the Paris School, which places a heavy emphasis on sociological 
questions of crime and migration rather than international relations 
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questions per se. However, my study does engage explicitly with the Copen-
hagen School and its theory of securitization in two of the four individual 
papers (Paper I and Paper II). Given its prominent space in the study, I elab-
orate more on securitization theory’s foundations below, before returning 
to a discussion and elaboration of the wider body of critical and constructiv-
ist scholarship from which my study draws more inspiration. 

 
 

Producing Security Threats and Securitization Theory  
 
Securitization theory is one of the most prominent theories within the criti-
cal and constructivist strand of security. As noted by McDonald (2008), it has 
often become a stand-in for the social construction of security, despite being 
only one such theoretical model (see also: Browning and McDonald 2011; 
M. Salter 2018). First formulated by Ole Weaver (1995), securitization theory 
was seminally detailed by the Copenhagen School (CS) of authors in their 
1998 publication Security: A New Framework for Analysis (Buzan et al. 1998). 
This theory did not pre-define security or delimit the set of topics to which 
the concept could be applied, but opened up the possibility that any issue 
could become an issue of security (i.e. a threat), by means of a specific pro-
cess: a speech act. This theory of change was based on J.L. Austin’s (1962) 
account of illocutionary speech acts and the power of linguistic articulation 
in enacting social realities. The CS proposed that for something to become a 
security threat, a speech act (or “securitizing move”) by securitizing agents 
– largely political elite – needs to claim the existence of an existential threat 
to a referent object and argue for extra-democratic measures to be enacted 
to resolve or mitigate that threat. Following the acceptance of that argu-
ment by a relevant audience, and the use of those measures to address the 
putative threat, the issue in question would be successfully securitized. This 
theory thus unpacked security threats not in terms of the objectivity of their 
threat-hood, but as socio-politically produced via the specific discursive 
means laid out.  

Notably, the purview of securitization theory was limited to those issues 
that could be empirically identified or recognized in terms of the a priori the-
oretical model. Securitization theory takes a fixed, pre-given approach to the 
processes through which security is produced. Ole Waever (2011: 469: 469) 
labels this production process as giving security a particular “form,”  
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Until the invention of the concept of securitization, ‘widening security’ 
had to specify either the actor (the state) or the sector (military), or else 
risk the ‘everything becomes security’ trap. Securitization theory han-
dled this problem by fixing form: whenever something took the form of 
the particular speech act of securitization, with a securitizing actor claim-
ing an existential threat to a valued referent object to make the audience 
tolerate extraordinary measures that otherwise would not have been 
acceptable, this was a case of securitization… 

 
This form, as Waever (2011: 477) describes in other words, is that of “a 

quantum jump… a discontinuous change of state within a social system” 
from non-security to security issue. Notably, however, this rather opaque 
model perversely leaves little role for politics, contingency, context and con-
test. 

Indeed, in the years since it was introduced, securitization theory has 
been critiqued as well as refined beyond its original formulation by scholars 
outside of the CS. A range of scholars, including Stritzel (2007), M. McDonald 
(2008), Balzacq (2011), Williams (2003), Emerson (2017), and Oliveira 
(2017), have argued that the self-referential “speech act” model is far too 
narrow and black-boxed to capture either the socio-institutional contexts or 
the more specific processes and practices through which an issue becomes 
securitized. They point out that the CS securitization model, for instance, 
leaves little room for analysis of context and facilitating conditions that make 
a given securitization successful.  

Importantly, the CS also saw securitization as normatively negative, given 
its putative impacts on democratic debate. Once an issue was securitized, so 
the theory went, further democratic debate or negotiation was nullified, and 
successful securitization turned an issue outside of the realm of politics and 
into a special category of security as exception (Buzan et al. 1998). In addi-
tion, as the Copenhagen School scholars themselves have acknowledged 
(see Figure 2), fixing security’s generative form in this way also de facto fixes 
its relationality, since securitization – per this form – is limited to that of ex-
istential threat-defense, based even on an ultimate “logic of war” (Waever 
1995: 54). Importantly, while the speech act or securitization move is con-
sidered a political act, the theory suggests that any successfully securitized 
issue has been moved outside the realm of politics entirely, into the realm 
of democratic exception (Huysmans 2011). That is, the CS ended up 
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distinguishing security from politics, albeit with the latter strictly defined as 
democratic debate (Edkins 1999; Waever 2011).  

This also means that securitization ipso facto excludes more positive-sum 
or cooperative forms of security relations, to include individual-centered se-
curity discourses that are of both theoretical and empirical interest to my 
study (see Paper I). Put another way, as Browning and McDonald (2011: 241) 
write: 

 
[securitization theory’s] suggestion that security has an inherent, univer-
sal logic (associated with urgency and exceptionalism, for example) is a 
claim that lacks attention to the multiple ways in which security is under-
stood and practiced in world politics.  
 

This definition of politics in liberal (and Western) terms has also raised ques-
tions about securitization theory’s applicability in less democratic contexts 
such as the Russian Federation (Vuori 2008; Williams 2003). 

Lene Hansen (2000) has re-assessed the speech act, pointing to gaps in 
securitization theory in light of potential threats that affect those with no 
power to speak or whose speech goes unheard. Meanwhile, scholars like 
Michael C. Williams (2015) have argued that the necessary threshold of “ex-
traordinary measures” taken, as a marker of successful securitization, is un-
derspecified and overly focused on normatively negative forms of “extraor-
dinary.” Oels (2012) and Trombetta (2011) have likewise challenged the Co-
penhagen School’s take on securitization as normatively negative. In their 
discussions of the emergence of climate change and environmental issues 
as matters of security, they describe how this security framing and its con-
sequences need not be in terms of threat-defense and the logic of war, re-
lations of enmity, or democratic exception. Framed instead as human secu-
rity, for instance, Oels (2012) discusses how climate change can potentially 
(although not necessarily) act as an impetus to promote sustainable devel-
opment and more normatively desirable outcomes. Trombetta (2011) more 
directly critiques securitization theory as imposing a “fixity” on the study se-
curity, ill-suited for capturing the empirical realities of (variable) security 
practices.  

Refinements and critiques notwithstanding, securitization has remained 
a powerful, “parsimonious” theory for assessing how any issue can become 
security (M. Salter 2018). As described by Huysmans (1997), the Copenha-
gen School’s securitization theory offers “possibly the most thorough and 
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continuous exploration” of the broadened security agenda. It has continued 
to be applied to a whole host of new or non-traditional security topics, from 
terrorism (Rychnovska 2014), transnational crime (Emmers 2003), the 
HIV/AIDS epidemic (Elbe 2006), minority rights, the refugee crisis (Roe 
2004), and migration (Huysmans 2000; Jaskulowski 2019), to energy (Nyman 
2014; Szulecki 2017) and climate change (Diez et al. 2016), to list only a few. 
It has been applied much less often to the case of food, except recently by 
Griver and Fischhendler (2021), as I will return to in the next subsection. Se-
curitization hence does serve as a valuable theoretical entry point for criti-
cally assessing the topical broadening of security, including themes related 
to food. It also serves as an entry point for theorizing the broader production 
of security and thus helps to address RQ2 of this thesis.  

Finally, while securitization opens up the black box of security “threats,” 
the framework is less helpful in analyzing the deepening of security, or in 
unpacking and problematizing the construction not only of security relations 
(see: Figure 2), but also of referent objects (see: Table 2). 

Figure 2. CS approach to security

Adapted from: Buzan et al 1998, p. 205
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Table 2. CS approach to security 
 

Pre-theoretically extant and given Constructed by security discourse 
Securitizing agent 
Referent object 
Audience 
Security relations/form 

 
Threat 

 
These critiques notwithstanding, securitization theory has proved valua-

ble in extending security analysis to topics, sectors, and threats that are not 
traditionally thought of as such. By placing emphasis on the discursive means 
by which particular ideas about security come to be, it invites us to problem-
atize security as socially constructed rather than objective. In Paper II, I draw 
on elements of securitization theory to discuss how a particular discourse of 
food in relation to individual-centered security came to dominate in the FAO 
context. However, in this thesis I also extend beyond securitization theory 
when tracing how security as food plays out in the FAO and the Russian Fed-
eration. My empirical attention to security discourses goes beyond the logic 
of threat-defense and includes cooperative forms of security relations. In 
addition, rather than focusing on singular dramatic speech acts, I also draw 
attention to longer-term discursive processes by which particular meanings 
of security are legitimated and institutionalized in policymaking arenas.  

 
 

Beyond Securitization: Security as a Political Signifier 
 

Securitization theory has been tremendously influential in critical and con-
structivist security scholarship that seeks to forefront the role that socio-po-
litical – rather than natural, eternal, or law-like – factors play in defining and 
enacting a particular interpretation of “security.” However, there are many 
other works of scholarship that also problematize and de-naturalize fixed 
notions of security. These broader critical and constructivist strands of secu-
rity studies not only consider security as socially constructed, but place em-
phasis on the empirical study of the “multiple ways” that security is under-
stood, articulated, or materially practiced in particular settings (Browning 
and McDonald 2011: 241). Scholars within this broader critical and construc-
tivist scholarship thus work both with and across different “forms” of 
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security, including those that go beyond relations of enmity or existential 
threat-defense.  

Studying security in terms of its contingent formation and formulations 
involves inductive empirical investigations into what security means, and 
how it plays out, in specific settings. And because these critical and construc-
tivist approaches do not themselves attempt to foreclose which forms secu-
rity takes, this allows for the problematization of both positive sum and zero-
sum/antagonistic forms of security, as well as their topical broadening to 
new issue areas. As it relates to more positive-sum security forms, for in-
stance, Matt M. McDonald (2002) and Des Gasper (2005; 2017) discuss how 
human security is not only an analytical or policy framework for describing a 
particular state of the world, but itself functions as a normative attempt to 
reconfigure it. Other scholars go beyond dramatic speech acts or extraordi-
nary measures, to focus on more prosaic ways in which security might be 
enacted, including the everyday practices and management of security by 
professionals, in a more open sociological strand of security analysis led by 
the work of scholars Bigo (2002) and Huysmans (2011). Other works, for in-
stance by Trombetta (2008), Corry (2011), and Oels (2013), analyze how al-
ternative practices of security are emerging, based not on threat-defense as 
conceived of by traditionalist scholars and practitioners, but on logics of pre-
vention or risk management, for instance in relation to problems such as 
climate change. Situated in broader IR, David D. Campbell (1992), Roxanne 
Lyn Doty (1993), and Ted Hopf (2002) have also worked closely with the con-
tingent ways in which certain concepts or practices of security play out or 
have been deployed in specific foreign policymaking settings.  

Sensitivity toward security-in-context and variation in its meaning and 
practice also invites a critical interrogation of security agents, relations, and 
referent objects. Scholars such as Rob B.J. Walker (1990; 1997; 2016), Karen 
Fierke (2007), and Aradau et al. (2008) have laid fertile ground for critical 
and constructivist security analysis that pays attention to “the ways in which 
the objects to be secured, the perception of threats to them, and the avail-
able means of securing them (both intellectual and material) vary over time, 
space, and community” (Krause and Williams 1997: 49). Lene Hansen (2006) 
influential work on how different discourses regarding identity informed pol-
icy responses during the Bosnian War also marks an important methodolog-
ical and empirical foundation for work that highlights the representational 
politics involved in taken-for-granted security narratives. Jeff Huysmans 
(1998: 232: 232) conceptualization of security as a “thick signifier” that 
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“positions people in their relations to themselves, to nature and to other 
human being within a particular discursive, symbolic order” is also successful 
in capturing critical insights about the contingent nature of security. This 
conceptualization calls for security studies that do not only examine these 
significations and the relational positioning they entail, but to “analyse the 
play of the signifier ‘security’ in different contexts” (Ibid.: 249). 

However, studies that seek to offer “nuanced analyses of the ways in 
which security is constructed and challenged in particular social, historical 
and political contexts” are, as Browning and McDonald (2011: 251) note, still 
“marginal” in critical security scholarship, not to speak of IR and security 
studies as a whole (Browning and McDonald 2011: 251; Wibben 2016). Out-
side the specific schools of analysis highlighted above, this broader construc-
tivist and critical security scholarship with its emphasis on the “politics of 
security” has not necessarily coagulated into a distinct and recognizable 
field, perhaps partly due to the lack of emphasis on theoretical parsimony, 
or generalizable answers or solutions about what security is or for whom it 
should be intended. As McDonald (2008: 582) notes, its emphasis on con-
text, contingency, and careful interpretative rather than prescriptive analy-
sis necessarily makes it “less elegant and more unwieldy” than those models 
that start and end with a fixed definition of security. However, this is pre-
cisely the kind of analysis that my study is inspired by, and where it seeks to 
make both empirical and theoretical contributions.  

Problematizations of security beyond constructed threats alone also dis-
tinguishes a more critical and openly constructivist security scholarship from 
theories like securitization. For instance, IR scholars such Roxanne Doty 
(1993), Jutta Weldes (1996; 1999), and Lene Hansen (2006) all broadly cap-
ture how “objects, events, actions or social relations” are given meaning, 
and even created and produced by representational practices (Weldes 1996: 
286). Of note here is David Campbell’s (1992) work, which posits that the US 
itself is constructed by means of security discourses that articulate, legiti-
mate, and reify a “pre-existing sovereign state” where none in fact exists. 
Campbell’s work marks one of the better-known examples of scholarship 
that actively problematizes narratives of the state as being objective, or on-
tologically self-subsistent. However, there are also many other examples of 
work that problematizes the state as the object of modern security discourse 
and practice, including that of R.B.J. Walker (1993), Bill McSweeney (1999), 
and Michael G. M. Dillon (1990).  
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Indeed, examples of work that problematize the referent object largely 
center around the specific object of the state – perhaps for the understand-
able reason that the state continues to be a main locus of a political tradi-
tion, and a wide set of established, institutionalized, and formalized prac-
tices in relation to the signifier of security (Waever 1995; Walker 1997). 
However, there are instances of critical and constructivist security scholar-
ship that critically unpack other referent objects of security discourse, in-
cluding specific social groupings and even “society” (McSweeney 1999; Stern 
2005, 2006; Wilhelmsen 2017) as constituted by narratives of security rather 
being exogenous to them. In Stern’s (2006) study of Mayan women, for in-
stance, we learn how narratives can serve as “key discourses through which 
modern politics and political subjects are inscribed” (Stern 2006: 192). One 
of the tasks of this study is to also extend this critical analysis of referent 
objects to “the individual.”  

At the same time, it can be argued that something of a gap remains in 
security studies, in critical attention to referent objects. For example, in a 
major textbook-style exposé on critical security scholarship, Peoples and 
Vaugh-Williams (2020: 15) only discuss critical constructivism in terms of 
that which poses critical questions on the “social construction of threats, 
dangers and insecurities” (emphasis added), rather than referent objects. I 
expand on these arguments primarily in Paper I.  

 

2.2 Intersections of Food and Security 
 

To study the topic of food from a security perspective begs the question 
whether food is – in “fact” – a matter of security. This question can easily 
pull us back to more rationalist debates on how to delineate security from 
non-security issues and prompt answers that fix security in singular terms. 
Although this thesis challenges the notion that security is a fixed ontological 
condition of reality, I will in the next section revisit analyses of food security 
that start from that premise. This review of previous food security scholar-
ship sets the scene for this thesis and also helps frame the theoretical de-
bates about food security can and even should be studied.  

In the following sub-sections, I first outline two different ways in which 
food has been written about as a matter of security: on the one hand, as a 
matter of traditional state security, and on the other hand, as matter of 
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individual or human security. In many ways, this bifurcation replicates the 
paradigmatic divides of IR and debates within security studies regarding the 
nature of security and to whom the concept applies (Shepherd 2012), as well 
as the empirical choices in my own study of food security discourse. Alt-
hough based around very different referent objects, these two ways of con-
sidering food as security in previous literature are both often based on ra-
tionalist and materialist problem-solving approaches (Cox 1981: 128), which 
consider security in objectivist ways. These elaborations also provide the 
groundwork for my own empirical analysis, which centers on how state-cen-
tric and individual-centered security discourses play out empirically in the 
policy settings of the FAO and the Russian Federation. In the second sub-
section, I turn to a narrower set of writings that take a critical and construc-
tivist approach to food security, before ending with an overview of previous 
writings related to the FAO and Russian contexts more specifically. 

Notably, discussions of food as a matter of security have for decades fea-
tured rather limitedly in security studies and IR scholarship. Until the 2007–
2009 and 2010–2011 global food crises brought the topic more to the fore-
front of global affairs, there were few specific references to food (or agricul-
ture) in the major security-related journals such as International Security, 
Security Dialogue, Security Studies, European Journal of International Rela-
tions, and International Studies Quarterly.3 In one of the first scholarly refer-
ences to food as a matter of security after the last global food crisis, security 
scholar Benjamin Shepherd (2012: 195: 195) complains that “hunger is a se-
curity matter that warrants greater attention from security scholars and 
practitioners than it currently receives.” Such analysis is growing, and indeed 
I hope that this study makes its own contribution to this growing field. In this 
following, I engage with a broader gamut of IR scholarship, including other 
sub-fields such as development studies and tangent literature in political/re-
source geography that have engaged with food as a matter of security.  

 

2.2.1 State- and Human-Centered Food Security 

 
There are distinct ways in which the relationship of food to security has been 
conceptualized and written about. In this review, I focus on scholarly dis-
course centered around two referent objects: “the individual” and “the 

 
3 Based on searches for ‘food’ using title and abstract.  



Previous Literature  

 35 

state.” These are not the only referent objects that feature in analyses of 
food as security. However, insofar as they continue to speak to, reflect, and 
replicate distinctly realist and liberalist ontologies of international security 
politics, they are of empirical interest to my study, which considers these 
two different ways of studying and practicing food security as inherently po-
litical.  

 
Weaponized Food and State Security 

 
Food, and the agricultural activities that produce it, has been a matter of 
conflict, violence, and competition between and within polities at least since 
the beginning of recorded history (Scott 2017). Preoccupation with food is 
also evidenced in the intellectual precursors of modern security studies, in-
cluding warfighting strategists from Clausewitz (1976 [c. 19th century]) to 
Sun Tzu (2010 [c. 5th century]), whose works highlighted secure supplies of 
food as a matter of utmost military importance. Competition for resources, 
including food, also feature as a structural condition of human existence in 
key canon texts that informed IR’s development. This includes, not least, 
Thomas Hobbes’ (1904 [1651]) The Leviathan, which characterized compe-
tition for scarce resources as a “natural condition of mankind,” and as a 
cause of violent behavior (Hobbes 1904 [1651]: 81) – a point that again has 
become axiomatic for the political realist paradigm of IR (Williams 1996).  

Notwithstanding the actual deployment of food deprivation as a military 
tactic in 20th century wars (Collingham 2011; Gerhard 2011), however, IR 
and security studies disciplines have again exhibited only punctuated and 
rather limited interest in food (or the lack thereof) as a matter related to 
security until the last decade. One older reflection on the topic, however, 
can be found in the writings of Hans Morgenthau, often considered one of 
the grandfathers of the modern IR discipline. In his seminal Politics among 
Nations (1978 [1948]: 130), he wrote that:  

 
A country that is self-sufficient, or nearly self-sufficient, has a great 
advantage over a nation that is not and must be able to import the 
foodstuffs it does not grow, or else starve… they must somehow 
overcome or face the loss of their status as great powers. Countries 
enjoying self-sufficiency, such as the United States and Russia, need 
not divert their national energies and foreign policies from their pri-
mary objectives in order to make sure that their populations will not 
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starve in war… Conversely, permanent scarcity of food is a source of 
permanent weakness in international politics… Regardless of the 
other assets of national power which are at its disposal, the perma-
nent deficiencies in food compel it to act in its foreign policy from 
weakness rather than from strength. 
 

This point was not extended in any notable way within the field of IR for 
decades. However, reflecting the historical origins of IR and security studies 
as an Anglophone and even US-based discipline, there was a spike in schol-
arly interest in food as security during the 1970s. Particularly in the after-
math of the 1974 global food crisis, concerns about scarcity and putative 
hard limits on food provision became a major international concern, dove-
tailing with awakening environmental and neo-Malthusian concerns about 
overpopulation (Club of Rome 1972; Ehrlich 1968). In mostly US-based IR 
scholarship, efforts were made to “to understand, develop, and maintain 
mechanisms for the deployment of American food power” (B. L. McDonald 
2017: 194), and to assess the possibility and limitations of using food as a 
geopolitical weapon by states (Paarlberg 1978; Rothschild 1976). Dedicated 
academic analysis of the intersection of food and state power during this 
period reached something of a zenith in a special issue of International Or-
ganization, dedicated to “The Global Political Economy of Food” (Puchala 
1978). 

Along this vein, Swedish scholar Peter Wallensteen (1976; 1986) explored 
in the 1970s and 1980s the possibility of food being used as a political 
weapon by states. He wrote that “the power over food production and dis-
tribution is of great importance, perhaps exceeded in significance only by 
access to military power,” and that food is at the “heart of national security” 
(Wallensteen 1986: 143, 56). This state-centric and politically realist per-
spective on food amounted much less to a theoretical innovation within IR 
or security studies than to an application of traditional security concerns to 
food – a “broadening,” in terms used earlier in this chapter. Food, conceived 
of as a materially limited and scarce resource for which peoples and polities 
must compete, was analytically paralleled with realist concepts of security 
itself, which was also considered in terms of zero-sum, material competition 
between states (Orme 1998).  

Interest in food as a matter of largely realist, state-centered security 
waned in the decades after, in the face of relatively stable global prices for 
commodities, steady expansion in both agricultural production and 
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productivity, and a surplus in global stocks. However, such analyses have 
made a comeback in the wake of the 2007–2009 and 2010–2011 global food 
crises. As Hinrichs (2013: 7: 7) puts it, the specter of scarcity has made a 
“swaggering return” to the world stage, turning the issue of sufficient and 
secure food supply into one increasingly of strategic interest for states and 
statespersons, as well as for IR and related scholars.  

New narratives advance “a powerful geopolitical view of a world strug-
gling with scarcity… and on the brink of conflict, disaster and generalized 
turmoil” (Gong and Billon 2014; Hinrichs 2013; Le Billon et al. 2014; 
Sommerville et al. 2014: 243). Environmentalist Lester Brown, for instance, 
has circulated what he sees as a forthcoming “dangerous geopolitics of food 
scarcity,” an era in which tightened food supplies increasingly determine 
how international politics is structured (Brown 2011).  

Indeed, a range of studies have examined how geo-strategic perspectives 
on food as state security are increasingly playing out in national settings, in 
Qatar (Koch 2020; Monroe 2020), Japan (Barclay and Epstein 2013), India 
(Tripathy 2016), China (Zha and Zhang 2013), the Middle East and Gulf states 
(Babar and Mirgani 2014; Woertz 2013), Israel (Griver and Fishhendler 
2021), and the EU (Bureau and Swinnen 2018). Jennifer Clapp (2017), in her 
larger-scale study of states’ food self-sufficiency policies, details how leaders 
from even the world’s most food self-sufficient nations continue to consider 
food and agriculture as a matter of national security, in zero-sum terms. 

Recent analysis has also brought back Wallenstein’s theories. Zhang 
(2020: 59), for instance, queries whether food is “China’s most powerful 
weapon” against adversarial states. Additional gray literature, such as the 
2019 World Economic Forum (WEF) Global Risks Report, has named one of 
the major risks as being “geopolitically motivated food-supply disruptions,” 
with recent high-profile trade wars between the US and China as a forewarn-
ing (WEF 2019: 69). Other analysts have also pointed to the fact that strate-
gic nodes or “chokepoints” in the global food system are highly vulnerable 
to politically motivated restrictions (Bailey and Wellesley 2017). There are 
also more active calls by scholars, including Bryan L. B. L. McDonald (2017), 
for countries to “shape the politics of security and prosperity by linking peo-
ple and places around the world by deploying food as an element of national 
power” (B. L. McDonald 2017: 18).4 The broad gist of such realist, state-cen-
tric analyses is that the security of food for one state or polity may well come 

4 Albeit to “shape uses of food power that lead to a more secure, more sustainable, and 
more just world” (pp. 196–197). 
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at the expense of another (Orme 1998). This in turn also creates the condi-
tions for certain actors to exploit these material differentials for coercive po-
litical purposes, and hence encourages a vicious and cyclical mode of action 
not unlike what politically realist IR theory refers to as a “security dilemma” 
(Jerivs 1994; Rosenau 1976). 

 
Eliminating Hunger as Human-Centered Security 

 
In parallel to the state-centered analyses of food security outlined above, 
there is also scholarship that construes food as a matter of humanitarian 
action, development, and inclusive benefits. Rather than the zero-sum idea 
that securing enough food for one polity comes at the expense of another, 
this human-centered and liberal institutionalist scholarship holds that the 
security of food can be applied to all people equally. Through international 
cooperation and good governance, food insecurity can be resolved (Candel 
2014).  

It is along this strand that the linguistic co-location of food and security, 
“food security” in both colloquial and international development terminol-
ogy, largely originates and continues to be most widely associated (Shaw 
2007). Although the precise definition of “food security” within the UN has 
evolved throughout the years, it has come to be defined, in its most updated 
form, as the condition when “all people, at all times, have physical, social, 
and economic access to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food that meets their 
food preferences and dietary needs for an active and healthy life” (FAO 
2003). Notably, “food security” in this sense has largely been a matter ana-
lyzed outside security studies. In the liberal institutionalist literature, “food 
security” relates more to the activities and mandates of international insti-
tutions such as the UN and its agencies. 

Indeed, the UN definition has also served as an organizing principle for a 
number of multilateral agendas to eradicate hunger universally, most re-
cently in the UN Sustainable Development Goal 2 Zero Hunger, to “end hun-
ger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 
agriculture” by 2030 (UN A/RES/70/1 2015). This broad-based, inclusive, and 
positive-sum concept of food as security is explicitly advocatory and has 
been championed across a range of international and national policy spaces. 
It also involves the work of research communities, toward “measuring gen-
uine progress, aligning the [SDG] goals with existing governance arrange-
ments, and integrating the economic, social and environmental dimensions” 
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for the purpose of better reaching these international goals (Biermann et al. 
2017: 26; Blesh et al. 2019; Gil et al. 2019; Grosso et al. 2020; Lipper et al. 
2020). Major journals in the field, such as Food Security and Global Food Se-
curity, have adopted the UN definition of the term and fostered scholarship 
that “address(es) the challenges of achieving food security globally” and re-
sponds to the “challenge of ensuring food systems in meeting human food 
and nutritional requirements.”5 Working within a liberal institutionalist per-
spective, this field of “food security” scholarship seeks to “make [existing] 
relationships and institutions work smoothly by dealing effectively with par-
ticular sources of trouble,” without calling into question these existing struc-
tures per se (Cox 1981: 129). 

The human-centered approach to “food security” is more often placed 
within the “problem-solving” camp than critical research (Cox 1981: 129). 
Work in this field tends to base its analysis on pre-defined policy definitions 
of “food security” and be premised on directing actors toward more legiti-
mate, cohesive, or effective governance in favor of these policy aims. In-
deed, writings on “food security” governance, as systematically reviewed by 
Candel (2014: 585: 585), tend to take what he refers to as an “optimistic” 
perspective, promoting multilevel and multisector coordination and cooper-
ation between political actors to “ensur[e] a greater stability of policy objec-
tives over the long term” (Duncan and Claeys 2018; Krivonos et al. 2015: 29). 
However, there are some notable exceptions to this rule. Some governance 
scholars have indeed pointed at frictions among actors and agencies in-
volved in governing toward “food security,” and the fragmentation and plu-
rality of agendas and actions they hold (Hebinck and Oostindie 2018; 
Margulis 2013, 2014, 2017).  

Few liberal institutionalist analyses of food security engage directly with 
security studies or security theory. Instead, they engage with the concept of 
“human security,” which touches upon security studies debates from a more 
policy-oriented direction (Kaldor 2014; Paris 2001; Tadjbakhsh 2005). In the 
UNDP’s 1994 report, “food security” was listed as one of the seven dimen-
sions of human security. Synonymity between human and “food security” 
has since been circulated in various fora, for instance by the FAO and UN, 
which in a 2016 publication characterized human security and food security 
as:  

 
5 “Food Security,” n.d., Springer, at: https://www.springer.com/journal/12571; and 

“Global Food Security,” n.d., Elsevier, at: https://www.journals.elsevier.com/global-
food-security.  
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complimentary tools that can significantly reinforce the contribution of 
the United Nations system to help Member States initiate comprehen-
sive and multi-stakeholder partnerships that result in more resilient so-
cieties where people are safer from risks and threats” (UN and FAO 
2016). 

 
This argument has also been taken up by IR scholars such as Clay and Stokke 
(2000: 4), who base their analysis of food as human security on the UNDP 
definition of the latter, as a “people-centered” matter of “universal con-
cern.”  

This liberal institutionalist perspective on food as human security is hence 
generally distinct from the state-centric perspectives on food as a scarce and 
strategic resource for individual states. However, it is important to point out 
there is scholarship where food as human (in)security dovetails with state-
centric concerns. A growing concern in this overlapping space, regards the 
potential of insufficient food production for both people and polities, and 
hence more widespread zero-sum competition beyond states. This is circu-
lated not least through a neo-Malthusian narrative within gray literature, 
stipulating that global food production must double by 2050 to meet grow-
ing population and consumption demands from 2009 onwards (FAO 2009; 
Henneberry and Diaz Carrasco 2015; UNEP 2007). Of particular interest in 
these debates are potential shortfalls or disruptions to food production as a 
result of climate and environmental change, whether directly through the 
impacts of a changing climate on crops (IPCC 2019; Nelson et al. 2014; Ray 
et al. 2019; Schmidhuber and Tubiello 2007), or – as Hasegawa et al. (2018) 
have somewhat alarming highlighted – due to potential tradeoffs between 
climate mitigation policies and food security. As Fouilleux et al. (2017) out-
line, this has led to attendant national and international emphasis on in-
creasing material production as the solution. 

Related to these scarcity concerns, a large crop of literature has focused 
on the relationship between food availability, access, and food price volatil-
ity as a precipitator for communal violence and armed conflict (Abbs 2019; 
Brück and d’Errico 2019; Hendrix and Haggard 2015; Heslin 2020; Koren and 
Bagozzi 2017; Koren et al. 2021; Martin-Shields and Stojetz 2018; Rudolfsen 
2020; T. G. Smith 2014). Food and the lack thereof also feature as a potential 
pathway through which human-induced climate variability may impact 
armed conflict and violence (Caruso et al. 2016; De Juan and Wegenast 
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2019; Hsiang et al. 2011; Jones et al. 2017; Theisen et al. 2012; Vesco et al. 
2021). This climate and environmental security scholarship examines the 
causal relationship between material indicators of food – usually based on 
UN indicators and definitions – and static, quantifiable definitions of (in)se-
curity, e.g. armed conflict incidents. Notably, this is not a body of literature 
I engage with in this study, as it largely focuses on domestic, communal di-
mensions of conflict rather than international relations. However, it reflects 
a growing materialist concern with food as security. It is also worth noting 
that such literature does not fall neatly into the categories of state- or hu-
man-centric analysis I have outlined here. Rather, it encapsulates elements 
of both, insofar as human insecurities are considered a risk factor for more 
widespread political instability and threats to the state.  

Of some relevance for this study is that materialist concerns about 
(in)sufficient food, or scarcity of associated natural resources, such as land, 
water, energy, and even mineral fertilizers (Cristina Rulli and D’Odorico 
2014; McMichael 2013; Rulli et al. 2013; Staupe-Delgado 2019), form an im-
portant ontological basis for discourses of security that also extend to the 
planet and its transforming biosphere.  

2.2.2 Critical Scholarship on Food Security 

 
The literature review above outlines marked differences in how food is stud-
ied as a security matter. A state-centric, realist perspective on food security 
assumes that international competition for material-based resources is – if 
not inevitable – highly likely given the very nature of humans, the state, or 
the international system itself. A human-centered, liberal institutional per-
spective, by contrast, operates on the basis of a positive-sum conception se-
curity, with the potential for international cooperation to eliminate global 
hunger entirely. However, both these perspectives study food security as an 
objective, ontological condition to be pursued, rather than an ideological or 
political construct. In other words, despite their different perspectives on 
what security means and for whom, both realist and more liberal institu-
tional variants of food as security are committed to a positivist and problem-
solving mode of inquiry, which takes “prevailing social and power relation-
ships and the institutions into which they are organized for granted” (Cox 
1981: 130). 

However, there is also a more critical IR literature that takes neither as-
sumption about food security as a basis for analysis. Work in this field spans 
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multiple disciplinary perspectives, from resource geography and develop-
ment studies to political economy. It also includes many analytical angles, 
from neo-Marxist materialist and political economic critique (Friedmann 
1982) to that which is more normatively targeted toward emancipatory 
goals (Edkins 2000). Critical analyses of food security also include more anti-
foundational forms of critique, both post-structuralist and constructivist per-
spectives, that problematize and reflect on epistemologies of various food 
securities. Such analysis has not significantly penetrated security studies, 
where the very co-location of food and security again remains marginal. Nev-
ertheless, insights from the broader critical literature on food security 
proves illustrative and inspirational for my study.  

Specifically, there exists a body of critical and constructivist literature on 
food security which dovetails with my study’s empirical focus and theoretical 
foundations. Such studies also actively interrogate food security’s socially 
constructed origins and draw attention to the concept’s polysemy, as well 
as its “discursive fungibility” (Hinrichs 2013: 8). The focus is not only on the 
contingency of different interpretations of food security, but also on how 
the different actors articulate and reify these interpretations, including “for 
whom” the concept of food security is formulated or “whom” it serves. As 
sociologist Michael Carolan (2016: 142) puts it, critical work asks both reflex-
ively and empirically “security for whom, and according to who?”. Examples 
of this literature include the writings of development economist Simon 
Maxwell (1994: 1), who nearly three decades ago de-constructed food secu-
rity as a “cornucopia of ideas” and traced the succession of different inter-
pretations and paradigms that marked the history of food security over mul-
tiple decades. Sociologists Mooney and Hunt (2009) have also more recently 
problematized “food security” as a signifier that represents issues as diverse 
as hunger, community, and risk. Using frame analysis, they find that food 
security acts as a “collective action frame,” but for a range of political goals 
– not all of which are compatible, and which continue to be contested. Jarosz 
(2011), Born and Purcell (2016), and Winter (2006) step back from problem-
solving perspectives regarding food and agriculture, to reflect on the conse-
quences of taking any one boundary of the subject “to be secured” for 
granted, as well as the political and social contestations involved in defining 
it.  

Work in this field has also offered active problematizations of the human-
centered and state-centric discourses of food security at the center of this 
thesis. Several scholars have highlighted the tendency within liberal, human-
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centered approaches to focus on the technical and elide its politics (Edkins 
2000; Jachertz and Nützenadel 2011; Jachertz 2014; Jaspars 2020; Margulis 
2017; Paarlberg 2002; Uvin 1992). Hebinck and Oostindie (2018: 1312: 
1312), for instance, suggest that the focus on technical fixes has “pervasive” 
depoliticizing effects across academic and policy discourses about resolving 
global hunger. Jenny Edkins (2000) and geographer Nally (2011) also exam-
ine how practices of “food security” can serve to exacerbate inequality, in 
part by deliberately treating hunger as a mode of technical governance ra-
ther than something made politically problematic. Jaspars (2020) likewise 
discusses how “food security” is a cover for neoliberalism to elide the power 
dynamics inherent in food aid and provision. 

Shepherd (2012), Koch (2020), Jaspars (2020), and Griver and 
Fischhendler (2021), by contrast, empirically investigate the ways in which 
food security is implicated and embedded in the strategic practices and cal-
culi of states. Rather than beginning from the basis that food “is” objectively 
tied to state security, these studies draw attention to how such political for-
mulations are playing out across different geographic, institutional, and na-
tional policy settings. In his study of US foreign food aid, James Essex (2012: 
192), for instance, finds that even developmental and humanitarian under-
standings of food have become “central parts of national security and geo-
political strategies.” Critical studies have also empirically investigated how 
formulations of food as security have justified a range of hedging, protec-
tionist, and mercantilist strategies to “secure” the state at the expense of 
other polities, locales, and communities. These studies highlight how food is 
instrumentalized in competition between states as geographically delimited, 
exclusionary, and uneven “expressions of power” (Elden 2010). In the same 
vein, Koch (2020: 3) study of narratives about resources in Qatar reveals how 
they “constitute… rather than [work] upon a priori geographic realities.” 
Likewise, Monroe (2020: 1) also examines food as a “medium through which 
state ideologies and state imaginings” in this case of security are “con-
structed and circulated.” Nally (2015: 340: 340) takes the term “food secu-
rity” as an epistemological object that “is constitutive, rather than merely 
reflective” of geopolitical practices. These critical reflections on how food 
and agriculture serve to reify the state dovetail with my more focused study 
on the political geography of Russia in particular, in Paper IV. 

IR scholar Benjamin Shepherd (2012: 198: 198) outlines how food secu-
rity as a matter “ostensibly about hunger (achieving sufficient food for ‘all 
people at all times’)” is also “a game for powerful actors competing for 
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advantage (profit or scarce resources such as agricultural land) in an increas-
ingly resource-constrained world.” These elisions occur in what Sommerville 
et al. (2014: 240) have referred to as “doubly securitized framings” that con-
sider food as “a matter geopolitical calculation and strategy,” as well as in 
terms of “liberal humanitarian interventions promising development for the 
hungry… in one tidy package.” Hinrichs (2013) and Gong and Le Billon (2014) 
also point out how neo-Malthusian concerns about populations have dove-
tailed with geopolitical framings, with “securitized” narratives about popu-
lation growth and rising demand from China and India. In short, writings in 
this vein tend to stress that food is gaining renewed relevance for traditional 
IR and security analysis as a matter of “strategic practice” for states (Shep-
herd 2012: 195).  

The critical and constructivist studies reviewed above inform and inspire 
the approach to food security adopted in this thesis. Interestingly, however, 
few scholars in this field actively refer back to critical debates in security 
studies. Among them, Shepherds’ (2012) study mainly takes a normatively 
critical position on state-centric practices of food security. Griver and 
Fischhendler (2021: 15) take a much more constructivist approach and refer, 
for instance, to their article as the first piece of scholarship to use securiti-
zation theory to study food and food policy, to examine how Israeli state 
actors “utilize the multiple definitions of food security to transform it into a 
strategic tool in policy making.” Within this limited space of previous litera-
ture that also intersects more with security studies debates, then, my own 
study hopes to make its own empirical and theoretical contributions; empir-
ical through closer study of the FAO and the Russian Federation, and theo-
retical through the use of and engagement with ongoing theoretical debates 
about the processes of security-making, as well as the referent object at its 
center.  

 
Food security in the FAO and the Russian Federation 

 
Finally, as it relates to the empirical foci of my study, there are also studies 
that examine food security in the FAO and the Russian Federation in greater 
detail. Within a much broader body of work on “food security,” in the UN 
context (to include in the FAO), a number of scholars has also applied the 
aforementioned critical and constructivist lens to its study. The works of 
Gera (2004), Jarosz (2011), and Shaw (2007), for instance, have illuminated 
how conceptualizations of “food security” in the UN context have shifted 
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over time. Beyond these studies which problematize “food security” as a his-
torically stable and singular concept, there are also studies that focus more 
synchronically on how conceptions of it differ. Examining contemporary 
food security interpretations, Farsund et al. (2015) examine “food security” 
discourse at the FAO and the World Trade Organization (WTO), and find that 
it has converged along a narrative of greater trade liberalization. 

Much less has been written about food as security in the Russian context, 
at least in English. Basic empirical work on food security in Russia exists, but 
is relatively concentrated. Most work on the topic has been carried out by 
US Department of Agriculture (USDA) specialists (W. Liefert 2004; W. M. 
Liefert et al. 2019), by FAO-associated scholars (Sedik et al. 2003; Sedik et al. 
2013), and by Stephen K. Wegren at the Southern Methodist University in 
the US (Wegren 2002a, 2013, 2016; Wegren et al. 2017; Wegren 2018). 
Wegren’s earlier studies examine the origins of food security policies in the 
Putin regime (Wegren 2002b), while his more recent work has focused on 
the implications of Russian food and agricultural perspectives for its foreign 
economic policy (Wegren et al. 2017). These writings tend to be more de-
scriptive than reflexive, and seldom engage with theoretical debates within 
either IR or security studies. While this thesis draws upon the empirical find-
ings of these works, it also seeks to extend the analysis of Russian food se-
curity policy in more critical and constructivist directions.  

Within the Russian language, a more substantial body of publications on 
food security, or “продовольственная безопасность,” has emerged in re-
cent years (see: Figure 3).  

 
Figure 3. Russian academic publications on food security 
[продовольственная безопасность] 
 

 
Source: Russian Science Citation Index (RSCI) 
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Most of these authors adopt the Russian government’s definition of food 
security as the starting point for analyzing how to achieve food security in 
state-centric terms. As suggested by Tsygankov and Tsygankov (2010), aca-
demic theorizing in Russia tends to follow and also reproduce the demands 
of policy from the Kremlin. One important exception to this rule is the work 
of Barsukova and Dyufi (2016), which examines the Russian conception of 
food security in terms of frame analysis. It also examines the manifest con-
sequences of taking particular referent objects and methodological ap-
proaches for granted. As they quote from an interview with an anonymous 
expert in Moscow:  

 
The authorities, of course, are more comfortable with methodologi-
cal holism. What is dangerous for Russia and what is safe? For exam-
ple, someone says that it is dangerous if imported pigs are at more 
than 50%. You begin to understand: for whom is this dangerous? For 
producers is it not dangerous, for consumers it is not dangerous. For 
no [individual] is this dangerous. But for Russia it is dangerous. This 
is at the level of methodology, at the level of worldview. Holism is 
the belief that a country has objective national interests. And that 
even if no one [i.e. no individual] living in this country has need of 
these interests, the country still has them.” (ibid.: 80—81). 

 
Their fascinating study, which I also reference in Paper III, provided both em-
pirical and theoretical insights that I owe much to. 
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3. Theoretical Framework 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This thesis is informed by a constructivist ontology that presupposes an im-
portant role for (inter-)subjective factors such as ideas, beliefs, norms, and 
discourse in constituting social phenomena (Price and Reus-Smit 1998). As 
an ontological perspective on social reality, constructivism is by no means 
limited to IR and security studies. But since its entry and mainstreaming into 
IR scholarly debates over the past three decades, constructivism has stimu-
lated intense onto-epistemological debate, while also being fruitfully applied 
to the analysis of a range of international relations phenomena: the foreign 
policy of individual states, identity formation in states and in regions, and 
even the structure of the international system itself (Emanel Adler 2012; D. 
Campbell 1992; Hopf 1998; Wendt 1999). As discussed in the previous chap-
ter, it has also been applied to the study of security, where answers to what 
security is and to whom it should be applied are considered matters of in-
tersubjective rather than objective or universal truth.  

That being said, however, there are also many variations within IR con-
structivism, and indeed multiple constructivisms (Fierke and Jorgensen 
2001; Zehfuss 2001). In this chapter I begin with an elaboration of the onto-
epistemological underpinnings of my study, before turning to the more spe-
cific theoretical frameworks built upon that basis. In brief, I address how the 
study takes a pluralist perspective on a long-standing debate in constructiv-
ist IR, between “conventional” and “critical” constructivism, and with open 
engagement of both explanatory and interpretivist theoretical frameworks.6   

Although this study primarily engages with IR debates in the sub-field of 
security studies, it also draws inspiration from frameworks more closely as-
sociated with critical policy studies (Fischer et al. 2015b). To examine secu-
rity-making within policy settings in the FAO and the Russian Federation, I 
employ a strand of interpretive and explanatory analysis under the heading 
of “discourse institutionalism” (Hajer 1993; Schmidt 2008, 2015). This is a 

 
6 Notably, this is a slightly different debate from the one about critical security studies.  
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line of inquiry that has examined the role of ideas and communicative pro-
cesses to account for policy stability and change. While this thesis primarily 
draws upon Vivian Schmidt’s (2008; 2011) account of the term “discourse 
institutionalism,” it also draws inspiration from related interpretive and dis-
cursive analyses of politics and policymaking by policy scholars such as Colin 
Hay (2003), Ronald J. Krebs and Patrick T. Jackson (2007), and Martin Hajer 
(1993, 2006). In the second sub-section of this chapter, I introduce discourse 
institutionalism and outline how it can be used to theorize policy change and 
the social construction of security more broadly. In particular, I suggest that 
discourse institutionalism offers a fruitful model for analyzing and account-
ing for how security is politically produced in formal policy settings. As a so-
ciologically rich and empirically grounded account of political change, dis-
course institutionalism, I argue, serves as an alternative to securitization the-
ory’s speech-act model (as discussed in the previous chapter). In short, I use 
discourse institutionalism as a framework to help address both RQ1 and RQ2 
of the study.   

In the third and final sub-section of this chapter, I present the broader 
discourse theoretical lens through which I unpack “the individual” and “the 
state” as referent objects in food security discourse, to address RQ3.  

 

3.1 Onto-epistemological underpinnings  
 

The previous chapter outlined variations in how the concept of security is 
understood, articulated and indeed practiced. Constructivism holds that 
such variations have bearing on the very reality to which security analysts 
then respond. This constructivist perspective contrasts with swathes of IR 
and security studies, not least political realist (and geopolitical) strands of 
thought, that consider “security” as a singular, objective condition that is 
driven by factors unconditioned by human action (Morgenthau 1948; 
O’Tuathail 1996; Waltz 2010 [1979]). Liberal accounts of IR sit closer to con-
structivist perspectives and are more open to the role that social factors play 
in international phenomena. However, they also tend to “fix” security in 
terms of rationalist and interest-based pursuit of absolute gains (Keohane 
and Martin 1995). This is not to oversimply what are nuanced debates within 
and across these different schools of IR thought, but to reiterate that they 
differ from the constructivist approach taken in this study. 
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Beyond certain ontological foundations, however, constructivism in IR re-
mains a rather wide umbrella within which there are a range of epistemo-
logical perspectives about how to study a socially contingent reality (Fierke 
2021; Hopf 1998). This includes middle-ground or “conventional” construc-
tivism that often works within a positivist epistemology, and which considers 
(inter-)subjective factors in more or less explicitly causal terms, sometimes 
even in terms of independent variables on political outcomes (Emanuel 
Adler 1997; Checkel 2006; Parsons 2002). Some writings in this vein also hold 
a “rump materialism” to state behavior and action (Ruggie 1982, 1998; 
Wendt 1999). Social and ideational factors are just some of many factors 
that explain IR phenomena. A more post-positivist constructivism, however, 
posits that reality itself is too ontologically entangled with what we purport 
to know, and especially with malleable interpretations of it, for any re-
searcher to be able to establish any objective truth claims (D. Campbell 
1992; Kratochwil 2000). These constructivist perspectives often reject ex-
planatory inquiries in favor of interpreting the meanings and ideas embed-
ded in language and significations (Bevir and Rhodes 2016). This epistemo-
logical approach to IR has been labelled “critical constructivist” (Fierke and 
Jorgensen 2001; Hopf 1998). 

Rather than taking one side of the so-called understanding and explana-
tion divide, however, this thesis adopts a third, more pluralist perspective 
on constructivist IR scholarship, which sees the two as mutually informative 
tasks (Bennett 2013; Guzzini 2000; Parsons 2010; Pouliot 2007; Price and 
Reus-Smit 1998; Sil and Katzenstein 2010). That is, I combine a constructivist 
ontology that emphasizes the role of ideas, meaning-making, and inter-sub-
jective factors in constructing social reality, with a more open epistemology 
that considers it both possible and beneficial for interpretive and explana-
tory research inquiries to work in tandem (Bennett 2013; Sil and Katzenstein 
2010). The study is interested, in the German sociologist Max Weber’s fa-
mous words, in the “interpretive understanding of social action in order 
thereby to arrive at a causal explanation of its course and effects” (Weber 
1964: 88). I have therefore carefully referred to my study as “critical” and 
“constructivist,” in order to distinguish it from the more established “critical 
constructivism” epistemological perspective that is so often associated with 
the rejection of causal explanation.  

More specifically, I engage in interpretivist analysis of articulations about 
(food) security, with more explanatory analysis of how such articulations act 
consequentially to shape policy outcomes. However, the individual papers 
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of this thesis analytically emphasize different dimensions of the interpreta-
tive and the explanatory. For instance, in accounting – as Paper II and Paper 
III do – for “how” particular articulations of food as security have become 
institutionalized as formal policy, the interpretive elements of analysis fea-
ture less prominently. The discourse on food security is temporarily objecti-
fied, in order to focus on their interrelation within extra-discursive factors 
and institutional contexts (Pouliot 2007). That is, the analysis in these papers 
addresses how these discourses influence policy outcomes. Meanwhile, RQ3 
takes a more interpretivist approach to understanding referent objects as 
significations, embedded in meaning-making activities. In this regard, Paper 
IV and Paper I are interpretivist. Elements of these papers can also be seen 
as drawing inspiration from critical constructivism, from the productive 
power of ideas and meanings not only to shape but to constitute the very 
objects, subjects, and relations we consider real, natural, and ontologically 
fixed.  

This may still require some elaboration, as the epistemological compati-
bility of interpretive and explanatory approaches is sometimes a matter of 
controversy. Pitted against each other as conventional versus critical, or as 
positivist versus post-positivist, much literature has focused on the incom-
mensurable differences between these forms of research approach and 
lines of inquiry (Emanuel Adler 1997; Balzacq and Baele 2014; Hopf 1998). 
However, as also argued by more pluralist constructivist IR scholars such as 
Colin Hay (2002; 2003; 2011), Patrick T. Jackson (2010), and Richard Price 
and Christian Reus-Smit (1998), the differences between them can be over-
wrought. Indeed, while post-positivist perspectives often focus on meaning 
embedded in language, significations and the symbolic, they are also inter-
ested in the “manifest political consequences of adopting one mode of rep-
resentation over another” (D. Campbell 1992: 7-8; Doty 1993; Hansen 2006; 
Milliken 2001). Efforts to interpret how a given phenomenon, norm, action, 
or discourse matters for politics thus often mimic the explanatory and causal 
endeavors of positivist approaches (Parsons 2015; Price and Reus-Smit 
1998). As Price and Reus-Smit (1998) put it, analyses of variable representa-
tions per se that do not connect these representations to their generative 
effects on sociopolitical reality make little sense. Hence, there is often an 
implicit explanatory role “played by particular understandings in motivating 
the political conduct of particular actors,” even among the most “post” of 
post-positivist scholars (Hay 2003: 146). 
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Following on from the insights of these aforementioned scholars, this 
study also holds that it is possible to “escape the interpretive moment” to 
make stipulative “small-t” truth claims about reality, even if it is not always 
possible to specify “how much” the ideational matters in quantitative or 
probabilistic terms (Price and Reus-Smit 1998: 271). That is, my explanatory 
inquiries avoid a search for causality in definitive and generalizable terms, 
and instead emphasize the inherent contingency of sociopolitical phenom-
ena (Bevir and Rhodes 2005; Kurki 2007; Parsons 2015). In seeking to ex-
plaining the power of discourse to shape food security policy within the FAO 
and Russian Federation contexts, however, insights derived regarding the 
generative power of discourse can be also valuable in considering other em-
pirical sites. These onto-epistemological commitments also entail a specific 
role for theory: not as hypotheses of generalizable phenomena or universal 
covering laws that are deductively tested or falsified, but as “guides” to the 
empirical exploration of contingent and context-specific events, and of in-
terpretive change and stability (Hay 2002: 43).  

 

3.2 A Discourse Institutionalist Framework 
 

Although this study is firmly situated within security studies, it also draws 
theoretical inspiration from critical policy studies (Fischer et al. 2015b). The 
latter is a scholarly field that emerged in the second half of the last century, 
as a critique of rationalist models of analysis which neglected the “subjective 
and intersubjective human dimensions” of policy processes (Ibid.: 4). Critical 
policy studies represent a diverse field, but generally draw attention to the 
power of ideas and communicative practices in the interpretation and praxis 
of policymaking and analysis. Their “criticality” lies in challenging fixed and 
taken-for-granted categories, procedures, and even knowledge by “examin-
ing the contingent processes of [their] construction and impact in specific 
circumstances of the policy process” (Fischer et al. 2015: 8). My thesis like-
wise focuses on contingent processes of policy construction, specifically in 
following “how” particular articulations of food security became institution-
alized within the FAO and Russian Federation policy settings. To address this 
portion of the study, RQ1, I draw on a more specific strand of critical policy 
studies, under the moniker of discourse institutionalism.  
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Discourse institutionalism is a theoretical framework that takes language 
and communication seriously in “theorizing the explanation of change (and 
continuity) in policy, politics and institutions” (Schmidt 2011: 107). The term 
comes from a wider tradition of critical policy scholarship that emphasizes 
the policy impacts of “the substantive content of ideas, their social construc-
tion and the interactive processes of discourse in institutional contexts” 
(Fischer et al. 2015: 15; Schmidt 2008; Schmidt 2011; Schmidt 2015). Ac-
cording to Vivian Schmidt, “discourse institutionalism” is less a coherent the-
oretical enterprise than an umbrella framework for discursive analyses of 
the social construction of political problems and their policy responses (J. L. 
Campbell and Pedersen 2014; Hajer 2003; Hay 2009; Krebs and Jackson 
2007; Singer 1990; Wagner and Wittrock 1989). Discourse institutionalism 
explains the emergence of specific policies with reference to ideas embed-
ded in language and communicative action. It hereby seeks to “illuminate 
why certain definitions do or do not catch on at a particular place and time 
and to explain the mechanisms by which a policy does or does not come 
about” (Hajer and Versteeg 2003: 177). 

Although discourse institutionalism has not been developed as a theoret-
ical lens for studying security, it serves well to both conceptualize and em-
pirically guide my study of how food was articulated and ultimately institu-
tionalized as a security matter in the FAO and the Russian Federation. As a 
constructivist framework, the emphasis in discourse institutionalism is on 
exploring the communicative contestations over problem framings, narra-
tives, and definitions involved in institutional reform and policy change. As I 
outline, this analytical lens allows me to explore the “politics of security” as 
part of a broader inter-subjective and political processes.  

In this sub-section, I first discuss the conceptual building blocks of dis-
course institutionalism: namely, what is entailed by “discourse” and “insti-
tutions,” and how I use these terms in this study. Although these concepts 
are far-reaching, I again anchor my discussion in critical policy studies. I then 
present discourse institutionalism as an interpretivist and explanatory 
framework, which helps to guide the empirical analysis of how ideas, lan-
guage, and communicative interactions can generate change in policy set-
tings. Finally, I discuss how discourse institutionalism fits into and can be 
fruitfully applied to security studies; namely, how the policy and political 
processes through which security is produced might be better conceptual-
ized (RQ2), without strictly foreclosing how this might occur in concrete set-
tings.  
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3.2.1 The Role of Discourse and Institutions 

 
Institutions are fundamental building blocks of constructivist policy analysis. 
As a sociological concept, institutions refer to shared and mutually under-
stood “rules of the game,” and the means by which “it become[s] possible 
to speak of a social world at all” (Berger and Luckmann 1966: 77; North 1990: 
3-4). In referring to regularized social patterns or systems, institutions can 
encompass anything from language, customs, and norms, to more formal-
ized laws and policies. Importantly, institutions have no ontological status 
apart from the activities of humans. However, they also structure the social 
world and make some policy actions more acceptable and possible than oth-
ers. That is, the relationship between institutional structures and the indi-
vidual human activity and agency upon which they rest is dialectical or mu-
tually constitutive (Giddens 1984; Klotz et al. 2006). Rather than purely being 
objective or subjective, institutions are inter-subjective. 

Among the most important aspects of institutions is language – spoken, 
written, or otherwise signified – through which the world is made compre-
hensible. It is through language, or semiosis, that social reality is communi-
cated and shared, but also through which reality can be shaped, changed, or 
reproduced. In the latter case, for instance, language can be patterned into 
“an institutionalized structure of meaning that channels political thought 
and action in certain directions” (Connolly 1983: 1). Pertinent to this study, 
meanings can be institutionalized in formal governmental and intergovern-
mental policies and hereby shape material action and practice. To account 
for how policy meanings are stabilized, institutionalized, and challenged, this 
thesis employs the concept of “discourse.”  

Discourse has many definitions across scholarship (Carta 2019; Fina and 
Georgakopoulou 2020; Jorgensen and Phillips 2002). In this thesis, I follow 
Vivian Schmidt’s (2008) definition of the term as both “the representation 
or embodiments of ideas but also… the interactive processes by and through 
which ideas are generated and communicated” (Schmidt 2011: 107). I adopt 
this definition to limit the discursive realm to ideas in communicated linguis-
tic practice and hereby distinguish discourse from other (extra-discursive) 
elements of the social, such as agents, events, institutional context, and ma-
terial conditions. This linguistic account of discourse allows me to study how 
communicated ideas shape institutional practice, without collapsing them 
into the same ontological substance (Fairclough 2005). This is not to suggest 
that discourses are entirely distinct from (other) social institutions. Indeed, 
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the point of discourse institutionalism is to account for the processes 
through which a given discourse may itself “solidify into an institution… as 
organizational practices” (Hajer 1993: 46) – or, here, become institutional-
ized as policy.  

In this thesis, I am interested in “how” such institutionalization occurs. In 
the discourse institutionalist accounts of both Schmidt (2008; 2011) and 
Hajer (1993; 2002), discursive agents play a central role in this process. By 
carrying forth and propagating discourses in public or policy settings, actors 
can – through a logic of argumentation – influence current institutional ar-
rangements toward change or stability. While discourse institutionalism 
hereby maintains a role for extra-discursive agential behavior, it should not 
be confused with a rationalist framework that reduces discourse to strategic 
action (Schmidt 2017). As argued by Hajer (2002:56), speakers are not en-
tirely free agents capable of transforming institutions (including language) 
as they like. Rather, they are “holders of specific [institutional] positions, en-
tangled in webs of meaning” (Hajer 2002: 56). Indeed, discourse institution-
alism stresses that discourse always takes place within institutional contexts 
that structure the possibility for new ideas to be taken up (Schmidt 2008). 
Thus, discourse and institutions have a mutually constitutive relationship, 
without reducing one to the other (Fairclough 1989; Wodak and Meyer 
2009). While actors can only make sense of the world by drawing on the 
terms of the discourses available to them, discourse institutionalism stresses 
the possibility for actors “to exercise – at least a notional – choice” in relation 
to the same (Hajer 2002: 56, 1995: 53). By keeping intact an element of hu-
man reflexivity and innovation within institutional arrangements, this theo-
retical framework is able to engage with that which makes “the political” not 
only meaningful and important, but possible in the first place. 

With this account of discourse in place, it is important to note that I en-
gage with different discursive concepts in my four papers (see: Table 3). Var-
iation in wording reflects the processes of intellectual evolution that took 
place during the writing process. In Paper I, the concept of discourse does 
not feature explicitly. Instead, I analyze different ideas about “the individual” 
through an “interpretive and historical lens” and as articulated by different 
theories/theorists of security (Zhou 2021). Throughout the study, however, 
I maintain a consistent interest in the substantive content of ideas as well as 
the interactive processes by which ideas are conveyed, following Schmidt 
(2008: 305). 
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Table 3.  Varying uses of discourse in the study 
 

 Definition of discourse Operationalization as 
Paper II “intersubjective systems of 

meaning and social practice, 
that identify subjects/objects in 
relational terms. These signifi-
catory boundary-drawing activ-
ities in turn shape social reality 
in particular ways” (Zhou and 
Linnér 2022: 6) 
 

“Speech acts” by political 
representatives of member 
states of the FAO construing 
existential threat 

Paper III “an ideational construct put 
forward by social actors in com-
municative practice, that 
makes both substantive claims 
as well as broader narrative 
framings” (Zhou 2022b: 5)  

Parliamentary debates, polit-
ical speeches, and other 
communique by Russian gov-
ernment representatives or 
politicians regarding food se-
curity qua self-sufficiency 
and food independence 

 
Paper IV “linguistic and representational 

practices that (re-)produce sys-
tems of meaning” (Zhou 2022a: 
3) 

Published or otherwise doc-
umented communication by 
Russian government offi-
cials, as well as published 
policies by the Russian gov-
ernment regarding instru-
mental perspectives on land 
use as well as ontologies of 
Russia as a whole 

 
 

 

3.2.2 Policy Change and Discourse Institutionalism  

 
Although discourse institutionalism can be studied from a range of ontolog-
ical, epistemological, methodological, and empirical “vantage points” 
(Schmidt 2011), work in this field shares an interest in “the wide range of 
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ideas in policy discourse and the ways in which political and policy actors 
articulate such ideas in policy construction and attempt to politically legiti-
mate them” (Fischer et al. 2015: 15). However, the theorization of power in 
this process differs across the scholarship. Carstensen and Schmidt (2016) 
make a useful distinction between “power over ideas,” “power through 
ideas,” and “power in ideas.” These three mechanisms of power capture the 
institutional positions occupied by idea holders; the constitutive power of 
discourse and communicative action; and finally, the way institutionalized 
ideas structure the first two. Schmidt stresses that discourse institutionalism 
is particularly suited to explaining the “power through ideas,” through an 
argumentative logic, in policy processes. The analytical focus is here on com-
municative (inter-)action by speakers, and the “presentation, deliberation, 
and legitimation” of policy ideas by such actors (Schmidt 2008: 322). These 
actors can include – but are not limited to – political leaders, parliamentari-
ans, politicians, experts and specialized personnel, bureaucrats, or even lay-
persons who shape policy in particular directions. Different ways of labelling 
these agents have been circulated in policy studies literature, to include 
“policy entrepreneurs” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998), “advocacy coalitions” 
(Sabatier 1988), and “discourse coalitions” (Hajer 1993; Singer 1990; 
Wittrock et al. 1991) that hold and argue for a particular policy position or 
prescription. In Paper III, I refer to “discourse coalitions” as a set of actors 
who discursively coalesce around a particular policy matter, without pre-
suming or assuming alignment on other matters (Hajer 1993). Indeed, as 
Parsons (2015: 11) points out, the empowering influence of ideas is particu-
larly evident when they serve to bring together “diverse coalitions,” and 
demonstrate “multivocality,” i.e. “an idea’s [or discourse’s] capacity to be 
understood in multiple ways.”  

Actors put forward, legitimate, reify, or challenge particular institutional 
arrangements or policies, and discourse institutionalism focuses on the mo-
ments of communication and argumentation through which institutional ar-
rangements, including structures of meaning, are changed, transformed or 
otherwise affected (Hajer 1993; Risse 2000; Schmidt 2008). However, actors 
themselves are also “entangled in webs of meaning” that determine what 
can be said meaningfully (Hajer 2002: 56). This means that discourses always 
interplay with and must relate to pre-existing ones (Krebs and Jackson 2007), 
including more routinized categories or ways of articulating reality that have 
already become sedimented, institutionalized, or reified. As Krebs and Jack-
son (2007:45) argue, “arguments can prove powerful only when the 
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commonplaces on which they draw are already present in the rhetorical 
field” and meaning contestations are in the short term “locally bounded” in 
ways that make certain arguments more socially legitimate than others. 

When studying the power of discourse, Hajer (2002:54) suggests that we 
pay attention to the “crucial claims in a particular issue, what is seen as a 
persuasively structured argument, what style of presentation is effective, or 
what historical positioning serves to justify a particular course of action” 
(Hajer 2002: 54). Discourse institutionalism invites policy scholars to trace 
such discursive processes through rich empirics rather than parsimony. Em-
pirical analysis, therefore, requires paying attention to the conditions under 
which certain discourses are successfully propagated, including timing, the 
positionality of the speaker or audience, the particular forum in which dis-
course is put forward, and resonance with broader economic, political, or 
sociological factors.  

Hence, discourse institutionalism offers a number of analytical avenues 
and tools to empirically break down the complex processes through which 
policy change occurs. In Paper III, I draw on Krebs and Jackson’s (2007) the-
ory of rhetorical action to account for how discourses become influential in 
policy change by means of rhetoric. Their “language-focused mechanism of 
political influence” traces the ways in which certain rhetorical maneuvers 
may “lock in” oppositional actors, for instance by linking policy formulations 
or discourses to much more dominant, orthodox, or reified discourses, the 
latter of which may be more difficult to reject outright in social settings (p. 
36). Their model thus focuses on discursive legitimation as a first step toward 
broader institutionalization. Legitimation entails attempts to justify or ex-
plain a particular idea, or – in the policy realm – a particular policy formula-
tion or solution. As Carstensen and Schmidt (2018: 760) write:  

 
efforts to legitimize are largely ideational and discursive, agents use 
ideas to legitimize their actions through discursive contestation, as 
opposed to simply coercing people, structuring relations or institut-
ing rules without discourse – which are actions that may serve their 
purposes but do not ensure legitimacy. 
 

Relevant legitimations may be conducted by politicians, bureaucrats, so-
called “experts,” and other specialized personnel. However, laypersons can 
also actively justify, argue for, or reify a particular discourse. I engage with 
such legitimizing actors as “securitizing agents” and “discourse coalitions” in 



Chapter 3 

     
58 

Paper II and Paper III (Buzan et al. 1998; Hajer 1993; Singer 1990; Wittrock 
et al. 1991). In the FAO, these actors include representatives of member 
states as well as FAO officials themselves. In the Russian Federation, these 
agents include members of the Communist Party and the Agrarian Party, as 
well as various governmental officials.  

While the legitimation occurs through rhetorical means, Krebs and Jack-
son (2007) propose that policy change, or the formal institutionalization of 
a discourse, also entails the acceptance of the policy implications of a dis-
course. As they theorize, it is largely when both terms are met that policy 
change occurs (see: Table 4). 

 
Table 4. Possible outcomes of discursive interaction in the policy arena 

 
 Accept discourse  

(legitimation) 
Reject discourse  
(legitimation)  
 

Accept  
implications 

Case 1: 
Policy change 
 

Case 2: 
Mixed 

Reject  
implications 

Case 3: 
Implications  
contest 
 

Case 4: 
Discursive  
contestation 

Source: Adapted from Krebs and Jackson (2007: 43). 
 
Notably, the concepts of legitimation and institutionalization are by no 

means exclusive to discourse institutionalism. Rather they have long been 
utilized as standard constructivist concepts. As argued by Peter L. Berger and 
Thomas Luckmann in their seminal text The Social Construction of Reality 
(1966), social construction occurs through three interrelated processes: in-
stitutionalization, legitimation, and internalization. Processes of institution-
alization are those by which a particular social phenomenon comes to be 
regularized between people; processes of legitimation normalize, justify, 
and reify such institutions; and it is through internalization that individuals 
psychologically process those institutions and behave in accordance with 
them. In this study I focus on the first two processes and leave questions of 
internalization largely to the side. Internationalization encompasses psycho-
logical and internal processes that take place at the level of individuals. 
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However, my empirical analysis is limited to the inter-subjective. Although 
internalization is also an important part of the construction of the social 
word, in this thesis I consciously avoid concepts such as “belief,” “identity,” 
and “subjectivity” (both at the individual level and for collectivities) as items 
outside the scope of my empirical study (Brubaker and Cooper 2000; Epstein 
2010).  

On this point, I also diverge from Schmidt (2008), who makes reference 
to the background ideational abilities of individuals as part of her explana-
tory model. As argued by Krebs and Jackson (2007: 41), the “methodological 
hurdles to… pin[ning] down the ‘real motives’ driving individual choice, so 
that one can distinguish beliefs sincerely embraced from those adopted for 
strategic or other reasons” are too great to specify what actors truly think or 
feel. Although I empirically examine articulations of belief and identity, to 
the extent that they reflect or affect broader institutional processes, I ana-
lyze them as articulations, not assuming correspondence with people’s in-
ternal thought processes or with any metaphysical status of being, as I will 
discuss later on in this chapter.  

In this thesis, discourse institutionalism is not mobilized as a grand, end-
all-be-all approach to the study of politics; nor does this study suggest that 
discourse is the only determining factor in policy change or stability 
(Carstensen and Schmidt 2018). Indeed, following a pluralist approach, Viv-
ian Schmidt (2008) stresses that discourse institutionalism should be seen as 
complementary to and compatible with other ways of explaining and under-
standing the political world around us. While emphasizing discourse as an 
important mechanism of policy change, Schmidt (2008) is also careful not to 
reject material factors in a “vast and complicated” political reality 
(Carstensen and Schmidt 2018; Schmidt 2008: 322), including that of secu-
rity more specifically. Discourse institutionalism is, however, a framework 
for considering the more specific discursive mechanisms through which so-
cial reality operates and changes as part of that broader endeavor. 

 

3.2.3 Institutionalizing “Security” Discourse 

 
In this thesis, discourse institutionalism is employed to guide my empirical 
tracing of food security institutionalization, within the policy settings of the 
FAO and the Russian Federation. This framework helps to illuminate the role 
of communicative action in relation to policy change, and draws attention to 
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the contingent, contested, and intersubjective processes through which se-
curity-related policies are produced. By illuminating the interactive, discur-
sive dynamics in which the politics of security play out, discourse institution-
alism can also be of value for critical and constructivist analysis of security 
(Browning and McDonald 2011; Wibben 2016; Mandelbaum et al. 2016). 
Policymaking spaces are of course not the only place where security is for-
mulated, articulated, or enacted, but they are crucial arenas for it. As Hajer 
(2002: 2) writes, “policy-making is not just a matter of finding acceptable 
solutions for preconceived problems. It is also the dominant way in which 
modern societies regulate latent social conflicts.” Within this realm of policy-
making, discourse institutionalism provides a valuable, analytically produc-
tive framework for conceptualizing and indeed explaining how security pol-
icies are institutionalized or changed. 

The value of discourse institutionalism in explicating the politics of secu-
rity is perhaps best illuminated when compared to securitization theory. As 
discussed in the previous chapter, securitization is marked by a rather rigid 
series of “steps,” namely, a speech-act construing existential threat, argu-
ments for emergency action, and the implementation of actions which might 
be considered extraordinary – for instance by violating pre-existing demo-
cratic rules and norms (Buzan et al. 1998: 26). Despite continual attempts by 
scholars and critics to loosen this rigid security “form,” the narrower model 
has remained relatively intact as securitization’s distinct, theoretic core 
(Balzacq 2011; Waever 2011). Meanwhile, discourse institutionalism’s ap-
plicability is wider and captures a much broader array of phenomena. Secu-
rity as a policy matter need not be limited to those established by means of 
singular speech acts of existential threat and urgency, or the suspension of 
democratic debate. Indeed, on this point, there is even acknowledgement 
from the Copenhagen School’s own writings that security might come in 
much less dramatic forms than they theorize, but which should be consid-
ered instances of securitization. In a brief passage in Security: A New Frame-
work for Analysis, they write that in such cases: 

 
Behind the first layers of ordinary bureaucratic arguments, one will ulti-
mately find a— probably irritated—repetition of a security argument so 
well established that it is taken for granted” (Buzan et al. 1998: 28). 

 
However, there is no further discussion or theoretical elaboration of how 
such forms fit into securitization model more specifically, and this aside has 
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not subsequently come to mark securitization analysis in any meaningful 
way. 

Rather than being narrowly focused on security in terms of a singular 
form, a discourse institutionalist approach to the study of “security” in policy 
terms can be open to different forms of security as they play out empirically. 
Without pre-defining security as issues of existential threat-defense, en-
acted by means of extra-democratic measures, discourse institutionalism of-
fers greater theoretical flexibility and openness as to the forms that security 
takes. For instance, analysis can be extended to include more cooperative 
and universalist conceptions of security, for instance those that center on 
the human as a referent object. Such an approach also better parallels the 
conceptualization of security as a signifier, whose meaning is liable to vary, 
be contested, or be challenged, and which requires the analyst to investigate 
and interpret these variable meanings. A discourse institutionalist approach 
to the production of security does not start with an assumption about what 
security means or how it plays out.  

In this regard, discourse institutionalism also provides an answer to long-
standing critique of securitization: that the speech act-based model lacks at-
tention to contextual factors or “facilitating conditions” (Stritzel 2007: 358). 
Indeed, the securitization theory speech-act model is conceived of by its pro-
ponents as a “causal mechanism” that bridges the shift from the ontological 
category of non-security into the ontological category of security. However, 
this shift between conditions and outcomes, which Waever (2011: 476) re-
fers to as a “quantum jump,” is largely black-boxed, and securitization theory 
itself does not provide tools for understanding or accounting for under what 
circumstances, and within what contexts, which conditions or facilitating 
conditions do or do not matter.  

By contrast, discourse institutionalism as a framework demands explicit 
attention to “the contextual conditions for [the] empirical realization 
[of] collectively legitimated discourse[s] of security” (Oliveira 2017: 7) in pol-
icy spaces. Rather than offering a strict theoretical model that forecloses 
how the dynamics of change occur in practice, a discourse institutional ap-
proach stresses the need for empirical investigation of how ideas and dis-
courses are established, circulated, accepted, or challenged in concrete em-
pirical settings. It also suggests that policy change occurs over longer-term 
processes, in a “more evolutionary manner,” than the speech-act securitiza-
tion model can provide (Schmidt 2008: 316).  
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Furthermore, securitization distinguishes security from politics, with the 
latter defined as “ordinary” liberal democratic politics versus security excep-
tionalism (Buzan et al. 1998; Waever 2011; Wilkinson 2007). In studies of 
discourse institutionalization, by contrast, politics is by no means evacuated 
even after “the fact” of policy change. Indeed, the point of discourse institu-
tionalism is that institutionalized forms and meanings of security (e.g. insti-
tuted policies), can still be changed, challenged, and contested. Hence, po-
litical contingency and indeed politics are built into the theoretical frame-
work at all stages of analysis.  

Finally, a discourse institutionalist framework allows me to extend my 
analysis of food as security beyond the settings of liberal democracy, within 
which securitization “moves” were originally assumed to take place. Critical 
policy studies as a discipline evolved from demands and needs to critique 
policy and policy analysis within Western democratic settings, and have 
largely been applied to those spaces (Fischer et al. 2015a). However, discur-
sive interactions, contestations and legitimations are by no means exclusive 
to policy settings in liberal democracies. And to the extent that discourse 
institutionalism is not necessarily concerned with the democratic quality of 
debate, it need not be limited by it. This has particular bearing on and value 
for my study of the Russian Federation, where my emphasis is on elite poli-
tics within what has become a (semi-)authoritarian system.  

For these reasons, discourse institutionalism proves a fruitful theoretical 
framework for this study. It not only helps guide the empirical analysis of 
how specific policy articulations of food security become policy orthodoxy, 
but also more broadly helps theorize more productively on how security is 
produced in political terms. In Paper III, I explicitly draw upon these features 
of discourse institutionalism to trace how a state-centered interpretation of 
food security became formally instituted as Russian governmental policy. In 
Paper II, discourse institutionalism also proved inspirational for my analysis 
of how a certain interpretation of “food security” was institutionalized in the 
FAO. In Papers I and IV, I do not trace policy change over time, but instead 
critically analyze stable interpretations of food security and their conse-
quences. For these latter purposes, discourse institutionalism as a theoreti-
cal framework for explaining policy change falls away, but a consistent focus 
on the role of discourse in shaping the political remains.  
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3.3 Unpacking the Referent Objects of Security 
 

Discourse institutionalism is applied in this thesis toward the empirical study 
of policy change. However, I also employ the same concept of discourse to 
trace how particular referent objects are constructed in policy debates on 
food security. In my study, I focus particularly on “the individual” and “the 
state,” both as the objects of food security discourse in the FAO and the 
Russian Federation, and within IR and security studies debates about the lib-
eral or realist nature of international security. By unpacking these two refer-
ent objects, I thus seek to position my study in conversation with wider se-
curity theory. Rather than taking “the state” or “the individual” as pre-given 
and fixed categories of security analysis, my study traces how they feature 
in (food) security discourses. In this regard, the theoretical and methodolog-
ical emphasis is less on explaining than interpreting the different ways they 
so feature.  

Importantly, the concept of discourse used in this thesis – referring to 
ideas within communicated practice – helps to create a way to discuss ref-
erent objects without reference to their objective status. This discursive lens 
allows me to empirically untangle the different ways in which referent ob-
jects are articulated and constituted (see Figure 8). I engage in this interpre-
tive work primarily in Paper I, focused on “the individual,” and in Paper IV, 
focused on the Russian “state.” To interpret different significations, I specif-
ically focus on the kinds of relationalities that feature around these terms; 
that is, how “the individual” and “the state” are related to other objects and 
subjects within the discourses I analyze. Discursive objects are thus always 
embedded in a broader relational system. This is denoted on the Y-axis in 
Figure 8, where I also empirically examine how particular referents line up 
with relations of security, ranging from cooperative to zero-sum, that may 
or may not feature in the individual- and state-centered security discourses 
I analyze. How, within discourse, relations of security are themselves tied to 
the boundaries of the referent object is a point I come back to in the results. 

Notably, studying referent objects as discursive need not necessarily be a 
statement on their ontological status (Epstein 2010). In this study, however, 
I also argue that the ways in which referent objects are articulated as objec-
tive play a role in (re-)producing the particular relationalities and social 
boundaries represented by the putative object. This brings the discussion 
back to the constructivist ontology of this thesis. That is, rather than consid-
ering “the individual” and “the state” as ontologically self-subsistent from 
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and exogenous to (food) security discourse, the study theorizes these ob-
jects as being constituted or produced through food security discourses.  

As mentioned, institutions confront individuals as externalized edifices or 
“social facts” which one must confront or deal with (Berger and Luckmann 
1966; Durkheim 1982). However, they can also be so taken-for-granted and 
essentialized that they become understood and treated as “facts of nature” 
rather than social constructions, as opera aliena over which humans puta-
tively have no control or agency (Berger and Luckmann 1966: 106). This con-
nects back to discourse institutionalism, in that if discourses can be legiti-
mated and institutionalized, they can also be reified. Reifications, as the con-
structivist sociologist Peter Berger (1967: 66: 66) laid out, evacuate politics, 
and act to “hide” the constructed nature of particular institutions or ways of 
organizing the social world, to help sustain, propagate, and (re-)produce 
these realities and make them less susceptible to challenge. Such reification 
becomes important in Paper I and Paper IV, where I discuss how particular 
discourses of “the individual” and “the state” are so naturalized and essen-
tialized as to not only constitute the referent of security-related policies, but 
to constitute wholesale ontologies of international relations.  

To do so, I also here draw from other critical and constructivist scholar-
ship that problematize the referent object more explicitly. This includes, as 
outlined in the previous chapter, IR scholars Jutta Weldes (1996; 1999), who 
stresses how not only threats but also objects are produced by means of 
discursive, representational practices. However, I also go beyond IR and se-
curity scholarship to draw on insights from critical scholars in other fields. 
Within IR, of course, there is a range of critical and constructivist scholarship 
that focuses on problematizing taken-for-granted notions of the state, from 
David Campbell (1992), to the work of  R.B.J. Walker (1993), Bill McSweeney 
(1999), and Michael G. M. Dillon (1990). The related field of political geog-
raphy has also grappled with questions of how power and security play out 
in the inter-state system (Billon and Bourbeau 2015; Neocleous 2016). 
Within that, a body of critical scholarship has similarly problematized politi-
cal geographical perspectives that take for granted the state as the funda-
mental unit of security, dovetailing with efforts to get beyond political realist 
ontologies in IR (Agnew 1994; Dalby 2013; Koopman et al. 2021; O’Tuathail 
1996). In Paper IV I engage with a particular sub-set of work within critical 
political geography that has problematized fixed notions of the state as it 
relates to nature (Harris 2012; Loftus 2018; Whitehead et al. 2007). My prob-
lematization of “the individual” also draws on a range of insights from 
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political theorists, historians as well as post-colonial and feminist scholars 
that likewise point out the role that politics, rather than objectivity, plays in 
how we understand “the individual” in universalist security terms (Arendt 
1973; MacKinnon 2007; Rothschild 1995; Wynter 2003). These scholarly in-
sights resonate with the critical and constructivist approach adopted in this 
thesis and have helped me to approach objects like “the state” and “the in-
dividual” not as ontologically self-subsistent and exogenous to our politics 
but constituted and (re-)produced by it. 

Figure 4. Studying security as discourse in this thesis

Finally, as mentioned above, this thesis advances a problematization of 
referent objects without reference to the concept of identity (Campbell 
1996; Hopf 2002; Weldes 1999; Hansen 2006). As Charlotte Epstein (2010) 
and Brubaker and Cooper (2000) outline, the concept of identity has a ten-
dency to presume and even reify “selfhood” on the part of the object being 
studied. In lieu of focusing on the constitution of referent objects’ con-
structed identity, I treat referent objects as products of discourse. This al-
lows me to focus on the ways in which objects are identified in discursive 
practices. On this point, I am also careful not to conflate referent objects and 
speaking agents presumed to represent them. For example, in Paper IV, I 
make a careful distinction between “the state” as the object of discourse by 
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governmental officials, and the governmental officials and apparatuses as 
such.  
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4. Methods and Materials 
 
 
 

 
 
 
In this thesis, I embark on an empirical analysis of food security as discourse. 
I turn in this chapter to the methods and “discrete techniques” that under-
pin this examination (Herrera and Braumoeller 2004: 16). Methods have at 
times been considered a weak point for constructivists (Goldstein and 
Keohane 1993: 6), and indeed for discourse-focused constructivists (Milliken 
2001). Certain strands of critical constructivism approaches have even been 
known to problematize social science methodology itself, in lieu of an ap-
proach closer to the humanities or to literary analysis (Law 2004). The anal-
ysis of discourse is also complicated by the multiple methodological ap-
proaches at play. Generally speaking, discourse analysis “embodies a set of 
techniques for conducted structured, qualitative investigations of texts,” as 
part of a broader theoretical framework which holds to the “constructive 
effects of language” (Hardy et al. 2004: 19).  

However, just as there are many scholarly definitions of “discourse,” each 
with their own theoretical and ontological commitments, there are many 
forms of discourse analysis. As outlined in Chapter 3, I have in this thesis 
adopted an account of discourse that is focused on ideas within communi-
cated linguistic practice. My discourse analysis therefore entails “the exam-
ination of argumentative structure in documents and other written or spo-
ken statements,” as well as an analysis of the linguistic practices “through 
which these utterances are made” (Hajer 2006: 66). To this end, I use a com-
bination of interpretative process tracing, content analysis, and more gen-
eral predicate analysis in Papers II–IV. In the following I outline how these 
methods are employed in each paper and how they inform the thesis as a 
whole. I also present the empirical material that I draw upon to conduct my 
discursive analysis.  
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4.1 Interpretive Process Tracing 
 

An important part of this study is devoted to tracing “how” human-centered 
and state-centered articulations of food as security became institutionalized 
in the FAO and the Russian Federation respectively. To that end, I use an 
interpretive form of process tracing. This is a method that combines atten-
tion to ideational and meaning-making practices with a more standard pro-
cess-tracing interest in explaining outcomes through careful historical anal-
ysis. Process tracing is often associated with positivist epistemology and the 
search for causation, although this is causation much less in terms of linear, 
deterministic, and universal covering laws than causation in terms of mech-
anisms that provisionally link factors to a particular, contingent, social out-
come of interest (Beach 2016; Bennett and Checkel 2015; Collier 2011; 
Norman 2021). This explicit emphasis on causality tends to pit process trac-
ing against post-positivist, interpretivist ways of conducting research, which 
– besides focusing on meaning-making practices – tend to eschew causality 
in favor of constitutive explanations (Vucetic 2010). However, not all schol-
ars stick to these sharper epistemological and methodological battlelines. 
Pouliot (2014), Norman (2015), and Guzzini (2017) use interpretivist process 
tracing, for instance, to adhere to more pluralist and reconciliatory stances 
of different epistemologies.  

Colin Hay (2016: 501) also discusses how despite becoming associated 
with a very narrow set of – avowedly self-identified – proponents of positiv-
ism, process tracing in fact embodies a broader “family of methodologies,” 
all of which bring “historical sensibility” to qualitative analysis. He advocates 
for a broadened perspective on the term, suggesting that “all good social 
science traces processes and always has.” This includes when explicitly 
demonstrating how ideas or discourses emerge and are circulated, and con-
nect to particular actions or outcomes (Jacobs 2014; Schmidt 2008: 308). As 
mentioned, even post-positivist scholars are often interested in answering 
questions of “how possible?” or “how did X get here?” (Milliken 1999; 
Vucetic 2010; Wight 2007), which entails analyzing specific outcomes by 
connecting them to processes of (historical) change over time. In other 
words, tracing processes need not be the exclusive domain of any one epis-
temological perspective. By historicizing the present, process tracing can 
serve as a tool for problematizing dominant or reified interpretations, in line 
with more critical scholarly endeavors.  
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Indeed, scholarship has begun to emerge which stresses the compatibil-
ity of process tracing with interpretivist epistemologies, or combining pro-
cess tracing’s more openly explanatory approach with interpretivist perspec-
tives (Norman 2015). As Vincent Pouliot (2014: 240) describes, interpretivist 
process tracing means embedding social practices, including discursive ones, 
“in their social context… [as] intersubjectively negotiated,” and connecting 
them to forms of local causality. Ludvig Norman (2015: 4) also suggests that 
process tracing is “highly consonant with the interpretivist tradition of 
providing inductive and contextually thick accounts of meaning making, as 
well as attending to the dynamics of social institutions,” toward “more 
nuanced and more accurate explanations” of specific outcomes. Jacobs 
(2014: 43) model of a methodological process tracing of ideas is more decid-
edly deductive, but also provides methodological guidance for tracing “ide-
ational diffusion” and an analysis of “the substantive content of decision out-
comes” that have a bearing for my study. As Vivian Schmidt outlines, process 
tracing can be an ideal method for discourse institutionalism, as it helps 
demonstrate how ideas, via discourse, serve as “sources of justification and 
legitimation for what such actors do,” facilitating certain political decisions 
or actions at the collective level, over others Schmidt (2008: 308).  

In Paper III, I employ interpretivist process tracing to examine how con-
temporary Russian food security policy came to be formally instituted. Spe-
cifically, I draw on an expansive corpus of primary and secondary sources to 
examine how a discourse of national food self-sufficiency – which I refer to 
as “food independence” – gained ground in Russian policy circles through 
the efforts of a discourse coalition comprised of experts, politicians, and bu-
reaucrats in public and parliamentary settings in the 1990s, and how this 
state-centric interpretation of food security became legitimated and ulti-
mately institutionalized in the 2010 Food Security Doctrine. Through archival 
research and extensive media analysis, I trace the usages of the food security 
concept in Russian parliamentary and government debates throughout the 
1990s. To explain “how” a particular food security discourse came to pre-
dominate in the Russian government. I also draw attention to the interplay 
between discourse and extra-discursive factors, such as the discursive 
agents and the institutional context within which they operate.  
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4.2 Content Analysis 
 

Content analysis is a method that uses coding to systematically break down, 
categorize, and describe the content of texts (Boréus and Bergström 
2017:24). Since parts of this study rest upon expansive empirical material, I 
used this method to quantitatively analyze the frequency of words and to 
assess regularities in how food security is signified. Notably, some interpre-
tivist scholars have argued that content analysis operates under a set of as-
sumptions that are fundamentally incompatible with the relational and con-
textually embedded nature of discourse (Hopf 2004; Laffey and Weldes 
2004). In these accounts, content analysis has been charged with a priori 
fixing rather than situating meaning; extracting and atomizing words from 
contexts; and obsessing with the “objective empirical footprints” of social 
processes in a way that is more in line with a positivistic than an interpretive 
analysis (Herrera and Braumoeller 2004: 16).  

However, this need not be the case. In my use of content analysis in Paper 
III, I focus on linguistic objects, words, and phrases (specifically, “food secu-
rity”), but do not assume an equivalent meaning for them. Meaning is in-
stead qualitatively assessed (interpreted) within its immediate context, in 
conjunction with the surrounding words and messages. This meaning then 
abductively reconfigures the coding and categorizations I use to continue to 
explore and iteratively re-explore the material (see Figure 5). That is to say, 
rather than eschewing meaning-in-context, I use a more qualitative, inter-
pretive form of content analysis to actively and explicitly explore semantic 
(in)stability. Where the larger-scale quantitative comes into play is where I 
believe the complementarity of content analysis to discourse analysis lies.  
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Figure 5. Abductive and iterative qualitative coding methodology

In Paper III, content analysis is applied to its own separate body of empir-
ical material. Deriving material from Kremlin website sources and databases 
and using the search term “продовольственная безопасность” (food secu-
rity), I gathered 215 relevant documents for coding, including speeches, gov-
ernment and public meeting transcripts, press conferences, policy docu-
ments, and other outputs related to activities of the Office of the President, 
from the year 2000 to the end of 2019. The relevance of each document was 
assessed based on its reference to food security, food, or agricultural 
themes, and each document was then downloaded as a PDF (raw docu-
ments) and uploaded to NVivo™ for qualitative coding (see Figure 6). A cod-
ing system was developed abductively and iteratively for themes and attrib-
utes.  

Themes which emerged as dominant meaning-usages of the term food 
security included “food independence,” “global hunger and cooperation,” 
and “Russian consumer welfare.” These broad categorizations were made 
on the basis of more or less straightforward predicate analysis: 1) “Food in-
dependence” was applied as a category to those articulations where Russia’s 
trade balance and its need to reduce imports and expand domestic produc-
tion for the purposes for food security were referred to; 2) “Global hunger 
and cooperation” was applied when reference was made to the need to ad-
dress the problem of hunger, either at a global humanitarian level or in other 
regions of the world; and 3) “Russian consumer welfare” was applied where 
the reference was not to the state, but more explicitly to the wellbeing of 
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the populace in relation to economic or social access to food. While other 
themes were found and labeled, they featured less prominently, and were 
therefore not incorporated as part of the analysis. I allowed for overlap be-
tween the three themes, and also marked references to food security where 
the meaning of food security was unclear or could not be determined. Fi-
nally, I also coded each document for non-discursive contextual factors such 
as speaker, audience, type of meeting, and date. This allowed me to go be-
yond the content of statements themselves to understand the “performa-
tive links that lie at the heart of discourse analysis” (Hardy et al. 2004: 21; 
Hermann 2008), including the positionality of speakers, the timing of their 
interventions, and the fora in which they were made. It relates discourse per 
se to what it does in a wider sociological context, and to help inform broader 
analysis about how discourse interacts with other features of food security 
politics.  

Figure 6. Example of data collection on Kremlin Russian ‘food security’ doc-
uments for content analysis

1. Collection of documents
a. 390 documents, derived from Kremlin.ru search engine us-

ing search term ‘food security.’ 

2. Documents collated
a. Qualitatively reviewed for relevance to the topic, e.g. 

specified reference to ‘food security’ or ‘food’ or ‘agricul-
ture,’ with duplicative events removed.  
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4.3 Discursive Analysis of Threats and Objects 

In Paper II, the theoretical engagement is primarily with securitization the-
ory. Methodologically, therefore, I focused on specific elements of discourse 
pertinent to the theory, namely linguistic elements demonstrative of ur-
gency and existential threat to a referent object in both FAO conferences 
and associated member state policy debates. Key words and phrasings de-
noting a sense of existential threat – for example “threat of famine,” 
“scourge of hunger,” or urgency, including statements such as the “scale and 
severity of the task require a collaborative effort unprecedented in history” 

          

3. Relevance check (in Russian). 
a. 277 remaining events and documents, of which 215 contain 

references to ‘food security’ retained; downloaded as PDFs 
(raw documents), and uploaded to NVivo™.

4. Machine translation of documents for ease of coding.

5. Abductive and iterative qualitative coding (see Figure 2). 
a. “Attributes,” including speaker, year, type of event, and au-

dience, and “Themes,” including meaningful use of ‘food se-
curity,’ were abductively assigned to text within the docu-
ment. Attributes (such as year) were also applied to the 

  

       
  



Chapter 4 

     
74 

– were the empirical focus for the analysis of discourse. I also paid close at-
tention to the referent objects present in these phrasings. In Paper IV, I in-
terpreted and parsed Russian governmental discourse on agriculture land 
use, based on sources from government website databases during the pe-
riod 2000–2020. I examined and reviewed content specifically related to in-
strument perspectives on land use, as well as subject positioning and the 
relationalities of Russia itself in relation to society, the broader international 
system, and the environment. This analysis was conducted abductively; cat-
egories were informed by both initial close readings of the material and gen-
eral theories of critical geopolitics, which eventually shaped the categories 
through which I re-read and parsed the data (Agnew 1994). Sifting through 
my material, which included nearly 200 official interventions related to agri-
cultural land relations and land use, I abductively organized instances where 
the “subject” of Russia was related to other objects including society, other 
states, and nature – finding these kinds of relationalities evident – and then 
openly reviewed and considered each dyadic relationship in turn. 

This form of discourse analytics partially mirrors the guidelines of schol-
ars such as Doty (1996), Hansen (2006), and Milliken (2001), all of whom use 
the subject position of identified subjects and objects within discourse to 
better understand international relations phenomena. However, while I 
used relationality as a relevant attribute of discourse, unlike the above au-
thors I did not utilize the category of identity to parse my data. Instead, I 
merely laid out forms of “identification” (see: Brubaker and Cooper 2000; 
Epstein 2010) for reasons outlined in the previous chapter.  

 

4.4 Data Collection and Material 
 

A principal task in discourse analysis is selecting and delimiting the empirical 
material. There are no hard and fast rules for this, although in-depth and 
close interpretive readings usually preclude sources of data that are too 
wide. In this thesis, primary material was selected and collected depending 
on the specific task to be achieved or the issue to be explained, as well as 
the theoretical perspective utilized. For instance, Paper II, which engaged 
with securitization theory, entailed an analysis of much more selective ma-
terial, while Paper III, which entailed discourse institutionalism more as a 
theoretic perspective and a more methodological interpretive process 
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tracing, was much more inductive and expansive. In process tracing, a de-
tailed analysis of the evolution of historical meanings and events requires a 
wide range of empirical materials. Despite its relatively opaque decision-
making system, the Kremlin (or the Russian Presidential Office) makes avail-
able a rich trove of information about its daily meetings and activities, which 
is highly suitable for conducting research. As the Kremlin’s website puts it: 

 
We have created a single archive for the presidential site’s materials 
starting from January 2000. All materials are available on the new 
site and have been indexed in the search system… [with] news about 
the President’s activities, transcripts, photographs, video and audio 
recordings of events involving his participation, texts of documents 
signed by the President, information on trips and visits, messages, 
and other current information relating to the work of the President 
and Presidential Executive Office. 
 

I used the databases to gather my empirics for the post-2000s period in 
Russia. This timeline is motivated partly by interest in policy change within 
the period of President Vladimir Putin’s administration, which is a regime 
that still marks Russia today. The time period for my analysis is motivated 
more practically by the fact that data from the Kremlin database only 
stretches back as far as 2000. In Paper IV, I extracted materials from the Rus-
sian government’s website using similar methods (see Appendix to Paper IV 
for more details). In my interpretive process tracing of how the concept of 
food security made its emergence in Russian policy discourse, I also utilized 
comprehensive newspaper databases. A research visit to the Bank of Finland 
Institute of Transitional Economics introduced me to a crucial resource in 
the EastView database, which archives all the main newspaper publications 
during that era. I discuss this in greater detail in Paper III. All material is listed 
in Table 5.  
 

4.5 Interviews 
 

Finally, my study is informed by 12 semi-structured interviews conducted in 
Moscow, Russia in 2019. These interviews were conducted with academics, 
experts, and practitioners at the Russian Academy of Sciences, the Moscow 
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State University, the All-Russian Institute of Agrarian Problems and Infor-
mation Theory, the Primakov National Research Institute of World Economy 
and International Relations, the Institute of History, Archaeology and Eth-
nography FEB RAS, the Russian Presidential Academy of National Economy 
and Public Administration, the Russian Academy of Science, international 
governmental officials (anonymized), the Institute for Agricultural Market 
Studies (IKAR), and the Russian Grain Union. Three interviews conducted 
also via Skype with the Head of FAO Liaison Office in Moscow, the Moscow 
Higher School of Economics, and the Institute of Geography Bern. My con-
tacts with these interview informants were made through channels and net-
works established through pre-thesis rounds of research, but also through 
helpful colleagues and associates who pointed me in relevant and useful di-
rections. Based on previous experiences in the Russian research environ-
ment, I was aware that on many topical issues, experts in these communities 
and at such bodies have very valuable insights into how official policy is 
formed. However, since the interviews took place before all elements of my 
research design or research questions were in place, their insights also 
helped guide the research. The idea for Paper III, for example, came from an 
off-hand comment by one of my interviewees about agricultural land use.  

The interviews in Moscow, each of which took about an hour, were rec-
orded and transcribed using Temi™ transcription software. With the excep-
tion of two interviews, the interviews in Russia were conducted in English. 
Of the other two interviews, one used a professional translator and the other 
was conducted half in English, and half in Russian. Information from inter-
views opened the door to new material and perspectives that then abduc-
tively (re-)shaped the initial research question. They provided directions for 
investigations, while also providing deeper contextualization of the broader 
political (and economic) dynamics surrounding the subject. For instance, the 
idea for Paper IV first emerged from interview data gathered to inform Paper 
III. However, as interview data were not themselves a centerpiece of the em-
pirical material, they also served as a check on rival interpretations of the 
research results (Yin 1989). The interview transcripts were not included in 
the discourse and content analysis as listed above.  
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Table 5. Methods and Materials 
 

Methods Paper II Paper III Paper IV 
Discourse  
Analytics 

    

Interpretive   
Process-Tracing 

   

Content Analysis    

Materials     
Official Policy  
Documents 

1943 UN Hot 
Springs Confer-
ence Final Act; 
1974 UN World 
Food Confer-
ence Report 

 
 
 

2010 Food Secu-
rity Doctrine of 
the Russian Feder-
ation (FSD) (Presi-
dential Decree No. 
120); 2020 FSD 
(Presidential De-
cree No. 20)   

 

Government 
Sources 

 215 speeches, 
transcripts, and 
documents de-
rived from Krem-
lin.ru between 
2000 and 2019 
(inclusive); Parlia-
mentary Bills  

179 speeches, 
transcripts, and 
documents de-
rived from 
Kremlin.ru and 
Government.ru 
between 2000 
and August 
2020. 

 
Newspaper  
Databases 

 100+ articles  de-
rived from 
EastView Data-
base, using search 
term “food secu-
rity 
(“продовольстве
нная 
безопасность”)  
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Archival  
Databases 

Memoirs of first 
FAO director 
John Boyd Orr; 
Speeches by par-
ticipants at 1943 
and 1974 con-
ferences; Post 
facto testimo-
nies by partici-
pants  

Russian State Li-
brary General Dig-
ital Catalogue; 
search terms 
“food security 
(“продовольстве
нная 
безопасность”) 
and “food inde-
pendence 
(“продовольстве
нная 
независимость”); 
1999 transcript of 
impeachment 
proceedings 

 

Parliamentary  
Debates 

UK Hansard de-
bate about 
“world food situ-
ation” in 1947 

Transcripts of par-
liamentary de-
bates in Federa-
tion Council and 
State Duma of the 
Russian Federa-
tion in 1999, 
2003, 2005, 2016, 
and 2019 

 

Fieldwork  
Interviews 

 12 interviews con-
ducted in Mos-
cow, Russia in 
June 2019. 3 con-
ducted online. 
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5. Description of Papers  
 
 
 
 
 
 

The following lays out in detail the individual papers, and how each fits into 
the overarching aim of exploring how food has been articulated as “security” 
in the FAO and the Russian Federation, as well as the broader implications 
and consequences of these contingent articulations for security theory and 
practice. Within each summary, I also outline how the papers interrelate and 
complement each other, to paint the broader landscape of a study on food 
as security and security as politics.   

 
Paper I. Zhou, Jiayi (2021), ‘The (Universal) Human and Beyond: Constituting 
Security Objects in Theory and Practice,’ Critical Studies on Security, 1-14 
 
Paper I engages with current scholarship in critical security studies to illus-
trate and draw attention to 1) the constituted and political nature of secu-
rity, and 2) the constituted and political nature of the referent object of se-
curity. It illustrates this through engagement with two predominant strands 
of critical security analysis; securitization theory and human security, both 
of which I argue do not go far enough to unpack or reflect on the constituted 
nature of “the individual” – despite the import of this figure in their own 
theorizations. I outline how both security theories hence leave analytical and 
– more importantly – political and ethical gaps, which a more epistemologi-
cally open and sensitive lens on referent objects helps to fill. I outline ways 
in which “the individual” as a referent object of security theory and practice 
can and should be unpacked from both interpretive and historical perspec-
tives.  

Although this paper does not directly engage with the topic of food, it 
sets the theoretical stage for the rest of the papers. It opens up security ob-
jects as matters of discursive and historical production in ways that are un-
deremphasized in critical scholarship of security. It focuses on the figure of 
“the individual,” which lays the ground for a more empirically oriented ex-
ploration of “the individual” in specific institutional contexts (namely the 
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FAO) in Paper II. It also provides insights into the production of referent ob-
jects and geopolitical subjects in ways that dovetail directly with the empiri-
cal and theoretical framings of Paper IV, albeit from a different slightly dif-
ferent body of scholarship and disciplinary angle. While Paper III draws less 
directly on this first paper, the two are nevertheless very much in line in their 
approach to security and security objects as political phenomena, as discur-
sively produced and institutionalized.  

 
Paper II. Zhou, Jiayi, and Linnér, Björn-Ola (2022), ‘The Macro-securitization 
of Hunger: Between National and Human Food Securities’ (manuscript) 
 
This paper uses the historical institutionalization of food as a matter of hu-
man-centered security in the FAO, to inform a discussion of different levels 
and forms of security in a broader theoretical sense. The paper critically en-
gages with the concept of macro-securitization and discussions on the con-
stitution of referent objects. Empirically following securitization of hunger in 
key international conferences, it also lays out tensions between state-centric 
and the human-centric security as they play out in the specific realm of food 
policy and governance at national and international levels. In doing so, it also 
discusses a broader problematic within security studies and security prac-
tice about what or for whom security should be oriented. To the extent 
that this paper focuses on “the individual” as the referent object of food se-
curity discourse, the paper also follows-up on theoretical themes explored 
in Paper I. After two papers which mainly focused on “the individual” as the 
referent object, the following papers Paper III and Paper IV focus on state-
centric discourses of food security.  

 
Paper III. Zhou, Jiayi (2022), ‘Embedded Realism: Food Independence and 
Security in the Russian Federation,’ Submitted to European Journal of Inter-
national Relations 
 
In Paper III, I trace how food came to be seen as a matter of national security 
and institutionalized in the Russian policy context. Using discourse institu-
tionalism as a theoretical framework, and methodologically utilizing a form 
of interpretive process tracing as well as content analysis, it explores the or-
igins of – and the contestations over – the concept of food security 
(продовольственная безопасность) among Russia governmental actors. 
Although less theoretically oriented as a paper, it situates the empirics in 
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broader constructivist analyses of IR, and against rationalist (here, realist) 
explanations of state behavior as it relates to security and international po-
litical economy.  

From one angle, this paper can be seen as an intellectual companion to 
Paper II, which also traces the institutionalization of a particular discursive 
construct of food security – albeit in the FAO context and related to a differ-
ent referent object. However, the two speak to slightly different target au-
diences, with Paper II more narrowly oriented toward critical security stud-
ies and Paper III embedded in broader IR debates. 

 
Paper IV. Zhou, Jiayi (2022), ‘Naturalizing the State and Symbolizing Power 
in the Russian Agricultural Land Use,’ Political Geography, 93, 1-10 

 
In Paper IV I examine  the consequences of Russian governmental perspec-
tives on food as security from a broader IR and critical geopolitical lens. In 
this study, I also examine the state (as the referent object) in its symbolic 
entanglement with nature.  

 Empirically this paper examines Russian agricultural land use in gov-
ernmental narratives, and the state as the subject at the center of sym-
bolic practices related to it. It situates the case of Russia with a broader 
– though still nascent – body of scholarship of critical environmental ge-
opolitics. It argues, in essence, that claims regarding the reality of security 
threats at the global or planetary level contend with practices that insti-
tutionalize, legitimate, and even ontologically re-produce much narrower 
social, geopolitical, and environmental subjects (or objects) of practice. 
In this regard, beyond being a companion piece to Paper III, it also echoes 
many of the themes of Paper I. Finally, this paper briefly reflects on the 
practical consequences of specific ideas about agricultural land use, as 
delimited answers to “to whom” environmental and resource exploita-
tion and practices should be oriented, which may serve one polity at the 
expense of other possible referent objects, such as the biosphere and the 
planet as a whole. 
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6. Findings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This thesis took as its starting point distinct articulations of food security re-
lated to the human and to the state, as representative of a broader ontolog-
ical bifurcation within security studies regarding what security is, and – more 
importantly – whom it is for. By following the interactive and communicative 
processes through which discourses of food security became formalized as 
intergovernmental and national policy, my thesis has sought to make 
grounded empirical contributions to the study of (food) security in the FAO 
and the Russian Federation. I have also drawn upon these findings to offer 
insights on the nature of security more broadly.  

In this chapter I outline the empirical and theoretical findings of my 
study. I do so in view of my three research questions. First, I outline the pro-
cesses through which human- and state-centered discourses of food secu-
rity became institutionalized in the FAO and the Russian Federation, respec-
tively (RQ1). Secondly, I discuss how food security discourse is politically pro-
duced (RQ2), and thirdly I detail how specific discourses of (food) security 
also serve to legitimate, reify, and (re-)produce “the individual” and “the 
state” as referent objects (RQ3).  

 

6.1 Institutionalizing Food Security  
 

In this thesis I have followed how particular ideas related to food security 
made their way into the FAO and the Russian Federation and became for-
mally institutionalized in intergovernmental and national policy fora. In Pa-
per II, I analyzed how a human- or individual-centered interpretation of food 
security became the organizing principle of the FAO’s establishment and 
continued to be legitimated as the basis of policy practice in subsequent 
decades. In Paper III, I traced how a state-centered interpretation of food 
security emerged in the Russian Federation, and was articulated, 
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legitimated, and ultimately institutionalized in the form of the Food Security 
Doctrine (FSD) adopted by Presidential decree in 2010. In both papers the 
concept of discourse, as communicative, interactive, and argumentative 
practice, guided the empirical analysis. Through critical engagement with se-
curitization theory in Paper II, and a discourse institutionalist  framework in 
Paper III, I examined how these specific human- and state-centered dis-
courses of food security influenced policy in their respective settings.  

Paper II critically engaged with the Copenhagen School’s securitization 
theory, in particular its expanded theory of “macro-securitization” (Buzan 
and Waever 2009), which examines securitizations at multiple levels of anal-
ysis, to include the global or universal level. To lay out how a universalist 
discourse of food security discourse, centered on what I refer to as “the (uni-
versal) human” became institutionalized in the FAO, I analyzed two historical 
moments in in the history of the FAO and in the evolution of global “food 
security” governance more broadly (Shaw 2007). These include; 1) the 1943 
United Nations Food and Agriculture Conference (the Hot Springs Confer-
ence) and, 2) the 1974 World Food Conference.  

When examining the meeting records and the published conference re-
port of the UN Hot Springs Conference in 1943, I found that insufficient food 
was construed as an existential threat to “all people,” “all men on earth,” 
and “every man, woman and child,” regardless of citizenship. Threats to 
these referent object(s) were articulated as requiring efforts of “urgent” co-
operative, coordinated efforts by the convened governments to resolve 
them. This discourse was broadly accepted by gathered state representa-
tives and governmental officials, as evidenced in the conference proceed-
ings and the formal outcome documents of the event. Likewise, speeches at 
the 1974 World Food Conference also construed the “threat of famine” to 
millions of human beings, and that each “human being” should be secure 
from the “scourge of hunger,” through “concerted worldwide” efforts of 
“unprecedented scale and urgency… in history” (see: Zhou and Linnér 2022).  

Resulting from the 1943 Conference, was a direct decision to establish 
the FAO, as the first intergovernmental agency of the UN – predating the 
formal establishment of the UN itself. The outcomes of the 1974 World Food 
Conference also led to a range of new cooperative, intergovernmental bod-
ies, mechanisms, and processes in the name of addressing the threat of hun-
ger to humanity. These include the International Undertaking on World Food 
Security, the International Fund for Agricultural Development, the Interna-
tional Emergency Food Reserve, the World Food Council, and the Committee 
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on World Food Security. Many of these institutions continue to operate to-
day as important pillars of the global food security governance architecture 
and indeed of liberal international institutions more broadly. It was also at 
the 1974 Conference that the linguistic conjunction of “food” and “security” 
was introduced. Since then, the term has come to be understood and 
acknowledged as a human-centered security concept, widely legitimated 
and adopted by the FAO and other relevant global institutions, and an im-
portant organizing principle of liberal institutionalism more generally. Ac-
tionable international agendas to achieve “food security” are also embed-
ded in more recent global policy agendas, such as the UN Agenda 2030 and 
its Sustainable Development Goal 2 (UN A/RES/70/1 2015).  

To the extent that these intergovernmental arrangements constitute 
new forms of  interstate cooperation  (Wilson 1980), the issue of food and 
hunger could be considered as fulfilling the theoretical model of securitiza-
tion—albeit departing from the Copenhagen School’s emphasis on the “logic 
of war” and enmity, and instead positive-sum forms of interstate security 
relations.  

But though the human-centered food security discourse has been widely 
adopted in UN circles, it has also been contested. As outlined in Paper II, 
competing national discourses of food as security have since the FAO’s es-
tablishment called into question the degree of practical cooperation be-
tween states and commitments to human-centered food security. These 
competing discourses could be seen as positing an alternative referent ob-
ject, a national one, for whom the policy practice should instead be oriented 
or centered. Such arguments by state representatives and agents featured 
in primary accounts from the FAO’s first Director-General, John Boyd Orr. 
They were also evident in transcripts of UK parliamentary debates in the 
mid-1940s regarding the FAO’s mandate. In these debates, state represent-
atives and politicians put forward a more exclusionary, zero-sum referent of 
food security, in the form of a national “we,” vis-à-vis people in “other” 
countries.  

This underlying contestation is relevant because it ultimately has bearing 
on the mandate of “food security” related global institutions, and on policy. 
Unwilling to consider arrangements that would jeopardize national sover-
eignty over issues of food, agriculture, and trade policy, the UK and the US 
rejected proposals to establish a World Food Board in 1946, a body that 
would have coordinated a global food policy “based on human needs” (Orr 
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2007: 167, in Zhou and Linnér 2022). The FAO itself was also left with no 
supra-national executive powers of enforcement or intervention.  

These tensions between the securitization of food at a universalist level, 
and securitizations at the state or national level, persist half a century later. 
Such tensions are illustrated, for instance, in do the beggar-thy-neighbor 
policies of export restrictions and panic buying during the global food crises 
of 2007–2009 and 2010–2011, and the degree to which food and agriculture 
remain among the most protected of national economic sectors. They are 
also reflected in the continued lack of global food reserves or stocks,  of the 
absence of coordinative policies to reduce price volatility; and also the over-
all fragmentation and failures of the current global food security governance 
architecture more generally (Candel 2014). That is, although the human-
centered food security discourse has successfully generated new interna-
tional institutions, it continues to compete with zero-sum forms of security 
that privilege more limited and exclusionary polities. As such, human-cen-
tered food security remains a “partly” – and indeed, unfinished – case of 
(macro-)securitization. As illustrated in Paper II, the production and institu-
tionalization of “food security” in the FAO is part of longer-term, contested 
and arguably ongoing political and policy processes. Interestingly, these con-
testations have not been about “threats” per se, but also about which refer-
ent object that is more legitimate or valid. These points have theoretical im-
plications that I return to in the subsequent sections of this chapter.  

In Paper III, I examined the institutionalization of an alternative, state-
centric discourse of food security, in the Russian Federation. More specifi-
cally, I traced the historical origins of the Russian government’s current def-
inition of food security (продовольственная безопасность). This definition 
– and commensurate food self-sufficiency metrics – was adopted in the 2010 
Food Security Doctrine (FSD) of the Russian Federation and has since contin-
ued to be the basis for a range of other policy measures in relation to food, 
agriculture, and trade.  

When tracing how this policy was institutionalized, I made use of 
Carstensen and Schmidt (2018)’s conceptualization of “power through 
ideas,” which places emphasis on the argumentative structure of discourse 
used by agents to legitimate (or de-legitimate) particular policy options. In 
addition, I also made use of Krebs and Jackson (2007) analytical distinction 
between discourses which are legitimated, versus those whose implications 
are also accepted by relevant policymakers – the latter of which ultimately 
leads to policy change.  
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As regards to discourse legitimation, I traced how arguments for food se-
curity as “food independence” were put forward by a discourse coalition 
comprised of members of the Communist Party, the Agrarian Party of Russia, 
as well experts, bureaucrats, and even military officials in the 1990s. These 
proponents linked food independence to arguments against post-Soviet 
market reforms, and against liberalism more broadly. In co-sponsoring the 
Food Security Bills of 1996 and 1999, Communist and Agrarian Party repre-
sentatives attributed the lack of food independence to the deliberate de-
struction of the Russian state and Russian people by the West as well as to 
collusion by the executive branch with foreign powers—who were to be 
blamed for the difficult material socioeconomic circumstances of the dec-
ade. In these arguments, food insecurity was a betrayal of the state and its 
people.  

Needing to respond convincingly to such arguments, and the pressures 
of opposition, Russian leaders also came to rhetorically adopt and even ad-
vance the discourse of “food independence” in public fora during the latter 
half of the 1990s. In a radio speech from 1997, President Yeltsin announced 
that “Russia must ensure its food independence and food security” (Zhou 
2022b). Putin, who for most of his first two terms as President (2000–2006) 
was even a self-proclaimed proponent of liberalism and market reform, also 
stated in his confirmation hearings for President in 1999 that “the most im-
portant tool and the most important priority for the government is food se-
curity” (Zhou 2022b). It is an open question whether either Yeltsin or Putin 
“believed” what they communicated in these two instances. The point is to 
stress that by late 1990s, the discourse of food security did become domi-
nant and more broadly legitimated among political actors of policy conse-
quence. This means that, the aforementioned “food independence” dis-
course coalition was at least partially successful at legitimatizing it in policy 
fora at that time. 

However, both presidents Boris Yeltsin and Vladimir Putin (in his first two 
terms in power) would also reject this food independence discourse as a ba-
sis for governmental policy. Yeltsin personally vetoed the 1999 Food Security 
Bill. Putin’s dominant Edinaya Rossiya party defeated the same bill in parlia-
ment in 2005. That is, even as these leaders repeatedly accepted the argu-
ments underpinning the discourse as legitimate, they summarily rejected its 
implications, in terms of requiring a change in policy or new legislation in line 
with these arguments. The “power over ideas” clearly mattered in terms of 
institutional veto power or parliamentary majorities by the executive 
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branch. It is also relevant that the Communist Party and affiliated APR, were 
the most dominant formal political opposition to President Boris Yeltsin and 
his circle of (market) reformers in the 1990s, and later also to President Vla-
dimir Putin and his Edinaya Rossiya party. However, of particularly signifi-
cance for my argument is that even after the discourse coalition – comprised 
of the Communist Party and Agrarian Party – were sidelined in an increas-
ingly centralized and authoritarian regime, the legacy of their “food inde-
pendence” discourse lasted.  

When a “policy window” opened for legislation on food security in the 
late 2000s in conjunction with the 2007–2009 global food crisis, the 2010 
Food Security Doctrine of the Russian Federation adopted the food security 
definition introduced by the food independence “discourse coalition” in the 
1990s. Hence, from a case where the term food security had no established 
meaning in the Russian language, a national security-laden interpretation 
became legitimated, sedimented, and institutionalized as the formal defini-
tion of what food security means, as a policy fact. However, my study illus-
trates that this official meaning of the term was by no means a given out-
come. First, food security in Russia featured as part of highly contested and 
fragmented politics in the 1990s. It was subject to discursive tensions and 
oppositional stances across parliament, among the executive, and through-
out broader ministerial branches of the Russian government. In fact, food 
security was emblematic of wider political contestation regarding liberalism 
itself. In the impeachment hearings against Yeltsin, his 1999 veto of the Food 
Security Bill was referenced as a “convincing example of the genocide policy 
against the peoples of [Russia]” by the main legislative prosecutor (Zavtra 
1999). 

Paper II and III demonstrate how policy institutionalization can occur in 
contested, incomplete, and nonlinear ways. In both cases, the broader pro-
duction and institutionalization of food security extended beyond singular 
speech acts, to also involved decades-long processes in which actors put for-
ward and legitimated discourses of food security, but also encountered op-
position to them. The two papers illustrate the communicative processes 
through which particular interpretations of security gain acceptance and be-
come formalized; however, they do not preclude the role of  extra-discursive 
factors. Also relevant were factors such as available political space for (e.g. 
democratic) debate; the institutional position of agents engaged in such de-
bate (Fouilleux et al. 2017); strategic timing; and also different relevant lev-
els of policymaking (e.g. across national versus international institutional 
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fora). In this regard, the empirical analyses of how food security policy insti-
tutionalization suggests analysis requires analysis of a broad range of con-
textual factors when considering how any discourse becomes institutional-
ized in concrete settings.  

The two policy histories offered in Paper II and III, remind us that food 
security remains a politically contested concept within and across policy set-
tings. Rather than a static, timeless, or objective reference point, what food 
security means in any context is the contingent product of (ongoing) social 
and political processes. In this regard, the empirical work also helps illustrate 
the unsettled and insecure nature of security writ large.  

 

6.2 The Political Process of Security-Making  
 
The institutionalization of food security discourse in the FAO and the Russian 
Federation highlights the inherently political nature of what we label indeed 
practice as “security.” In contrast to materialist and rationalist IR accounts 
of security as an objective and timeless ontological condition, the study sug-
gests what security means and to whom is contingent, context specific, and 
political matter. In this section I return to the theoretical concepts intro-
duced in Chapter 3 and discuss how they may help to advance critical and 
constructivist debates, about the nature of security. In particular, I suggest 
that discourse institutionalism – drawn from critical policy studies – offers a 
productive avenue conceptualizing the dynamics of security making as a po-
litical process.  

Discourse institutionalism is concerned foremost with policy change and 
stability. In this study, I adapted this framework to focus on policy formula-
tions that have to do with “security” as a signifier. As I lay out here, there are 
a number of ways in which this discourse institutionalist approach to study-
ing security can serve to help supplement more dominant theories of secu-
rity as a social construction. Using Copenhagen School securitization theory 
as a foil, I find in specific that a discourse institutionalist approach is well 
equipped to analytically capture: the contested and often non-linear discur-
sive processes through which arguments of security are formally adopted as 
(inter-)governmental policy; the argumentative nature of discourse, which 
helps to account for the prevalence of one discourse over a competing one 
in a given policy arena; a more syncretic, pluralist account of security 
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making, which is open to a broad range of contextual factors; and finally, an 
account of security-making as fully political—and which can also apply even 
in non-liberal democratic contexts. 

To start with the more contested, non-linear aspects of security policy-
making: my study found that even nominally successful cases of policy 
change were preceded by intense discursive contestation. In Paper II, I iden-
tified a struggle between discourses that sought to establish “the (universal) 
human” as the legitimate referent object of global efforts and those that 
were advancing a more parochial, national one. International efforts to ad-
dress global hunger in a coordinated, unified and cohesive fashion were also 
tempered by tensions between states. In Paper III I found that the Russian 
government’s definition of food security was subject to fractious discursive 
contestation and debate during the 1990s and 2000s. It was by no means 
“given” that the current policy formulation would prevail. Quite to the con-
trary, arguments for national “food independence” as a matter of security 
were at multiple points rejected by liberal legislators and governmental of-
ficials. The discourse coalition for “food independence” also failed at multi-
ple points to get relevant legislation formally adopted. However, there were 
also distinct moments whereby this “food independence” discourse was 
rhetorically accepted and legitimated across broad swathes of political 
elite—to include the executive branch. This legitimation of food independ-
ence discourse did not, however, result in formal policy change until “policy 
windows” opened at the level of the executive branch in the late 2000s 
(Kingdon 1984). 

Both these cases of food security institutionalization complicate the clean 
delineation between audience acceptance or rejection, in securitization the-
ory, and invite us to consider a more differentiated, processual perspective 
on what constitutes “successful” securitization. As mentioned, Paper I ap-
proached human-centered food security as a “partially successful” case of 
securitization. However, as I argue below, this analytical category of “partial” 
is better captured through more differentiated concepts in the discourse in-
stitutionalist’s analytical toolkit.  

In Table 5, I place findings from both Paper II and Paper III into Krebs and 
Jackson’s (2007) model of discursive legitimation. This model distinguishes 
legitimated policy discourses that become widely accepted by actors within 
a given policy setting, from those whose implications have been accepted 
and which become formally institutionalized as policy. This model, as laid out 
in Chapter 3, also resonates with Hajer’s (1993: 46) distinction between 
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discourses that become structurated versus those that are institutionalized, 
or “solidif[ied] into an institution, sometimes as organizational practices.” As 
suggested in Table 5, of the human-centered food security discourse in the 
FAO, and state-centered food security discourse in the Russian Federation—
at various points in time—fell into mixed categories.   
 
Table 5. Outcomes of discursive contestation in the policy arena 

 
 Accept discourse  

 
Reject discourse  
 

Accept  
implications 

Paper II and Paper III  
(Policy change) 

 

 
 

Reject  
implications 

Paper II and Paper III  
(Implication contest) 

Paper II and III  
(Discursive contestation) 

 
 

In neither case, was the process of institutionalizing food security discourse 
a “quantum jump” (Waever 2011: 476) between food as an issue of non-
security to security. Rather, my study points to a process with twists and 
turns that, while complex, are amenable to in-depth empirical investigation. 
This more differentiated framework allows for study of how particular food 
security discourses become institutionalized as policy, through more step-
wise policy process that recovers a space for political contestation.  

As for explanatory mechanisms, discourse institutionalism points to a 
logic of argumentation or “power through ideas,” to explain why a particular 
(policy) discourse comes to predominate in a policy setting. Discourse insti-
tutionalist scholars tend to hold to at least a partially agential model of rhe-
torical action, in which speakers are able to innovate, strategize, and intro-
duce new ideas into a setting (Hajer 1993; Krebs and Jackson 2007; Schmidt 
2008). Discourse defined as communicative (inter-)action also lends well to 
analysis of how actors propagate and legitimate particular ideas, and how 
others respond to them. In emphasizing discursive interaction, rather than 
speech acts alone, the messier contingencies of politics as a realm of inter-
subjective, interactive practice of reality-making is brought to the forefront 
– as evident in the findings of Paper III and Paper II.  

Understanding the localized successes or failures of these efforts re-
quires empirical investigation, but discourse institutionalism offers a 
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number of theoretical avenues in this regard. For instance, discourse insti-
tutionalism also suggests that ideas often draw on pre-existing ones in order 
to be meaningful and indeed powerful within a particular context. As Krebs 
and Jackson (2007: 46) write, “arguments can prove powerful only when the 
commonplaces on which they draw are already present in the rhetorical 
field.” In Paper II, the issue-linking of food security discourses, with pre-ex-
isting and indeed already legitimated narratives about for instance, broader 
common humanity was important. In Paper III, the linkages of food security 
to broader failures of market reform in the Russian Federation, are hence 
also important contextual factors in why these discourses were had broader 
power and resonance. Notably, as efforts by actors to propagate particular 
ideas about international security relations and to legitimate particular pol-
icy solutions in light of them, discourse does not necessarily entail factual 
correspondence with material reality per se: in Paper III misinformation and 
disinformation about Western activities, or about the presence of spoiled 
NATO food in Russian military, and about deliberate genocide of the Russian 
people were evident claims made to legitimate food security legislation.  

Importantly, by placing strong emphasis on the role of speaking agents 
and rhetorical practice, discourse institutionalism does not suggest a closed 
theoretical model for understanding or explaining policy change. To the con-
trary, Schmidt (2008), Carstensen and Schmidt (2016), Hajer (2002) all note 
the importance of institutional context, structures of power that constrain 
or promote ideas or channel their circulation, as well as the power of pre-
existing ideas to also constrain actors in what they can or cannot meaningful 
say, and even (though less in focus in this study) in their own agency.  

In this regard, discourse institutionalism provides a more pluralist con-
structivist lens on security making. While focusing on discourse as an im-
portant aspect of security-making, it also is a framework flexible enough to 
allow for a broader interplay of extra-discursive factors. This syncretic ap-
proach I also make use of in Paper III. While the paper focuses on the ways 
in which a “food independence” discourse was introduced, legitimated, and 
challenged in the Russian Federation, its findings also stress the important 
role that the institutional position of key discursive entrepreneurs, as well as 
timing or “policy windows,” had in the how and why the 2010 FSD was 
adopted. In Paper II, institutional context also mattered in that human-cen-
tered food security rhetoric was accepted in one policy forum but rejected 
in another. These elements of discourse institutionalism arguably provide 
more analytical depth and differentiated analysis of how putatively non-
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security issues become understood as security across empirical cases. And 
in this regard, Paper III suggests that securitization theory is not the only way 
to conceptualize the production of security.  

Finally, a discourse institutionalist approach suggests that—at least in the 
policy realm—security and politics are not necessarily separate categories. 
It draws attention to “the social contexts and complex communicative and 
institutional processes” (Williams 2003: 528) that bring to the fore certain 
security discourses over others, and invites consideration of security-making 
as a comopen-ended and social-interactive process. Security policies can of 
course become legitimated, institutionalized, and even reified in ways that 
become less subject to challenge. However, discourse institutionalism sug-
gests that there is always room for maneuver in a world in which humans 
are capable of reflexivity and innovation. Indeed, discourse institutionalism’s 
emphasis on policy change and stability suggests that politics is never fully 
finished.  

In this regard, securitization theory’s more limited concept of the political 
– as referring to liberal democratic debate – would have been limiting in 
contexts like the Russian Federation, where politics has since at least the 
mid-2000s become highly constrained and managed. But again, as demon-
strated in Paper III, the fractious and arguably democratic debates of the 
1990s by no means became irrelevant over time. To the contrary, the per-
sistence of discourses about food security – couched throughout the 1990s 
and early 2000s as opposition to liberalism and to the liberal policies of Yelt-
sin and then Putin themselves – maintained power even after their propo-
nents lost their legislative majority and indeed broader political capacity to 
effect substantive policy change. 

In summary, by drawing on critical policy studies and a discourse institu-
tionalist framework, this thesis has opened up processes of security-making 
as socio-politically and discursively produced through longer-term and 
open-ended processes of argumentation, legitimation, and institutionaliza-
tion within the FAO and the Russian Federation. While discourse institution-
alism is indeed “less elegant and more unwieldy” than securitization theory, 
it responds well to the call for more grounded research into the politics of 
security, as called for by many other critical and constructivist scholars 
(Browning and McDonald 2011; M. Dillon 1996; Mandelbaum et al. 2016; M. 
McDonald 2008: 582; Wibben 2016). It also reads closer to the actualities of 
political life, which are full of contingencies, contestations and deviations 
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that form a fundamental part of the story of how security is not only pro-
duced but also transformed.  

 

6.3 Critically Unpacking Referent Objects  
 
The referent objects at the core of food security discourse represent a final 
analytical focus in this thesis. Rather than taking these objects for granted, I 
have examined them as the products of the discursive, meaning-making ef-
forts just as detailed above. My analysis of “the individual” and “the (Rus-
sian) state” as referent objects in UN and Russian food security discourse is 
advanced across all four papers, but particularly developed in Paper I and 
Paper IV. To critically unpack these objects and how they are variably under-
stood, I used a relational perspective to consider how they were articulated 
in relation to other subjects and objects, and indeed embedded in wholesale 
social and political ontologies. This interpretive task thus also connects to a 
critical examination of the forms of political order that such significations 
posit, legitimate, and perpetuate.  

In Paper I explored how two dominant approaches in critical security 
studies – the Copenhagen School’s securitization theory and human-cen-
tered security – have variably interpreted “the individual” in their analyses. 
In previous writings from Copenhagen School authors, I found that “the in-
dividual” has consistently been discussed and put forward as a micro-level 
object that is largely irrelevant to the dynamics of international security, 
which they conceive of as being driven by political collectives (Zhou 2021). 
This analytical claim, however, is based on several assumptions about the 
relationality of “the individual,” and also the way they relate “the individual” 
to broader collectives. As argued in that paper, Copenhagen School writers 
have claimed that in the absence of larger-scale political collectives, “the in-
dividual” exists in a “state of nature” in which neither its own security nor 
that of other individuals can be assured (Buzan 2008; Waever and Buzan 
2020). These attributes of “the individual” are again relational. Hence, to un-
derstand “the individual” at the center of Copenhagen School articulations 
is to also understand the broader relational system, or rather, social ontol-
ogy, where this “individual” is given meaning and made sense of. But “the 
individual” – as understood and articulated by human-centered security pro-
ponents – is very different.  
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Paper I also engaged in general exploration of many of the key writings 
on human-centered security – including the 1994 UN Human Development 
Report (HDR), in which the policy concept of “human security” was first laid 
out, as well as writings from major scholarly proponents of human-centered 
security analysis, such as Kenneth Booth (1991; 1999) and Wyn Jones (1999). 
In these human-centered security accounts and analyses, I found that “the 
individual” is relationally embedded in a broad-based collective: humanity. 
This is evidenced time and again in the aforementioned writings, where the 
universality of “the individual” and its right to security is continually refer-
enced, as being positive-sum rather than zero-sum, and even “indivisible” 
across individuals.  

My interpretive analysis of “the individual” in Paper I also extends beyond 
those of Copenhagen School authors and human-centered security ap-
proaches. As I also discuss in this paper, security practice and analysis fo-
cused on the “nation” or on national security tend to understand “the indi-
vidual” as embedded in – and, foremost, a member of – a state collectivity. 
In this case, the individual is not identified (foremost) as a social threat to 
others, as in the case of the CS’s analysis, nor necessarily as a member of a 
universal humanity. Instead, in national security discourse the individual is 
primarily bound to a state, whose relationship to it is one of security provider 
– to include vis-à-vis threats from (individuals in) other states. 

 
Table 6. Discursive forms of “the individual” and relations of security  

 
As unit: 
Embedded in: 

‘bare life’ 
‘state of na-

ture’ 

‘citizen-sub-
ject’ 

‘the state’ 

‘the (universal) hu-
man’ 

‘humanity’ 
Implications 
for security  
Relations 

 
zero sum 

 
either 

 
positive-sum 

Implications 
for security 
analysis 

political real-
ism 

national secu-
rity 

human-centered se-
curity 

Adapted from: Zhou (2021: 7).  
 
Table 6 schematically illustrates different meanings and relational ontol-

ogies that “the individual” as a signifier can refer to. This includes the “the 
individual” within Hobbes’ “state of nature” (here denoted as “bare life”), 
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whose drive for security necessarily puts other individuals at risk; “the indi-
vidual” of human-centered security analysis, whose ontology is defined in its 
membership of a broader humanity; and “the individual” as a citizen state, 
whose security is understood in collective, national terms, with the latter 
being a proxy for the former.  

Critically unpacking “the state” was the focus of Paper IV. Here I exam-
ined articulations of the (Russian) state in governmental discourse on agri-
cultural land use, derived from Russian governmental databases. In this pa-
per I was less concerned with variable interpretations of “the (Russian) 
state” per se. Rather, I unpacked different relational dimensions of that 
state, as in these “discursive or symbolic state-making” attempts. More spe-
cifically, I examined how articulations of the (Russian) state were related to 
society; to other states/the international system; and to the environment. 
This was done to better understand and critically unpack what governmental 
officials mean, and what is entailed, by a statist or state-centric system of 
food and agriculture.  

Paper IV suggests that official agricultural discourse and policies center 
the state as the primary unit of polity and security, against which both inside 
(society) and outside (the international) are defined (G. M. Dillon 1990; 
O’Tuathail 1996; Walker 1990; Walker 1993). This was in line with both tra-
ditional geopolitical thought and realist IR, following what political geogra-
pher John A. Agnew (1994) calls the standard “territorial trap,” in which the 
state is construed a container against which “its” constituent society is de-
fined, and is also neatly demarcated from other states and the foreign inter-
national. In the empirical material, Russian citizens and companies were 
called upon to maximize the cultivation of agricultural land and domestic 
food production, in the service of national economic development and state-
centered security. Despite the Russian economy nominally being based on 
market relations, discourse stressed that Russian state must not only be in-
dependent from foreign international markets but should also dominate and 
even conquer such markets as a matter of enhancing state power. Maximiz-
ing extensive agricultural land use, was thus connected to state goals both 
of self-sufficiency as well as export promotion.  

The findings from Paper IV resonate with traditional security studies 
which emphasize “the state” as the core unit and claimant of security. Im-
portantly, however, these articulations of the Russian state were put for-
ward as natural, self-evident, and – most importantly – apolitical realities. 
Such discourse not only privileged but even objectified the state as the main 
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object, beneficiary, and referent of agricultural land use. The Russian state 
is construed as cohesive, self-contained, and sovereign: ontologically inde-
pendent of both society and the foreign international. Both the internal and 
external relational discourses emphasize, legitimate, and indeed reify agri-
cultural land as national, and food production in nationalizing terms. 

Paper IV also analyzed how Russian governmental discourse on agricul-
tural land use relates the state to the natural environment. Here I found a 
“Russian state” that is not so much discursively embedded within a broader 
natural environment, as it is portrayed as an environmentally sovereign en-
tity, with uniquely powerful and unexploited (agricultural) land wealth, po-
tential, and capacity. These narratives further demarcate Russia from the 
rest of the world and even the planet in distinct rather than interconnected 
terms. However, Paper IV also pointed at some notable caveats and 
acknowledgements of the precarity of Russia’s putative national nature, spe-
cifically in relation to overgrowth and weeds on unused agricultural land. 
Concerns about a diminishing national-natural resource base were here 
posed in discourse as a threat to Russia reaching its full national economic 
potential. To recount then, I found that Russian governmental discourse 
strongly emphasized the material reproduction of the sovereign, territorial 
state by means of maximizing extensive agricultural land use.  

My efforts to unpack how “the state” and “the individual” are discursively 
portrayed in (food) security discourses were not only descriptive exercises, 
however. I also connected them to broader critical theoretical arguments in 
IR and security studies. As outlined, this thesis considers discourses are not 
only reflection or articulate reality, but practices that also act upon, repro-
duce, and even enact forms of reality. In this regard, my study also suggests 
the importance of not only critically unpacking the meaning of referent ob-
jects, but to also explore the political ontologies that such significations con-
sequentially perpetuate.  

Among those consequences I outline, Paper I, I suggested that varied un-
derstandings of “the individual” and its relationality has led to different con-
clusions about the appropriateness of human-centered food security analy-
sis. In other words, scholarly articulations of “the individual” can serve to 
legitimate (or de-legitimate) different forms of security analysis; in this re-
gard, they have important theoretical and analytical consequences. As for 
policy practice, this is also where the broader study tied together, with Paper 
II offering an illustration of how particular discursive representations of “the 
individual” and the relational system in which it is embedded, has been 
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constitutive and (re-)productive of a liberal, cooperative international order. 
Paper III and Paper IV also outlined the ways by which “the state” as referent 
object can act to enact a much more realist form of international security 
relations.  

Paper IV in particular found that reifications of the Russian state as a self-
subsistent geopolitical and environmental subject served to legitimate cor-
responding policy practices to secure that state in oppositional or zero-sum 
terms. These ideas are manifested in more recent Russian governmental ef-
forts to maximize national agricultural production and export capacity, the 
imposition of strict self-sufficiency targets including a wholesale ban of 
Western agricultural imports; and a clear prioritization of “the state” over 
international efforts to mitigate the impacts of climate change on agricul-
tural production. Such understandings of “the (Russian) state,” legitimated, 
institutionalized and even reified as referent object of security, thus perpet-
uate, reinforce, and (re-)produce zero-sum, geopolitical forms of security 
practice.  

Hence, a central finding of this thesis is that referent objects are funda-
mental to producing, enacting but also challenging different “forms of polit-
ical community” (Walker 1990: 6). A critical task of a critical and constructiv-
ist security approach is therefore to unpack and problematize how referent 
objects are understood, articulated, legitimated, and institutionalized, as 
well as the different forms of international security politics they uphold and 
represent. 
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7. Conclusion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This thesis set out to complicate fixed arguments that security either “is” a 
matter of positive-sum, cooperative, and common gains for a human collec-
tivity, or “is” a matter of zero-sum, material competition between primordial 
states. Such politics are again starkly in tension today, in a world where the 
imperatives of sustainable development and humanitarian aid meet the in-
creasingly adversarial dynamics of geopolitics – with no obvious resolution 
in either direction. But rather than rationally determine which meaning of 
security is more valid, or whom it should apply, the study placed its analytical 
emphasis on the politics involved in trying to answer these very questions.  

Using food security as an empirical lens, this thesis attempted to histori-
cize, problematize, and indeed politicize present day policy interpretations 
of security as being one or the other variant. In two different policy settings, 
the FAO and the Russian Federation, where contrasting interpretation of 
food security is advanced, I dug critically to follow these interpretations 
came to be so rendered and institutionalization. In bringing to empirical light 
the contingencies, variabilities, and situated practices that led to the institu-
tionalization of a human-centered food security discourse on the one hand, 
and a state-centered food security discourse on the other, my study sug-
gests that food security is not so much an objective, ontological truth or con-
dition, but a malleable idea and signifier that remains subject to contestation 
within and across different policy settings.  

In this regard, my study would indeed seem to embrace rather mitigate 
growing epistemic and ontological uncertainty about the future of interna-
tional relations. Indeed, any static claims made in this thesis are themselves 
also limited by a fluid social reality, through ever-changing ideas, interac-
tions, and practices such that “there are no ultimate end points [and] the 
game continues to unfold” (Fierke 2001: 129). At the same time, the empir-
ical work in laying out different variants of food security discourse in im-
portant policy settings, also hopefully lends some insight into international 
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issues such as global hunger, geopolitical competition, and environmental 
change—where competing security discourses are playing out.  

This includes various ways in which tensions between human-centered 
and state-centered security continue to affect the ways that global institu-
tions do and do not address human hunger at the universal level. As Paper I 
and Paper IV discuss, national policies (including those of FAO member 
states) continue seek to secure individual states at the expense of other pol-
ities or peoples. Historically and contemporarily, this has limited the policy 
purview of intergovernmental organizations, to include the FAO, on issues 
related to food and agricultural policy, which have been most protected na-
tional economic sectors (at least among developed countries), and among 
the least amenable to global intervention and inter-state policy coordina-
tion—even in the name of achieving “food security” for all people. 

Tensions human- and the state-centered food security are also evident 
in the more localized case of the Russian Federation, where governmental 
policies prioritize national self-sufficiency over mitigating actual hunger 
(Erokhin 2017). Such prioritizations are also evidenced not least when thou-
sands of tons of imported food have been destroyed with the stated aim of 
making the country more secure (RIA Novosti 2019). Russia is by no means 
unique in privileging “the state.” However, its role as an important global 
wheat exporter, and the government’s stated ambitions to expand the Rus-
sian share of the international food market, as detailed in Paper III and Paper 
IV, could very further exacerbate more competitive, even weaponized forms 
of global food relations in the name of that parochially-defined state refer-
ent. There are also significant environmental consequences for the way that 
the Russian government defines and pursues food security, in terms of max-
imizing national agricultural production and extensive land use – goals that 
not only reflect but also enact and perpetuate a geopolitically and environ-
mentally divided world.  

In other words, this study highlights how contradictory perspectives on 
food security work at cross-purposes to each other. Lack of baseline consen-
sus on what food security, and who importantly to whom (or what) it should 
be oriented, necessarily complicates technical problem-solving approaches 
which are premised on shared definitions of the very problem. It is interest-
ing, therefore, how often food security has been articulated has a matter of 
concrete, objective, and measurable metrics of sufficient material food – 
whether for individuals or for states. As discussed in the introduction, this 
materialist perspective on sufficient food as sufficient security has clearly 
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not resolved the issue of hunger, neither in countries with sufficient domes-
tic food production, nor at global levels, despite decades of overall caloric 
surplus of food (Holt-Giménez et al. 2012).  

The empirics in this thesis challenge the idea that security can truly be a 
technical, apolitical matter of producing sufficient food. In fact, Paper III laid 
out how even food itself—in the form of Polish-grown apples or American-
raised chickens—can been conceived of as a security threat. The idea that 
sufficient material food leads to security, is also placed into question when 
considered that contemporary food and agricultural systems entail trade-
offs, including along other environmental, climatic, and resource dimen-
sions. In other words, the production of food is more than just a material 
phenomenon, but an inescapably value-based one. Far from being an ipso 
facto material guarantor of sufficient security, food is significatory: its mean-
ing in relation to security is contingent to that which is attributed to it, by 
and for someone.  

And if the nature of food is not purely material, but also political, then 
this holds even more-so for the concept of security itself. This is certainly not 
a new argument; the social production of security is a topic to which critical 
security scholars have long been attuned. But while this study has utilized 
some of the dominant analytical frameworks in that regard, namely securit-
ization theory, it has also suggested alternative frameworks to the study se-
curity making. In particular, it suggested close attention to discourse, as 
communicative practice, to help understand how certain ideas of what con-
stitutes security are put forward by social actors, legitimized and institution-
alized in policy fora.  

Finally, as this thesis has outlined, both the material production of food 
and the political production of security are not only about food or security 
per se but are also about the referent object—or subject—to whom both are 
linked. As the study laid out, competing security practices can be understood 
in terms of different answers to “who” the legitimate object of security prac-
tice is. It has also suggested that such objects are as contingent and as polit-
ical as the (food) security discourses within which they are embedded. Paper 
III and Paper IV laid out how national food production is conceived of instru-
mentally, in terms of enhancing the (Russian) state’s security. But these pa-
pers also laid out how sufficient security qua sufficient food is one of the 
means by which the Russian state purports to be distinct, sovereign, and in-
dependent as a state. Extrapolated to the individual, this might beg a similar 
question: of whether having sufficient security and sufficient food might also 
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to understood as a pre-condition of being human – part of what Paper I dis-
cusses as the political project of humanity.  

Although my study focused on “the state” and “the individual,” there are 
other referent objects whose emergence in contemporary international se-
curity discourse warrant critical reflection, including but not limited to the 
environment, ecology, the biosphere, and the post-/non-human. Under-
standing and unpacking how any of these security objects are discursively 
and indeed politically constituted can help to illuminate as well as interro-
gate the “contrasting conceptions of community” (Hooghe and Marks 2003: 
240) that they represent. Conceptualized in this way, we might consider ten-
sions between different referent objects fragmenting international rela-
tions, less a matter of the exercise of narrow “self-interest” by one or an-
other actor, but rather the exercise and enactment of narrower senses of 
“self.”  

To reiterate, this thesis has not sought to obtain closure or even greater 
certainty about what food security “is,” for whom it should be for, or even 
how it is likely to evolve in the future. What it has sought to do, however, is 
to illuminate that there is a diversity of voices and ideas that exist regarding 
those questions. It suggests is that there is no “given” way of understanding, 
organizing, or practicing international security—whether in relation to food, 
security, or the (geo-)political subject to whom either refers. But highlighting 
security discourses as political, historical, and contingent is also to highlight 
the possibility for change and transformation, not least away from zero-sum 
variants of food security that reinforce territorial boundaries and borders 
towards those in which individual persons matter. In this regard, although 
the normative ambitions of my study have been limited, it would be amiss 
to suggest that I do not hope that this thesis gives the reader cause to reflect 
on how international politics might be better organized. What is does warn, 
however, is that any progress in that direction is also not given. It will indeed 
require ongoing and continual political work to (re-)define and (re-)affirm 
who “we” are, in line with the forms of security we would like to see come 
to fruition.   
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