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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY

The social justice dimension of agroecological transitions is often Received 17 December 2024
overlooked, with related initiatives criticised for excluding socially ~ Accepted 4 December 2025
marginalised groups. Agroecology-oriented Food Redistribution
Initiatives (AFRIs) emerged during COVID-19 to address the
heightened food insecurity levels, linking agroecology with food
justice struggles. Drawing on interviews and fieldwork conducted in
two AFRIs and several Conventional Food Security Organisations
(CFSOs) of Barcelona and Sevilla, Spain, this research highlights their
different implications and performances for distributive and
procedural justice as well as environmental sustainability. The
study shows that CFSOs blend traditional and innovative food
redistribution practices, increasingly recognising both the right to
food and the structural causes of food insecurity. AFRIs adopt more
critical discourses and practices, challenging inequities in access to
healthy food and advocating for structural transformations
across all levels of the food system. Furthermore, AFRIs prioritise
agroecology and local economies over just reducing food waste, as
CFSOs commonly do, and they involve marginalised individuals in
decisions and activities to promote community empowerment and
procedural justice. Although AFRIs may be temporary and reach
fewer people than CFSOs, their prefigurative practices can inspire a
transition towards more sustainable and just food aid, while also
advancing social justice goals within agroecology.

KEYWORDS
Agroecology; food insecurity;
food justice; food assistance

Introduction

Social justice and equity are considered central elements of alternative food networks and
broader agroecological transitions (Anderson et al. 2021; Dumont et al. 2016; Feenstra
1997; Sevilla Guzman and Woodgate 2013). However, the social justice implications of
such “alternatives” are often assumed rather than empirically verified (Agyeman and
Evans 2004; Connelly, Markey, and Roseland 2011; Goodman, Melanie DuPuis, and
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Goodman 2012; Guthman 2011; Slocum 2007; Zitcer 2015). Research has highlighted
underlying socio-economic biases that can exclude already marginalised groups, reinfor-
cing existing class, gender, and racial inequalities (Goodman, Melanie DuPuis, and
Goodman 2012; Slocum 2007; Zitcer 2015). Because marginalised groups often experi-
ence the highest food insecurity and hunger, integrating food security, food justice,
and agroecology is crucial to address social justice in agroecological transitions and over-
come their biases (Di Masso et al. 2022; HLPE 2019).

Food security has been framed as an issue of social justice and human rights, along with
the idea of the right to food (Dowler and O'Connor 2012; Lambie-Mumford 2017; Riches
2011; Ziegler et al. 2011). In the Global North, neoliberal welfare reforms have established
food aid and a private emergency food system as the primary approaches to reducing food
insecurity, with food banks, philanthropic organisations, and charities serving as its main
actors (Arcuri, Brunori, and Galli 2017; Lambie-Mumford and Silvasti 2020; McEntee and
Naumova 2012; Riches 2018). These Conventional Food Security Organisations (CFSOs)
are part of a charity economy that relies on the use of surplus food from the agro-industrial
complex to feed the poor (Kessl, Oechler, and Schréder 2016). This system has been recog-
nised for its numerous pitfalls in terms of social justice, such as the lack of autonomy for end
users, social unacceptability, stigma, and experiences of exclusion (Garthwaite 2016; Gascén
and Montagut 2015; Poppendieck 1999; Riches and Silvasti 2014; van der Horst, Pascucci,
and Bol 2014). Additionally, it has been critiqued for its failure to address the structural
causes of food insecurity (Pérez de Armifio 2014).

In response to escalating food insecurity during the COVID-19 pandemic, neighbour-
hood groups in European and North American cities spontaneously formed self-organised
networks to redistribute food (e.g. Calori and Federici 2020; Cattivelli 2022; Fernandez de
Casadevante, Ramos, and Piris 2022; Lloro 2021; Markowitz 2020; Nel-lo and Checa 2022;
Zerbian et al. 2022). Similar to past solidarity networks, these initiatives were rooted in
mutual aid practices and aimed to create alternatives to conventional food aid based
on critical food justice and the right to food (Bell 2021; Fernandez de Casadevante,
Ramos, and Piris 2022; Nel-lo and Checa 2022; Viladrich, Carbonero, and Garrido 2018).
In Spain, some of these community-based collective actions connected with local food
initiatives, particularly those related to agroecology, leading to the creation of Agroecol-
ogy-oriented Food Redistribution Initiatives (AFRIs).

In this article, we investigate the features of AFRIs and CFSOs and we map out their
differences and similarities, exploring the question: “How do AFRIs differ from conven-
tional food aid in terms of their social justice and environmental sustainability impli-
cations?” This analysis aims to bridge the gap in understanding the social justice
dimension of agroecology, providing both empirical and theoretical insights into the
characteristics of food aid and the ways AFRIs may enhance its social justice and sustain-
ability outcomes. The research is informed by interviews and fieldwork conducted in
twelve CFSOs and two AFRIs located in Barcelona and Sevilla, Spain.

Theoretical framework

This study adopts food security, food justice, and agroecology as its primary analytical and
normative lenses, highlighting the interconnectedness of these concepts in understand-
ing both conventional and alternative food initiatives. It also situates Agroecology-
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oriented Food Redistribution Initiatives (AFRIs) within broader debates on food assistance
and solidarity practices, framing them as hybrid initiatives that navigate and challenge
dominant food aid models.

Food security, food justice, and agroecology

Food and Nutrition Security (FNS) refers to all people having physical, social, and econ-
omic access to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food meeting their dietary needs and pre-
ferences (FAO 2021). In contrast, “food poverty” and “food insecurity” describe the
inability to obtain or consume adequate food in socially acceptable ways, or the uncer-
tainty of doing so (Dowler et al. 2001). In Europe, food insecurity is often linked to
income inadequacy rather than supply failures (Dreze and Sen 1989; Riches and Silvasti
2014). Narrow approaches to food security have been critiqued for reinforcing reliance
on charitable food aid rather than empowering democratic food access (Schanbacher
2010). Holistic approaches frame food security as a matter of social justice and the
right to food, highlighting structural determinants such as poverty, inequality, and
state retrenchment (Dowler and Lambie-Mumford 2015; Riches and Silvasti 2014;
Tarasuk, Dachner, and Loopstra 2014). Food justice critiques both dominant corporate
food regimes and alternative initiatives that fail to address structural inequalities
(Bradley and Herrera 2016; Sbicca 2018). Drawing from broader social justice theory,
it encompasses distributive dimensions (how resources, benefits, and harms are
shared) and procedural dimensions (who participates in shaping outcomes and under
what conditions) (Cadieux and Slocum 2015; Maughan, Anderson, and Kneafsey 2020;
Moragues-Faus 2017a). Food justice is also linked to sustainability, calling for food
systems that are socially equitable, ecologically sound, and culturally appropriate,
thus pushing for transformative changes enhancing both community resilience and
environmental regeneration (Bradley and Herrera 2016; Cadieux and Slocum 2015;
Longo 2016).

Agroecology has been recognised as an alternative to the social and environmental
unsustainability of industrial agriculture and the corporate food regime (FAO 2018;
HLPE 2019; IPCC 2019; IPES-Food 2016). The pandemic context further amplified calls
for transformative change in food systems based on agroecology and food sovereignty
principles1 (Rivera-Ferre et al. 2021; Yildinm and Onen 2024; Van der Ploeg 2020). Agroe-
cology is a holistic approach, encompassing farming methods, a scientific discipline, and a
social movement (Rivera-Ferre 2018; Wezel et al. 2009). While initially focused on farm-
scale sustainable management (Altieri 2018), agroecology now addresses broader food
system transformation (Galt et al. 2024; Gliessman 2015; Mason et al. 2020). The agroeco-
logical movement involves diverse actors, including peasant organisations, territorial
defence initiatives, neo-rural projects, academic and civil society actors, and Alternative
Food Networks (AFNs) promoting short supply chains and local food systems (Giraldo
and Rosset 2023; Saravia Ramos 2016; Val et al. 2019; Wezel et al. 2009). AFNs can be
defined as food practices that diverge from the corporate food regime (Goodman,
Melanie DuPuis, and Goodman 2012) and are identified as key agents in agroecological
transitions (Lépez-Garcia and Gonzalez de Molina 2021). They are typically characterised
by short producer-to-consumer supply chains, small-scale farms employing organic or
holistic methods, diverse local purchasing options (cooperatives, farmers’ markets,
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community-supported agriculture), and a commitment to social, economic, and environ-
mental sustainability (Jarosz 2008).

In theory, agroecology entails both distributive justice - as fair access to healthy food
and resources - and procedural justice - as participatory governance over food systems
(Anderson et al. 2021), aligning with food sovereignty principles that defend small-scale
producers’ livelihoods and call for the right of peoples to define their own food systems
(HLPE 2019; Patel 2009). Despite this, social justice and equity are often assumed rather
than empirically examined, reflecting a broader gap in research on the social dimensions
of AFNs and agroecological transitions (Gémez, Rios-Osorio, and Eschenhagen 2012).
Critical scholarship highlights that AFNs and food justice initiatives may focus excessively
on individual behaviour change or narrow objectives, overlooking the broader political
and economic structures shaping food systems (Guthman 2008a, 2008b; Levkoe 2011;
Sbicca 2018). These initiatives can also reproduce socio-economic biases, excluding mar-
ginalised groups along lines of class, gender, and race (Goodman, Melanie DuPuis, and
Goodman 2012; Slocum 2007; Zitcer 2015).

Food assistance, food banks, and charity

Since the 1980s, neoliberal economic restructuring and post-2008 austerity measures
have led to state welfare retrenchment (Biebricher 2015; Harvey 2007), paving the way
for a private emergency food system in which third-sector actors manage food assistance
(Arcuri, Brunori, and Galli 2017; McEntee and Naumova 2012; Swords 2019). Large-scale
food recovery organisations such as food banks emerged to optimise surplus redistribu-
tion (Caraher and Cavicchi 2014; Galli, Hebinck, and Carroll 2018; Hebinck et al. 2018),
acting as intermediaries distributing food to charities that provide direct assistance to
food-insecure people (Lambie-Mumford and Silvasti 2020; Mabli et al. 2010; Pérez de
Armino 2014).

Food banks and charitable food provision have been critiqued for failing to address
structural causes of food insecurity and fostering uncritical solidarity (Caraher 2015;
Lambie-Mumford and Dowler 2014; Poppendieck 1999). Issues of stigma, lack of auton-
omy, and social exclusion highlight their limitations in promoting social justice
(Garthwaite 2016; Riches and Silvasti 2014; van der Horst, Pascucci, and Bol 2014). The
charity economy redistributes surplus food to those with limited purchasing power,
often reinforcing inequalities (Kessl, Oechler, and Schroder 2016; Riches 2018).

However, food banks and charities can also be understood as dynamic assemblages of
practices, evolving towards social justice-oriented models (Arcuri, Brunori, and Galli 2017;
Swords 2019). Linking food assistance to local agriculture, engaging marginalised people
in farming, and investing in political advocacy and education can reduce dependence on
surplus food and challenge systemic food poverty (Hawkes and Webster 2000; Riches
2002; Tarasuk 2001; Vitiello et al. 2015).

AFRIs as alternatives towards food justice

Agroecology-oriented Food Redistribution Initiatives (AFRIs) combine elements of AFNs —
such as short supply chains and support for agroecological farmers — with practices
rooted in food justice, including a focus on marginalised groups and food insecurity
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reduction strategies. AFRIs cannot be considered a simple subset of AFNs, as they may rely
on conventional food sources or emerge from activist and solidarity networks not pre-
viously involved in agroecology (Facchini and Lépez-Garcia 2024). Their hybrid nature
underscores that AFRIs are better understood as fluid, context-dependent assemblages
rather than rigid categories.

AFRIs share features with solidarity food banks and pantries established in Spain during
and after the 2008 economic recession, as well as other grassroots networks responding to
neoliberal austerity in Southern Europe (Alberich 2016; Cabot 2016; Carney 2021; Rakopou-
los 2016; Villamayor-Tomas and Garcia-Lopez 2021). Neoliberal austerity and privatisation
indirectly foster mutual aid systems that act as forms of protest, organising, and social
care (Izlar 2019). Mutual aid, historically theorised by Kropotkin (1902), today refers to volun-
tary exchanges of goods and services for collective welfare (Izlar 2019; Shepard 2014),
linking direct services with efforts to address root causes of injustice (Bell 2021).

Solidarity networks provide community-based support to citizens and non-citizens,
bypass market intermediaries, and temporarily substitute state welfare (Rakopoulos
2015). The pandemic catalysed renewed prevalence of these networks, as communities
ensured their collective survival (Bell et al. 2019). Collaborations across networks
bridged vulnerable communities with local food initiatives, embodying social innovation
and democratic, community-centered restructuring of food relations (Cattivelli 2022;
Zerbian et al. 2022).

Solidarity networks share similarities with conventional food aid, as both rely on volun-
teers, distribute surplus food, and organise collection campaigns (Viladrich, Carbonero, and
Garrido 2018). Their hybridity, as in AFRIs, cautions against rigidly separating “conventional”
and “alternative” initiatives. In practice, charities may adopt empowerment strategies and
rights-based discourses, while solidarity initiatives may depend on conventional food
sources. Rather than binary categories, these organisations can be seen as dynamic assem-
blages whose practices oscillate between reproducing existing systems and prefiguring
transformative change (Arcuri, Brunori, and Galli 2017; Swords 2019).

Case studies and methods
Case studies and context

In Spain, food banks and charities are central to the emergency food regime, supported
by public institutions at national, regional, and local levels (Pérez de Armifio 2014). Two
main factors shape this system: national legislation regulating the Fund for European
Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) until 2023, managed by 54 food banks affiliated with
FESBAL and the Spanish Red Cross (FEGA 2023), and corporate philanthropy and
citizen donations, such as the Great Food Drives (Gonzéalez-Torre and Coque 2016; Inza-
Bartolomé and Escajedo San-Epifanio 2020). During this research, FEAD aid began transi-
tioning to a money-card system funded by the European Social Fund Plus (ESF+).? We use
the term Conventional Food Security Organisations (CFSOs) for established actors in the
private emergency food system. Twelve CFSOs from the metropolitan areas of Seville and
Barcelona were included in this study (Table 1).

In contrast, AFRIs promote food redistribution through mutual aid, solidarity, and par-
ticipatory governance (Fernandez de Casadevante, Ramos, and Piris 2022; Nel-lo and
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Table 1. List of conventional food aid organisations included in the study and their objectives.

Studied initiative Objectives Category City
Banc dels Aliments de Preventing food waste by recovering surplus Food bank Barcelona
Barcelona food and combating food poverty by
distributing it to people in need
Céritas Diocesana Barcelona  Addressing social exclusion and poverty Religious humanitarian Barcelona
through a comprehensive approach that organisation
emphasises personalised support and quality
care for individuals and families lacking basic
resources
Distribucié Solidaria Provide a dignified delivery of goods to cover  Religious humanitarian Barcelona
d’Aliments (DISA) St the basic needs of the vulnerable population organisation
Andreu (Céritas)
Centro de Distribucion de Offer holistic support and personalised Humanitarian Barcelona
Alimentos (CDA) - Cruz assistance to vulnerable individuals in all the organisation
Roja Barcelona spheres of their lives (food, work, housing,
health, etc.)
Fundaci6 Formaci6 i Treball  Provide training and employment Work integration social Barcelona
(FiT) opportunities to vulnerable populations, enterprise
thereby promoting social inclusion and
economic independence. Based on social
enterprise work, deliver prepared meals to
soup kitchens and distribution centres
Fundacié Espigoladors Address the dual challenges of food insecurity ~ Gleaning initiative / Work  Barcelona
and environmental sustainability by integration social
recovering surplus agricultural produce and enterprise
redistributing it to vulnerable populations.
Provide employment opportunities to
vulnerable individuals
Banco de Alimentos de Preventing food waste by recovering surplus Food bank Sevilla
Sevilla food and combating food poverty by
distributing it to people in need
Céritas Diocesana Sevilla Addressing social exclusion and poverty Religious humanitarian Sevilla
through a comprehensive approach that organisation
empbhasises personalised support and quality
care for individuals and families lacking basic
resources
Bioalverde (Caritas) Promote environmental sustainability through ~ Work integration social Sevilla
organic farming practices and provide enterprise
employment opportunities to individuals at
risk of social exclusion
Cruz Roja Sevilla Offer holistic support and personalised Humanitarian Sevilla
assistance to vulnerable individuals in all the organisation
spheres of their lives (food, work, housing,
health, etc.)
Comedor de San Vicente de  Providing prepared meals and essential Religious humanitarian Sevilla
Paul (Hijas de la Caridad) services to individuals and families organisation
experiencing food insecurity and social
exclusion. Offer support services such as
counselling, social work, and referrals to
other social services
Cocina Econémica Nuestra Providing prepared meals and essential Religious humanitarian Sevilla

Sefiora del Rosario (Hijas
de la Caridad)

services to individuals and families
experiencing food insecurity and social
exclusion. Offer support services such as
counselling, social work, and referrals to
other social services

organisation

Checa 2022). Specific quantitative data on the number and scope of AFRIs that emerged
during the pandemic is currently lacking. However, the SOLIVID project provides a
broader analysis of mutual aid initiatives in general. This research mapped and studied
929 mutual aid initiatives in Spain and identified some common aspects: rapid citizen
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mobilisation, reliance on digital networks, territorial capillarity, local scope, thematic
diversity, crisis-driven emergence, ephemeral expansion, and autonomy from public
administrations (Nel-lo and Checa 2022). Most initiatives (75.3%) are concentrated in Cat-
alonia, the Valencian Community, the Basque Country, Madrid, and Andalusia, a distri-
bution that may reflect bias due to more proactive data collection and higher visibility
of urban initiatives. Most operate locally, with 65.9% at neighbourhood level and 22.6%
at municipal level. While the SOLIVID database does not provide precise figures on initiat-
ives that explicitly engage with local producers or agroecological supply chains, such
initiatives are likely a minority, as most mapped initiatives show limited attention to eco-
logical sustainability (Ibid.). This study focuses on two AFRIs cases: Alterbanc in Barcelona
and RAMUCA in Sevilla.

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic in spring 2020, Alterbanc emerged in Bar-
celona as an agroecological food bank focused on redistributing organic and fresh
produce to marginalised individuals through solidarity-based mutual aid groups.
Initially formed by activists and local, agroecology-oriented farmers, Alterbanc later
formalised as an association to qualify for public funding, which was supplemented
by individual donations and private grants. These funds are used to purchase fresh
fruits and vegetables from peri-urban farmers who adhere to agroecological prin-
ciples. A distribution cooperative manages the logistics of collecting the produce
from the outskirts of Barcelona and delivering it to mutual aid groups, known as
xarxes de suport mutu, in various metropolitan neighbourhoods. These groups also
gather surplus food from local markets and shops, combining it with Alterbanc’s
organic produce to create boxes for individuals experiencing food insecurity. Alter-
banc is envisioned as a collaborative effort between marginalised collectives, includ-
ing those facing food insecurity and economically vulnerable small-scale
agroecology-oriented farmers. The initiative aims to empower participants by ensuring
fair compensation for farmers and asserting the right of marginalised individuals to
access fresh, healthy, sustainable, just and high-quality food. Alterbanc’s proponents
present it as an agroecology-oriented alternative to conventional food aid, demon-
strating to administrative bodies that there are innovative ways to address food
insecurity.

Similarly, the Red de redes de apoyo mutuo de Sevilla (RAMUCA)* emerged in the first
days of the declaration of the pandemic. Activists in the city centre, concerned about
the crisis’ impact on disadvantaged groups, established mutual aid groups and a soli-
darity fund to support those affected, including precarious workers who lost their
jobs and elderly people. The initiative quickly expanded, forming twenty-eight mutual
aid groups, known as ramuquitas, across different neighbourhoods. Taxi drivers assisted
by delivering food, medicine, and clothing, while a “food group” predominantly formed
by women activists from the local agroecological movement managed help requests
and donations. Each ramuquita connected with a local grocery store to collect contri-
butions, which were used to purchase fresh vegetables and essential food items for
those in need. Agroecology-oriented producers also donated food to the network.
RAMUCA's activities concluded after the lockdown period as activists collaborated
with other local social organisations to publicly denounce the local government and
institutional actors’ inefficiency in addressing social issues exacerbated by the crisis,
including food security.
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Methodology

This article adopts a comparative case study design (Yin 1994), which is well-suited to
uncovering the nuanced dimensions of social life and enables an in-depth examination
of complexity, diversity, and heterogeneity (Ragin 2000). Case studies can provide a valu-
able lens for developing empirically grounded insights into how the private emergency
food system operates and how agroecology-oriented practices addressing food insecurity
differ from conventional approaches, particularly in relation to social justice and environ-
mental sustainability.

The comparative design contrasts Conventional Food Security Organisations (CFSOs)
with Agroecology-oriented Food Redistribution Initiatives (AFRIs). These categories are
treated as ideal types, highlighting distinct logics of food aid: the institutionalised,
charity-based emergency food regime versus prefigurative, agroecology-oriented
approaches. We acknowledge, however, that the boundary between these models is
porous. The comparison aims to highlight hybrid and sometimes contradictory practices,
rather than reproduce a rigid binary. By juxtaposing these ideal types, we aim to reveal
how agroecology can inform and advance food aid practices towards greater social
justice and sustainability, identifying both constraints and pathways for transformative
potential.

CFSO cases were selected for their central role in the private emergency food system of
their cities and their embeddedness in the broader emergency food regime. AFRIs in Bar-
celona and Seville were chosen because they uniquely combined mutual aid principles
with an explicit agroecological orientation, closely aligning with the study’s theoretical
focus on agroecology and food justice. While nearly a thousand mutual aid initiatives
were mapped across Spain during the pandemic, only a few engaged in food redistribu-
tion while also incorporating agroecological principles or ecological sustainability (Nel-lo
and Checa 2022). In both AFRIs, actors connected to the Spanish agroecological move-
ment shaped the initiatives’ orientation and practices, reinforcing the empirical links
between agroecology and food justice. Pre-existing ties of one of the authors to the
movement facilitated access to key informants and early case identification. These
cases are not intended to represent all AFRIs but offer particularly insightful examples
for exploring tensions and transformative potential in alternative food aid.

Fieldwork occurred in two phases: November-June 2022 and January—May 2024. For
AFRIs, interviews (n = 25) were conducted with mutual aid group members, coordinators,
and farmers, complemented by participant observation (Table 2). For CFSOs, interviews
were conducted with staff and volunteers (n=21). Interviews were semi-structured,
exploring initiative characteristics and participants’ perspectives on food aid, agroecol-
ogy, sustainability, and social justice in a flexible, open-ended manner. Participants
were selected through purposive sampling and snowballing (Kelly 2010), based on
their roles in the initiatives. Observation focused mainly on food redistribution activities
and assemblies. Observation was not conducted in CFSOs due to privacy regulations
and ethical concerns, nor were food recipients interviewed. We consider this an important
limitation of the study, as including food recipients’ experiences and perspectives would
provide deeper insights into the social justice implications of conventional food aid.
Document analysis primarily involved reviewing the most recent annual reports of
CFSOs to complement the data.
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Table 2. Fieldwork activities and interviews characteristics.

AFRIs CFSOs

Total interviews n=25 n=21

Gender of Male (n =9); Female (n = 16); Non-binary (n =0) Male (n =12); Female (n =9); Non-
interviewees binary (n=0)

Role of Farmer/Producer (n = 6); Mutual aid group participant (1= Hired social worker, coordinator or
interviewees 13); Alterbanc promoter (n = 2); Logistics cooperative representative (n = 12); Volunteer (n

representative (n = 1); Shop owner (n=3) =9)

Participant Logistics cooperative activities: organising and delivering  /

Observation produce bought by Alterbanc;

Mutual aid groups activities in two neighbourhoods:
assemblies, collection of surplus food from shops and
markets, preparation and redistribution of food boxes;
Community kitchen activities: cooking, preparation and
redistribution of meals

Interview transcripts and field notes, translated from Spanish to English, were analysed
thematically using an iterative approach combining deductive and inductive coding
(Bryant 2017). The analysis began with broad, theoretically informed categories derived
from the literature on agroecology, food justice, and sustainability (e.g. governance struc-
tures, motivations and participation forms). These deductive codes provided an initial
analytical framework, while remaining open to emergent themes from the data itself
(e.g. challenges in sustainable food sourcing, the role of European food aid policy
shifts). The process was iterative: initial coding identified both expected and unexpected
themes, which were compared, refined, and abstracted across cases. As patterns
emerged, initial categories were subdivided, new inductive codes were integrated, and
connections between themes were progressively mapped. This ensured that theoretical
concepts provided structure without constraining new insights grounded in participants’
experiences. The broad interview scope captured the complex, interconnected dimen-
sions of food redistribution practices. NVivo software supported systematic coding and
data retrieval.

Results: a comparative analysis of AFRIs and CFSOs
Organisational structures, resources and reach

AFRIs and conventional food aid organisations show remarkable differences in terms of
organisational structures and reach. AFRIs are self-organised initiatives with a low level
of formalisation. While Alterbanc became an association to be eligible for public
funding, the mutual aid groups collaborating with it remained informal, as in the case
of RAMUCA. In Barcelona, a network reuniting 21 mutual aid groups* estimated distribut-
ing food to over 12,000 people, and mutual aid groups interviewees calculate approxi-
mately 200 individuals at the neighbourhood level at the peak of their work. During
fieldwork, Alterbanc distributed fresh fruits and vegetables from five farms to four
mutual aid groups, providing around 344 families. The promoters acknowledged the
limited reach, but as one of them pointed out, the objective was rather: “to show that
there is a different way to promote food security, with food sovereignty” (Alterbanc pro-
moter 1). In Sevilla, RAMUCA included 28 groups but ceased operations shortly after the
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lockdowns. RAMUCA engaged approximately 300 activists coordinating its operations,
with local ramugquitas demonstrating comparable food distribution capacities to the
xarxes. AFRIs are primarily organised through consensus-based open assemblies involving
all participants or directed by groups of coordinators operating on a foundation of trust.
Regarding financial resources, both RAMUCA and mutual aid groups in Barcelona rely on
private donations either from individuals or from local shops and agroecology-oriented
farmers. Alterbanc also leverages funding obtained from different public administrations
and private foundations.

Conventional organisations, in contrast, are well-established and formalised, mobilise
significant resources, and demonstrate extensive outreach in terms of their beneficiary
base. Charities like the Red Cross, Céritas and Hijas de la Caridad show multi-level struc-
tures at local, national, and international levels. For instance, Caritas is an international
organisation depending on the catholic church, it has a national presence in Spain, but
operates locally on the diocesan and parish levels, encompassing nearly 90 parishes in
both Sevilla and Barcelona. These organisations have long histories, with the Red Cross
and Caritas established in Spain in 1864 and 1947 respectively. The level of formalisation
of conventional initiatives implies complex and vertical decision-making structures with a
board of trustees or executive committees. Beneficiaries have no influence within these
structures and are eventually limited to providing feedback on services through phone
calls. Occasionally, some beneficiaries may enrol as volunteers in the charities from
which they once received aid. Large charities have extensive reach and resource mobilis-
ation capabilities. In Barcelona, the local food bank distributes food to a network of 310
social entities, handling approximately 20 tons of food in 2022 to support over 140,000
individuals each month. Despite this, they estimate coverage of only 24.2% of benefici-
aries’ annual food needs (Banc dels Aliments de Barcelona 2022). Conventional organisa-
tions rely on private donations - from both individuals and companies - as well as
significant public support, which may take the form of infrastructure provision or subsi-
dies, e.g. over half of Sevilla Red Cross’s 2022 budget (Cruz Roja Sevilla 2022).

Food-insecurity reduction practices

Organisations dedicated to food aid may adopt a diverse array of strategies and practices
to tackle food insecurity. The studied initiatives employed a diverse range of strategies to
address food insecurity and promote social inclusion, including food pack distribution
and solidarity pantries, soup kitchens and monetary aid (such as vouchers and money
cards), as well as activities aimed at empowerment through education, training, and
labour market integration. Table 3 shows how AFRIs and other initiatives often
combine different practices. In AFRIs, receiving food aid comes from participation in
the different tasks required to make the initiative work, or simply by communicating
the needs to the coordinators, without formal requirements. In conventional organisa-
tions, these actions mostly follow from personalised interviews where volunteers or
social workers from the same organisations or municipal social services. These interviews
assess the needs of marginalised individuals in different spheres of their lives (health,
work, food, etc.), ask for documentation to verify the information and connect them to
the resources offered by charities. Both AFRIs and conventional organisations understand
food aid as an emergency, temporary and partial solution to food poverty. RAMUCA
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Table 3. Food-insecurity reduction practices adopted by the studied initiatives during and after
COVID-19 lock-downs.

Food packs Monetary aid Workshops, Social and
distribution Soup (money cards education and labour market
Studied initiative /solidarity pantries kitchens  and vouchers) training integration

Alterbanc (AFRI Barcelona)

RAMUCA (AFRI Sevilla)

Banc dels Aliments de
Barcelona

Caritas Diocesana Barcelona

DISA St Andreu (Caritas)

Cruz Roja Barcelona / Centro
de Distribucién de Alimentos
(CDA)

Fundacié Formaci6 i Treball
(FiT)

Fundacio Espigoladors

Banco de Alimentos de Sevilla

Caritas Diocesana Sevilla

Bioalverde (Céritas)

Cruz Roja Sevilla

Comedor de San Vicente de
Paul (Hijas de la Caridad)

Cocina Econémica Nuestra
Sefora del Rosario (Hijas de
la Caridad)

The Food Bank donates money for money cards delivered by other organisations.

Note: Shading reflects whether the studied initiative adopts or not the different practices, where gray cells indicate that
the initiative adopts the practice and white ones that it does not.

activists highlight how food redistribution was an emergency response, a strategy to
answer a call for help from people who were already marginalised before the pandemic,
or who suddenly found themselves in need because of its economic fallout. Similarly, a
solidarity pantry volunteer pointed out: “We understand clearly that the food we distri-
bute has to be assistance for a specific situation of food need. When the situation is pro-
longed, it should not be like this; there should be other ways” (Volunteer 1, DISA).
However, distribution centres and soup kitchens acknowledge the presence of long-
term users that are dependent on food aid due to “chronic” poverty conditions. While
many charities declare to be working towards the end of direct food delivery - i.e. food
packs, solidarity pantries and soup kitchens — these practices are still remarkably common.

Problem-framing: right to food, food poverty and the state

Both AFRIs and conventional organisations support the right of everyone to healthy and
nutritious food. The right to food is frequently acknowledged and emphasised in the
interviews with AFRIs activists and charity volunteers as well as in the official documents
of CFSOs. AFRIs frame the inadequate coverage of the right to food and situations of food
poverty as interconnected with broader social issues such as gender-related violence,
unemployment, criminalisation of migration, energy and housing poverty, among
others. They argue that these are outcomes of structural injustices and inequalities: “It
is the capitalist system that has made them vulnerable. [...] It is not a personal
problem that you don’t know how to feed yourself or your family, it is the system that
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generates it, the system that produces it, the system that puts us in that situation” (Alter-
banc promoter 1). Participants in conventional organisations also identify the intercon-
nectedness of food insecurity with other social issues, especially with poverty, but vary
in holding structural processes responsible for these issues. A representative from the
Sevilla Food Bank recognised that socio-economic inequalities are growing due to
unjust wealth distribution in the broader economic system, but emphasised the food
bank’s commitment to maintaining a non-political, neutral stance in the public sphere.
Organisations like Caritas Diocesana Sevilla talk more openly about social inequalities
and the need to revise thoroughly state intervention “with a clear focus on access to
rights as a channel for social inclusion and the ‘recovery’ of the most excluded sectors”
(Caritas Diocesana Sevilla 2022, 17).

As demonstrated in another work, AFRIs attribute to the state the responsibility to
uphold the right to food, framing their efforts as grassroots responses to governmental
inefficiency, as seen with RAMUCA and mutual aid groups, or as radical alternatives advo-
cating changes in the food aid model, as with Alterbanc (Facchini and Lopez-Garcia 2024).
While denouncing social injustices is central to AFRIs, conventional organisations like
Caritas adopt similar strategies in more moderate terms. These organisations also empha-
sise the state’s duty to ensure food security but acknowledge their complementary role in
addressing food insecurity. For instance, Caritas in Barcelona collaborates closely with
local social services, with most beneficiaries referred by public offices. Civil society initiat-
ives are often seen as “auxiliaries of the public authorities” (Hired coordinator 1, Sevilla
Red Cross), stepping in to “help where the state cannot reach” (Volunteer representative
1, Barcelona Food Bank).

Empowerment pathways to food justice

AFRIs activists and many conventional organisations representatives share critical pos-
itions on the social stigma and lack of personal autonomy inherent in traditional direct
food aid. However, they diverge in their approaches to achieving greater food justice.
While conventional initiatives prioritise increased autonomy in individual consumption
choices and skills development, AFRIs emphasise collective action, participation and
social struggles as pathways to food justice. As pointed out by an Alterbanc promoter,
mutual aid group members are:

Families, self-organised citizens who decide from that self-management to face, as a commu-
nity, the problems of the neighbourhood, the problems of the neighbours, their own pro-
blems. And they decide that the only solution to problems that are normally addressed
individually or that end up being answered with that neoliberal and capitalist message of
“get ahead as you can”. They know that the answers have to come from putting it in
common. (Alterbanc promoter 2)

Activists highlight that mutual aid efforts go beyond equitable food distribution, encom-
passing broader social and political struggles against systemic injustices. They frame food
redistribution as a tool not only to meet immediate needs but also to empower neigh-
bourhood communities, fostering collective action and mobilisation towards meaningful
social change.

Conventional food aid organisations often declare that equitable food-insecurity
reduction practices should be informed by principles of equality, dignity and autonomous
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choice, while also avoiding social stigma. On one hand, equality is often understood as
distributing food without discrimination, while also adapting to the specific needs
based on family size, dietary requirements, and personal preferences. On the other
hand, charities emphasise how dignity and autonomy are reflected in the freedom to
choose which foods to consume.

Solidarity pantry volunteers highlight the dignity afforded by their “supermarket”
model, which allows recipients to choose their own food rather than receiving pre-
packed supplies. However, the provincial Red Cross and Caritas Diocesana in both cities
critique the stigma associated with these “supermarkets for the poor”. They advocate
for money cards to be used in “normal” supermarkets to enhance dignity and autonomy.
As explained by a representative, Caritas is working on a campaign so that parish level
initiatives® understand that “like you and me, they [marginalised people] should go to
a supermarket, choose what they want to eat, and eat it” (Hired coordinator 1, Céritas Dio-
cesana Sevilla).

Conventional organisations emphasise that their personalised guidance activities are
crucial for empowering food-aid recipients and thereby promoting greater social justice.
A social worker from the soup kitchen Nostra Sefiora del Rosario in Sevilla explained how
food is a means to engage with socially excluded individuals and addressing their immedi-
ate needs: “However, [...] the goal is more long-term [...] it is more about helping the
person to find themselves outside of the situation of social exclusion that brought them
here” (Hired social worker 1, Sevilla soup kitchen). Guidance occurs mainly during interviews
with social workers and volunteers, who offer training or counselling to help beneficiaries
access other public or private resources. Work integration social enterprises also highlight
the importance of developing personal skills to advance social change, while providing
economic stability through temporary employment.

Food quality, sourcing and sustainability

One of the main distinctions AFRIs emphasise compared to conventional food aid is the
quality, sustainability, and sourcing of the food they distribute. AFRIs aim to bring margin-
alised people healthy, nutritious and fresh products. As observed during fieldwork, Barce-
lona AFRIs’ food packs are composed of basic foodstuffs that include a large quantity of
fresh fruits and vegetables, and often meat and fish. When counting on the collaboration
with Alterbanc, the distributed fruits and vegetables are organic, and produced by agroe-
cology-oriented farmers in the outskirts of the city. The food distributed by RAMUCA was
also selected by coordinators according to criteria of quality and variety. Although most of
the food was purchased in local shops and produced conventionally, the network could
also count on occasional donations from agroecology-oriented producers. Alterbanc pro-
poses its food aid model to advance more just conditions for small-scale agroecology-
oriented farmers by paying them a fair, collectively agreed-upon price. Supporting
small-scale agroecology is deemed to be a way to enhance the environmental sustainabil-
ity of food aid and to foster food sovereignty. While explaining how the association aims
to change the use of public funding for food aid, one of the promoters said:

Justice means that if this money, which belongs to everyone, has to help someone, it should
first help local agriculture and not large multinationals. It should support agroecology
because they are our last bastions of farming. Without small-scale farming, there will never
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be food sovereignty. Without small-scale farming, we will not be able to confront the effects
of the food crisis or the looming climate crisis. (Alterbanc promoter 2)

Food banks and charities claim to have shifted from simply distributing donated food to
prioritising complete, healthy, and balanced nutrition, often guided by Harvard Medical
School’s Healthy Eating Plate and the concept of a “basic food basket”.° However, their
capacity to meet these standards remains limited by the availability of donations and
resources. For example, the 2022 Barcelona Food Bank report highlights that while a
balanced diet should consist of 50% fruits and vegetables, these items accounted for
only 14.3% and 6.5% of distributed food, respectively.” Observations revealed that con-
ventional food aid still relies heavily on canned, dried, and ultra-processed products. Prac-
titioners also expressed concerns over their ability to provide healthy food following the
end of FEAD support.

In addition to public funding, food charities primarily depend on surplus food from
agro-industries and major retail chains, positioning food waste reduction as a core sus-
tainability contribution. In 2022, surplus food accounted for around half of distributed
food, with tax deductions often benefiting intermediaries over producers. Partnerships
with corporations include initiatives such as team-building activities, CSR programmes,
and employment schemes tied to food processing and supermarket chains. While
some see these as solidarity-driven efforts, they also serve companies’ economic and mar-
keting interests by reducing waste costs, offering tax advantages, and improving public
image. A few organisations, such as Espigoladors and Caritas Diocesana, critically assess
the ecological and social implications of surplus food use. Notably, initiatives like Bioal-
verde in Seville recognise the need to transform agricultural practices, addressing both
social justice and environmental sustainability challenges.

Discussion: social justice, food justice and sustainability
Food justice and sustainability implications

AFRI's connection of agroecology to food insecurity reduction practices, grounded in the
right to food, illustrates a way to advance the social justice dimension of agroecological
transitions. While agroecology literature has predominantly focused on environmental sus-
tainability, establishing bridges with food justice theory and practice can address equity
issues in the transition to sustainable food systems (Alkon and Norgaard 2009). AFRIs
also demonstrate how urban contexts, where food inequalities and access issues are
often more pronounced, provide fertile ground for these connections. The Alterbanc initiat-
ive exemplifies this by uniting social justice struggles of marginalised people in the city with
the vision of food sovereignty and peasant farming, an example of what has been termed
urban political agroecology (Gonzéalez de Molina 2012; Tornaghi and Dehaene 2020). At the
same time, agroecology’s emphasis on sustainable production and fair prices for farmers
complements and broadens the empirical focus of food justice research, which has
mainly concentrated on food access and consumption (Herman and Goodman 2018;
HLPE 2019). AFRIs can be seen as “germs of confluence” that connect urban and agrarian
food justice, fostering a politics of empowerment (Tornaghi 2017).

The comparative analysis of AFRIs and CFSOs reveals different implications for the dis-
tributive and procedural dimensions of food justice (Table 4). The studied CFSOs promote
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Table 4. Differences in how CFSOs and AFRIs address distributive and procedural justice.

CFSOs AFRIs
Distributive Justice
Structural conditions and  Acknowledgment of structural factors, Denouncement, social struggle and
the state complementary role to state institutions creation of alternatives
Food quality Equal distribution of surplus food or ability to  Equal distribution of healthy and
buy in supermarkets sustainable food
Food sourcing and Reliance on agro-industry and big retail Small retail shops and agroecology-
distribution corporations oriented producers
Environmental Redistribution of corporate food regime Support agroecology and local economies
sustainability externalities
implications
Procedural Justice
Participation of No participation in decision-making or food  Participation in community decision-
marginalised individuals distribution activities making and food-distribution activities
Empowerment pathways Individual empowerment and skills Community and individual empowerment

development

distributive justice by providing equal access to surplus food or purchasing options at
supermarkets. However, their reliance on surplus from large retailers and agro-industry,
as well as recent partnerships involving money cards, highlights the integration of the
charity economy into the capitalist food system (Lambie-Mumford and Silvasti 2020).
As the study reveals, CFSOs function as corporate social responsibility initiatives that
enhance the social acceptability of these practices, while corporations benefit from
direct payments and tax exemptions for donations (Salonen and Silvasti 2019; Vitiello
et al. 2015), thus perpetuating the corporate food regime and the concentration of
power by large agri-food corporations (Clapp 2022). This exacerbates issues in industrial
agriculture’s working conditions and broader food insecurity resulting from systemic
crises (Clapp and Moseley 2020; Ghosh 2010; Holt-Gimenez and Patel 2009). In terms of
environmental impact, the considered CFSOs focus primarily on reducing food waste
from the agro-industry, yet they overlook the underlying market dynamics that drive over-
production, waste, and poverty among food chain workers (Marsden, Hebinck, and
Mathijs 2018). This approach fails to address the broader environmental consequences
of globalised food systems and industrial agriculture. However, some of the CFSOs ana-
lysed have made significant strides towards more ambitious sustainability goals, such
as increasing the availability of plant-based foods and incorporating local and organic
fresh vegetables.

AFRIs food insecurity reduction practices are also based on equality in terms of equal
distribution of food to their members. However, as observed in both Alterbanc and
RAMUCA, these practices go beyond redistribution alone: they directly confront the
uneven access to healthy and sustainable food experienced by marginalised groups,
while also exposing the precarious conditions faced by agroecology-oriented farmers
and small retail shops under the corporate food regime. In line with a holistic vision of
agroecology, these initiatives call for transformations across the food system - from pro-
duction and distribution to the broader economic and political structures that sustain
food injustice and environmental unsustainability (Anderson et al. 2021; Gliessman
2015). As discussed elsewhere (Facchini and Lépez-Garcia 2024), AFRIs often incorporate
conventionally produced food from local shops, resulting in hybrid networks. Simul-
taneously, Alterbanc invested solidarity funds in organic produce from small farms, and
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RAMUCA engaged neighbourhood shops to support collective distribution. These prac-
tices advance the environmental sustainability dimension of food security (FAO 2021;
Sonnino, Marsden, and Moragues-Faus 2016), going beyond mere waste reduction by
reinforcing local economies and agroecological farming. Viewing AFRIs as hybrid assem-
blages rather than fixed “alternatives” underscores the fluid, context-dependent dynamics
of food security and reflects the overlapping solidarities, tensions, and compromises
observed in practice (Hebinck and Oostindie 2018).

Both AFRIs and CFSOs attribute responsibility for fulfilling the right to food to govern-
mental institutions, aligning with the prevailing view of the nation-state as the main scale
of justice (Moragues-Faus 2017a). However, large charities’ role in complementing public
interventions and their reliance on collaborations with the private sector may function as
a “moral safety valve” (Poppendieck 1999), normalising welfare state retrenchment and
embedding private emergency food systems within neoliberal responses to food insecur-
ity (McEntee and Naumova 2012). CFSOs reflect a combination of “structural” and “neo-
liberal” justice frames: structural concerns are acknowledged in discourse, but
neoliberal approaches predominate in practice. Members recognise systemic factors con-
tributing to food insecurity but primarily focus on individual practices as entry points for
improving justice conditions. CFSOs centre on individual access to resources and skills, as
well as freedom to choose among food products, reflecting a neoliberal governmentality
that prioritises individual choice over collective responsibility (Harvey 2005). They inter-
vene in incentive structures, viewing individuals as self-interested actors who can be
motivated to improve their precarious economic and food situations (Fletcher 2010; Fou-
cault 2008). The adoption of money cards in supermarkets, promoted by post-FEAD Euro-
pean policy, is considered innovative by many CFSOs but may reinforce neoliberal
rationality by framing beneficiaries primarily as market actors (Brown 2015) and reducing
territorial and face-to-face interactions with charities. Furthermore, the limited partici-
pation of food recipients in CFSOs underscores their political marginalisation, lacking
access to decision-making spaces regarding the support they receive (Marsden,
Hebinck, and Mathijs 2018). This diverges not only from more “radical” food justice but
also from global institutions’ focus on agency in definitions of sustainable food security
(FAO 2021; HLPE 2019).

In contrast, similarly to other community-based food justice initiatives, AFRIs prioritise
systemic accountability over individual responsibility (Bradley and Herrera 2016). Individ-
ual empowerment is complemented by a strong emphasis on collective action and par-
ticipation, thereby revitalising the political dimension of food through politics of
collectivity (Moragues-Faus 2017b). This politicisation is more grounded in practical
issues and solving problems than in defining ideological stances (Fernandez de Casade-
vante, Ramos, and Piris 2022). On one hand, mutual aid groups practise collective respon-
sibility, recognising that neighbourhood problems cannot be addressed individually,
thereby diverging from the neoliberal individualistic tendencies found in some alternative
food networks (Guthman 2008b). On the other hand, despite differences in the forms of
participation (Facchini et al. 2023), AFRIs actively involve marginalised individuals in prac-
tical activities and decision-making processes, leading to community empowerment and
community food security (Hamm and Bellows 2003; Morales and Rebollo Izquierdo 2015).
Active participation and inclusion of marginalised groups at all levels of organisations rep-
resent key steps towards improving the procedural and political aspects of justice,
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advancing political intersectionality and decolonising food justice efforts (Bradley and
Herrera 2016; Facchini et al. 2023; Fraser 2008; Moragues-Faus 2017a). While marginalised
individuals mainly participate in food distribution activities within AFRIs" mutual
aid groups, their direct involvement in food production could catalyse even more trans-
formative changes in their relationship with food, fostering community food security
and empowerment (Cadieux et al. 2019; Kneafsey et al. 2016; Tornaghi 2017; Vitiello
et al. 2015).

From charity to justice?

On a different note, the findings of this study reveal that CFSOs and private emergency
food systems are dynamic constellations of practices and discourses (Arcuri, Brunori,
and Galli 2017; Swords 2019). Many CFSOs recognise critiques highlighting how food
aid can perpetuate social stigma, “uncritical solidarity”, and limited end-user autonomy.
Organisations like Caritas Diocesana and the Red Cross actively work to reduce stigma
and promote autonomy and dignity through innovative solutions, blending traditional
food delivery with empowerment-based practices. This study finds CFSOs increasingly
aligning with the right to food and structural justice, reflecting a shift towards more
justice-oriented charity, consistent with recent research (Dodd and Nelson 2018; Galinson
2018; Swords 2019; Vitiello et al. 2015). CFSOs’ re-skilling, training, and awareness efforts
offer a “quiet” transformation for marginalised individuals (Kneafsey et al. 2016), but may
risk de-politicising justice by reinforcing neoliberal governance and the corporate food
regime (Moragues-Faus 2018).

To advance procedural and distributive justice, CFSOs could draw from AFRIs’ experi-
ences, breaking their “unholy alliance” with large corporations (Fisher 2017) and fostering
community empowerment and active participation of marginalised individuals. While
strategies like food packages distribution and solidarity pantries offer immediate relief,
their transformative potential depends on how they are embedded within broader frame-
works of participation and collective empowerment. In the considered AFRlIs, for example,
families and neighbours were directly involved in decision-making and distribution tasks,
turning food support into a community-based process of empowerment rather than a
one-directional transfer of charity. This study, along with others (e.g. Tornaghi 2017;
Vitiello et al. 2015; Zerbian and Lépez-Garcia 2024), suggests that integrating food
justice efforts with urban or rural agroecology-oriented farming and gardening projects
could significantly enhance the empowerment of marginalised communities. This
would mark a significant step towards building agency and achieving environmental sus-
tainability in food security (FAO 2021). However, the upcoming shift in European policy
following the reform of the FEAD system - from “traditional”, place-based food aid
schemes to more individualised, de-territorialised forms of assistance such as money
cards - presents a deeply challenging scenario. In this context, practices that link land,
food, and communities through “reparation ecologies” (Cadieux et al. 2019) will
become even harder to rebuild and sustain. This transition could undermine efforts to
foster transformative, place-based food justice, further separating individuals from the
social and environmental processes that contribute to sustainable food security.

Comparing AFRIs and CFSOs reveals disparities in reach, resources, and duration,
which affect their ability to address marginalised communities’ food security. AFRIs’
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transformative potential is notable but constrained by their crisis-driven, spontaneous
nature and limited resources, whereas CFSOs are established actors within institutiona-
lised structures. The formalisation and bureaucratisation of CFSOs tie their sustainabil-
ity more to persistent food insecurity and resource acquisition than to justice
improvements (Blais and Dion 1990). Hierarchical structures can complicate margina-
lised people’s participation, while AFRIs’ spontaneity promotes inclusivity. However,
if AFRIs formalise over time, they may encounter similar challenges. Prioritising
bottom-up governance and participatory agroecological approaches can help maintain
inclusivity as these initiatives evolve (Anderson et al. 2021; Lépez-Garcia et al. 2021;
Méndez et al. 2017).

While AFRIs may not be able to meet the food needs of as many people as CFSOs, their
actions are still valuable in terms of prefigurative politics (Gibson-Graham 2006). They
embody acts of rebellion and spaces of creation that carve out “cracks” in the emergency
food regime (Holloway 2010). As a promoter of Alterbanc describes, they serve as “a
utopian science project, a science fiction project, telling us what we will have to do” (Alter-
banc promoter 2) in response to socio-ecological crises and the injustices they perpetu-
ate. These prefigurative practices advocate for a model of food aid rooted in
community food security and agroecology, fostering “liminal commons” (Varvarousis
2022) that may not endure in time but whose contributions hold the potential to facilitate
a transition towards more sustainable and just food aid practices while also advancing the
social justice dimension of agroecology.

Conclusion

Drawing on a comparative analysis of AFRIs and CFSOs in Barcelona and Sevilla, this study
has explored how different approaches to food insecurity engage with the challenges of
social justice and environmental sustainability. It contributes to bridge an important gap
in understanding how agroecological transitions advance social justice in practice.

AFRIs illustrate how redistributive and participatory practices can simultaneously
empower communities and support local agroecological economies. CFSOs, in contrast,
demonstrate the strengths and limitations of institutionalised food aid, with extensive
reach and resource mobilisation but continued entanglement in neoliberal and corporate
logics.

Several implications emerge from these findings. First, for policy, the ongoing tran-
sition from FEAD food distribution to supermarket money cards risks reinforcing neolib-
eral individualism, weakening community ties, and embedding food aid further into the
corporate food regime. Public food aid schemes could instead draw on AFRIs’ experiences
by investing in local agroecological supply chains, supporting small-scale farmers, and
enabling democratic, community-based governance of food redistribution. Municipalities
and local authorities could play a key role in fostering partnerships between agroecolo-
gical producers and solidarity networks, ensuring that aid strengthens both social and
environmental outcomes.

Second, regarding tensions, this study highlights contradictions that both reinforce
and challenge the dominant system. AFRIs prefigure alternative models through partici-
patory, collective practices, yet their limited scale and temporality constrain their transfor-
mative potential. CFSOs increasingly adopt rights-based discourses, but by framing justice
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primarily as individual autonomy and focusing on market-mediated solutions, they risk
depoliticising structural inequalities. These tensions - between distributive and pro-
cedural justice, between empowerment and dependence, and between prefigurative
politics and structural constraints — are central to understanding the contested terrain
of food aid.

Finally, while Alterbanc and RAMUCA cannot be considered representative of all soli-
darity initiatives oriented to agroecology, their prefigurative practices highlight path-
ways for transformation. They demonstrate that food redistribution can extend
beyond charity, functioning as a democratic and participatory mechanism to reimagine
food security in terms of justice, sustainability, and dignity. Further research is needed
to examine how agroecology, social justice, and food security intersect, and to evaluate
the effectiveness of different types of AFRIs across diverse territorial and institutional
contexts. Understanding how these initiatives interact with evolving policy and govern-
ance frameworks is particularly important, as it can clarify their potential in fostering
transitions beyond emergency food assistance and towards more just and sustainable
food systems.

Notes

1. Food sovereignty can be understood as people’s right to define their own food systems (IPC
2007), and as the political framework that facilitates the implementation of agroecology
(Holt-Giménez and Altieri 2012; La Via Campesina 2015).

2. While regional governments should eventually manage these funds, the national
government has temporarily assigned this responsibility to the Spanish Red Cross, allocating
over 100 million euros (Ministerio de Derechos Sociales, Consumo y Agenda 2030 2023).

3. Network of mutual aid networks of Sevilla.

4. Not all active groups decided to join the network.

5. Local parish initiatives often lead more “traditional” projects such as direct food aid, food pan-
tries, and soup kitchens. Meanwhile, the national and diocesan organisations are working
towards more innovative and empowerment-oriented charity practices.

6. https://www.health.harvard.edu/staying-healthy/healthy-eating-plate.

7. In Sevilla, percentages are 16% and 16% for fruits and vegetables out of the total distributed
food (Banco de Alimentos de Sevilla 2022).

Acknowledgements

We are extremely grateful to all the research participants for their availability and contribution to
this work.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

Concerning funding, we acknowledge that this work contributes to ICTA-UAB “Maria de Maeztu”
Programme for Units of Excellence of the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation [CEX2019-
000940-M]. FF also acknowledges the financial support provided by the “Plan Estatal de |+ D + 1"
of the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation [PRE2019-087557]. Sergio Villamayor-Tomas


https://www.health.harvard.edu/staying-healthy/healthy-eating-plate

20 (&) F.FACCHINIETAL.

acknowledges support from the Ayuda de Consolidacion Investigadora of the Spanish Ministry of
Science and Innovation [CNS2022-136063]. DLG acknowledges the financial support provided by
MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and by the European Union “NextGenerationEU"/PRTR funds,
along the project TED2021-129660A-100.

Ethical approval

Ethical approval for the broader research project in which this work has been realised was
granted by the Comisién de Etica en la Experimentacion Animal y Humana (CEEAH) of the
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona (UAB).

Informed consent

Verbal informed consent was obtained prior to the interviews and participant obser-
vations, and participants have been anonymised in the article.

ORCID

Francesco Facchini = http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7995-7179
Daniel Lépez-Garcia 2 http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2265-880X
Sergio Villamayor-Tomas (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5170-1718
Esteve Corbera (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7970-4411

References

Agyeman, Julian, and Bob Evans. 2004. “Just Sustainability: The Emerging Discourse of
Environmental Justice in Britain?” The Geographical Journal 170 (2): 155-164. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.0016-7398.2004.00117 x.

Alberich, Tomas. 2016. Desde las asociaciones de vecinos al 15M y las mareas ciudadanas: Breve his-
toria de los movimientos sociales. Madrid: Editorial Dykinson.

Alkon, Alison Hope, and Kari Marie Norgaard. 2009. “Breaking the Food Chains: An Investigation of
Food Justice Activism.” Sociological Inquiry 79 (3): 289-305. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682x.
2009.00291 .x.

Altieri, Miguel A. 2018. Agroecology: The Science of Sustainable Agriculture. Boca Raton: CRC Press.

Anderson, Colin Ray, Janneke Bruil, M. Jahi Chappell, Csilla Kiss, and Michel Patrick Pimbert. 2021.
Agroecology Now! Cham: Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-
61315-0.

Arcuri, Sabrina, Gianluca Brunori, and Francesca Galli. 2017. “Insights on the Role of Private and
Public Actors in Food Assistance Provision: A Literature Review for High Income Countries.”
Economia Agro-Alimentare 2017 (1): 119-150. https://doi.org/10.3280/ecag2017-001006.

Banc dels Aliments de Barcelona. 2022. Memoria 2022. Accessed July 15, 2024. https://www.
bancdelsaliments.org/download/lleiinformacion/32/4203/251658774/1541174/cms/memoriabd
a2022_cat.pdf/.

Banco de Alimentos de Sevilla. 2022. Memoria 2022. Accessed July 15, 2024. https://www.
bancodealimentosdesevilla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Memoria_2022_BAS_online.pdf.
Bell, Finn McLafferty. 2021. “Amplified Injustices and Mutual Aid in the COVID-19 Pandemic.”

Qualitative Social Work 20 (1-2): 410-415. https://doi.org/10.1177/1473325020973326.

Bell, Finn McLafferty, Mary Kate Dennis, and Amy Krings. 2019. “Collective Survival Strategies and
Anti-colonial Practice in Ecosocial Work.” Journal of Community Practice 27 (3-4): 279-295.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705422.2019.1652947.


http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7995-7179
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2265-880X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5170-1718
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7970-4411
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0016-7398.2004.00117.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0016-7398.2004.00117.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682x.2009.00291.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-682x.2009.00291.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-61315-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-61315-0
https://doi.org/10.3280/ecag2017-001006
https://www.bancdelsaliments.org/download/lleiinformacion/32/4203/251658774/1541174/cms/memoriabda2022_cat.pdf/
https://www.bancdelsaliments.org/download/lleiinformacion/32/4203/251658774/1541174/cms/memoriabda2022_cat.pdf/
https://www.bancdelsaliments.org/download/lleiinformacion/32/4203/251658774/1541174/cms/memoriabda2022_cat.pdf/
https://www.bancodealimentosdesevilla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Memoria_2022_BAS_online.pdf
https://www.bancodealimentosdesevilla.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/Memoria_2022_BAS_online.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1473325020973326
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705422.2019.1652947

LOCAL ENVIRONMENT (&) 21

Biebricher, Thomas. 2015. “Neoliberalism and Democracy.” Constellations 22 (2): 255-266. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1467-8675.12157.

Blais, André, and Stéphane Dion. 1990. “Are Bureaucrats Budget Maximizers? The Niskanen Model &
Its Critics.” Polity 22 (4): 655-674. https://doi.org/10.2307/3234823.

Bradley, Katharine, and Hank Herrera. 2016. “Decolonizing Food Justice: Naming, Resisting, and
Researching Colonizing Forces in the Movement.” Antipode 48 (1): 97-114. https://doi.org/10.
1111/anti.12165.

Brown, Wendy. 2015. Undoing the Demos: Neoliberalism’s Stealth Revolution. New York: Zone books.

Bryant, Antony. 2017. Grounded Theory and Grounded Theorizing. New York: Oxford Academic.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199922604.001.0001.

Cabot, Heath. 2016. “Contagious’ Solidarity: Reconfiguring Care and Citizenship in Greece's Social
Clinics.” Social Anthropology 24 (2): 152-166. https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-8676.12297.

Cadieux, Kirsten Valentine, Stephen Carpenter, Alex Liebman, Renata Blumberg, and Bhaskar
Upadhyay. 2019. “Reparation Ecologies: Regimes of Repair in Populist Agroecology.” Annals of
the American Association of Geographers 109 (2): 644-660. https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.
2018.1527680.

Cadieux, Kirsten Valentine, and Rachel Slocum. 2015. “What Does It Mean to Do Food Justice?”
Journal of Political Ecology 22 (1): 1-26. https://doi.org/10.2458/v22i1.21076.

Calori, Andrea, and Francesca Federici. 2020. “Coronavirus and Beyond: Empowering Social Self-
organisation in Urban Food Systems.” Agriculture and Human Values 37 (3): 615-616. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10111-y.

Caraher, M., and A. Cavicchi. 2014. “Old Crises on New Plates or Old Plates for a New Crises? Food
Banks and Food Insecurity.” British Food Journal 116 (9): 1389-1391. https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-
08-2014-0285.

Caraher, Martin. 2015. “The European Union Food Distribution Programme for the Most Deprived
Persons of the Community, 1987-2013: From Agricultural Policy to Social Inclusion Policy?”
Health Policy 119 (7): 932-940. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2015.05.001.

Céritas Diocesana Sevilla. 2022. Memoria 2022. Accessed July 15, 2024. https://issuu.com/cdsevilla/
docs/2022_memoria_issuu.

Carney, Megan. 2021. Island of Hope: Migration and Solidarity in the Mediterranean. Oakland:
University of California Press.

Cattivelli, Valentina. 2022. “Social Innovation and Food Provisioning Initiatives to Reduce Food
Insecurity during the Covid-19 Pandemic.” Cities 131:104034. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.
2022.104034.

Clapp, Jennifer. 2022. “Concentration and Crises: Exploring the Deep Roots of Vulnerability in the
Global Industrial Food System.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 50 (1): 1-25. https://doi.org/10.
1080/03066150.2022.2129013.

Clapp, Jennifer, and William G. Moseley. 2020. “This Food Crisis Is Different: COVID-19 and the
Fragility of the Neoliberal Food Security Order.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 47 (7): 1-25.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2020.1823838.

Connelly, Sean, Sean Markey, and Mark Roseland. 2011. “Bridging Sustainability and the Social
Economy: Achieving Community Transformation through Local Food Initiatives.” Critical Social
Policy 31 (2): 308-324. https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018310396040.

Cruz Roja Sevilla. 2022. Memoria 2022. Accessed July 15, 2024. https://www2.cruzroja.es/
documents/5640665/13684740/Cruz+Roja+Memoria+Reducida+2022.pdf/a11d95dc-1bed-6c89-
bee8-d92f6d7de2597t = 1691133013756.

Di Masso, Marina, Daniel Lépez-Garcia, Julia Clemente-Longas, and Verdnica Garcia-Garcia. 2022.
“Taking Food Out the Private Sphere? Addressing Gender Relations in Urban Food Policy.”
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 46 (1): 108-132. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.
2021.1936742.

Dodd, Warren, and Erin Nelson. 2018. “Shifting Discourse and Practice on Food Banks: Insights from
a Community-University Partnership.” VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organisations 31 (5): 881-893. https://doi.org/10.1007/511266-018-0012-0.


https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8675.12157
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8675.12157
https://doi.org/10.2307/3234823
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12165
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12165
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199922604.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-8676.12297
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2018.1527680
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2018.1527680
https://doi.org/10.2458/v22i1.21076
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10111-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10111-y
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-08-2014-0285
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-08-2014-0285
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2015.05.001
https://issuu.com/cdsevilla/docs/2022_memoria_issuu
https://issuu.com/cdsevilla/docs/2022_memoria_issuu
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.104034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2022.104034
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2022.2129013
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2022.2129013
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2020.1823838
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018310396040
https://www2.cruzroja.es/documents/5640665/13684740/Cruz+Roja+Memoria+Reducida+2022.pdf/a11d95dc-1bed-6c89-bee8-d92f6d7de259?t=1691133013756
https://www2.cruzroja.es/documents/5640665/13684740/Cruz+Roja+Memoria+Reducida+2022.pdf/a11d95dc-1bed-6c89-bee8-d92f6d7de259?t=1691133013756
https://www2.cruzroja.es/documents/5640665/13684740/Cruz+Roja+Memoria+Reducida+2022.pdf/a11d95dc-1bed-6c89-bee8-d92f6d7de259?t=1691133013756
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2021.1936742
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2021.1936742
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-018-0012-0

22 (&) F.FACCHINIETAL.

Dowler, Elizabeth, and Hannah Lambie-Mumford. 2015. “How Can Households Eat in Austerity?
Challenges for Social Policy in the UK." Social Policy and Society 14 (3): 417-428. https://doi.
org/10.1017/s1474746415000032.

Dowler, Elizabeth, Sheila Turner, and Barbara Dobson. 2001. Poverty Bites: Food, Health and Poor
Families. London: Child Poverty Action Group.

Dowler, Elizabeth A., and Deirdre O'Connor. 2012. “Rights-Based Approaches to Addressing Food
Poverty and Food Insecurity in Ireland and UK.” Social Science & Medicine 74 (1): 44-51. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.08.036.

Dreéze, Jean, and Amartya Kumar Sen. 1989. Hunger and Public Action. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Dumont, Antoinette M., Gaétan Vanloqueren, Pierre M. Stassart, and Philippe V. Baret. 2016.
“Clarifying the Socioeconomic Dimensions of Agroecology: Between Principles and Practices.”
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 40 (1): 24-47. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.
2015.1089967.

Facchini, Francesco, and Daniel Lopez-Garcia. 2024. “Agroecology-oriented Food Redistribution
amid a Pandemic: Contested Local Governance Arrangements for Sustainable Food Security.”
Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 49 (6): 916-947. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.
2024.2444998.

Facchini, Francesco, Daniel Lépez-Garcia, Sergio Villamayor-Tomas, and Esteve Corbera. 2023.
“Intersectional Coalitions towards a Just Agroecology: Weaving Mutual Aid and Agroecology in
Barcelona and Seville.” Agriculture and Human Values 41 (3): 955-973. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10460-023-10529-0.

FAO. 2018. Second International Symposium on Agroecology: Scaling Up Agroecology to Achieve
Sustainable Development Goals. Rome: FAO.

FAO. 2021. The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World. Rome: FAO.

Feenstra, Gail W. 1997. “Local Food Systems and Sustainable Communities.” American Journal of
Alternative Agriculture 12 (1): 28-36. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0889189300007165.

FEGA. 2023. Ayuda alimentaria. Accessed July 15, 2024. https://www.fega.gob.es/es/ayuda-
alimentaria.

Ferndndez de Casadevante, José Luis, Javier Ferndndez Ramos, and Nerea Ramirez Piris. 2022.
Solidaridades de Proximidad. Ayuda mutua y cuidados ante la Covid19. Grupo Cooperativo
Tangente. Accessed July 15, 2024. https://tangente.coop/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/
Solidaridades-de-proximidad_Tangente.pdf.

Fisher, Andrew. 2017. Big Hunger: The Unholy Alliance between Corporate America and Anti-hunger
Groups. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Fletcher, Robert. 2010. “Neoliberal Environmentality: Towards a Poststructuralist Political Ecology of
the Conservation Debate.” Conservation and Society 8 (3): 171-181. https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-
4923.73806. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26393009.

Foucault, Michel. 2008. The Birth of Biopolitics. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Fraser, Nancy. 2008. Scales of Justice: Reimagining Justice in a Globalizing World. Cambridge: Polity.

Galinson, Stephanie A. 2018. “From Frozen Turkeys to Legislative Wins: How Food Banks Put
Advocacy on the Menu.” Scholarly Commons. https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds/
3118.

Galli, Francesca, Aniek Hebinck, and Bridin Carroll. 2018. “Addressing Food Poverty in Systems:
Governance of Food Assistance in Three European Countries.” Food Security 10 (6): 1353-1370.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0850-z.

Galt, Ryan E., Natalia Pinzén, Nicholas lan Robinson, and Marcela Beatriz. 2024. “Agroecology and
the Social Sciences: A Half-Century Systematic Review.” Agricultural Systems 216: 103881.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2024.103881.

Garthwaite, Kayleigh. 2016. Hunger Pains: Life Inside Foodbank Britain. Bristol: Policy Press.

Gascon, Jordi, and Xavier Montagut. 2015. Bancos de alimentos ;Combatir el hambre con las sobras?
Barcelona: Icaria-Asaco.

Ghosh, Jayati. 2010. “The Unnatural Coupling: Food and Global Finance.” Journal of Agrarian Change
10:72-86. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0366.2009.00249.x.

Gibson-Graham, J. K. 2006. A Postcapitalist Politics. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.


https://doi.org/10.1017/s1474746415000032
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1474746415000032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.08.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.08.036
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2015.1089967
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2015.1089967
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2024.2444998
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2024.2444998
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-023-10529-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-023-10529-0
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0889189300007165
https://www.fega.gob.es/es/ayuda-alimentaria
https://www.fega.gob.es/es/ayuda-alimentaria
https://tangente.coop/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Solidaridades-de-proximidad_Tangente.pdf
https://tangente.coop/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Solidaridades-de-proximidad_Tangente.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.73806
https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.73806
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26393009
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds/3118
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds/3118
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0850-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2024.103881
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0366.2009.00249.x

LOCAL ENVIRONMENT (&) 23

Giraldo, Omar Felipe, and Peter Michael Rosset. 2023. “Emancipatory Agroecologies: Social and
Political Principles.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 50 (3): 820-850. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03066150.2022.2120808.

Gliessman, Stephen R. 2015. Agroecology: The Ecology of Sustainable Food Systems. 3rd ed. Boca
Raton, FL: CRC Press/Taylor and Francis Group.

Gomez, Luis Fernando, Leonardo Rios-Osorio, and Maria Luisa Eschenhagen. 2012. “Agroecology
Publications and Coloniality of Knowledge.” Agronomy for Sustainable Development 33 (2):
355-362. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-012-0109-6.

Gonzalez de Molina, Manuel. 2012. “Agroecology and Politics. How to Get Sustainability? About the
Necessity for a Political Agroecology.” Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 37 (1): 45-59.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2012.705810.

Gonzalez-Torre, Pilar L., and Jorge Coque. 2016. “How Is a Food Bank Managed? Different Profiles in
Spain.” Agriculture and Human Values 33 (1): 89-100. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-015-9595-x.

Goodman, David, E. Melanie DuPuis, and Michael K. Goodman. 2012. Alternative Food Networks:
Knowledge, Place and Politics. Oxon: Routledge.

Guthman, Julie. 2008a. “Bringing Good Food to Others: Investigating the Subjects of Alternative
Food Practice.” Cultural Geographies 15 (4): 431-447. https://doi.org/10.1177/1474474008094315.

Guthman, Julie. 2008b. “Neoliberalism and the Making of Food Politics in California.” Geoforum 39
(3): 1171-1183. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2006.09.002.

Guthman, Julie. 2011. Weighing In: Obesity, Food Justice, and the Limits of Capitalism. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Hamm, Michael W., and Anne C. Bellows. 2003. “Community Food Security and Nutrition Educators.”
Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior 35 (1): 37-43. https://doi.org/10.1016/51499-
4046(06)60325-4.

Harvey, David. 2005. A Brief History of Neoliberalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Harvey, David. 2007. “Neoliberalism and the City.” Studies in Social Justice 1 (1): 2-13. https://doi.org/
10.26522/ssj.v1i1.977.

Hawkes, C., and J. Webster. 2000. Too Much and Too Little? Debates on Surplus Food Redistribution.
London: Sustain.

Hebinck, Aniek, Francesca Galli, Sabrina Arcuri, Bridin Carroll, Deirdre O'Connor, and Henk Oostindie.
2018. “Capturing Change in European Food Assistance Practices: A Transformative Social
Innovation Perspective.” Local Environment 23 (4): 398-413. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.
2017.1423046.

Hebinck, Paul, and Henk Oostindie. 2018. “Performing Food and Nutritional Security in Europe:
Claims, Promises and Limitations.” Food Security 10 (6): 1311-1324. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12571-018-0853-9.

Herman, Agatha, and Mike Goodman. 2018. “New Spaces of Food Justice.” Local Environment 23
(11): 1041-1046. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2018.1527302.

HLPE. 2019. Agroecological and Other Innovative Approaches for Sustainable Agriculture and Food
Systems That Enhance Food Security and Nutrition. A Report by the High Level Panel of Experts
on Food Security and Nutrition of the Committee on World Food Security, Rome.

Holloway, John. 2010. Crack Capitalism. London: Pluto.

Holt-Giménez, Eric, and Miguel A. Altieri. 2012. “Agroecology, Food Sovereignty and the New Green
Revolution.” Journal of Sustainable Agriculture 37 (1): 90-102. https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.
2012.716388.

Holt-Gimenez, Eric, and Raj Patel. 2009. Food Rebellions: The Real Story of the World Food Crisis and
What We Can Do about It. Oxford: Fahumu Books and Grassroots International.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 2019. Climate Change and Land: IPCC Special
Report on Climate Change, Desertification, Land Degradation, Sustainable Land Management,
Food Security, and Greenhouse gas fluxes in Terrestrial Ecosystems. Available online, https://
www.ipcc.ch/report/srccl/ (last accessed 11/10/2024).

International Panel of Experts on Sustainable Food Systems (IPES-Food). 2016. From Uniformity to
Diversity. AParadigm Shift from Industrial Agriculture to Diversified Agroecological Systems.


https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2022.2120808
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2022.2120808
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-012-0109-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2012.705810
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-015-9595-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474474008094315
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2006.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60325-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60325-4
https://doi.org/10.26522/ssj.v1i1.977
https://doi.org/10.26522/ssj.v1i1.977
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2017.1423046
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2017.1423046
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0853-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0853-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2018.1527302
https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2012.716388
https://doi.org/10.1080/10440046.2012.716388

24 (&) F.FACCHINIETAL.

Louvain-la-Neuve: E.A. Frison.Available online, http://www.ipes-food.org/images/Reports/
UniformityToDiversity_FullReport.pdf (last accessed 11/10/2024).

Inza-Bartolomé, Amaia, and Leire Escajedo San-Epifanio. 2020. “Food Aid in Post-crisis Spain: A Test
for This Welfare State Model.” In The Rise of Food Charity in Europe, edited by Hannah Lambie-
Mumford and Tiina Silvasti, 165-190. Bristol: Policy Press. https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/
9781447340003.003.0007.

IPC (International Planning Committee for Food Sovereignty). 2007. Declaration of Nyeleni 2007.
Accessed July 15, 2024. https://nyeleni.org/DOWNLOADS/Nyelni_EN.pdf.

Izlar, Joel. 2019. “Radical Social Welfare and Anti-authoritarian Mutual Aid.” Critical and Radical Social
Work 7 (3): 349-366. https://doi.org/10.1332/204986019x15687131179624.

Jarosz, Lucy. 2008. “The City in the Country: Growing Alternative Food Networks in Metropolitan
Areas.” Journal of Rural Studies 24 (3): 231-244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2007.10.002.
Kelly, Susan. 2010. “Qualitative Interviewing Techniques and Styles.” In The Sage Handbook of
Qualitative Methods in Health Research, edited by Ivy Bourgeault, Robert Dingwall, and Ray De

Vries, 307-326. London: Sage Publications.

Kessl, Fabian, Melanie Oechler, and Tina Schroder. 2016. “Charity Economy.” In European Social Work
- a Compendium, edited by F. Kessl, W. Lorenz, H.-U. Otto, and S. White, 365-381. Leverkusen:
Barbara Budrich Publishers.

Kneafsey, Moya, Luke Owen, Elizabeth Bos, Kevin Broughton, and Margi Lennartsson. 2016.
“Capacity Building for Food Justice in England: The Contribution of Charity-Led Community
Food Initiatives.” Local Environment 22 (5): 621-634. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2016.
1245717.

Kropotkin, Peter. 1902. Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution. London: McClure, Phillips & Co.

Lambie-Mumford, Hannah. 2017. Hungry Britain: The Rise of Food Charity. Bristol: Policy Press.

Lambie-Mumford, Hannah, and Elizabeth Dowler. 2014. “Rising Use of ‘Food Aid’ in the United
Kingdom.” British Food Journal 116 (9): 1418-1425. https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-06-2014-0207.

Lambie-Mumford, Hannah, and Tiina Silvasti. 2020. “Introduction: Exploring the Growth of Food
Charity across Europe.” In The Rise of Food Charity in Europe, edited by Hannah Lambie-
Mumford and Tiina Silvasti. Bristol: Policy Press. https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781447
340003.003.0001.

La via Campesina. 2015. Declaration of the International Forum for Agroecology. http://viacampesina.
org/en/index.php/main-825issues-mainmenu-27/sustainable-peasants-agriculture-mainmenu-
42/1749-declaration-of-the-international-forum-for-agroecology.

Levkoe, Charles Zalman. 2011. “Towards a Transformative Food Politics.” Local Environment 16 (7):
687-705. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2011.592182.

Lloro, Teresa K. 2021. “An Intersectional Feminist Food Studies Praxis: Activism and Care in the
COVID-19 Context.” The Journal of Environmental Education 52 (5): 303-313. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00958964.2021.1981209.

Longo, Patrizia. 2016. “Food Justice and Sustainability: A New Revolution.” Agriculture and
Agricultural Science Procedia 8:31-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aaspro.2016.02.005.

Lopez-Garcia, Daniel, Mamen Cuéllar-Padilla, Alexandre de Azevedo Olival, Nina Paula Laranjeira, V.
Ernesto Méndez, Santiago Peredo y Parada, César Adriano Barbosa, et al. 2021. “Building
Agroecology with People. Challenges of Participatory Methods to Deepen on the
Agroecological Transition in Different Contexts.” Journal of Rural Studies 83:257-267. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2021.02.003.

Lopez-Garcia, Daniel, and Manuel Gonzalez de Molina. 2021. “An Operational Approach to
Agroecology-Based Local Agri-Food Systems.” Sustainability 13 (15): 8443. https://doi.org/10.
3390/s5u13158443.

Mabli, James, Rhoda Cohen, Frank Potter, and Zhanyun Zhao. 2010. Hunger in America 2010:
National Report Prepared for Feeding America. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research.

Markowitz, Andie. 2020. “Building Intersectional Resistance Alliances during COVID-19.” Resistance
Studies. Accessed July 15, 2024. https://wagingnonviolence.org/rs/2020/05/building-intersectional-
resistance-alliances-during-covid-19/.


https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781447340003.003.0007
https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781447340003.003.0007
https://nyeleni.org/DOWNLOADS/Nyelni_EN.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1332/204986019x15687131179624
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2007.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2016.1245717
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2016.1245717
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-06-2014-0207
https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781447340003.003.0001
https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781447340003.003.0001
http://viacampesina.org/en/index.php/main-825issues-mainmenu-27/sustainable-peasants-agriculture-mainmenu-42/1749-declaration-of-the-international-forum-for-agroecology
http://viacampesina.org/en/index.php/main-825issues-mainmenu-27/sustainable-peasants-agriculture-mainmenu-42/1749-declaration-of-the-international-forum-for-agroecology
http://viacampesina.org/en/index.php/main-825issues-mainmenu-27/sustainable-peasants-agriculture-mainmenu-42/1749-declaration-of-the-international-forum-for-agroecology
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2011.592182
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2021.1981209
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2021.1981209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aaspro.2016.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2021.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2021.02.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13158443
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13158443
https://wagingnonviolence.org/rs/2020/05/building-intersectional-resistance-alliances-during-covid-19/
https://wagingnonviolence.org/rs/2020/05/building-intersectional-resistance-alliances-during-covid-19/

LOCAL ENVIRONMENT (&) 25

Marsden, Terry, Paul Hebinck, and Erik Mathijs. 2018. “Re-building Food Systems: Embedding
Assemblages, Infrastructures and Reflexive Governance for Food Systems Transformations in
Europe.” Food Security 10 (6): 1301-1309. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0870-8.

Mason, Rachel E., Alissa White, Gabriela Bucini, Janica Anderzén, V. Ernesto Méndez, and Scott C.
Merrill. 2020. “The Evolving Landscape of Agroecological Research.” Agroecology and
Sustainable Food Systems 45 (4): 551-591. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2020.1845275.

Maughan, Chris, Colin Anderson, and Moya Kneafsey. 2020. “A Five-Point Framework for Reading for
Social Justice.” Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 9 (3): 281-300.
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2020.093.024.

McEntee, Jesse, and Elena Naumova. 2012. “Building Capacity between the Private Emergency Food
System and the Local Food Movement: Working toward Food Justice and Sovereignty in the
Global North.” Journal of Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 3 (1): 235-
253. https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2012.031.012.

Méndez, V., Martha Caswell, Stephen Gliessman, and Roseann Cohen. 2017. “Integrating
Agroecology and Participatory Action Research (PAR): Lessons from Central America.”
Sustainability 9 (5): 705. https://doi.org/10.3390/5u9050705.

Ministerio de Derechos Sociales, Consumo y Agenda 2030. 2023. “El ministerio de Derechos Sociales
pone en marcha un programa de ‘tarjetas monedero’ destinada a la compra de alimentos para
familias  vulnerables.” Accessed July 15, 2024. https://www.mdsocialesa2030.gob.es/
comunicacion/noticias/derechos-sociales/20240123-programa-tarjeta-monedero.htm.

Moragues-Faus, Ana. 2017a. “Emancipatory or Neoliberal Food Politics? Exploring the ‘Politics of
Collectivity’ of Buying Groups in the Search for Egalitarian Food Democracies.” Antipode 49 (2):
455-476. https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12274.

Moragues-Faus, Ana. 2017b. “Problematising Justice Definitions in Public Food Security Debates:
Towards Global and Participative Food Justices.” Geoforum 84:95-106. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.geoforum.2017.06.007.

Moragues-Faus, Ana. 2018. “A Critical Perspective on the Transformative Capacity of Food Justice.”
Local Environment 23 (11): 1094-1097. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2018.1532400.

Morales, Ernesto, and José Oscar Rebollo Izquierdo. 2015. “Potencialitats | limits de l'accié
comunitaria com a estrategia empoderadora en el context de crisis actual.” RTS Revista de
Treball Social (203): 9-22.

Nel-lo, Oriol, and Joan Checa. 2022. “El binomio imprescindible: Politicas publicas e iniciativas soli-
darias en Espafa en la pandemia Covid-19.” In E/ apoyo mutuo en tiempos de crisis. La solidaridad
ciudadana durante la pandemia Covid-19, edited by O. Nel-lo, I. Blanco, and R. Goma, 131-162.
Buenos Aires: Consejo Latinoamericano de Ciencias Sociales (CLACSO).

Patel, Raj. 2009. “Food Sovereignty.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 36 (3): 663-706. https://doi.org/
10.1080/03066150903143079.

Pérez de Armifo, Karlos. 2014. “Erosion of Rights, Uncritical Solidarity and Food Banks in Spain.” In
First World Hunger Revisited: Food Charity or the Right to Food?, edited by G. Riches and T. Silvasti,
131-145. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Poppendieck, Janet. 1999. Sweet Charity?: Emergency Food and the End of Entitlement. New York:
Penguin.

Ragin, Charles C. 2000. Fuzzy-Set Social Science. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Rakopoulos, Theodoros. 2015. “Solidarity’s Tensions: Informality, Sociality, and the Greek Crisis.”
Social Analysis 59 (3): 85-104. https://doi.org/10.3167/sa.2015.590305.

Rakopoulos, Theodoros. 2016. “Solidarity: The Egalitarian Tensions of a Bridge-Concept.” Social
Anthropology 24 (2): 142-151. https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-8676.12298.

Riches, Graham. 2002. “Food Banks and Food Security: Welfare Reform, Human Rights and Social
Policy. Lessons from Canada?” Social Policy and Administration 36 (6): 648-663. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1467-9515.00309.

Riches, Graham. 2011. “Thinking and Acting Outside the Charitable Food Box: Hunger and the Right
to Food in Rich Societies.” Development in Practice 21 (4-5): 768-775. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09614524.2011.561295.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-018-0870-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2020.1845275
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2020.093.024
https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2012.031.012
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9050705
https://www.mdsocialesa2030.gob.es/comunicacion/noticias/derechos-sociales/20240123-programa-tarjeta-monedero.htm
https://www.mdsocialesa2030.gob.es/comunicacion/noticias/derechos-sociales/20240123-programa-tarjeta-monedero.htm
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12274
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2018.1532400
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150903143079
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150903143079
https://doi.org/10.3167/sa.2015.590305
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-8676.12298
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9515.00309
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9515.00309
https://doi.org/10.1080/09614524.2011.561295
https://doi.org/10.1080/09614524.2011.561295

26 (&) F.FACCHINIETAL.

Riches, Graham. 2018. Food Bank Nations: Poverty, Corporate Charity and the Right to Food. 1st ed.
London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315184012.

Riches, Graham, and Tiina Silvasti, eds. 2014. First World Hunger Revisited: Food Charity or the Right to
Food? (2nd ed.). Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Rivera-Ferre, Marta G. 2018. “The Resignification Process of Agroecology: Competing Narratives
from Governments, Civil Society and Intergovernmental Organisations.” Agroecology and
Sustainable Food Systems 42 (6): 666-685. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2018.1437498.

Rivera-Ferre, Marta G., Feliu Lopez-i-Gelats, Federica Ravera, Elisa Oteros-Rozas, Marina di Masso,
Rosa Binimelis, and Hamid El Bilali. 2021. “The Two-Way Relationship between Food Systems
and the COVID19 Pandemic: Causes and Consequences.” Agricultural Systems 191:103134.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2021.103134.

Salonen, Anna Sofia, and Tiina Silvasti. 2019. “Faith-Based Organisations as Actors in the Charity
Economy: A Case Study of Food Assistance in Finland.” In Absolute Poverty in Europe:
Interdisciplinary Perspectives on a Hidden Phenomenon, edited by H. Gaisbauer, G. Schweiger,
and C. Sedmak, 267-289. Bristol: Policy Press.

Saravia Ramos, Pablo.. 2016. “El Movimiento Agroecolégico En La Lupa. Nuevas Miradas Y Acciones
Para Viejos Recorridos.” Saggi/Ensayos/Essais/Essays 4: 86-98. https://doi.org/10.13130/2035-
7680/7036.

Sbicca, Joshua. 2018. Food Justice Now! Deepening the Roots of Social Struggle. Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press.

Schanbacher, William. 2010. The Global Conflict between Food Security and Food Sovereignty. Santa
Barbara, CA: Praeger.

Sevilla Guzman, Eduardo, and Graham Woodgate. 2013. “Agroecologia: Fundamentos del pensa-
miento social agrario y teoria socioldgica.” Agroecologia 8 (2): 27-34. https://revistas.um.es/
agroecologia/article/view/212161.

Shepard, Benjamin. 2014. Community Projects as Social Activism: From Direct Action to Direct Services.
Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Slocum, Rachel. 2007. “Whiteness, Space and Alternative Food Practice.” Geoforum 38 (3): 520-533.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2006.10.006.

Sonnino, Roberta, Terry Marsden, and Ana Moragues-Faus. 2016. “Relationalities and Convergences
in Food Security Narratives: Towards a Place-Based Approach.” Transactions of the Institute of
British Geographers 41 (4): 477-489. https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12137.

Swords, Alicia. 2019. “Action Research on Organisational Change with the Food Bank of the
Southern Tier: A Regional Food Bank’s Efforts to Move beyond Charity.” Agriculture and Human
Values 36 (4): 849-865. https://doi.org/10.1007/510460-019-09949-8.

Tarasuk, Valerie. 2001. “A Critical Examination of Community-Based Responses to Household Food
Insecurity in Canada.” Health Education & Behavior 28 (4): 487-499. https://doi.org/10.1177/
109019810102800408.

Tarasuk, Valerie, Naomi Dachner, and Rachel Loopstra. 2014. “Food Banks, Welfare, and Food Insecurity
in Canada.” British Food Journal 116 (9): 1405-1417. https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-02-2014-0077.

Tornaghi, Chiara. 2017. “Urban Agriculture in the Food-Disabling City: (Re)Defining Urban Food
Justice, Reimagining a Politics of Empowerment.” Antipode 49 (3): 781-801. https://doi.org/10.
1111/anti.12291.

Tornaghi, Chiara, and Michiel Dehaene. 2020. “The Prefigurative Power of Urban Political
Agroecology: Rethinking the Urbanisms of Agroecological Transitions for Food System
Transformation.” Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems 44 (5): 594-610. https://doi.org/10.
1080/21683565.2019.1680593.

Val, Valentin, Peter M. Rosset, Carla Zamora Lomeli, Omar Felipe Giraldo, and Dianne Rocheleau.
2019. “Agroecology and La via Campesina |I. The Symbolic and Material Construction of
Agroecology through the Dispositive of ‘Peasant-to-Peasant’ Processes.” Agroecology and
Sustainable Food Systems 43 (7-8): 872-894. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2019.1600099.

van der Horst, Hilje, Stefano Pascucci, and Wilma Bol. 2014. “The ‘Dark Side’ of Food Banks?
Exploring Emotional Responses of Food Bank Receivers in the Netherlands.” British Food
Journal 116 (9): 1506-1520. https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-02-2014-0081.


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315184012
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2018.1437498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2021.103134
https://doi.org/10.13130/2035-7680/7036
https://doi.org/10.13130/2035-7680/7036
https://revistas.um.es/agroecologia/article/view/212161
https://revistas.um.es/agroecologia/article/view/212161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2006.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12137
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-019-09949-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019810102800408
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019810102800408
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-02-2014-0077
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12291
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12291
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2019.1680593
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2019.1680593
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2019.1600099
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-02-2014-0081

LOCAL ENVIRONMENT (&) 27

van der Ploeg, Jan Douwe. 2020. “From biomedical to politico-economic crisis: the food system in
times of Covid-19.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 47 (5): 944-972. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03066150.2020.1794843.

Varvarousis, Angelos. 2022. Liminal Commons: Modern Rituals of Transition in Greece. London:
Bloomsbury Academic.

Viladrich, Anahi, Maria Antonia Carbonero, and Maria Gémez Garrido. 2018. “’No One Should Go
Hungry: The Challenges of Hunger Relief Efforts in Contemporary Spain.” Researcher. European
Journal of Humanities & Social Sciences 1 (2): 27-47. https://doi.org/10.32777/r.2018.1.2.9.

Villamayor-Tomas, Sergio, and Gustavo A. Garcia-Lopez. 2021. “Commons Movements: Old and New
Trends in Rural and Urban Contexts.” Annual Review of Environment and Resources 46 (1): 511-
543. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-012220-102307.

Vitiello, Domenic, Jeane Ann Grisso, K. Leah Whiteside, and Rebecca Fischman. 2015. “From
Commodity Surplus to Food Justice: Food Banks and Local Agriculture in the United States.”
Agriculture and Human Values 32 (3): 419-430. https://doi.org/10.1007/510460-014-9563-x.

Wezel, A., S. Bellon, T. Doré, C. Francis, D. Vallod, and C. David. 2009. “Agroecology as a Science, a
Movement and a Practice. A Review.” Agronomy for Sustainable Development 29 (4): 503-515.
https://doi.org/10.1051/agro/2009004.

Yin, Robert K. 1994. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Yildinm, Cuma, and Hakki Géker Onen. 2024. “Vulnerabilities of the Neoliberal Global Food System:
The Russia-Ukraine War and COVID-19.” Journal of Agrarian Change 24 (4): e12601. https://doi.
org/10.1111/joac.12601.

Zerbian, Tanya, Mags Adams, and Neil Wilson. 2022. “Social Resilience in Local Food Systems: A
Foundation for Food Security during a Crisis.” In Sustainable Development. IntechOpen. https://
doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.101998.

Zerbian, Tanya, and Daniel Lépez-Garcia. 2024. “Navigating Agroecological Urbanism: Examining
Linkages and Interdependencies within Alternative Food Networks.” Frontiers in Sustainable
Food Systems 8: 1375128. https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2024.1375128.

Ziegler, Jean, Cristophe Golay, Claire Mahon, and Sally-Anne Way. 2011. The Fight for the Right to
Food: Lessons Learned. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Zitcer, Andrew. 2015. “Food Co-ops and the Paradox of Exclusivity.” Antipode 47 (3): 812-828.
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12129.


https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2020.1794843
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2020.1794843
https://doi.org/10.32777/r.2018.1.2.9
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-012220-102307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-014-9563-x
https://doi.org/10.1051/agro/2009004
https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.12601
https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.12601
https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.101998
https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.101998
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2024.1375128
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12129

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Food security, food justice, and agroecology
	Food assistance, food banks, and charity
	AFRIs as alternatives towards food justice

	Case studies and methods
	Case studies and context
	Methodology

	Results: a comparative analysis of AFRIs and CFSOs
	Organisational structures, resources and reach
	Food-insecurity reduction practices
	Problem-framing: right to food, food poverty and the state
	Empowerment pathways to food justice
	Food quality, sourcing and sustainability

	Discussion: social justice, food justice and sustainability
	Food justice and sustainability implications
	From charity to justice?

	Conclusion
	Notes
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Ethical approval
	Informed consent
	ORCID
	References

