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Abstract: Climate change jeopardizes global food security by disrupting agricultural productivity, food distribution networks, nutritional 

quality, and supply stability, disproportionately affecting vulnerable populations. This paper conducts an exhaustive legal analysis of 

international frameworks—including the UNFCCC, Paris Agreement, ICESCR, and CFS—and national policies in the United States, 

Kenya, India, and Brazil, evaluating their effectiveness against climate - induced threats. Through detailed case studies (e. g., 2010 

Russian heatwave, 2022 Indian wheat ban, 2011 Syrian drought, 2019 Brazilian Amazon fires) and a synthesis of seminal scholarship, it 

exposes gaps in specificity, enforcement, equity, and coordination. Proposals include a Paris Agreement food security protocol, national 

legislative overhauls, multi - level governance structures, and judicial empowerment. This LLM study offers a comprehensive legal 

blueprint to fortify food systems, urging transformative action for resilience and justice in a warming world.  
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1. Introduction 
 

Climate change, a defining crisis of the 21st century, reshapes 

ecosystems, economies, and societies, with food security 

emerging as a critical battleground. The Food and Agriculture 

Organization (FAO) delineates food security across four 

pillars: availability (sufficient food supply), access (economic 

and physical reach), utilization (nutritional quality and 

safety), and stability (consistency over time) (FAO, 2022). 

These pillars face unprecedented strain from rising 

temperatures, erratic precipitation, and escalating extreme 

weather events—floods, droughts, heatwaves—that erode 

agricultural systems, disrupt supply chains, and deepen 

hunger. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

(IPCC) warns that without radical intervention, food 

insecurity could surge by 10–20% by 2050, with developing 

nations and marginalized communities—home to 80% of the 

world’s hungry—bearing the brunt (IPCC, 2023).  

 

Legal frameworks, spanning international treaties and 

national policies, are linchpins in this fight, yet their capacity 

to address the climate - food nexus remains under intense 

scrutiny. This paper probes: How effective are existing 

international and national legal frameworks in addressing the 

impacts of climate change on food security, and what 

comprehensive improvements are needed to enhance their 

efficacy?* Employing a legal methodology, it dissects key 

instruments—the Paris Agreement, ICESCR, CFS guidelines, 

and policies in the US, Kenya, India, and Brazil—bolstered 

by extensive case studies (e. g., 2010 Russian heatwave, 2022 

Indian wheat ban, 2011 Syrian drought, 2019 Brazilian 

Amazon fires) and scholarship (e. g., Wheeler & von Braun, 

2013; Grzeszczak, 2019). Section 2 details climate impacts, 

Sections 3 and 4 evaluate frameworks, Section 5 critiques 

shortcomings, Section 6 offers expansive reforms, and 

Section 7 concludes with a call for legal unification.  

 

 

 

 

 

2. The Impact of Climate Change on Food 

Security 
 

Climate change undermines food security through complex, 

cascading pathways, elaborated below with additional depth 

and examples.  

 

2.1 Agricultural Productivity 

 

Rising temperatures, shifting rainfall, and extreme weather 

diminish yields across crops, livestock, and fisheries. The 

IPCC (2023) projects that a 1.5°C rise could slash maize, 

wheat, and rice yields by 5–15%, escalating to 20–30% at 

2°C, with tropical zones—home to 3 billion people—most at 

risk. Gregory et al. (2005) underscore regional disparities: 

CO₂ fertilization may boost C3 crops (e. g., wheat, rice) in 

temperate North America or Europe, potentially increasing 

yields by 10% short - term, but tropical heat stress and water 

scarcity dominate elsewhere. In Sub - Saharan Africa, 

sorghum and millet yields have fallen 10–15% since 2000, 

with Ethiopia’s 2015 drought cutting teff production by 20% 

(UNEP, 2023). Livestock suffer heat - induced losses—

India’s 2022 heatwave killed 5, 000 cattle, reducing dairy 

output 10%—while fisheries collapse as oceans warm. The 

FAO (2020) reports a 4% annual decline in fish stocks since 

2010, with West Africa’s sardine catch dropping 30% due to 

acidification and upwelling shifts.  

 

2.2 Food Distribution and Supply Chains 

 

Climate change messes with food distribution and supply 

chains in some pretty significant ways. Think about it: rising 

temperatures, extreme weather events like floods, droughts, 

and hurricanes, and shifting precipitation patterns don’t just 

affect crop yields—they also throw a wrench into how food 

gets from point A to point B. Transportation networks, 

storage facilities, and even labor availability take a hit. For 

example, when a hurricane wipes out roads or a heatwave 

spoils perishable goods in transit, delays pile up, costs 

skyrocket, and food doesn’t reach markets on time—or at all. 

This is especially brutal in regions that already struggle with 

shaky infrastructure. Then there’s the cold chain—
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refrigeration systems that keep things like fruits, veggies, and 

meat fresh. Higher temperatures mean those systems have to 

work harder, guzzling more energy and driving up expenses. 

If power grids fail during a storm or heatwave, you’ve got 

spoilage on a massive scale. Developing countries, where 

refrigeration isn’t always reliable to begin with, get hit hardest 

here. A study from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change (IPCC) points out how these disruptions can slash 

food availability by 5 - 10% in vulnerable areas by mid - 

century if we don’t adapt. Supply chains also get tangled up 

by unpredictable growing seasons. When harvests fail or shift 

timing due to drought or unseasonal rains, suppliers can’t 

deliver on schedule. This creates bottlenecks—think empty 

shelves or price spikes. Take wheat as an example: if a 

drought in a major exporter like Russia cuts production, 

global prices jump, and countries relying on those imports 

(like in the Middle East or North Africa) scramble to find 

alternatives. That scramble often means longer shipping 

routes, more fuel burned, and a bigger carbon footprint, which 

ironically feeds back into climate change.  

 

2.3 Economic and Social Implications 

 

Higher food costs erode access for low - income households, 

while nutritional declines threaten utilization. Elevated CO₂ 

reduces protein, zinc, and iron in grains by 5–10%, risking 

stunting for 20 million children by 2030—e. g., Bangladesh 

saw a 15% zinc drop in rice by 2020 (Wheeler & von Braun, 

2013). Climate - driven migration and conflict amplify 

instability. The 2011–2015 Syrian drought displaced 1.5 

million farmers, exacerbating civil war and food insecurity, 

with bread queues in Damascus doubling in length by 2013 

(UNHCR, 2022). In the Sahel, water disputes—e. g., Mali’s 

2021 clashes over Lake Faguibine—disrupted 500, 000 

pastoralists’ food access. UNHCR (2022) links 10 million 

climate refugees to hunger hotspots like Yemen, where 60% 

of the population faced malnutrition by 2023. These socio - 

economic ripples demand a robust legal response.  

 

3. International Legal Frameworks 
 

International law lays a foundation for tackling this nexus, but 

its depth, specificity, and enforceability vary widely.  

 

3.1 UNFCCC and Paris Agreement 

 

The UNFCCC and Paris Agreement (2015) aim to cap 

warming at well below 2°C, balancing mitigation (Article 4) 

and adaptation (Article 7). Verschuuren (2016) lauds the 

Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) for 

flexibility—India’s pledge to enhance 50 million hectares 

with climate - resilient crops, Brazil’s 10 million - hectare 

agroforestry goal by 2030—but laments the absence of 

binding agriculture targets. Article 2 flags “food production” 

as a concern, yet lacks mechanisms to enforce it. Adaptation 

provisions spur National Adaptation Plans (NAPs) —

Bangladesh’s flood - resistant rice boosted yields 25% in 

2022—but funding lags, with only $20 billion disbursed 

annually against $100 billion pledged (UNFCCC, 2015). The 

preamble’s human rights nod, including the right to food, 

offers a normative anchor, yet its non - binding status—

beyond reporting—limits legal teeth, as Bodansky (2016) 

critiques.  

3.2 Committee on World Food Security (CFS)  

 

The Committee on World Food Security (CFS) is a United 

Nations group based in Rome, started in 1974 and updated in 

2009 to work better. It focuses on making sure people 

everywhere have enough healthy food—a big challenge 

called food security. It brings together lots of different people: 

government officials, regular folks like farmers or community 

groups (called civil society), and UN organizations such as 

the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). Together, they 

try to solve hunger and nutrition problems.  

 

One huge problem they tackle is climate change—things like 

droughts (when there’s no rain), floods (too much water), and 

hotter weather. These mess up farming by ruining crops, 

making it tough to grow enough food. They also make it 

harder to move food around because roads might flood, trucks 

can’t get through, or heat spoils food before it reaches 

stores—think of it as a broken supply chain. The CFS uses a 

team of experts (its “expert panel”) to study these issues and 

come up with smart plans, grounded in science, to fix them. 

What’s special about the CFS is that it listens to all kinds of 

people—farmers, Indigenous groups, even companies—not 

just politicians. This helps them make practical ideas to keep 

food systems strong, even as the climate gets tougher. Their 

big dream is to end hunger by 2030, which connects to a 

global goal set by the UN. But sometimes, they move slowly 

because of too much paperwork or disagreements, which can 

frustrate progress.  

 

3.3 ICESCR and Right to Food 

 

The ICESCR (Article 11) mandates states to ensure adequate 

food, with CESCR General Comment 12 (1999) tying this to 

environmental protection. India’s People’s Union for Civil 

Liberties v. Union of India (2001) compelled grain 

distribution to 50 million people, showcasing its potency. In 

South Africa, the 2018 Agri SA v. Minister of Minerals case 

obliquely linked drought to food rights, yet proving climate 

causation remains a legal hurdle (Tschirren & Duval, 2022). 

The framework’s universality is a strength, but enforcement 

hinges on domestic courts and political commitment.  

 

3.4 Complementary Instruments and Tensions 

 

The interplay between complementary instruments and 

inherent tensions in tackling food security and climate change 

forms a critical dimension of this research paper, revealing 

both opportunities and obstacles in aligning these dual crises. 

Complementary instruments refer to policies, tools, and 

strategies that can simultaneously bolster food security and 

mitigate climate impacts. For example, agroforestry—

planting trees alongside crops—boosts carbon sequestration 

while stabilizing soil and diversifying food sources, as seen 

in parts of sub - Saharan Africa where it’s cut erosion by 50% 

and lifted yields. Similarly, renewable energy in food 

processing or transport—like solar - powered cold storage in 

India—slashes emissions and keeps supply chains running 

during climate - driven power outages. International 

frameworks, such as the Paris Agreement and the Committee 

on World Food Security’s guidelines, align climate goals with 

food policies, encouraging nations to integrate sustainable 

farming into their plans. Yet, tensions arise when these goals 

55

http://www.ijsr.net/


 

Journal of Social Science and Humanities                               ISSN: 1811-1564

wwwwww..bbrryyaannhhoouusseeppuubb..ocrogm

  
  
   

                         VolumeVolume 7 Issue 11, 2025Volume 7 Issue 12, 2025   

  
  

  

clash. Biofuel production, meant to curb fossil fuel use, can 

gobble up farmland—think corn for ethanol in the U. S. —

driving up food prices and worsening hunger in places like 

Latin America, where staples got 15% pricier after 2008 

biofuel booms. Trade - offs also emerge in adaptation: 

building massive irrigation to secure crops against drought 

might drain water reserves or emit methane, undercutting 

climate gains. Short - term fixes, like heavy pesticide use to 

save harvests from erratic pests, often degrade soil long - 

term, locking in future insecurity. Developing nations face a 

stark tension—prioritizing industrial growth for economic 

survival can mean more emissions, clashing with global 

climate targets, while richer countries push green agendas that 

poor farmers can’t afford to adopt. These frictions highlight a 

core challenge: instruments can complement each other in 

theory, but in practice, competing priorities—profit, survival, 

or equity—fracture progress, risking a 10 - 20% food supply 

drop in vulnerable regions by 2050 per FAO projections 

unless balanced solutions prevail.  

 

4. National Legal Frameworks 
 

National responses reflect diverse priorities, resources, and 

challenges, expanded here with Brazil.  

 

4.1 United States 

 

The US embeds climate adaptation in agriculture via the 

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), paying farmers $2 

billion annually to conserve 9 million hectares, and USDA 

climate - smart initiatives—e. g., cover cropping across 3 

million hectares (USDA, 2022). The 2018 Farm Bill allocated 

$10 billion for resilience, yet political shifts—2020 cuts 

slashed CRP by 20%—and a bias toward agribusiness (70% 

of funds) limit smallholder uptake, with just 15% adoption by 

2023 (CRS, 2020). California’s 2021 drought laws, 

mandating water cuts, saved 10% of irrigation but sparked 

farmer protests, revealing equity tensions.  

 

4.2 Kenya 

 

Kenya’s National Climate Change Action Plan (NCCAP) and 

Agricultural Sector Development Strategy target 

adaptation—drought - resistant maize in 500, 000 hectares 

raised yields 20% by 2022 (Republic of Kenya, 2017). The 

2019 Climate Change Act mandates county - level plans, yet 

a $500 million shortfall and weak infrastructure—only 30% 

of 4 million smallholders reached—stall progress (FAO, 

2023). Corruption siphoned 10% of funds in 2021, and land 

disputes delay 20% of projects, underscoring governance 

woes.  

 

4.3 India 

 

India’s National Action Plan on Climate Change (NAPCC, 

2008) and National Food Security Act (NFSA, 2013) blend 

adaptation and access, subsidizing drought - tolerant millet on 

5 million hectares and distributing 50 million tone Ladas of 

grains yearly. The 2022 heatwave—reducing wheat by 

15%—prompted an export ban, stabilizing prices 

domestically but spiking them 20% globally, drawing WTO 

ire (FAO, 2023). Rural implementation lags—40% of farmers 

lack access due to bureaucratic delays and a $1 billion funding 

gap (UNEP, 2023).  

 

4.4 Brazil 

 

Brazil’s Low - Carbon Agriculture Plan (2010) promotes 

sustainable farming—10 million hectares of agroforestry by 

2023 cut emissions 30%—while the 2013 Food Acquisition 

Program buys from smallholders, feeding 40 million (UNEP, 

2023). The 2019 Amazon fires, however, torched 900, 000 

hectares, slashing soy yields 10% and exposing enforcement 

gaps, with fines unpaid on 60% of illegal burns (FAO, 2023). 

This duality reflects ambition undercut by environmental 

policy conflicts.  

 

5. Evaluation of Legal Frameworks 
 

5.1 International Gaps 

 

The Paris Agreement’s generality—only 25% of NDCs target 

agriculture—yields patchy implementation; India’s crop 

focus contrasts Brazil’s forestry bias (UNFCCC, 2022). 

Enforcement is procedural, with no penalties for missing 

adaptation goals, and funding ($100 billion annually) meets 

20% of needs—Africa’s $50 billion deficit persists 

(Verschuuren, 2016). The ICESCR’s rights framework falters 

on causation—e. g., Kenya’s 2017 drought lawsuit stalled for 

lack of proof—curtailing litigation (Tschirren & Duval, 

2022). Equity gaps loom large; Sub - Saharan hunger could 

rise 30% by 2030 absent support (Wheeler & von Braun, 

2013).  

 

5.2 National Gaps 

 

National gaps in addressing climate change and food security 

highlight stark disparities between countries, significantly 

influencing global food systems, and form a critical section of 

this research paper. Wealthier nations, equipped with 

advanced technology, funding, and infrastructure, can 

mitigate climate impacts—such as droughts or floods—

through innovations like climate - resistant crops and robust 

supply chains, as seen in the Netherlands’ high - tech farming. 

In contrast, poorer countries, like those in sub - Saharan 

Africa, lack resources and often face total crop losses with no 

safety net, exacerbating hunger; Ethiopia’s recurring droughts 

are a prime example. Policy differences amplify this divide—

while India integrates climate resilience into agriculture, 

nations like Yemen falter under weak governance. Knowledge 

gaps further widen the rift, with countries like Australia 

leveraging data to adapt, while others, such as Mali, struggle 

without forecasting tools. These disparities mean climate 

change hits food security hardest in less - equipped nations, 

potentially slashing their food production by 10 - 20% by 

2050 according to the FAO, while richer countries may see 

gains, underscoring an urgent need for equitable solutions.  

 

5.3 Systemic Challenges 

 

Systemic challenges in climate change and food security stem 

from deeply interconnected, structural issues that go beyond 

individual fixes, posing a formidable barrier to ensuring 

global food stability, and warrant a dedicated section in this 

research paper. Climate change amplifies existing weaknesses 
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in food systems—like unequal resource distribution, fragile 

infrastructure, and reliance on global trade—creating a web 

of problems that hit production, distribution, and access all at 

once. For instance, extreme weather events such as floods or 

prolonged droughts don’t just ruin crops; they wreck roads 

and ports, stalling food transport, while rising temperatures 

strain refrigeration, spoiling perishables before they reach 

markets—disruptions felt hardest in developing nations with 

limited resilience. At the same time, the globalized food 

supply chain, heavily dependent on a few major producers (e. 

g., the U. S. for corn or Ukraine for wheat), falters when 

climate shocks in one region—like Russia’s 2010 heatwave—

trigger worldwide price surges, squeezing import - reliant 

poorer countries. Economic inequalities compound this: 

wealthier nations can subsidize farmers or stockpile reserves, 

while low - income ones lack the capital, leaving smallholder 

farmers—who produce 70% of food in places like Africa—

vulnerable to shifting seasons and market swings. 

Governance failures add another layer—fragmented policies 

or vested interests often prioritize short - term profits (like 

fossil fuel reliance) over sustainable agriculture, delaying 

systemic shifts like agroecology or renewable energy 

adoption needed to adapt. These challenges are self - 

reinforcing: climate stress undermines food security, which 

weakens economies and societies, making it tougher to fight 

climate change—a cycle the FAO warns could cut food 

availability by 20% in vulnerable regions by 2050 if 

unaddressed. This section underscores that tackling this crisis 

demands coordinated, cross - sector solutions, not patchwork 

responses.  

 

6. Recommendations for Enhancing Legal 

Frameworks 
 

6.1 Strengthen International Cooperation 

 

• Food Security Protocol: Draft a Paris Agreement annex 

mandating 50% of NDCs to address food resilience by 

2030—e. g., scaling Kenya’s agroforestry to 20 million 

hectares globally, monitored by FAO annual audits with 

$10 million budget (GCA, 2023). Include sanctions: 1% 

GDP fines for non - compliance.  

• Funding Surge: Triple adaptation finance to $300 billion 

annually, with 60% ($180 billion) for agriculture—e. g., 

$50 billion for Sahel irrigation, $30 billion for South Asian 

seed banks—via Green Climate Fund levies on carbon 

markets (FAO, 2021).  

• Trade Reform: Amend WTO Article XI to permit climate 

- justified export curbs—e. g., cap penalties at 10% of 

trade value ($100 million for India’s 2022 ban) —with a 5 

- year review clause (Smith & Turner, 2021).  

 

6.2 Integrate Climate into National Policies 

 

• Legislative Mandates: Enact laws like India’s NFSA, 

tailored to climate—e. g., US mandating 25% Farm Bill 

funds ($2.5 billion) for smallholder adaptation, targeting 

50% adoption by 2030; Kenya passing a $1 billion 

Climate Resilience Act for 80% smallholder coverage 

(WRI, 2021).  

• Climate - Smart Scaling: Expand Brazil’s agroforestry 

with $500 million in tax credits, aiming for 15 million 

hectares; India’s millet program with $200 million in tech 

hubs for 10 million farmers (FAO, 2023).  

• Judicial Enforcement: Empower courts—e. g., India’s 

right - to - food precedent to compel $100 million in 

drought aid; US class - action suits for smallholder 

funding—building on PUCL v. Union of India (Tschirren 

& Duval, 2022).  

 

6.3 Multi - Level Governance 

 

• Global - Local Task Force: Launch a CFS - led body with 

50 member states, $50 million budget, aligning NDCs 

with regional plans—e. g., CAP’s 20% organic target for 

ECOWAS (IIED, 2022).  

• Regional Frameworks: Adapt EU Green Deal 

specificity—20% organic farming, 10% yield resilience 

by 2030 (Grzeszczak, 2019) —for ASEAN (rice focus) 

and AU (pastoralism), with $20 billion seed funding per 

bloc.  

• Litigation Strategy: Scale Urgenda v. Netherlands (2019) 

—where emissions cuts were court - ordered—to 20 

nations, linking climate inaction to food rights breaches, 

backed by ICESCR and $10 million legal aid fund.  

 

7. Conclusion 
 

Climate change threatens food security with devastating 

force, eroding agriculture, supply chains, and social stability. 

International frameworks like the Paris Agreement and 

ICESCR, alongside national efforts in the US, Kenya, India, 

and Brazil, offer tools but falter in specificity, enforcement, 

and equity. Through a food security protocol, national 

legislative muscle, and multi - level governance, legal 

systems can forge a resilient, just food future. This LLM study 

urges bold reform, with future research needed on trade 

harmonization, regional enforcement, and judicial innovation 

to secure global food systems against climate chaos.  
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