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Summary

This master thesis looks at the food sovereignticigs implemented in Venezuela between 1998 afay 20
and it analyzes how and to what extent they wele tabachieve food security.

To do so, the study first presents the definitiohf®od security and food sovereignty, the varidissourses
connected to the two concepts, the literature erré¢hation between the two, and possible criticisrtheir
underlying theories. Also, this paper underlines gdonnection between the policies implemented & th
Bolivarian Republic and food sovereignty. To sesirtimpact, food security is examined both at theecra
and the micro level, and the outcomes are measwaatding to its four dimensions — food availabjldccess
to food, food stability, and food utilization. Thedicators’ selection follows the recommendatiorerperts
and scholars; but the formulae behind these inglisatre sometimes modified by the author, in crdéetter
measure the dependent variable.

This paper relies on a case study as a researdfodhetnd a contribution analysis is used to esfalitie
effects of food sovereignty policies on food setyuri

The thesis concludes that these policies influefoed security on various dimensions. However,résilts
obtained by the government aren’t fully compellitigerefore, this thesis argues that Venezuela dgasive

the validity of food sovereignty policies.
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Chapter 1—Introduction

The first chapter introduces the topics of foodeseignty and food security, it gives an overviewths
objectives of this study, it deals with the reshagoestion, it provides a brief introduction to tresearch

design, it underlines the academic and societ@vw&hce, and it contains a reading guide for thissth

1.1 Introduction

In the last twenty years, there has been a pratifer of food sovereignty movements that have extexs the
centrality of agriculture and peasant productiortha 21st century (Lavelle, 2013). The conceptaafdf
sovereignty was first formulated by the social moeat La Via Campesina (LVC) in 1996, at the Wortaé&
Summit of the Food and Agriculture Organization (JAn Rome. This movement, along with the various
NGOs across the globe that compose the Food Sgmgydilovement (FSM), aims to change the internation
food regime, currently dominated by a neolibergbrapch. According to its manifesto, the organizatio
believes it is the right of each nation to proditseown food, respecting cultural and productiveedsity.
Besides, the movement considers the family-farredbasoduction the only viable solution, rejectingustry-
led alternatives and technologies (Lee, 2013). Ifinmternational institutions, such as the Woilldade
Organization or the World Bank, are consideredraahto food sovereignty, an expression of therimuent
nations that try to control illegitimately otheratts (La Via Campesina, 2003). The concept, duiésto
ostensibly universal applicability, has attractée wttention of scholars and researchers, and doild

described as “the leitmotif of agrarian reformghia twenty-first century” (Kappeler, 2013).

Food sovereignty is, as stated by the proponemi@ndition to food security. According to thelely used
1996 World Food Summit definition, food securityistg “when all people, at all times, have physkadl
economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritfood that meets their dietary needs and food peafass for
an active and healthy life” (FAO, 1996).

In recent years, many countries have introduced fmvereignty policies or enshrined the concephair
constitution, such as Mali, Ecuador, and Venezustaording to Mckay, Nehring, and Walsh-Dilley (201
the latter has implemented the highest number ofl feovereignty policies, being the only state tiyfu
embrace food sovereignty’s approach.

In the last years, the government has been ledégdcialist party. After a failed coup in 1992 gdiChavez
became president in 1998. The “Chavista” governrhaatpromoted many structural changes in the galiti
social, and economic systems. It is no surprisethiege changes have also involved the agriculsaetor.

In his years as president, Hugo Chavez has triedctease food security. To do that, the governnhest
promoted a new constitution and introduced new fi@ddted policies. The new constitution, enactetiggs,
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included many elements related to food sovereidgrty, so did the reforms that followed. Among theowes
policies, the most drastic was probably the lardistabution. Also, the state implemented a newclald
economy where cooperatives were established arubsiepd by the government. These significant changes
were funded by the sales of national oil (Pur&il 6).

Many NGOs, such as OXFAM (2010), have praised Veeks work. According to them, the food security
level in the Bolivarian Republic under Chavez haseased. However, problems have started to dtesetlae
2007-2008 world food price crisis. In the followigigars, and especially since 2013, news of foodage in
Venezuela has been reported by many journalists (Bubillos, 2016; Gillespie, 2016). However, food
sovereignty NGOs have contested these articleBngtthat “food is in abundance” and that it isyal
distribution problem (Camacaro & Schiavoni, 2031d)in all, it looks like that there is no consessuhether
food sovereignty policies have worked in Venezuela.

This thesis doesn’t aim to study the food shortagdahe country; rather, it directs its attenti@ward the
situation in the Bolivarian Republic before thegicaworld food price crisis that caused economgtability
and social unrest across the globe. There is adhokdepth analysis regarding food security imgeuela

during this period: a gap in the literature thas fhaper aims to address.

1.2 Research objectives and question

The aim of this paper is to test whether the regigécated by the Food Sovereignty Movement to exahi
food security has been successful. As said aboseexlela is the only country having extensiveliofeéd
its “formula”, representing, therefore, a case #ikiws to build a new understanding of food somgTey
recipe's effectiveness. Consequently, the reseprektion is:

To what extent and how did the food sovereigntgred policies in Venezuela achieve food security?
Also, various sub-questions are introduced. Thegudstions are:

1. How are food sovereignty policies supposedad te food security?

2. What food sovereignty policies did Venezuelayoant and how were they implemented?

3. Were food sovereignty policies successful ineaiig food security?

11



1.3 Design of the study

To address the research question, a theory-guidsel study will be used. This study adopts a siogte
design, which is particularly useful in social stteas where there are no other cases availatiegfication
(zainal, 2007). Besides, the design can providetailed analysis of this rare case, offering adepth insight
(Yin, 2013). Also, a contribution analysis is contid to establish the effects of food sovereigmtycpes on

food security.

To answer the first sub-question, this thesis keily extensively on the papers published by the @l on
researches linked to food sovereignty. To see venette agricultural policies implemented in Vendauen
be considered related to food sovereignty (subitpre®), this study will analyze the food soveraign
manifesto and the policies presented by the FSHeaR007 Nyeleni forum. After having done so, itlwi
compare them with the food-related reforms implet®e by the Venezuelan state. Finally, to answetasie
sub-question, this paper will observe the changdedd security, measured by several indicatorsagbus
levels and dimensions, to see the impact of thewsampolicies.

This work will also contemplate the possible inflae of other intervening variables, and it will tiy
understand their impact. To name a few of thens, paiper will examine adverse climate conditionsictvh
may have had an impact on food production; Grosaé&xtic Product per capita, which allowed Venezuelan

people to purchase more food; and the presencedfdid projects aimed at increasing food security.

To conduct the analysis, this thesis will use dedadlata provided by national institutions, suclthesBanco
Central de Venezuela (BCV), and by internationajaoizations, such as the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO).

1.4 Academic relevance

In recent years, numerous articles have focuseth®tiood sovereignty policies in Venezuela. Somesha
pointed how the economic and social systems wespndly restructured to match the food sovereignty
principles (for example, Enriquez, 2013; Lavellel2Por the role of participative democracy to fofate
agricultural policies (e.g. Schiavoni & Camacar®02; Aniyar, 2013). Also, scholars have conducted
comparative researches to highlight differences sindlarities between the Venezuelan food sovetgign
policies and other countries’ approach (for exanidleKay et al., 2014). Furthermore, Enriqguez angvi@n

(2016) have focused on how the political and ecdondransformations under the Chavez’ governmenthav
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impacted the state’s capacity to attain its goahational food sovereignty. Finally, a few scholags/e
discussed the food security improvement under Chéxig. Espinoza, 2013; Gutierrez, 2015).

All'in all, it seems like there is still room fonvestigation for two reasons. First, because asthave mainly
concentrated their work on food sovereignty and s food security in Venezuela; and when therattes
part of the study, it was measured using mostlycatdrs such as hunger or undernourishment, without
considering the various levels and dimensions & toncept. Second, because scholars have prdyalent
focused on the period after the economic and fadck prrisis, but little has been done to scrutirize
Bolivarian Republic before the 2007 and 2008 casithe international food regime.

Research in this area is valuable because it peevidore information regarding the impact that food
sovereignty policies can have on food security iHll, it seems that this study is among the fosexplicitly

investigate in this direction, for this time franamd with this depth.

1.5 Societal relevance

Venezuela has taken a unique path to addresscitsafifood security, a model that, according to the
proponents, is the solution to hunger and can peréed. Therefore, understanding whether food sigety
can keep its promises is extremely relevant. Iy twere successful, governments could considerrriiig
their policies, having the right tool to achievemprovement in their countries. Besides, the Feodereignty
Movement proposes a model that is extremely diffiefiom the current system. If it became dominéme,
agribusiness would change dramatically. Transnaticorporations would give way to small farms; dnel
agribusiness would have to abandon the researgemetically modified food, predominant in recenange
since food sovereignty prefers traditional methdelgthermore, as it will be underlined in chapteo it
would have a significant impact on the environmentire small and medium-scale farms and less large
landowners means fewer greenhouse gasses. Firfialyccessful, the empowerment of local communities
may become an intriguing option for governments #eek a new way to receive inputs from the ciszen

elaborate policies, and receive feedback.

1.6 Thesis Overview

The second chapter will provide a literature revavthe food sovereignty and food security paradigrthe
several definitions and the development of the tliscourses. Also, countries that have adopted food
sovereignty principles will be listed, in order tederstand Venezuela’'s peculiarity, and previouske/o
regarding food security and food sovereignty inBladivarian Republic will be introduced. The thictapter

will present the theoretical framework and the higgsis. The fourth chapter will provide the reskatesign,
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underline the data sources, and present the opeahtdefinitions of the dependent, independent and
intervening variables. Also, the reliability andiday of the paper will be discussed. The fifthagter will
provide an overview of the Venezuelan food econsmge 1999, and it will list and describe the foethted
policies that were implemented. Besides, the cdiorebetween these pieces of legislation and thd &8l

be highlighted. The sixth chapter will present éngpirical analysis findings and it will discussrmeThe last
chapter, the conclusion, will suggest an interpi@teof the results and it will answer the reseagalstion.

Finally, it will highlight the thesis’ strengths @fimitations, and it will present suggestionsfimther research.
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Chapter 2 — The concepts of food security and fmakreignty:

origins, discourses, and their role in food poBcie

In this chapter, the definitions of food securitydagood sovereignty will be offered, the variouscdurses
connected to the two concepts will be underlined, possible criticism will be highlighted. Furthesre, it
will be explained how food sovereignty policies auwpposed to lead to food security, answering the s
guestion 1. Also, this section will provide a bfadk at the several nations in the world that hemplemented
food sovereignty policies. Finally, previous workgarding Venezuela's food sovereignty policies faod

security will be presented.

2.1 The definition of food security and the foodsgty discourse

The concept of food security has developed andiphel during the years (Smithe et al., 1993). As
highlighted by Maxwell (1996), the fact that theme several iterations of this term should not issep they
reflect the various natures of the food problemeeigmced by the people around the world.

Currently, the most common definition of food séiygucomes from the 1996 FAO World Food Summit.
According to the organization, food security “exigthen all people, at all times, have physical ezwhomic
access to sufficient safe and nutritious food thaéts their dietary needs and food preferencearfarctive
and healthy life” (FAO, 1996). This definition ibe result of several shifts in the history of thingkabout

food security, as it will be underlined in the lling paragraphs.

The global discussion surrounding food security rgee in the 1930s, as the result of an alteratiothée
states’ perception of their role in the domestid eworld stage regarding the agricultural sectorH007).
Countries began to cooperate on issues relatedeimational food and agricultural systems afterd/@var
I, but the term “food security” — as it is conteongrily discussed — arose only in the 1974 Worldd=Summit
(Drummond, 2012). The conference, born after twaryef world food prices crisis and famine in saler
regions of the globe, defined food security as ‘dhailability at all times of adequate world foagplies of
basic foodstuffs to sustain a steady expansionarf €Eonsumption and to offset fluctuations in piidun and
prices" (FAO, 1975, as cited in Maxwell & Devere@®01).

In the same years, food security emerged alsa&caurse, as a way to fight and explain hungeraddress
the world food price crisis, international instiars focused on various solutions. To help deveigpi
countries, Western states relied on productionem®e, both domestically and in the developing camt

Cooperating with the national governments, perakige the main actors able to intervene, new farming
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methods and techniques through technology trangéee introduced — the so called “Green Revolution”
(Jarosz, 2014).

However, only American and European farmers wensidered as key actors able to fight against fammintke
hunger in the world through exportation (Fish et2013). According to Kissinger (as cited by Tinm&900),
few states had the "fortune and technology" to pcednore than needed. Therefore, developed cosiihizid
to provide food, both through food aid and by selliheir products through international trade. regéngly,
the idea that EU and USA alone can feed the retteofvorld is sometimes still present today (Fiskale
2013).

In the following years, the concept of food seguevolved, encompassing a wider range of dimensions
1986, the World Bank redefined food security acéss by all people at all times to enough foodhfoactive,
healthy life” (World Bank, 1986, as cited in Batrét002). The focus had shifted from macro to miéood
security wasn’t merely a matter of food supply, &isb of access and entitlement (Maxwell, 1998pthrer
words, food security was connected to purchasingepamn the part of households to afford basic food
(Pinstrup-Andersen, 2010). This meant that poopleewere considered, at least partially, respoasiot
alleviating their hunger, either by making more ®pmr by increasing their field productivity (Clappd
Cohen, 2009). In addition, the 1986 definitiomigbrtant because it framed for the first time fgedurity as
a developing issue. As such, it was conceptualizeitientical to mainstream development problemsciwh
could be addressed through solutions such as tiaeialization, integration into the global markend
structural adjustment programs (Jarosz, 2014).€foig, it was up to the global food regime to pdevénough

food, while the state had to step aside.

Finally, the previously mentioned 1996 definitioavg food security a human right-oriented dimension.
fact, FAO underlined the fundamental right of ewery to be free from hunger, defined as the rigfbod: it
was not just the quantity of food that matters, dsb the “quality” of the entitlement (Mechlem,02). The
food security discourse and its responses wered-sét often are — embedded in dominant neoliberal
development discourses, emphasizing increasesouiuption, modernization, globalization, and aligmine

with transnational agribusiness (Jarosz, 2014)

2.2 Criticism to the dominant food security dis@miand the rise of the

international food sovereignty movement

In response to the food security’s discourse aadlisillusion towards the policies linked to it, mpaauthors

have tried to formulate different paradigms.
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In the 1980s, Marxists scholars highlighted howftha crises could be explained as a failure oftaipm
(Wisner et al., 1982). Other academics have raied “periphery-center” perspective: the capitalistth
tries to achieve a strong agricultural productibtha expense of the underdeveloped South (Red2i@i2).
In other words, North America and Western Eurogeaikland and resources of, say, Africa, whileyamting
the birth of local stable food production. Alsowsazlays many states pursue food security and adipply
by purchasing land in foreign countries, endanggtte communities that live in these lands (Hoy@201.0).
Furthermore, some scholars underline the fact #iigiough the WTO aims to food trade liberalizatiorany
developed countries still have protectionist measuthey may stabilize the prices internally, eyt also

transfer the costs to the world market (Bucciagr2li10).

In 1996, an international peasant organization, Vi Campesina, was formally established, having as
objective “food sovereignty”, a term coined by tireup. It was, and still is, a coalition of localdanational
organizations from Europe, North America, Latin Ao, Africa, and Asia, and it can be consideredrtain
actor in the Food Sovereignty Movement.

According to the manifesto (1996), the organizatiefieves it is the right of each nation to prodiisewn
food, respecting cultural and productive diversBgsides, the organization considers the familyafaased
production the only viable solution, rejecting isthy-led alternatives and technologies (Lee, 20EBjally,
LVC is in antithesis to the current food regime:ilewithe WTO promotes food security via trade anérop
markets, La Via Campesina focuses on national sgy@y and domestic markets (Desmarais, 2007).
International institutions are considered a thtedbod sovereignty, an expression of the incumipations
that try to control illegitimately other states.ejronly claim to provide “food security”, while aelly creating

a marketplace where only a minority of the worlpiigoulation can participate (McMichael, 2014).

2.3 A new framework for food sovereignty: the p#laf food sovereignty

To shape a common agenda, in 2007 the Internatiraim for Food Sovereignty - also called the Nyele
Forum - took place in Selingue in Mali. This megtimas able to bring together food sovereignty maams
and organizations from all over the world, andutceeded in developing a framework able to reditine
sovereignty in the various countries. The resuftségted in the establishment of food sovereignigning
principles, providing a framework that also becamdely used in the literature (for example, see@elt &
Virchow, 2012; or FAO, 2013). This framework consisf six pillars.

First, food sovereignty focuses on food for thegdeothe need for healthy and culturally approgrifatod
must be at the center of every policy. Consequgesthgry country and region should adopt the apjmtpr
pieces of legislation to guarantee diversified fpoalduction. In fact, food is not just a commodfigt can be

traded for profit: it has a deeper social value.
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Second, it values food providers: it supports soatde livelihoods and it respects the rights ofilvacale
farmers — which, according to the declaration,cdren forced to leave their land by the agribussnédso, it
gives importance to the protection of the workeosrf exploitation, violence, and marginalization.

Third, food sovereignty promotes localized foodtegss, by closing the distance between providers and
consumers, and putting the former at the centetecfsion-making. In other words, local food shohkd
privileged over products supplied by a distant regrkand it refuses an export-oriented agriculture.
Furthermore, it is stated that free-trade agreesnarg used to prevent developing countries fronepting
their agricultural sector, and therefore are inahito food sovereignty. In fact, they are instrutseaf
transnational corporations, which use them to cb@ind benefit from the global market for food.

Fourth, food sovereignty puts control of sharedueses — such as water, seeds, and territoryleaah food
providers. They can use and share them in an emaatal and socially sustainable manner, whichegtet
diversity. Therefore, privatization of these resmsris against the food sovereignty approach.

Fifth, it gives importance to the traditional agiiciral techniques, local knowledge and speciegeloping
appropriate research systems and rejecting tecpieslahat may threaten or contaminate the envirotbme
such as genetically modified organisms (GMOSs).

Finally, food sovereignty promotes low-externaluhmgroecological production, in order to increéise
resilience of the ecosystem from climate changeraagimize the contribution to the ecosystem. Ireoth
words, it rejects energy-intensive cultivation noeth that may harm the environment and the peopke wh
inhabit it.

At the 2007 Nyeleni Forum, a second framework wss presented. Developed two years earlier by giarA
branch of the Food Sovereignty Movement, this fraor& underlined several domestic market policies
suggested to achieve food sovereignty in developinotries.

First, price support and price stabilization throlugate trading enterprises, to ensure adequatesprand
therefore income. Second, the provision of subsitbe the investments in agriculture, of marketiagd of
post-harvest support, prioritizing the domestic kaarover international trade. Third, the introdantiof
protective measures against dumping, going evearlteWTO rules when necessary. Fourth, the reliance
bottom-up decision-making processes, to guarariieebtoadest participation of smallholders and poor
peasants. Finally, the implementation of agrareforms to distribute land and assets equitably ¢o snd
women farmer, to revitalize family and peasant fagnThis idea is also connected to the importaricenall-
scale farms, considered the best model to achanak $ecurity.

The overall objectives of these policies were thieamcement of domestic production and the proteafo
the local markets to ensure food security in deyialpcountries. Clearly, these measures were itrasirwith

neoliberal, export-oriented solutions.

To conclude, some scholars have affirmed that smy@reignty implies national self-sufficiency (Bxample,
Agarwal, 2014; Edelman, 2014). The author of tlipgy, however, does not agree: in fact, a widegdus
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definitions of food sovereignty by La Via Campesi{z903) states that people should have the right to
determine the extent to which they want to be s#iént; not that countries should necessarily eghiself-

sufficiency.

2.4 How food sovereignty can lead to food security

Many scholars have provided an explanation on wiog fsovereignty’s framework is economically feasibl
desirable and can help to achieve food security.

For example, Rosset (2000) believes that, congrazitonventional wisdom, small and medium-scatenfa
are more productive than more industrialized, lesgge systems. First, they can use the ecologpade —
land, and water — more efficiently than larger farmvhich tend to rely on monocultures. In fact, brfigams
tend to use a crop mixture, which is more resistaritarmful species, such as weeds. This impliasttie
harvest is better, and that farmers don't haveuest in labor or use chemical products to dedi thie weeds.
Second, the quality of work is higher: since srfelin family’s life condition depends on the produvity of
the soil, the piece of land is better cultivatedrthsay, alienated labor. Third, large farms tenthvest in
machinery to reduce labor costs and improve lagistiowever, mechanization doesn’t necessarilyyirapl
increase in productivity. In fact, machines aretipalarly efficient when used with monocultures;tbu
monocultures, however, don’t use the available enighace as well as the complex systems, whichorely
different plants to better fill the unworked sollherefore, more complex farming systems get mota to
production per unit area.

Moreover, fields farmed with a more traditional egaech to agriculture based on agroecology are dereil
more resistant to the climate change effects, imuting to a higher level of food security (De Sttbr, 2010).
Also, Altieri (2008) suggests that sustainabiliaznde achieved mainly with small farms. Biodiversit fact,
can only be protected with a high level of plantedsity and local knowledge. This provides stapidhd
diversity of production, at a higher level than luge-scale farms. Predictably, these elements aaositive
impact regarding food security, income generatéom environmental conservation. Furthermore, thlecau
highlights that small farms produce fewer greenkagasses, therefore cooling the planet and redubing
potential impact of the negative effects of gloakrming. Herbel (2013) believes that the empowetmén
small-scale producers is key to improve food ségimiLatin America, where they cultivate 34% oétland.
The author argues that they should be includedhénsbcial and political fora, in order to improvaipy-
making and reduce the barrier they face when ttygp tenter markets. Also, they can better defireértneeds,
preferences, and agenda, identifying issues anergeing solutions. Besides, the creation of a ndtwmunite
them increases internal learning process.

In addition, Wiggins (2009) states that smallholdievelopment delivers food security. Analyzing the
agricultural growth in six African countries, thethor argues that more farm output can be achigvedgh

smallholder development, and that small-scale famasent no significant disadvantages comparduetbig-
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scale ones. Since the latter are significantly pessluctive, the prices of food products will dexge, leading
to greater access to these products for the poor.

Finally, Hazell (2005) thinks that in labor-abuntlaoonomies small farms contribute to greater feemurity:
their development can increase poverty reductiahgmowth, and it reduces the costs for the conssirimer
backward areas. In fact, when consumers buy lopatiduced food, they avoid transportation and niarge

costs.

All in all, food sovereignty is considered a prediion to food security by its exponents. HoweveiQd
sovereignty proponents don't always share the gaoitgs of view: for example, to achieve food seuiri
some scholars focus on the producers' economicsragetithe market, while others advocate stateaetso
intervention (Alkon & Mares, 2012; Guthman, 2008)rthermore, food sovereignty authors are ofterddov
regarding international trade. Some scholars pmporegative views of trade: for example, Ros20GP
underlines how export-oriented trade favors maliatge-scale farms, marginalizing the smallholdemtzrs.
Nevertheless, other food sovereignty proponenth(as Patel, 2009) highlight the importance ofrimeiional
trade for many communities, and believe that a nfi@reand transparent trade system can be theisolut
Their position should not be surprising: internatibtrade still plays a prominent role for smalddgcfarms.
They produce over 80% of the world's tea, sugao@@nd bananas (Fairtrade Foundation, 2013). Toreref

they are vital for many developing countries andnfiany small-scale farmers.

To conclude, despite a convergence of views onntlgrity of issues, it seems that inside the Food
Sovereignty Movement there are sometimes contgasigws. According to Philip McMichael (2015), this
may be inevitable: consumers, urban classes, aulpers have several points of view, and the algui@l

communities around the world develop various adetrategies to improve their situation.

2.5 Food sovereignty criticism

Food sovereignty has been object of criticism fangnreasons.

Food security scholars argue that if food sovetgigims at self-sufficiency (as many scholars lveljeas

stated before), it is a threat to food securityfalet, not all states can be self-reliant for gepdical or climatic
reasons (Agarwal, 2014). Moreover, as jut explaimegorts matter for millions of small-scale farsyeand

they are vital to communities around the world. ércling to Burnett and Murphy (2014), NGOs and faishe
organizations pursue an ideological agenda, negtetiie food producers’ preferences. The two astlaso

suggest that imports are a safety net, which ise®éhe robustness of the system against bad yéeadly,

trade helps the enrichment of the diet throughatteess to needed imports.
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In addition, some scholars don't believe that srfeaiin households are a satisfactory solution, stheé
productivity is significantly inferior. In fact, nehanization is less efficient only when heavy maely is
unsuited to local soils; when properly integrateayever, it increases production (Chand et al.,1204lso,
hired labor seems to be more productive than falablpr (Rao and Chotigeat, 1981). Finally, largenfacan
attract capital more easily, which is fundamentaincrease the productivity (Chan-Kang, 2005) h# tata
shows that small farms are more productive, iy decause they are more present in fertile regiamile

larger farms can more often be found in less ertlgions (Chand et al., 2011).

Moreover, some authors criticize the food sovergigiroponents’ choice to reject genetic engineering
preferring "traditional" techniques and "typicalapts: they believe that this refusal has many emtveffects
regarding food security, and that abandoning GMCsIbst opportunity for several reasons.

First, according to Qaim and Kouser (2013), genstigineering can increase food production, ancetbes
the availability of food at the local and globaléé These crops are, in fact, more resistanigidand abiotic
stresses, resulting in an increase in productaity a decrease in the costs of production.

Second, GMOs can increase the food safety anddaatity. Even though the FSM believes that they may
pose a threat to human health, a wide range ohlitee suggests that it is not the case. As Decésno
highlights (2013), GMOs didn’t produce any caséoofl-borne ilinesses that led to hospitalizatiorgontrast

to the 128,000 cases caused by “traditional” foot@minated with pathogens. It must be said, howyélat
there is no scientific consensus on GMO safetyesih is hard to analyze their long-term effectstba
environment and on animals — there is a lack arfaial support to these studies, and there is reeatent
on how to conduct them (Hilbeck et al., 2015).

Third, GMOs can have a positive impact on develapnipesai and Potter, 2013): it increases prodifgtiv
guaranteeing the availability of food for a growipgpulation. Furthermore, it may lead to an inceeaf
income for small-scale farmers, which is expectetesult in an increase in food consumption in faom
households — and food producers in developing casntvould benefit more than the ones in developed
countries.

Besides, the refusal of GMOs may be a wasted chanm®tect producers and consumers from the effafct
climate change. In fact, GMOs can be more resigtamixtended periods of droughts, pestilence oersev
rainfall conditions (Lu et al., 2016). Accordingttee Marrapese and Matthews (2014), GMOs are thiensey

to guarantee food security in the long term, simg@050 the population of the Earth will reach Bidoi and

significant changes to the climate conditions &y to occur.

Furthermore, as highlighted above, the FSM belighes food sovereignty policies can help to preserv
traditional techniques and species, which may badbned with the introduction of monocultures ahids.
However, some authors contest the definition additional” regarding the plants. For example, Taglie

(2015) underlines the fact that many biologicalamigms that are used for consumption are not destald:
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they were created in the last decades, as reduttsemicals and radiation. Also, he points out tpetetic
engineering may actually be a good solution togutatypical and local food.

To conclude, some authors have criticized the meverfrom a sociological point of view. Bernstei®{3)

criticizes food sovereignty's differentiation ofetlagrarian classes, which divides it in “peasaatsl the
opposed category of capitalist entrepreneurs. Afingrto the author, the movement fails to compredhée
radical difference between and within the agramtasses, and it fails to see that farming is dritagn
commodity production. Also, the author believest tte role of the capital is unfairly seen as disiue,

failing to underline the key role that it has pldyi& the rural development and in the increaseooff
production. Finally, Bernstein questions whether fitod sovereignty recipe can provide enough foutat

a low price if the current food system was abandone

2.6 Food sovereignty policies in the world

Despite being successful in the creation of a dlolm/ement, food sovereignty-oriented policies hagen
introduced only in few countries, namely Ecuadaarbagua, Bolivia, Venezuela, Nepal, Mali, Senegal
Egypt. After reviewing how the concept of food s@ignty was included in the national legislatidrgan be
concluded that there are three categories.

The first category comprehends countries that renghrined the concept in the national constitubah

haven't developed a following legislation. Nepal &gypt belong to this group.

Nepal adopted an interim constitution in 2007, \Wwhprovided the legal basis for the protection amel t
promotion of the right to adequate food in the doum new 2015 version maintained the parts dedit#o
food sovereignty intact. According to the consiint every citizen has the right to food and foodeseignty,
and the state has an obligation toward its peopleursuing policies which can establish this righuticle
36). Food sovereignty is also considered a waynaréve the economic situation of the indigenousppeo
(Article 35), while promoting sustainable productiand enhancing investments in the agriculturalosec
(Article 42). As underlined by the FAO (2015), #enstitution set a strong legislative basis to miowveards
food sovereignty. Nonetheless, no specific stagutarms have followed, which may be fundamentajite

effect to important aspects.

Egypt is the latest country to include food sowgméi in its legislation. In the 2014 constitutidhere are
multiple references to FS: it states that eveiyaiit has the right to food, and food sovereigntgte ensured
by the state, maintaining biological diversity dgges of local plants and producing in a sustamafanner

(Article 79). Nevertheless, only one article is idatkd to food sovereignty principles. Furthermdres
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government has yet to present pieces of legislatiah wouldde factoensure food sovereignty. Thus, the

struggle to achieve food sovereignty is not over.

The second category includes countries that havduged at least one piece of legislation, diffefesrn the
constitution, that contains elements of food sogertg. These countries’ treatment of obligationsasalways
precise, and it is often unclear what they addh&ojuisticiability of the right to food. In all casehe reforms
were not as articulated or advanced compared teextexia, for several reasons. Senegal, Mali, Boglivia
Nicaragua, and Indonesia belong to this group.

Senegal adopted food sovereignty principles in20@4 Loi d'Orientation Agro-Silvo Pastoral, whics

clearly stated in the introduction, was specificaimed at obtaining food sovereignty. This poliggs

strongly supported by local farmers' organizatiwhich also participated in its formulation (Claeg2613).

The law aims to guarantee adequate food for pg@dpticle 5) and promote rural development (Arti@g).

To do so, the state seeks to produce a long-teategl/ to increase productivity, better protectwioekers in
the agricultural sector, and formulate a cleardiagjion regarding land redistribution. Also, th# bhderlines
the importance of sustainable agriculture anddts mn reducing the impact of climate change (Aeti6).

Finally, this piece of legislation establishes tireation of consultative committees across the tputo

increase participation in future policy formulatiand the adoption of a bottom-up approach (Ar3&e

The full implementation of the law, however, wasagied for almost ten years (Beuchelt & Virchow, 21

and it hasn't been followed by additional piecesegislation.

Mali introduced in 2006 the Loi d'Orientation Agsle (LAO). The law, written in cooperation with theeal
food sovereignty organization (Claeys, 2013), exthi underlines food sovereignty as a long-terrjeotive

for the country (Article 7). In addition, many at8és contain elements that can be linked to thd fowereignty
pillars. The legislation aims to reduce povertyhia rural area, to protect the natural resourcesyddernize
the agricultural sector and to ban non-sustaineddeurces (Article 183 to 185). Also, it is statkdt the
domestic market and the national products shoulghrbéleged over international trading (Article 187
Furthermore, Article 145 supports the preservatibthe different plant varieties. All in all, mamyements
present in the food sovereignty pillars can beedlaio Mali’s legislation. However, this law, desphaving
led to the creation to a national fund for agrictdt development — as stated by Claeys (2013)nofte

underfunded — is the only one dedicated to foo@smgnty, and it wasn’t followed by further bills.

Bolivia's first piece of legislation that can beated to food sovereignty is the 2006 “Ley de Relition
Comunitaria de la Reforma Agraria”. According te tirst chapter, dedicated to the general prinsipllee
law aims to redistribute the land to reduce ineityaincrease the mechanization of the agricultsesdtor,
promote and support small-scale farmers, and ceeatévileged market for local products. In 2009 eav

constitution was introduced, having food securitg é00d sovereignty as key elements in many paphgra
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Importance is given to the right to food (Articlé)1 rural development (Article 605), and the deruél
international agreements not coherent with fooceseignty's principles (Article 409). Also, the reél of
GMOs and of other food products considered dangefouthe human health (Article 407) is highlighted
while suggesting the adoption of eco-friendly teghes and the protection of local species and kedgé.
These elements were also addressed in nationa,@aoh as the Rural Development and Food Sovéyeign
and Security Policy, which aimed to increase fooddpction, promote new private-public partnerships,
support small farms, and included state-providetrieal and marketing expertise for small and mmdsaale
producers in the agricultural sector. However, degpe concept of food sovereignty can often henébin
Bolivia’'s legislation, not enough was done to cditete what stated in all these bills. For examjihe
commitment of the government to the program wasmah in fact, compared to the significant investrize

in Venezuela, Bolivia deployed only limited fundjrend the programs mainly relied on external fifmagc
Similarly, despite what was affirmed in the congtdn, the statele factostill accepts and even supports
GMOs (Clockburn, 2013). According to McKay (2018iis was not a surprising outcome: Bolivia hasrgjro
agricultural interest groups, which have hinderetbnrms that aim to reduce the agricultural inedqyali

Therefore, the policies had a minor impact aneéhib increase food sovereignty.

Nicaragua introduced in 2009 the Law of Food anttriblonal Sovereignty and Security — also knowritees
Law 693. This bill was significantly influenced bye drafts written by the LVC’s local branch in theriod
between 2004 and 2006, but it was also developédthwe technical support the FAO, which amended the
draft removing many key aspects of food sovereigugh as the protection from GMOs and the prizaiton

of small and medium-scale farms (Godek, 2014).

The final redaction is a piece of legislation tleaplicitly underlines the adoption of a food sovgngy
approach (Article 9), focuses on the importancdoofd to people (in various articles of the SectR)n
underlines the importance of citizen participatiomthe public decisions (Article 7), promotes tlijation of
sustainable agriculture, supports rural developrieriicle 3), and protects biodiversity (Article 30

However, this law is not the only bill dedicatedftmd sovereignty principles in Nicaragua. In faitig
constitution, written in 1987 and modified in 20t4&dicates one article to food, focusing on thedrtgmce

of an adequate availability of food (Article 63)owever, that is the only reference to a food sagetg
principle, and the concept itself isn't even maneih

All in all, Nicaragua’'s Law 693 presents numeroefevant elements to food sovereignty but, as also
highlighted by Godek (2014), there is a lack of ptamentary laws that could ensure food sovereignty.
Besides, at present there are still some key festnifrthe food sovereignty framework that are mesent in

the Nicaraguan legislation, as highlighted in Taldleand 2.

In 2012, Indonesia introduced a new Food Law. impiece of legislation, food sovereignty is coesétl one
of the three key objectives of food planning, alanith self-sufficiency and food security (Articlg.@ he state
must guarantee food for people (Article 1): to @ i should prioritize the local market and ingeize
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domestic food production. Moreover, sustainabitityst play a key role in the development of theadrral
sector. Also, Article 130 underlines the importanéublic participation in achieving food sovensig and
promoting the necessary policies. Finally, thessshbuld manage the stability of Staple Food @mksupply,
managing Staple Food Reserve and Staple Foodbdistm (Article 131). All in all, Indonesia's Fodgw
doesn't include some key features present in thd sovereignty pillars, as underlined in Tablemnd 2.
Besides, this piece of legislation was not follovigdcomplementary policies, which could have helfiexd

country in its path to food sovereignty.

The third category, composed only by Ecuador, ishetucountries that have food sovereignty elemaerttse
constitution and have presented relevant food sayety-oriented reforms, but lack adequate subatdin
laws to fully achieve FS and have, despite the mesnrelied on neoliberal strategies.

Ecuador, under the Correa government, enshrined fmwereignty in the 2008 Constitution. The text
underlines the importance of food for people, whitfould be produced domestically (Article 13). The
agriculture sector should focus on environmentsilgtainable agriculture, and promote the control of
resources among peasants — even with land redistmb(Article 281). Finally, the constitution sugps local
knowledge and techniques over genetic engineecdngsidered a direct threat to food security, and it
establishes the role of the state in the seedsepvation. In 2009, the National Organic Law wasoiduced,
and it was modified the following year with the Antied Organic Law on the Food Sovereignty Regime. Th
two pieces of legislation address the importanceutdl development, and further ban the use of tieadly
engineered food. The country has also promoted ragrigultural policies and invested in social seegiand
infrastructure, often with the support of peasaghaaizations (Giunta, 2014).

Nevertheless, Ecuador ‘s agricultural approachtdsntonsidered fully food sovereignty-orientedfdct, the
country’s economic strategy still includes a fewliteeral features. For example, in the Constitutitie aim

of the state is to integrate the national econamy international markets and develop economiexalfe in
the food sector (Article 304). Besides, the statethied to consolidate its power at the expenskeeopeasants'
organizations, which seem to have lost much of ihBuence (Clark, 2013). Finally, the state didkeéep its
promises: land redistribution was a fundamentakephin the constitution but, contrarily to Venea,ghe
government didn't promote programs that could dlgtaghieve it (Giunta, 2014).

All'in all, it seems that the Correa administratioss used the food sovereignty discourse to gaulpo
consensus and legitimize its work — doing littleatrtually pursue food sovereignty principles (Mckaal.,
2013). In fact, the state has often supported jgsliopposed to the food sovereignty's ideas, ahdsn’'t
translated FS into subordinate laws (Claeys, 20EBuador has indeed proposed programs that had the
potential to reflect food sovereignty principlest khey are, in one way or another, still not fuithyplemented
(Pefa, 2015).

It is still unclear whether Ecuador will move malecisively toward food sovereignty’s positionshe future,

but it wouldn’t be surprising if it didn’'t happein fact, differently to Venezuela, large privateriagltural
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interests still have a significant political influge, and there is no evidence that their pressikeiminish

soon (McKay et al., 2013).

All'in all, it seems that many states have adoptede of the food sovereignty features, but noniberh has
fully embraced the concept. As it will be highlightin chapter 5, it seems that Venezuela has adidipée

food sovereignty approach more than any other cimsnpreviously listed.

Table 1.
Summary of the implementation of food sovereigoligips across the world — part 1.

Country |Food sovereignty ag Food for Values food providers Localized food system
objective/right People
Nepal Yes Yes Yes No
Senegal Yes Yes Yes Yes
Egypt Yes Yes No No
Mali Yes Yes Yes No
Bolivia Yes Yes Yes Present, but limited
funding
Nicaragua Yes Yes Mixed — present in the | Mixed, present in the

legislation, but complemented legislation, but
by neoliberal features complemented by
neoliberal features

Indonesia Yes Yes Yes Yes

Ecuador Yes Yes Yes Present, bude facto
large farms still play &
key role
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Table 2.

Summary of the implementation of food sovereigoligips across the world — part 2.

Country Shared Protect Local Work with | Followed by adequate
resources Knowledge/Species nature legislation/fully
controlled by implemented?
local producers
Nepal No Yes Yes No
Egypt No Yes Yes No
Senegal No No Yes No
Mali No Yes No No
Bolivia Present, butle Present, butle factouse of Yes No
factostill state- GMOs
controlled
Nicaragua No Present, bule factouse of Yes No
GMOs
Indonesia No No Yes No
Ecuador Yes Yes Yes No

An interesting remark is that only a few counttiese adopted food sovereignty legislation after82@nce
many states, as highlighted above, have becomeasicrgly worried regarding the state of the agtical
sector after the 2008 food crisis, it would haverbeeasonable to expect a sharp increase of FStedlibills

after this period.

2.7 Previous works regarding Venezuela's food sagety policies and
food security

As already said in the introduction, the ambitioeferms carried by the Venezuelan government simeeise

to the power of Hugo Chavez in 1998 have been aoitant topic of discussion for the academic comitgun
The approaches to the subjects are numerous decedif.

Anido (2015) has tried to highlight the trend reljag food consumption and prices variations, anuirifeza
(2013) has attempted to evaluate the agricultusétips of the Hugo Chavez government regardingifoo

production. The two authors conclude that the tesefl the Venezuelan policies were largely posjtinat
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none of the two scholars uses a multifaceted versidhe concept of food security. Schiavoni andh@eaaro
(2009) obtained comparable results, while relynogr time to time on the notion of food security eytstate
that food sovereignty has been able to bolstecalguiral production, and believe that scarcity afqucts was
artificially created by private distributors to nealthe government lose popular support. Howevdte lit

evidence is provided to support the statement.

Some scholars consider the reforms more negatikelfiquez and Newman (2013), for example, beligat t
Venezuela is excessively reliant on imports. ARBacell (2016) underlines that the Venezuelan ne$owere
only possible due to the significant financial nes@s that the state had obtained through thexporgs. He
suggests that, since oil revenues are decreasisgiebatable whether Venezuela will be able siasn the
costs in the long run. Food security is mentione@rma objective for the Chavez government, but thkoa
doesn't focus on the result obtained in this fildppeler (2013) looks at food sovereignty in Vereta and
whether its model can be exported, coming to ativegeonclusion. He also believes that the stratetppted
by the government is a neopopulist approach tlilatttadeliver and that cannot feed the Bolivariepublic.
The concept of food security is often mentionedpanticular when the scholar says that importsadalp
reduce hunger. However, Kappeler doesn't provigestatistical data that could support his positiéinally,
Gutierrez (2015), has focused on the effects trepolicies had on the basic foods' prices angrbauctivity
of the agricultural sector, concluding that onlthvgg run the perspectives are grim.

Many experts have also focused on the sociologitatts of the reforms. For example, Lavelle (20%8)dies
their outcomes on the peasant classes in the BiglivRepublic, taking into consideration indicattitat may
be related to food security, such as food scamritipod production. Nevertheless, he doesn't go dietails
when he discusses the matter — which is more tharprehensible, since his study isn’t strictly cacted to
this concept. Besides, Aniyar (2013) has triedotas@er and study the food sovereignty policesiasxample
of a new kind of participation in the formulatiof lmottom-up policies. In his work, he also statiest tthe
government's work has led to an increase in foodrdg, intended as malnourishment and hunger. Hewe
as explained before, this is a limited interpretatof food security: it is, as it will be explainédthe next

chapter, a more multifaceted concept.

2.8 Conclusions

In recent years, food sovereignty not only hasetéd the attention of many authors, but it has bécome
more and more popular among peasant organizatiahggernational and national institutions. Forrapée,
the 2012 FAOQO's e-Global Strategic Framework for ¢F&ecurity included this concept, and it highlightiee
importance of small-scale production compared tustrialized agriculture, linking food security fimod

sovereignty (Jarosz, 2014). Besides, many govertsmenonsidered the idea that food security conly be
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achieved through international trade (Wise and Murp012). In fact, in recent years many nationatest
introduced policies to increase the domestic prbdogc invested in food reserves and stock-holding
infrastructures (De Schutter, 2011).

However, it is important to underline the fact ttta food regime is different now compared to 1996en

the term “food sovereignty” was coined: for examplee European and North American countries are not
dominant in the international agricultural markaymore (Bureau & Jean 2013). New actors, such as th
BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africdut also other nations such as Thailand and Anggnt
have dramatically increased their role as produaedsconsumers (Burnett & Murphy, 2014). The situnmat

in the WTO itself has changed: small and poor statere successful in mobilizing against the monegrtul
states: for example, in 2008 the WTO trade nedotiatcrumbled when nations began to cooperate to
counterbalance the power of the dominant countiiésr, 2008).

Finally, it seems that the 2008 food crisis wagw tkirning point from many points of view, and ttta food
sovereignty concept is as popular as ever. Howéusrimportant to underline that the 2008 glofoald crisis
was not damaging from the producers' point of vieigher prices improved the attractiveness for stwes,

and agricultural development regained popularigngén, 2014).
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Chapter 3 — Theoretical framework

This chapter focuses on the theoretical assumptiwhgh will be tested in chapter 5 and 6, explagnthe
concepts, and then it frames the hypothesis anexpected relationship between food security aherot

intervening variables.

To generate a theoretical assumption about theweafry power of food sovereignty policies regagdwod

security, it is important to define the independeariable and the dependent variable.

3.1 The independent variable

In this paper, the theoretical framework is rooited specific theory: food sovereignty. As highliggh in
Chapter 2, some scholars believe that food sovarejgplicies can be associated with an increasead
security. However, it is unclear to what extentythan affect it, and whether the Venezuelan expeeean
be considered successful.

The theory of food sovereignty has been extensidelgussed in the second chapter. Using the litexata
results chain is graphically presented. Figure duites all elements and policies considered keyoby

sovereignty and suggests their assumed effectsazhdecurity.
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4 subsidies/credit h_
! more
. employment

icomunal council/

9 v 4 S—
local control [ - N\ “a . less poverty
) ~——____ . small-scale farmers in:rural areas
Y |
i ’su;;pWCd
[/ | protection P / Ly \
4 measures —[ Tocalized | PR
Food | v food system Food
|~ — / \ .
sovereighty  F= f security
‘ 'ﬁ—
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/ cheaper food
L /
traditional X
techn‘iques J % more production

3 .
preserve _
the ecosystem

Figure 1 Food sovereignty theory as a results chain.
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In a theory, it is always important to recognize sitrengths and the weaknesses.

The theory presents strong links. It seems reasetalhink that land redistribution leads to supd small-
scale farms. Similarly, measures may protect tmeedtic market, which also means that small farmdavot
have to compete against big foreign food produderslly, subsidies and rural credit should havenapact

on rural development and small-scale farms — thia imeneficiaries of these investments.

However, as already highlighted in chapter 2, tlaeeealso a few weak links. First, it is debatabb small-
scale farming is the best measure to promote denatlopment, and therefore increase employmentiginid
poverty. Second, there is an ongoing debate onhegheimall-scale farms produce more than big food

producers.

Finally, there are some links that are extremelyl ha assess. First, the impact of communal couwnciural
development and its role as platform for small-edatmers. Second, that traditional techniquesepvesthe
ecosystem - a link widely contested and extremalgh to evaluate. GMOs, in fact, are not only arstific
matter, but also ideological. While some scholaosisader them “compatible” with the environment
preservation, others believe that food geneticalimaation should not be allowed. Consequentlys¢hiast
two points cannot be assessed in this paper.

The connection between the food sovereignty thandyfood security can also be seen more in detkigure

2.

Higher rural income P — # food utilization

(micro and macro)

> food access (micro)

cheaper food

More production food stability

(micro and macro)

* less import dependency | »

food availability

more food  E— :
(micro and macro)

Figure 2 The connection between food sovereignty and ssadirity in detail.
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Contrarily to Figure 1, all the links present irg&iie 2 seem to be quite strong.

3.2 The dependent variable

To measure the dependent variable, it must firstdined. As already stated, food security exigteen all
people, at all times, have physical and econoniesto sufficient safe and nutritious food thaeta¢heir
dietary needs and food preferences for an actigehaalthy life” (FAO, 1996).

There are many reasons why it is not clear whiclicators work best when evaluating food securitystF
food security's definition is multidimensional, bgicomposed of economic, physical and social elésnen
(Leroy et al., 2015). Second, data regarding théwua dimensions are seldom available and not away
reliable (Jones et al., 2013). Third, food secwéyn be analyzed at various levels: macro (woédion, and
nation); meso (community, province/city, distriotiin, village); and micro (household and individuatd
individual) (Weingartner, 2009). Depending on whiebel is chosen, the crucial issues change -gidighted

in Figure 3, which presents the key factors forrttecro and micro level. There can't be, therefarsingle
measure able to capture all aspects of food inggdiapoli et al., 2011).

| Global food availability 8

©
Food imports Local food
production

National

National food
availability

Household food Household income
access /

A4

- Access to health care &
Food security other basic needs

___________ \/

Nutrition security

Households &
individuals

Individuals

Figure 3.Conceptual Framework of Food security and Nutmgicsecurity. From: Smith et al., 2000
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Moreover, from the 1996 food security’s definitidaur dimensions can be identified: food availdpjlfood
access, food stability, and food utilization.

The first dimension is food availability, and itates to the availability of sufficient quantity fafod, i.e. the
overall ability of the agricultural system to mésdd demand. According to Schmidhuber & Tubiell6@2),
this element includes the agro-climatic fundamentdlpasture and crop production, and the econamic
cultural factors that determine the food producpesformance in response to the market. Predictablyther
factor that determines the food availability areitihports (Carletto et al., 2012). Also, to captime“quality”
dimension, dietary diversity is included.

The second dimension is food access, which retatése access to appropriate resources and addqodte
for a nutritious diet (Schmidhuber & Tubiello, 2Q0&ccording to the FAO (2009), these resourceslafimed
as “the set of all commodity bundles over whicheaspn can establish command given the legal, paliti
economic and social arrangements of the communityhiich they live, including traditional rights d$uas
access to common resources”.

The third dimension is food stability, which detémes the adequate access to obtain products titnak,
independent of sudden shocks, such as climateabmic crises or cyclical events - for examplassaal
food insecurity (Carletto et al., 2012). Often, doeserves may not be sufficient to smooth consiompt
(Schmidhuber & Tubiello, 2007).

The final element is food utilization - in other rs, the consumption of food according to an adeqdizt,
reaching the physiological needs, while respedibogl safety and quality of nutrition and havingesafater

to use for cooking and consume (FAO, 2015).

3.3 Other intervening variables

As already explained, variables different from ithdependent one may influence food security. More

precisely, they would affect one or more dimensioin®od security on various levels.

1. Anincrease (decrease) in the gross domestauptger capita may lead to more (less) econontesacto

markets, influencing food access at the micro level

2. An increase (decrease) in the share of populatdler the poverty line may lead to a less (mecejpomic

access to markets, influencing food access at tbnevel.

3. Adverse climate conditions and crop/animal dissamay have a negative impact on food production,

decreasing, therefore, food availability at the raamnd micro level and food stability at the mitzael.
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4. Food aid may have an impact on food availabdityhe macro and micro level, food access at tizeom
level, and food utilization at the macro and mileneel.

5. The population should be considered an intengewariable. In fact, the same amount of food atdity
divided a higher (lower) number of people lead tirarease (increase) of nutritional intake, andetloee of
food security (at the food availability level).dase of growth, the only way to counterbalancgtibiincrease
the food availability, either through an increa$@mduction or of imports.

The role of the intervening variables is also reprged in the following figure.

Adverse climate conditions
and crop/animals diseases TS—

Population _ Food availability
) ¥ (micro and macro)

A Food stability
Increase GDP per capita 7 (micro level)

”"*--.__;
Increase in poverty - Food access
g - (micro level)

Food aid » Food utilization
(macro and micro)

Figure 4.Possible links between intervening variables amud fsecurity.

There are two additional variables that may inflkeefood security: cultivated land and productivafythe
fields, whose effects would be mainly on food aadaility. However, these two variables are not tak#a
consideration in the analysis: in fact, variatiemsvhat they measure can be due to the food s@rasei

policies.
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3.4 Time frame

As said before, this paper intends to analyzedbd Sovereignty policies in Venezuela in the pehetiveen
1998, the year of Chavez’ rise to the power, ar@72@ would be hard to evaluate the policies arhsoare
food security in the years following 2007 for tweasons. First, because at the end of that yeabaldood
prices crisis broke out, causing economic, so@al] political unrest in both developing and devetbp
countries, followed by a worldwide food insecumttysis. Second, because this situation was accoeghay
a financial and economic crisis, which augmentedrnithmber of people living in hunger and povertyt{&dj
2009). Therefore, this time frame allows to stukdg food sovereignty policies, as it will be highiigd in

chapter 5, and see the effects on food security.

3.5 Hypothesis

Having chosen and defined the variables, the faliguypothesis will be tested:

Food sovereignty policies in Venezuela were abienfirove food security on all its four dimensioned
availability, food access, food stability, and faddization.
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Chapter 4 — Methodology

This chapter presents the methodological approdble, research design, the operationalization, and
measurements of the dependent and independenblesiaiiso, the data sources are presented. Fintdly

paper’s reliability, validity and possible limitatns are discussed.

4.1 Case study type

To address the research question, a case studypevilised. According to Yin (2009), a case studiais
empirical inquiry that investigates a contemponamgnomenon within its real-life context, especiallyen
the boundaries between phenomenon and contextodrelgarly evident”. Also, it relies on multiple tda
sources, converging the data in a triangulatingifes Finally, it relies on previously developecdhnetical
propositions to guide data collection and analysis.

The case study type selected is the explanatoryloriact, the author of this thesis aims to ansavguestion
that tries to explain a presumed a causal link beiwa real-life intervention, which may be too ctergor
surveys or experiments (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Tioeee this study will rely on a theory-guided casedy.
This research adopts a single-case design, whigraiiscularly useful for cases that present sigatrii
specificities (Zainal, 2007). The design can previddetailed analysis of this specific rare caffering an
in-depth insight and adopting a holistic approacim,(2013). Also, it gives the possibility to rebyn various
sources and methods, which contributes to a batigerstanding of the phenomenon (Baxter & Jack8R00
Finally, a properly balanced case study, with sigfit depth and breadth, may permit extrapolatiod a
speculations about the applicability of findingsotber situations, allowing generalization to aaierextent
(Baxter & Jack, 2008).

A case study research seems a suitable desigdddicnal reasons. Yin (2009) suggests that a sagky is
a suitable strategy only if it meets some critefii@t, the research question is a “how” or “whylestion;
second, control over behavioral events is not péssand finally, the paper focuses on contempoeagnts.
Predictably, since this research aims to find hodrta what extent did food sovereignty policies hadmpact
on food security; since this paper cannot — naoiild intend to — manipulate relevant behavior; sinde the
study focuses on (almost) contemporary set of eydnits thesis can correctly use the case-studgrles

4.2 Research design

The approach adopted in this paper is the theosgdbanpact evaluation (TBIE), which will help thetlkor

of this paper to understand the various intervastieffects, intended as well as unintended. Théased
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impact evaluation is an approach that pays atterttatheories of policy makers, programme managers
other stakeholders, i.e. hypotheses or collectidrassumptions which are empirically testable agicklly
linked together (Khandker et al., 2009). Clearlgualitative approach is used to establish a cofatteial.
This approach is composed by two core featuresnaaptual one, and an empirical one. ConceptubByE
articulates a policy or programme theory; empihicak seeks to test the mechanisms that policy erak
believe make the policy effective and compares thgtin research-based evidence (Rogers, 2012).har ot
words, theory-based evaluations aim to test thea@ie explain their success or failure. At the séime,
theory-based approaches try to identify and ass®ssignificant influencing factors (i.e., conteadtfactors)
that may also play a role in the causal chain hod &ffect the contribution claim (Bank, 2012).

The testing is done based on existing data, olddioen multiple sources. To do it, a contributioralysis is
chosen. Contribution analysis aims to establisicémribution that a programme makes to desiredayaés.
This way, many evaluations identify whether a relas been achieved and, if it was, assume thegroge

is responsible for it (Mayne, 2001).

According to Leeuw (2013), there are seven mettomichl steps that form a contribution analysis:

(7]

Step 1— Set out the cause-effect issue to be addregsether words, explain why and how the theory i

supposed to work.

Step 2 — Develop the “theory of change”, which providesirdication of the intended results (outputs,

intermediate and end outcomes).

Step ¢ — Assess the resulting contribution story: criticeeview the theory of change, trying to find the
weaknesses and underlining contested aspects. dssideration must be given to the influence of

external factors.

Step < — Gather existing evidence on the theory of chasglecting data and information to provide

evidence on activities implemented and observadtses

Step £ — Re-assess the theory of change in light of xistieg evidence: which links are strong, and which

are weak?

Step €— If in step 5 weak links were found, seek out andlyze additional evidence.

Step 7 — Revise and strengthen the contribution stogynawly collected empirical evidence can be usgd

to build a more credible theory of change.

Step 1 has been done in Chapter 2, the literaguiew; Step 2 has been completed in Chapter 3hdweetical
framework, as well as Step 3. Steps 4 to 7 willtyee in Chapter 5 and 6, according to the proceekpkained

in the following section of the paper.
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4.3 Operationalization

Both the dependent and independent variables useithis research require further specification and
investigation. Food security and food sovereigmegyreot concepts that can be directly measured finbeus.

In fact, they are theoretical constructs, “lateariables”, and they can only be measured indirettherefore,
they must be replaced by concepts that can be meshsuorder to use comparable data. Consequehdy,
two concepts are supplanted by proxies and sutestithat can best represent these variables. Mogiep
and substitutes are either interval variables tio reariables. Interval variables are measuremeritsre
distance between attributes has a meaning anddhetbe intervals are interpretable — for exangolepared

or ranked. Ratio variables have the same propestitee internal variables, but also a clear d&éniof 0.0.

Finally, a small number of variables are nominal.

4.3.1 Measurement of the dependent variable: fecdrgy

As already explained, food security’s measurementquite challenging. Many papers often use
undernourishment as an indicator, or parameteiis ascalories available for consumption or inedyalf
access among the population. This paper triestterbestimate food security. The mentioned measeinésn

in fact, can attract criticism: calories availatyilis not a good indicator of, for example, nutnial
development or productivity. Also, the aggregatidage and sex minimum dietary requirements may tea

an underestimation of the actual undernourishndeadey & Ecker, 2012).

As said before, food security is a multi-dimensicewad multi-level concept. Predictably, there is“gold
measure” that can be used to precisely evaluat $ecurity. Therefore, scholars suggest focusinghen
indicators related to the dimension which is ineshdo be analyzed (Pangaribowo et al., 2013; Setitd.,
2000). Since food sovereignty in Venezuela consittsset of policies implemented by the governnasrat
targeted at the citizens, the food security's Ewélanalysis in this paper are twofold:

- the macro level, namely the national one.
- the micro level, namely the individual and housdlones;
At the macro level, the regional and global leweése discarded, since they are not relevant tadpie of

this paper. Besides, the meso level, composed imyremity, province/city, district/town, and village not

considered. Predictably, the indicators used tdyaagood security at the two levels will be ditet; and
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different may be the extension of the results ofifsovereignty policies: the reforms may be sudukasthe
micro level, but a failure at the macro level, amewersa.

Despite the disagreement regarding the indicatbese is consensus that the previously mentioned fo
dimensions are key to identify which indicators@dde used (Pangaribowo et al., 2013). Therefbsy, are

the starting point to reflect upon how to measofsecurity.

4.3.1.1 Food availability

4.3.1.1.1Macro level

According to Pinstrup-Andersen & Watson (2011)neasure the national food availability at the maevel,
food production, imports of food, and food aid mostaggregated. However, the author of this thedisves
that two modifications must be done: first, food should be removed from the picture, since ibissidered
an intervening variable in this paper; second,eXgorts should be subtracted from this sum. Thig, we
find an indicator able to measure the food avdilgtin the state without counting a) products msin the
country due to foreign aid and not as the resuthefstate’s policies, b) aliments that will be semed outside
Venezuela. This new formula, consequently, shoeldlile to measure total food availability at theamel

level.

Table 3.Indicators for food availability, macro level

Indicator Unit of measurgSource
National food availability (food net production ual+ |$ FAO (2017) /Author’s
food Imports— food exports) calculation

4.3.1.1.2Micro level

For the micro level, multiple indicators are uskdst, the same indicator used at the macro leyelow
considered per capita: relying on the same forradizpted for the macro level, the results are diviole the
population. Second, the presence of undernourishimemeasured using the indicator “average dietaprgy
supply adequacy”, which represents the Dietary @&n&upply (DES) as a percentage of the AverageaBiet
Energy Requirement (ADER). However, having enougdfis a necessary but not sufficient condition. In
fact, individuals need a nutritious diet that mémtsan needs: to obtain information regardindné,ihdicators
“average protein supply” and “average supply ottg@iroof animal origin” are added. Protein, in faute key

components of the human diet, performing a vastyaof functions; and protein from animal sources ar
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important because — contrarily to other proteirrses, such as vegetables — they tend to delivénathmino
acids needed (FAO, 2009). These last three indisate calculated in three-year averages to rettiedenpact
of possible errors in estimated DES, due to thigcdities in properly accounting for stock variat&®in major
food.

The choice of the first indicator is original; tbleoice of the last three indicators follows theoramendation
of experts gathered in the Committee on World F8ecurity in 2011. All the indicators use data pded by
FAO.

Table 4 Indicators for food availability, micro level

Indicator Unit of measure |Source
National food availability per capita [(Food net |$ FAO (2017) /Author’'s
production value + Food Imports— food calculation

exports)/population]

Average dietary energy supply adequacy % FAO (2017)
Average protein supply gr/caput/day FAO (2017)
Average supply of protein of animal origin gr/caplaty FAO (2017)

4.3.1.2 Food access

4.3.1.2.1Macro Level

At the macro level, the indicators used to meaaaoess should be chosen to highlight physicalicésin to
food, and they are related to the presence of anadrails in the country. However, in a case stildythe

one conducted in this paper, indicators that haemhised by other scholars, such as “road dernwmityrail

line density”, which measure the km of road andsrper 100 square km of land area, say little altoeit
presence of physical restriction to food. In fabgre is no cut-off value that may help in evalgtthe
improvement, and different countries may have diffé need of road density. Such indicators may be
extremely useful when comparing similar countrtest present differences in the extent of the ragdiork;

but in this case study their practicality is quarssible. The only indicator that may be effectivekeasure the
physical access, “percent of paved roads over togals”, is not usable due to lack of data. As edsoarked

later, this is a limitation of the paper.
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4.3.1.2.2Micro level

The indicators were chosen to highlight the ecowcorestriction to food, such as the lack of the rsean
purchase it, and the physical restrictions to faagh as excessive distance from the food supplying

economic means to buy food is only a necessampaiusufficient requirement to have food. To embrthie

double aspect of food security, two indicatorscrasen.

First, “domestic food price index” is used, an gador of the price of food in a country, calculatied
purchasing power parity terms relative to the @icel997 in Venezuela. Being an index, the resaltsonly
be compared over time — the absolute values armsightful. The index was calculated by Gutier{2@15)

using data obtained by the Banco Central VenezqBGY/).

Second, the indicator “% of the population with egxto safe water” is selected, to see the pegemt
people that can access to an adequate amount &f, wedich, as said before, is fundamental for cogkind
essential for the diet.

The choice of the first indicator follows the reaoendation of experts gathered in the Committee onldV
Food Security in 2011. The choice of the seconitatdr follows the recommendation of Napoli et(aD11).

Table 5.Indicators for food access, micro level

Indicator Unit of measure Source
Domestic food price Index Gutierrez (2015), BCV
% of the population with access to safe water % \(\ZDL7)

4.3.1.3 Food stability

4.3.1.3.1Macro level

Two indicators are used to understand the depitieofulnerability dependency of a country to exadémputs
and the ability of the system to resist to strébe first indicator, “cereal import dependencyagthighlights

the dependence to the most important provider ad fenergy worldwide. The formula to obtain it is:

(cereal imports — cereal exports) 100

(cereal production + cereal imports — cereal exports)

The second one, “value of food imports over totafchandise exports”, provides a different meastirisk:
in fact, it captures the ability of a state to payfood imports through exports of goods and sErvi- in other

words, the adequacy of foreign exchange reservpaydor food imports.
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The indicators are calculated in three-year averaégeeduce the impact of possible errors in eséthrade
flow, and they are computed by weighted mean, usitaj merchandise trade as weighting variable.

The choice of indicators follows the recommendatérexperts gathered in the Committee on World Food
Security in 2011.

Table 6.Indicators for food stability, macro level.

Indicator Unit of measure |Source
Cereal import dependency ratio % FAO (2017)
Value of food imports over total merchandise export % FAO (2017)

4.3.1.3.2Micro level

The indicators are chosen to measure the dimewnfimsistance to shocks. In case of shocks, indalglor
household have their incomes and purchasing poseerced, and therefore the number of poor and hungry
people increases. Three indicators are used. Fi@nestic food price volatility”: the indicator talculated
from the monthly domestic food price level indexngsmonthly consumer and general food price indices
month-to-month growth rates and their standardat®n are calculated, and the average of theselatdn
deviations is then computed to obtain an annuahtiity indicator. Second, “per capita food prodant
variability”, whose variability is based on the rick over the period 1985-2010, compares the standard
deviations of the food production per capita frdra trend over a period of 5 years, in constant 2015
international dollars. Finally, “per capita foodpgly variability”, whose variability is calculateds the
standard deviation over 5 years of the deviatiomfthe trend during the period 1985 to 2010, im&epf
energy.

All the indicators, used to compare their respectigriations across time, are important for foocliggy at

the micro level: high volatility can increase vulaleility to food insecurity, by increasing uncentgi and,
therefore, rising prices (Mehta et al., 2014).

The choice of indicators follows the recommendatérexperts gathered in the Committee on World Food
Security in 2011.

Table 7.Indicators for food stability, micro level.

Indicator Unit of measure Source
Domestic food price volatility Index FAO (2017)
Per capita food production variability $ FAO (2017)
Per capita food supply variability Kcal/caput/day AG(2017)
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4.3.1.4 Food utilization

4.3.1.4.1Macro and micro level

Food utilization may be one of the most complexatision for food security: in fact, as suggeste®hbyss,
Schoenenberger, Pfeifer, and Preuss (2000) ntpsitant to properly estimate undernourishmentdmpéing

indicators that target groups of different age sexl Therefore, some indicators are linked espgdal

- children: firstly, wasting: it indicates low wéigfor height, and therefore a severe process ajiwéoss,
which is often associated with acute starvatioro8dly, stunting, which indicates low height-foreagnd
therefore undernourishment. Finally, underweiglseiected to measure nutrition imbalance and nétiourt,

calculated as the percentage of children whosehi#ig-age is below -2 standard deviations of thel®V
Child Growth Standards median;

- women: low-birthweight babies, because it indisahat the pregnant woman is severely malnourished

Also, two more “general” indicators are chosen:téhsity of food deprivation”, to better comprehahe
extent of the undernourishment, as it indicates hamy calories would be needed to lift the underisbed
from their status; and “prevalence of undernourisht) which expresses the probability that a ranigom
selected individual from the population consumesarount of calories that is insufficient to cover/his
minimum energy requirement for an active and hgdifé.

In food utilization, the micro and macro levels et overlap, sharing the indicators. The choicehef
indicators follows the recommendation of experthgeed in the Committee on World Food Security0a P,
apart from “Intensity of food deprivation”, whichas suggested by Kick et al. (2011), and the lowhhieight,
which was suggested by Gross, SchoenenbergerePégifl Preuss (2000).

Table 8.Indicators for food utilization, micro and macrovid.

Indicator Unit of measure |Source

% of children under 5 years of age affected by iwngst % WDI (2017)

% of children under 5 years of age who are stunted % WDI (2017)

% of children under 5 years of age who are undegei % WDI (2017)
Low-birthweight babies (% of births) % OAS (2017)
Intensity of food deprivation Kcal/caput/day FAZ)
Prevalence of Undernourishment % FAO (2017)
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All'in all, the choice of indicators should be albdeguarantee the correct measurement of the feodrisy
concept, embracing its multifaceted nature. In,fadiakes into account the various dimensions landls,
while targeting groups of different age and sexn#ty be objected that there is a lack of indicatdnie to
measure the health status and consequently thi&iondt status. However, this paper doesn’'t focas o

nutrition security: it concentrates on food segurit

4.3.2 The independent variables: food sovereignty

In the following chapter, many agricultural polisieelated to food sovereignty in Venezuela will be
highlighted. However, as it will be explained, thas a debate among scholars regarding these paéces
legislation: some believe that they can be linletbod sovereignty, others not. To come to a c@icty two
steps are required. First, to identify all foodate policies implemented in Venezuela in the meod
analysis. Second, to compare the reasoning beheteforms and the initiatives pursued by the Veskm
government with the food sovereignty’s six pilliramework and the domestic measure-framework pteden
at the 2007 Nyeleni Forum. This way, the connectidhbe underlined and it will be possible to ctude
whether Venezuela has adopted a food sovereigpiypaph or not.

4.3.3 Measurement of the intervening variables

As said before, there are several variables that aff@ct one or more dimensions of food securithe T

indicators used to measure them will be listed.

1. Domestic product per capita: the first indicaieed is “GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2011 iatienmal
$)”, the gross domestic product per capita baseguwnhasing power parity, using data in constarit120
international dollars. As said before, an incredeerfease in GDP per capita, PPP may lead to mesalteess

to markets.

Table 9.Indicator for domestic product per capita

Indicator Unit of measure Source

GDP per capita, PPP $ (constant 2011 internat®nal WDI

2. Increase in poverty: the second indicator ispgheentage of population living below poverty ligsy

national standards), to analyze poverty.
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Table 10Indicator for poverty

Indicator Unit of measure |[Source

% of population living below poverty line (natioretndard) % WDI

3. Adverse climate conditions and crop/animal disgato assess the impact of this variable, ibipnssible
to rely on statistical data. In fact, it is ardudasdetermine how, for example, the rain influenteel crop
production: some millimeters of water in a speqifeziod may improve the productivity, in other peis they
may represent a danger to the plants. To chedknjpa&ct on food security this paper relies on tHierimation
given by three different reports, all provided AQ- First, for the period 1998-2004 the “Speciglads” are
used, which describe the food supply and agricalltsituation in countries experiencing food supply
difficulties. Second, for the period 2004-2007 GE=WS (Global Information and Early Warning System)
and the “Crop Prospects and Food Situation”. Thegerts are published between four and six timgsaa,
and they focus on developments affecting the fao@tson of developing countries, such as floogsjanes,

earthquakes, and droughts, and describe anomalodsstipply and agricultural situation in countries.

4. Food aid: to understand what was the impaaad fid on food security, the indicator “food am&asured
in 2014 constant US dollars is used, which comprdaéoth official and private donors. Also, oncleaiated
the amount of food aid received, it is importanuge the literature (reports, newspapers, etaptterstand
the type of food aid: emergency food aid, typicédiyemergency situations such as natural disagiesgram
food aid, when food is transferred from the doreurtry to the recipient; and project food aid, usesupport
specific poverty reduction and disaster prevengictivities. This way, it can be seen if the aiduehced food

security in short or long term.

Table 11.Indicator for food aid

Indicator Unit of measure Source
Food aid (emergency food aid +program food aidjggto  |$ FAO
food aid)

5. Population: as said before, the number of pdopie in a country may affect food security. Thfare, the

indicator “population of Venezuela” is used.

Table 12Indicator for population

Indicator Unit of measure Source

Population of Venezuela Number of people | WDI
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4.3.4 Data collection

According to Yin (2009), there are six sources wflence for case studies, namely documents, atchiva
records, interviews, direct observation, partictpaloservation, and physical artifacts. As showthmtables
above, this paper relies on publicly available datablished by international institutions, such &0,
international regional institution, such as the &igation of American States (OAS), and nationdlipu
institution, such as the BCV.

4.4 Reliability, validity and possible limitations

As said before, food security is a complex contlegit lacks a standard measure able to refledialliifferent
dimensions: therefore, ensuring validity is quitaltenging. To obtain it, this study’s indicatore #ocused
on specific dimensions, including components that elevant to the consequent level and excluding
indicators that are not related to it. This pamies on indicators that have been considered ggdny the
academic world - many of them are already widebdus indices or by international and nationalitasions.
Also, for some indicators there are multiple datarees available, which can improve the paperiabgity.
The data is published annually, producing reshi#s tan be compared, increasing the reliabilityhef data
collected. In addition, to avoid error or mechahigastakes during data collection, every informatic
checked multiple times with the original source fbe dependent variable. Finally, to control tha t
relationship is between food sovereignty policiad #ood security and that no other variables avelired,
some intervening variables were chosen for sevieral security outcomes (for example, increase & th

average income level of population).

This paper presents elements that may attractisnti First, some scholars argue that researchendds
collect the data according to the purpose of tisisertation’s hypothesis to improve its validiir(g et al.,
1994). However, as highlighted by Rathke (2007npriy research is not always an alternative, esihetba
young researchers: the data collection can be siyand using data only once can be an inefficieny to
use it. Besides, the use of secondary analysigalibe researcher to make comparisons over time.
Second, some authors affirm that case studies cawidp only little external validity (Yin, 2013).
Nevertheless, as previously explained, a suffigeshépth and breadth case study can provide to sxteat
generalization. Also, this work could be the bdeisfurther research, which could eventually camfithe
validity of the work through a triangulation of thidy, as suggested by Zainal (2007).

Finally, regarding internal validity, some acadesn@iticize the theory-based impact evaluation thués

inferior use of statistical tools and its produntiaf a “narrative” - in contrast to the numbersdshsesults of
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other approaches. Still, in the opinion of the autlthis does not mean that it is less scientificfact, the

paper can still provide an insight into why thingsrk or not.
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Chapter 5 — Food sovereignty policies in Venezuela

To better comprehend the policies implementeddarneyears by the socialist government, this chidptks
at the previous reforms to understand their legaiggt to put the current situation into perspectifso, the
food policies promoted by the Venezuelan governmiinbe listed and analyzed, and their connectrath

the food sovereignty principles will be explainadswering the sub-question 2.

5.1 The development of agricultural policies in ¥euoela

At the beginning of the 2DCentury, Venezuela was an extremely poor courtigt tnainly exported
agricultural products, such as coffee and cocodldBs al., 2011). In the 1920s and 1930s, the tryim
economic focus shifted to the development of amndilistry: this made Venezuela one of the fastestigg
economies in Latin America till the 1970s (Denov&i&derick, 2005). Predictably, the state soughttoeve
economic development though a natural-resourcedbas#ustrialization (Di John, 2014). According to
Wilpert (2005), the new role of oil production angfinery led to the “Dutch disease”: the populatson
purchasing power increased, fueling inflation amhsequently, the imported products gained conipetiess
over the domestic goods — such as food. Thereftoeejomestic agricultural sector severely suffeagd, the
food exports began to fade. Still, the food andelbage industry was able to survive, despite beifegior in
dimension compared to the precedent period (Ast@9@0). In the following years, the agriculturatsor

was often neglected in the state’s developmenspleavelle, 2013).

The period between the postwar period and theofi€havez can be divided into three phases.

In the first phase, in the 1950s, many governmeigd to tackle the chronic problem of food def@itross
the country, introducing new policies that aimedeform and modernize the agricultural sectorhis period,
and till the early 1960s, the state played a kéyirothe planning of the agricultural sector ane promotion
of a capital-based approach to the agriculturabsethe state pushed for the mechanization oYdreezuelan
agricultural sector, through the importation ofiegitural machines. However, according to Rodrig{&&1.1),
the results were unsatisfying: mechanization meaarnntensive use of the fields, which preventedctieation
of new jobs. Also, the state was not always abigirantee its intervention, since its programswegtremely
costly for the state’s budget. Finally, the goveemtnavoided policies that could have potentiallynied the

interests of the “latifundistas”, the big landowsiexho still had little incentives to increase thm@ioduction.

In the second phase, in the late 1960s and 197/ %A ela promoted land redistribution, which airteed
eliminate the “latifundista” system once and fdr @onsequently, the state redistributed all thedlable land
to the maximum amount of people. This decision was driven by economic reasons, but by political
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considerations. In fact, the agrarian reform alldvlee governing political party to increase theimber of
supporters and obtain the votes of the people wbeived the land (Delahaye, 2001). Also, the gawnemt
tried to stop indirect uses of the fields, suctslearecropping — when a landowner allows a tenans¢othe
land in return for a share of the crops produceith Wiis practice, tenants didn’t have any inceativ invest
and increase the production. However, accordinRddriguez (2011), these programs failed to solee th
problem. In fact, the reform produced an excesBizgmentation of the fields: the food producedhnese
parcels didn’'t even meet the needs of the farnfi@n'dly. Also, the state provided credit to new fqrdducers,
regardless of how much they were producing, redutiie incentives to increase production. Besidesym
farmers had to abandon the fields, since they coatdcompete with the highly mechanized farms. maffi
attempt, only partially successful, consisted ingimg the smaller parcels into bigger farms revagvaround

the concept of “collective organization” - a mottet is still relevant in today’s Venezuela.

In the third phase, Venezuela decided to rely guoirts, after having realized that the country waahle to
significantly increase the production anymore. Atb@ country started to adjust its macroeconomnicire
and its agricultural sector, in order to open thertry to the international market, implementing tolices
suggested by the International Monetary Fund. H@newany developed countries, such as the Unitag St
and the European Union, had succeeded in mainggmotectionist measures regarding the agriculsealor
in the GATT (Gutierrez, 1995).

According to Espinoza (2009), the neoliberal appihdaad a significant impact on Venezuela’'s foodesys
The state completely ceased to promote agriculgrmadith, relying on the law of market; but the effewere
disastrous, and the already fragile agriculturedaesuffered extremely by this situation. The fgwdcessing
firms became extremely dependent on the priceys#iéinternational market. To complement thatl 975
the “Corporacion de Mercadeo Agricola”, was credtedurchase food from abroad. The food imported al
included basic food, such as milk or maize. Alsangnfarmers abandoned the fields, which resulted in
decrease of food production. Finally, the largaitetector — now controlled by international compan-
became able to control, directly or indirectly, tgricultural system, which largely depended ontwhay

sold on the national market.

To conclude, there is a strong connection betweerfeatures of the dominant food security discoarskthe
policies adopted in Venezuela, as highlighted ibl&d 3. Therefore, the adoption of the food sogyi
approach represents a dramatic change of courd&efw@zuela, which since the rise of Chavez has aoebr

a discourse completely different to the dominarg eras it will be explained in the following paraghs.
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Table 13 Dominant food security discourses and Venezuelad folicies

Period Features of the dominant food securit Features of Venezuela’s policies
discourse
1950s, 19604 Capital-based approach Modernization of the agricultural sector
1970s |Government as key actor in land refol State-led intervention, credit to farmers,
new technologies, increase of produc mechanization
1980s, 19909 Neoliberal approach, market solutiof =~ Opening to the international market, more
imports, less state intervention

5.2 The adoption of a food sovereignty-orientedgpam

With the election of Chavez in 1998, the governnashipted a new approach towards the agricultucébse
According to Gutierrez (2015), the main objectieéshe state at the time can be summarized ingoiats.
First, the government aimed to achieve food secant food sovereignty, promoting rural developnaend
increasing the internal production. Second, itrided to eliminate the “latifundista” system, whielcording
to the government, was still present. Third, itUsed on changing the structure of the agricultsegtor,
promoting the creation of cooperatives — but atsimae preserving the private property. Fourthprmitted
to promote the adoption of modern technologiesutjnocredit, marketing, and technical support toftioel

producers. Finally, the government aimed to imprbseinfrastructure in the rural area.

To do so, Venezuela has introduced a considerabtéber of pieces of legislation. The period betwen
election of Chavez and the outbreak of the 2008200d crisis can be divided, according to the autsf
this paper, in two phases. First, the period betd&¥98 and 2003, characterized by many social prog|
political divide, and oil strikes. Second, the stégtween 2003-2007, marked by a more stable gmesty
better able to control the oil industry — a keyrseuof revenue for Venezuela, in a time of risifigpoces.
Also, the government increased its reliance on $ioiss”, social programs that focused on socialigast

welfare, education, and poverty.

5.2.1 Stage 1: 1998-2003

In the first phase of the reforms, the socialistegoment introduced a new constitution, several iaevg, and

two “missions” related to food.
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5.2.1.1 The Constitution

The Constitution of the Bolivarian Republic of Venela was the first piece of legislation that ha@jaificant
impact on the agricultural sector, and it also redi food sovereignty as an objective of the newdgted
socialist government. The term “food sovereigngi'i directly used in the text; however, as algghhighted
by Fuentes (2013) and Schiavoni (2015), many adiglarantee what in essence is food sovereignty.

The constitution dedicates many articles to thécafjural sector and to Venezuela's national préidac For
example, article 305 focuses on the importanceustasnable agriculture and the role of the statésn
development. Besides, it underlines that it isstage's responsibility to provide sufficient anéitable food
to the population — an idea strongly connectedhéoconcept of food security. Also, the constitutioiggests
some interventions to achieve food security, siekeahnological and financial support. Moreovendids
seen not simply from an economic point of view @aaommodity, but as a product with a significaie in
the social development of the nation. Article 3Gghhghts the importance of the inclusion of theatu
population in the decision-making progress, anddevance of the construction of infrastructurasupport
it through the development of agricultural activiyticle 307 reflects on the government's positagainst
the large landowners. Article 308 states that tagesshould support small and medium-scale produead
promote the creation of cooperatives and collestisressing the importance of the popular initeatFinally,
Article 309 affirms that traditional production tegques should be protected and the state is igeha help

those who preserve them.

According to Wilpert (2005), the 1999 Constitutimas not simply a legal framework, but also a puditi
program. For example, in 2002, the Constitutiorideithe introduction of the “Consejos Local de Flaacion
Publica (Local Council for the Public Planning),drder increase the popular participation and engpdte

various Venezuelan communities across the couftinyed at the municipal level.

All'in all, it seems that both the concepts of feamdereignty and food security are present, andyragitles

are linked to the food sovereignty pillars.

5.2.1.2 The laws

In 1999, the Government decided to set the minimtioes of the producers for many essential foodpcts:
sugar, coffee, maize, and milk. However, otherdpsdducts, such as fruits and vegetables, wareh'tded
in the regulation. In 2003, the number of good$aitminimum price increased.

In 2001 the “Ley de Tierras y Desarollo AgrarioT(RA, the Land and Agricultural Development Law) aitn

to tackle the problem of underproduction and pramand redistribution. As written above, this kiofl
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measures were not new to Venezuela, since a siraflamm had tried to tackle the “latifundistas”ussin the
1960s.

According to the government, the benefits of teform were several. First, it could lead to an ioyement
of the conditions in the rural areas, reducing irsitjes. Second, it could protect the cultural amogical
diversity through the development of small-scatenfa Finally, it could increase food sovereignty.do so,

several new institutions were created.

The INTI (“Instituto Nacional de Tierras”, the Lahthtional Institute) was created in 2001 to detaemwihen
and how to redistribute the land. The Chapter Bithe LTDA gave to INTI the right to expropriateetiand
from “latifundistas”. Consequently, only fields bigr than 100 hectares were considered expropraiblie
quality of the soil was considered excellent. i fields’ quality was considered decent, Venezuelald
expropriate up to 5000 hectares.

According to the law, the state could recover gmellfrom “latifundistas” and proceed to redistribtite land
in two cases. First, when the farmer wasn't ableréwe that he/she was legally entitled to the |&&tond,
when the state decided that a land doesn't regpésbcial function” (for example, not being use food),
even if the owner was able provide a legal titlth®land. Also, as highlighted by Lavelle (20D3¢nezuela
was able to expropriate productive and legally avtand if the seizure was considered necessaryhéor
implementation of social projects. Therefore, tietically, the state was allowed to seize any estag@rdless
of the size or level of productivity.

The seized land was then redistributed to farméns mad provided formal requests for parcels, ataenex
in Chapter Four of the LTDA. After having receivigéek land, the farmers had to make the fields pribeeic
for at least three years. At the end of the peribd,INTI had to check the state of the property, ahthe
fields’ conditions were satisfactory, it could etwlly rule for the definitive assignment of thediato the
farmer. This land could be inherited by the farmméamily, but not sold on the private market, sinktenately

it was still property of the state.

As written above, the 1960 land redistributionddjlwith many new farmers abandoning their owrd&elo
avoid that, this time the Venezuelan governmenideeicto provide infrastructural, marketing, legathnical
and credit support, introducing four institutions2001.

First, FONDAFA (“Fondo de Desarrollo Agropecuari®esquero, Forestal y Afines”, The Agriculture,
Fishing, Forest, and Related Products Fund) wasdnted, a credit fund meant to support the Verlanue
small and medium-scale food producers and increrttenggricultural development, increasing both food
security and food sovereignty. The fund was algpsesed to financially help the construction of atmr and
distribution. To improve its effectiveness, sin€@®2 FONDAFA relied on the feedback received byltizal

councils.
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Second, the INCES (“Instituto Nacional de Capaddtag/ Educacion Socialista”, the National Institate
Socialist Formation and Education), was createdhriavide technical and education formation to the
beneficiaries of the FONDAFA credit.

Third, the INDER (“Instituto Nacional de DesarroRural”, the National Institute of Rural Developrenas
introduced to promote rural development through tmeation of infrastructures, the overseeing of
maintenance, and the provision of technical supjoattie farmers.

Finally, the CVA (“Corporacion Venezolana Agrarighe Venezuela Agricultural Corporation) was crdate
to promote entrepreneurship among farmers throogrses and seminars.

The government also formulated a medium-term gjyatéth the “Plan de Desarollo Economico y Social d
la Nacion 2001-2007” (National economic and sod&telopment plan). The program aimed to completely
reform several aspects of the economy, social tsireicpolitics, and international cooperation. Tiiegram
aimed to replace the neoliberal approach in Verlaauith a socialist one. Regarding the agricultsettor,
the state focused on increasing mainly food secuetver paragraphs were dedicated to food sovetgig
despite being present. To do so, the governmergdatmimplement several reforms.

First, the redistribution of power from the urbanthe rural areas, now with more independence fitwen
central government thanks to reformed "Consejosmies” (Communal Councils). Second, a reorgaoizati
of the food market, aiming to replace alleged olipées with a consumer-friendly system. Third, ¢heation
of infrastructures and promote new technologiesrtfo the support to small and medium scale fatmas t
creation of cooperatives for the agricultural prctthn, and the increase in food production. Finadn

improvement of the public sector’s financial coratit

In 2002, the “Ley de Credito para el Sector AgrédlAgricultural Sector Credit Law) was introducdtk
objectives were to regulate the financing, esthbiig the interest rates that commercial banks bagkt for
agricultural credit, and setting the various praged to obtain credit. In the same year the “LeWeéecadeo
Agricola” (the Agricultural Market Law) re-stateld state’s goal of food security for everyone,regtbening
the internal production and promoting the ruralelepment. This piece of legislation also underlitiezlkey

role of food reserves, built up to guarantee faaxlisity and sovereignty.

5.2.1.3 The missions

To increase food security and food sovereigntygtheernment introduced two missions, social progrémt
focused on social justice, welfare, education, @owkrty, as explained before.

The “Plan Bolivar 2000”, which lasted from 19992003, was the first mission launched by the neviatiet
government. Chavez deployed the army to distrilndd and provide medical support in the poor acéadlse
country, an attempt to achieve food security. Adoay to Henriquez and Clemenares (2003), it waditbe
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time in Venezuela that such a public institutionswesed to fight social problems. Besides, in 204 t
government launched the “Mission Zamora”, which hadnain goal the development of the rural areas in
order to achieve food security, seen as a stratdgéctive for the country, through the redistribotof the
land. To do so, the government also created thent¥anos Fund”, which aimed to create cooperatines a
link them to the local communities. These “missiand funds, and those that followed, were maimgriced

with the oil revenues, as also state before.

5.2.2 Stage 2: 2003-2007

In 2003, the government decided to replace the Btdivar 2000 with several missions.

The first to be developed was the Mercal missiohictv established a state-owned supermarket cham wi
basic commodities. The prices of the products waregrding to the Venezuelan government, 45% |dknser
the products purchased in other supermarkets. Tredlimission’s objectives were various. Firsajmed to
improve the availability of the products in areas covered by other distributors, with the chainefidalito”.
Second, it tried to provide inexpensive, decenfityjuproducts for everyone, improving the dietangake.
Finally, the Mercal mission aimed to support snfiatid producers and incentive the consumption acdlloc
products, providing spaces to local farmers totbelir fruits and vegetables.

The previously mentioned FONDAFA was now directhked to Mercal: a third institution, the Corpoi@ti
de Abastecimiento y Servicios Agricolas (CASA) wascharge to obtain the food produced with the
FONDAFA loans and supply it to the Mercal and Métosupermarkets.

All'in all, it seems that the first two points higjht the state’s intentions to provide food setynivhile the
latter contributes to an increase in food sovetgigRredictably, the mission was highly dependemt o

government funding.

Also, the government set the “Precios maximos a¢aval pablico”, the maximum prices possible foresal
products. According to the government, the measaseintroduced to avoid excessively high pricgseinods

characterized by high demand.

In 2004, the government decided to regulate thiatesf genetically modified crops with the “Ley 8emillas

y Material para la Reprodution Animal e Insumosldgicos” (the Seeds and Material for the Animal
Reproduction and Biological Inputs Law), while aliag a limited use of GMOs. However, in the samarye
Chavez decided to interrupt all the tests, andelada contract with Monsanto, a biotech comparystdted
that “the people of the United States, of Latin Aiceeand the world, should follow the example oheeuela
and be free of transgenics" (Fisher-Hoffman, 20D8spite that, no formal ban was introduced till20
According to Katirae (2015), no genetically modifigeeds were implanted since 2004.
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In 2005, the government decided to directly tadkke problem of hunger and undernourishment with the
creation of FUNDAPROAL (“Fundacion Programa de Alimentos Estratégicos”, 8tetegic Food
Foundation). The institution aimed to help the ppopulation with free food for a limited period. § liet

was conceived to be highly nutritive and complete.

To conclude, it seems that the initiatives intraetliby the government were numerous. At the same tim
looks like that sometimes the various programs lapped, creating a high degree of fragmentatiom. Fo
example, in the case of the provision of technscgdport and education for the farmers, INCES arldHR
played a similar role, which may have led to a latkfficiency.

Tables 14 and 15 provide a recap of the piecesgiélation introduced.

Table 14 Summary of the legislation introduce in Venezuelidng phase 1

Year(s) [Name of the legislation/institution/mission Content of the policy
1999 Constitution Fundamental principles
1999 Precios minimos al nivel del productor Minimum prices for food products for theg
producers
2000 Plan de Desarollo Economico y Social de la NajMedium-term economic, social, and
2001-2007 political plan
1999-2003|Plan Bolivar 2000 Distribute food/medicines in the

impoverished areas

2001 Ley de Tierras y Desarollo Agrario Land redistribution, infrastructural,

technical, legal, and marketing support t

[=)

farmers; creation of new institutions

2002 Consejos Local de Planificacion Publica Local councils

2002 Ley de Credito para el Sector Agricola Regulate financing to the agricultural
sector

2002 Ley de Mercadeo Agricola Strengthen agricultural production, rural

development

2002 Mission Zamora & Fundo Zamorano Rural development, creation of

cooperatives
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Table 15.Summary of the legislation introduce in Venezuelidng phase 2

Year(s) [Name of the legislation/institution/mission Content of the policy
2003 Precios maximos de venta al publico Maximum price of products for the
consumers

2003 Mercal mission Establish a state-owned supermarket chain

2003 Corporacion de Abastecimiento y Servicios Connect domestic food producers and the
Agricolas (CASA) state-owned supermakets

2004 Ley de Semillas y Material para la Reprodution |regulate the testing of genetically modified
Animal e Insumos biologicos crops

2005 FUNDAPROAL Free food for the poor

5.2.3 Venezuela’'s expenditure on agriculture antrade policy

With the help of the new pieces of legislation datkd to agriculture, the Venezuelan governmeangty
focused on the improvement of the agricultural@eict Venezuela. In fact, it significantly suppatte
subsidies to the farmers. As highlighted by Figarthe commitment in terms of money, despite wangri
has increased from 1998 to 2007.
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Figure 5 Agricultural expenditure from the Venezuelan goveemt. Source: Gutierrez, 2015, data from the Miypist

Finance.
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Also, to help the food sector, the government ckdnigs trade policy, promoting import-substitution
development, stiff tariffs and quotas (Faria, 2008)wever, some scholars underline that Chavexhéd a
nuanced position: in fact, these same tariffs aradap were not extremely rigid because the govenhofeen
relied on imports to fight inflation (Corrales dt,2011). Chavez’ idea of endogenous developmeat, w

therefore, quite different from the typical impasrtibstitution industrialization.

5.3 The food sovereignty elements and the Veneaymlécies

As said before, the objectives of the Venezuelaregaoment, when reforming the agricultural systenthia
period analyzed in this paper, are subject to delhatfact, some scholars believe that the staspite what
written in the constitution, initially tried to aeve food security, and only in 2008 it changedatsus to food
sovereignty (Aniyar, 2013; Lavelle, 2016). Vice serother authors, such as Enriquez and Newmar6)201
believe the opposite: that initially Venezuela feed on food sovereignty, only to change its foocufobd
security in 2010. In this section of the paper tlaious connection between the agro-food policies
implemented and food sovereignty's characteristiisbe highlighted, in order to see which point\oéw

may be considered correct.

As highlighted by Schiavoni & Camacaro (2009), Vareta provides fertile ground for food sovereignty
policies. First, "Bolivarianism" envisions a stdtee from corporate control, unfair trade and sl
policies, similarly to the food sovereignty's pasit Second, the country under Chavez has embrabatis
commonly known as the "socialism of the twentytfcentury”, which involves the participation of &he
various strata of the society and it focuses orakguand shared resources, similarly to the coalpegs that
are often promoted by food sovereignty propondiisd, Venezuela has historically been particuladyeful
in protecting the indigenous culture, knowledged axperience: similarly, food sovereignty promoties
protection of native seeds, and farming and cwit@chniques. Finally, Venezuela has been associeth
a high degree of participatory democracy: citizpasticipate in their local communities and monitbe
economic and social situation: in other words, tdeysomething similar to what food sovereignty atms
achieve with the "local empowerment".

All'in all, it seems that food sovereignty-orientaalicies would be compatible with the social amditjzal
environment in Venezuela. To conclude, this papkicampare with table 16 and 17 the principlesteamed
in the 2007 Nyeleni definition of food sovereigaityd the domestic measures suggested in 2005 Nyetam
the with the reforms and initiatives pursued bydgbgernment.
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Table 16 Food sovereignty pillars and Venezuela's reforms

Food sovereignty pillar

Key elements of the

pillar

Venezuela’'s measures

Legal basis of the

inteventions

Food for people

Sufficient, healthy and
culturally appropriate fog
for all individuals

Food security as a state’
responsibility and as a k
goal; free distribution of

food products

Constitution (1999); Plar
Bolivar 2000 (1999); Ley
de Mercadeo Agricola
(2002); FUNDAPROAL
(2005)

Support sustainable

livelihoods

Importance of small-scal

farmers

Land redistribution;
support of small and
medium-scale producers

rural development

Constitution (1999); Ley
de Tierras y Desarollo
Agrario (2001); Mision
Zamora (2001)

Localised food system

Prefer local food

Creation of a platform
where Venezuelan food

producers can sell.

Mercal mission (2003);
CASA (2003)

Local control

Local control over

production and resource

Local councils, bottom-u

approach

Constitution (1999);
Consejos Local de
Planificacion Publica
(1999); Fundos
Zamoranos (2001)

Preserve knowledge

Traditional agricultural
techniques, rejection of

genetic engineering

Protection of traditional

production techniques

Constitution (1999); No
formal ban for GMOs,
but cancellation of a
Monsanto contract in
2004, and no genetically
modified crops after that

year

Work with nature

Preserve the ecosystem

Environmental rights
enshrined in the
constitution

Environmental rights
enshrined in the
constitution
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Table 17 Food sovereignty domestic

measures and Venezuoelatsns:

Measure suggested by FS

Measure adopted in Venezuela

Legal basis of the interventions

Price Support and stabilization

Set of minimum prices for produg

In 1999, the Government decide
to set the minimum prices for
many key food products; in 2003

new products were added

Protectionist measures

Socialist vision of economy/ free
trade as instrument of the

imperialist powers

No membership in MERCOSUR
until 2012, stress of the concept
sovereignty in the Plan de
Desarollo Economico y Social dg
la Nacion 2001-2007 (2000)

Broadest participation of

smallholders and poor peasants

Creation of the communal counc

Consejos Local de Planificacion
Publica (2002)

Agrarian reforms to distribute lan
to men and women

Land redistribution

Ley de Tierras y Desarollo Agrar
(2001)

As expected, Venezuela's policies in the periodyaed seem to share many principles with the food

sovereignty movement. In fact, all the elementélipted in the pillars of the 2007 Nyeleni Declava are

present, in one way or another, in the Venezudgislation. Similarly, the domestic measures suggeis

2005 by the food sovereignty movement were adopt&tnezuela.

5.4 Conclusions

After having listed the reforms previous to Chaweis chapter has highlighted the food reformsodticed

under the socialist government.

All'in all, there is a double connection betweead®overeignty and the Venezuelan policies. In, factthe

one hand it seems that all the measures that weygested by the FSM were indeed implemented by

Venezuela. On the other hand, all the food-relpt#ties introduced by the Bolivarian Republiclimstperiod

can be connected to food sovereignty. The only rethat could be done is that the government hadsbaiced

position regarding the protectionist measuresxatamed above, quotas and tariffs were indeedepteznd

stiff; but also, not always rigid.
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Chapter 6 — Food security analysis

This chapter presents and discusses the findintieaftudy, analyzing the state of food securityénezuela,

and therefore it answers to the sub-question 3.

6.1 Food security outcomes

6.1.1 Food availability

6.1.1.1 Macro level
As previously said, to measure the food availabditthe macro level the formula used is:

total food availability = food net production + food imports — food exports
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Figure 6.Food availability, macro leveSource:FAO (2017); author’s calculation.

Figure 6 depicts an interesting situation. Firstd availability has significantly risen from 19882007, and
especially after 2005: the value of food produotshie country almost doubled. Second, there islyaml
increase in production, and none until 2004. Thirghorts have played a key role in the improvenoéribod

availability: in fact, their value has more tharutited, with a dramatic rise after 2005, and thiears in the
total sum has raised from around 33% in 1998 t@atr80% in 2007. Interestingly, in the food seexports
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don't seem to play a fundamental role in Venezugésides, their value has steadily decreased @kerez’

government.

6.1.1.2 Micro level

For food availability at the micro level, four imditors are used. The first indicator chosen is drédod

availability per capita”. As said before, it is calated as:

food net production value + food Imports - food exports

total food availability per capita = population
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Figure 7. Total food availability per capit&ource:FAO (2017); author’s calculation.

Predictably, the curve presented in Figure 7 isegsimilar to the one shown at the macro levele A few

years of relative stability, the total food availip per capita started to dramatically rise esakg after 2005.
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The second indicator is “average dietary energyplyupdequacy”.
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Figure 8.Average dietary energy supply adeque®yurce:FAO (2017); author’s calculation.

The figure underlines that at the at the time ch¥&z’ rise to the power, in 1998, Venezuelan aitszalready
consumed more than the Average Dietary Energy Remeint — the percentage reached, in fact, wasdgirea
above 100%. The other side of the coin is thahathteginning of the socialist government and foess
years, the Dietary Energy Supply did not incre&sierestingly, the growth was more evident in theond

phase of Chavez’ government.

The last two indicators analyzed are “Average prnogeipply” and “Average supply of proteins of anima

origin”.
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Figure 9.Average protein androteins of animal origin supplource:FAO (2017); author’s calculation.
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The two indicators underline an improvement in \ieredan people’s diet. Keeping in mind that the mimmn
protein requirement intake for men is 56g/day amdwWomen 46g/day (WHO, 2007), Figure 9 shows an
increase in the average protein supply and intkeage supply of proteins of animal origins. Simitawhat
was shown in the previous figure, the improvemess significantly more pronounced in the second @loas

Chavez’ government.

All'in all, at the micro level, food availabilityas increased in Venezuela at all levels and acogrdi every

indicator. Moreover, the increase was quite sigait.

6.1.2 Food access

6.1.2.1 Macro level

As explained in the fourth chapter, it was not fldego include indicators for this dimension astlevel.

6.1.2.2 Micro Level

The two indicators chosen for food access at therarlevel is “Domestic food price index” and “% of

population with access to safe water”.
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Figure 10.Food access at the micro levBburce:for the index, Gutierrez (2015); for the accessdfe water, WDI
(2017), author’s calculation.
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Figure 10 depicts an interesting picture: in féog, price of food has significantly decreased i fibst two
years of Chavez’' government, but since then it digsificantly risen until 2007, showing, apparently
positive trend. Considering the number of initiasypromoted by the government to make food acdedsib
anyone (for example, with the Mercal mission, anda the previous chapter), it is quite a surpgsiesult.
Also, Figure 10 shows that an increasing numbeeople in Venezuela have had access to safe voaieres.
The improvement consists approximately of 1.5 pgege point: this advancement is not monumental but

nevertheless, the trend seems positive.

All'in all, the two indicators depict an interegipicture: an improvement of access at the phykiwal, but

more obstacles for the economic access.

6.1.3 Food stability

6.1.3.1 Macro level

The two indicators used are “cereal import depeoglemtio” and “value of food imports over total
merchandise exports”. The first one tells how matlkhe available domestic food supply of cerealkewn
component of the human’s diet, has been importeidhamv much is produced. The second one captures the
ability of a state to pay for food imports througtports of goods and services.
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Figure 11 Food stability at the macro lev8ource:FAO (2017); author’s calculation.
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The results are quite impressive: looking at theaemport dependency ratio, not only Venezuela et
importer, but also by a great margin. Venezuelanseextremely vulnerable: progress has been matléthe a
time of Chavez’ rise the situation was worse —thatBolivarian Republic is still in dire straitsaving failed
to replace cereal imports with domestic productibime bright side is that the trend is negative,thate is
still a long way to go. Being completely dependentforeign countries, in case of stress Venezuelaldv
find itself in an unpleasant position.

However, when looking at the value of food impat®r total merchandise exports, a completely differ
picture appears. In fact, Venezuela’s foreign ergleaincome seems to be perfectly able to pay fod fo
import, and therefore the vulnerability appearbeayuite low. The values aren’t high, and the r@ati00%
of coverage is still long. On the other hand, teecpntage has remained stable for the period cenesid
therefore, even though there have been some vargait may not be possible to find a link betw&éravez’

policies and these results.

All'in all, the two indicators present a nuancedtyie: a country with abundant foreign exchangerine;

nonetheless, completely dependent on cereal imports

6.1.3.2 Micro Level

The first indicator used to measure food stabdityhe micro level is domestic food price volafiliBeing an
index, the results can only be compared over tirttee-absolute values are not insightful. Unfortehatfor
the years 1998 and 1999 no data is available.
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Figure 12 Domestic food price volatilitySource:FAO (2017); author's calculation.
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Figure 12 shows an increasing level of food prigkatility, from 6.6 to 17.2, almost three timesnagch. This
underlines that Venezuela is far more vulnerablshtocks now than it was at the beginning of theurgn
Moreover, the trendline appears to be positivectvimeans that in the future the Bolivarian Repubdiald
be even more in dire straits.

The second and third indicators considered are ¢Bpita food production variability” and “Per capfbod

supply variability”.
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Figure 13 Per capita food production and supply variahil8gurce:FAO (2017); author’s calculation.

According to Figure 13, between 1998 and 2007 #recppita food production variability has more than
doubled. Similarly to “domestic food price volatfl, this underlines that Venezuela had become more
vulnerable to shocks. Regarding the food suppliatdity, the picture painted by is relatively siani to the
ones of the two previous indicators. In fact, Vaitigy in the period between 1999 and 2003 has atmo
doubled. However, in the following two years it meamained stable, and it has started to decrease 2006.
Moreover, keeping in mind that the Average Dietanergy Requirement, a reference for adequate iomrit
measured in kcals/caput/day is around 2400 (FAO8RQhe number of kcals subject to variabilityrase
pretty low — always below the 5% of the ADER. THere, in this case the situation seems less grimpeoed

to the one delineated by the previous indicators.

All'in all, the indicators at the micro level pres@ country quite vulnerable to shocks in 2007 rare than
it used to be in 1998.
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6.1.4 Food utilization

6.1.4.1 Macro and micro level

As said before, in food utilization, the macro anitro level seem to overlap, and therefore theyeskize
indicators.

Three indicators are used to analyze food utilimafiom the children’s point of view.
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Figure 14.Food utilization among childreSource:WDI (2017); author’s calculation.

The first indicator considered is the percentagehdfiren under 5 years of age affected by wasting.

As displayed by Figure 14, from 1998 to 2007 thecgetage of children under 5 years of age affebted
wasting increased by 0.6 percentage points, a sifi@tence. Even though the percentage of childféected
by wasting can be considered quite low, the tremins unfortunately positive, which means that wgstias
an increasing issue.

The second indicator considered is the percentigeildren under 5 years of age who are stuntedsh@svn
by Figure 14, from 1998 to 2007 the percentagewofted children under 5 years of age decreased thane
3 percentage points. Differently to wasting, mahidren in Venezuela were stunted — in 1998, alrmadst5.
Luckily, the trendline is negative and the valueg’tdseem to be wavering.

The final indicator focused on children considédrs percentage of children under 5 years of age avbo
underweight. From 1998 to 2007 the percentage démweight children under 5 years of age has deedeas
by approximately 1 percentage point. The percerwagaderweight can be considered quite low. Asiany

other indicators before, since the year 2003-20€#e-second phase of the Chavez’ government — tase
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some improvement. In the previous years, the caesmed wavering; however, all in all, the trendreee

negative, which is good news for Venezuela.

After having measured food utilization among cheéldrthe focus is switched to women. To measure food
utilization among them, this paper relies on thenber of low-birthweight babies as percentage ahbir

Unfortunately, data for the year 1998 is not avdda
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Figure 15.Low-birthweight babies as percentage of birBsurce:OAD (2017); author’s calculation.

The curve shows an increase in the percentageilofem with low birthweight, with an increment of51
percentage point between 1999 and 2007. Unfortlynatiee trend seems positive, which means that

malnourishment among women was an increasingly itapbissue.
Finally, to better comprehend the extent of théofgm of undernourishment, the indicators “Intensityood

deprivation” and “Prevalence of undernourishmen¢’ased. As said before, they are calculated avenage

over 3 years.
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Figure 16.Intensity of food deprivatioand prevalence of undernourishmesaurce:FAO (2017); author’s

calculation.

Figure 16 paints a comforting picture. In fact, tbobhe depth of the food deficit and the prevalente
undernourishment in the three years 2006, 20073 268 almost on third of ones measured in the tyeaes
1998, 1999, 2000. Since in developing countrieasd majority of Average Energy Requirement (AERsfa
between 2100 - 2400 Kilo-calories (FAO, 2009), adaeficit below 2% of the AER seems an impressive

result. Moreover, the trend seems is negative, lwisigreat news for Venezuela.

All'in all, these indicators tell a subtlety stotlie overall food deprivation decreased, but womenhdition

worsened and children’s state didn’t improve inrg\aspect.

6.2 Intervening variables

As said before, there are a few variables thathateconnected to food sovereignty policies that maye
played a role in food security. In the next sectitvey will be listed and analyzed.
The first intervening variable considered is graksmestic product per capita, (in purchasing power

equivalent).
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Figure 17.Gross domestic product per capita, PB&urce:WDI (2017); author’s calculation.

Under Chavez’ government, the GDP at PPP has Fa aps and downs. Even though in the last foursyea
considered there has been an improvement, all inrels remained quite intact. Therefore, it sediffscult

to assess its impact on food access.

The second intervening variable is poverty, meakassthe percentage of population living belowgbeerty

line (by national standards).
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Figure 18.Percentage of population living below the povéirtg (by national standardsyource:WDI (2017);

author’s calculation.

Figure 18 shows a slightly different trend compati@the previous chart: already in the first thyears, in
fact, many advancements were achieved. Howevsegeiins that the values are quite wavering. Simitarly
what written for GDP at PPP, it seems hard to etelthe impact of this variable on food access.
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The third intervening variable is food aid.
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Figure 19 Food and nutrition aidGource:FAO (2017); author’s calculation.

A trend is hard to find because there are two spifdood aid received: one in 2000, which was plidyp due
to mudslides in the coastal area of Vargas in Jgmfahe same year, and one in 2002, which wasezhby
floods in the mountainous areas of Venezuela. it 8ight, it seems that the role of food aid welevant.
However, the amount of food aid is only a smallrehaf the national agricultural production: lookjrfgr
example, at the year 2000, Venezuela received #464d8s of food aid, while it produced 13,000,000t of
food (WFP, 2017). Therefore, the food received espnts only around the 0,03% of the food produlced.
both cases, as also underlined by the American@ess (2002), it was emergency food aid, a wayritegh
immediate relief to the 200 thousand people aftebiethe two disasters — not program or projectl faial,
which would have a more long-term effect.

To conclude, food aid may play a key role in foedikbility in low-income countries; but in Venezagits
role is far less relevant when compared to the fotaduction.
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The fourth intervening variable is “population”.

29
28
27
26

25

millions

24
23
22

21
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Year

Figure 2Q Total population of Venezuel&ource:WDI (2017); author’s calculation.

In the period analyzed, the population increasethf23.6 million people in 2003 to 27.7 million iQQ7.
Figure 20 shows and increase by more than 17%efns safe to assume that such a considerable ierctem

had a negative impact on food availability.

The last intervening variable is “adverse climateditions and crop/animal diseases”. In 1998 céesmin
Central and south America were affected by theitmme Mitch, causing torrential rains, high windad
widespread flooding. Its effects created a precarigituation, which became even more complicatégt af
droughts in the summer of 2001. Luckily, despitengeelatively close to the affected areas, Venkzire
both cases was spared by the force of nature.

Venezuela was less lucky in 2000 and 2002, whenffered from mudslides and floods. In both caties,
events occurred in non-agricultural areas, eitloastal states or mountainous zones. These twodieage
therefore, probably only marginally affected thedgroduction.

In 2005, torrential precipitations hit several déymeents of Venezuela, causing river overflows, ntidds,
and damage to houses and to the road network. Howgamages to major staple food crops, such azemai
sorghum, and rice were limited: in fact, the maiovgng states were only marginally affected by thos
excessive rains. In addition, harvesting of themsaimmer crop, accounting for about 80 percennatial
production, was already completed by the end o#2DQckily, in the following two years, the analysif the
ten reports published by FAO and of the GIEWS’ upganderline that Venezuela, wasn't affected e

events that could affect food security.
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All'in all, Venezuela never suffered food supplffidulties due to weather shocks and the fieldsensgver
seriously damaged. Therefore, adverse climate tondiand crop/animal diseases cannot be the afuse

decrease of food security in the country.

6.3 Empirical analysis findings

Chapter 6 has highlighted that food security hgsicantly changed in the period analyzed. Thédifigs are
quite surprising: to summarize the food securiticomes on the various dimensions, the followindeta

presented.

Table 18 Empirical analysis findings.

Dimension Positive outcomes Negative outcomes Mixedtcomes

Food availability, macro 4|

Food availability, micro %}

Food access, micro 4|

Food stability, macro 4|

Food stability, micro %]

Food utilization (micro and %]

macro)

As seen in the previous sections, the results eediby Venezuela at the dimension of food avaitstal the
macro and micro level appeatr, at first sight, inspnee. In fact, in the Bolivarian Republic peopteaived an
adequate amount of energy from their diet, whicls waite rich and complete, and the state was able t
guarantee enough quantity of food. This is evenemmpressive when it is considered that populaitictne
same timeframe increased — this could have sevearelgrmined the improvement in the food availapilit
dimension.

However, as highlighted by Figure 6, the increddead availability at the macro level was onlyriminimal
part due to a raise in production: in fact, the k&g was played by imports in the last period.t8laing the
focus of food stability, this mean that, despite significant efforts from the government, the impmments
compared to 1998, and the sufficient foreign exgeaincome to pay for imports, the state was excelysi
dependent on cereal imports. As also underlinedhby“Cereal import dependency ratio”, the state was
completely vulnerable to shocks at the macro leMeleover, this instability and vulnerability couddso be

measured at the micro levels, with increasing ¥ajaof food price and production and variabilitf food
supply.
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This situation of instability was further worser®dthe origin of the money used to promote the gment
of the agricultural system. As said before, theggownent dedicated large sums to the food sectaneynthat
was coming mainly from oil revenues. This raisesdhestion whether these investments and expehtes o
government could have been sustainable in the tangand in periods of low oil prices or production.
Interestingly, falling oil prices and loss of odvenues are considered by many authors as onea&ty fn
the food crisis that has emerged in Venezuela 22048 (for example, Olayungbo & Hassan, 2016; Sigve
2017). Certainly, the 2013 crisis has also beeserhby many other elements; but in the light ofdiligation
in Venezuela in 2007, the downturn doesn’t seenessitely surprising. Also, it cannot be argued that
instability both in the production and in the sypfd related to particularly adverse climate coods, or
diseases in the fields or among the animals. Ity & seen before, Venezuela didn't experiencetiriog

considered, catastrophic climatic events that geciifor example, in the near Nicaragua.

While the matter of food stability in Venezuelamseclear - the state’s policies weren’t able toraslsl the
matter -, and the progress at the dimension of fogdlability are undeniable — despite being botsteby
imports -, it is harder to judge the effects ond@ecess and food utilization.

Concerning food access, it is complicated to haypeegise evaluation. The micro level provides umneo
insight, but the results are quite nuanced. Orotieehand, a higher percentage of population hagsado
water in 2007 compared to 1998: the overall growtily 1.5%, is not particularly impressive, buistan
advancement nonetheless. On the other hand, thedlicrfood price index suggests that buying aliménit
the poorest strata of the population had become gmmnplicated. In a nutshell, physical access imgadved,
but economic access had worsened, despite, form@gathe previously mentioned Mercal mission. Meexo
as said before, it is not possible to analyzedimgension at the macro level: the combination ethelements

makes it difficult to come to a definitive conclasifor this dimension.

Finally, regarding food utilization, it is beyondubt that some achievements have been reacheex&wmiple,
between 1998 and 2007 the intensity of food depiamehas significantly decreased. However, othguries
depict a more nuanced picture. Mixed results haentachieved regarding food utilization among chiid
the percentage of underweight and stunted kidsedsed, but the percentage of children affecteddsting
incremented. Moreover, women’s malnourishment lieehr and the trendline was significantly upwarde T
results are even less impressive when the intergerariables show that in the period poverty hattetsed
(and GDP per capita had remained stable): only dnnesults were achieved despite intervening vagmbl

were pushing progress forward.
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Chapter 7 - Conclusions

This chapter presents the key points of the stlidgusses the strengths and limitations of thasid,suggests

new areas for further research.

7.1 Overview of the study and final remarks

This thesis has tried to investigate the effect$oofl sovereignty-oriented policies in Venezuelafond
security. To do so, the study first focused on loegse policies are supposed to lead to food sgetitite first
sub-question. As underlined in Chapter 2, food szigaety proponents believe that food security can b
achieved with small scale-farms, using local knalgkeand “traditional” species. These farms mugtdiped
by the state through price support and subsidieppavered through local councils and localized fepstems,
and protected from foreign production. This way renfood, cheaper products, less import dependemay,
higher rural income can be attained, obtaining.efoee, more food security. Nevertheless, as writtefore,
this receipt has been criticized by many authdmsy fquestion the small farms’ productivity, disap the
rejection of genetic engineering, contest the usthe term “traditional”, and criticize food sovéety's
differentiation of the agrarian classes, which digg it in “peasants” and the opposed category jpitadest

entrepreneurs.

In Chapter 5, the study has answered the secondussgiion, namely what food sovereignty-policied di
Venezuela carry out and how were they implemeritedas a key question: as said before, some scholar
believe that Venezuela initially tried to achiewsd security, and only in 2008 changed its focu$otml
sovereignty. Other authors disagree, and so deesuthor of this research. In fact, this papenugh listing

the Venezuela food policies, concludes there igidefy a connection between the government’s miessu
and food sovereignty for the period analyzed. &b, fan the one hand it seems that all the poliogdemented
have food sovereignty elements; on the other hathdhe measures suggested by the Food Sovereignty

Movement were indeed introduced by Venezuela.

Finally, this thesis’ main research question, t@atdxtent and how did the food sovereignty-oriemelities
in Venezuela achieve food security, and the thitmtguestion, whether they were successful, wererenesl.
In the face of the only mixed results achieved liiy ¥enezuelan policies, it seems arduous to condige
food sovereignty measures completely fruitful.dotf on the one hand, they have achieved somegastihe
various dimensions and levels of food security; duthe other hand, the outcomes were more ofteedni
and even negative. All in all, it appears that feogereignty hasn’t completely kept its promisepeeially
if it is considered that the increase of food sigwvas bolstered by a slightly rising GDP and seduction
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of the share of the population living below the @y line — variables not dependent on food sogetgi
measures. Also, the same policies that lead todwgmnents in food security weren't able to fightatdity,
variability and instability, failing to prevent thglantation of the seeds of future food securitigisrin
Venezuela.

It could be argued that eventual failures wereatised by a fallacious rationale behind the fooasmgnty
policies, but rather to an imperfect implementaiénhem. For example, Wilpert (2011) underlinestthe
local councils didn't perform as planned: the opims of some members of the government, in faciden
them far less effective and unable to provide tloper feedback to the central institution. Simitafailure in
the land redistribution system could be blamedHeroutcome: Enriquez (2013) thinks that the sydiemnd
it was excessively bureaucratic and slow, withdtege failing to meet its obligation to give thedato the
new owners and creating legal controversies. BssiDelahaye (2002) believes that the soil redistitin
may have led to the creation of a land black masigtilarly to what had happened after the 19668 m,
therefore hindering the growth in the rural ardéésreover, Hernandez (2009) states that many missguch
as the Mercal one, lost their effectiveness oneegttvernment started to reduce the investmentse shey
were highly dependent on the state’s funding. Gthspeaking more generally, believe that the gstial

approach that the state adopted for food policiés blame (Gobry, 2016).

It is hard to say whether this alleged misstepsiftbe Venezuelan government justify the medioarityhe
results, obtained in almost ten years of governmgatording to the author of this thesis, many wire
shortcomings in Venezuela’'s plan to achieve foadisty. The state should have focused more on mtodty
increase, to achieve a prominent level of foodlalbdity without becoming vulnerable. As said befpsome
say that imports were used to fight inflation: sayime the government should have found a differexyt to
reduce it in the first place. Also, the regime dticave not created such a high number of instiigtithat, as
stated in chapter five and in this section, wemaetimes both redundant and inefficient, and werablé to
prevent distortions of the system, such as theepaesof a land black market. Besides, the goverhsieuld
have adopted a different approach to improve tbe@uic access: state-run companies, such as Mdogt,
seem to work. Finally, Venezuela’'s efforts shouéén focused more on increasing food security among
vulnerable strata of population, such as women ehmittiren: their situation, as affirmed before, didn

significantly improve.

To conclude, after all, it is probably inevitableat to so many radical reforms correspond a felasés.
Similarly, it is impossible to prove that a morgital-based approach would have led to different@mes —
and that is not the purpose of the paper. Besaltmugh the theoretical framework presented inpBa3
appears to be less convincing now, it is not imipbsshat food sovereignty policies may be sucedssitside

the Bolivarian Republic.
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Ultimately, what this study can state is that ibdosovereignty proponents see Venezuela as thé thiatdhe
food sovereignty receipt works — and, despite thieent food crisis, some scholars still believe (fay

example, Schiavoni & Camacaro, 2016) — maybe theyld turn their attention elsewhere.

7.2 Limitation of the research

This study presents some limitations. The measunemveuld have benefitted by the availability of mor
information. In fact, unfortunately, it was not pidsge to measure the physical access to food dileckoof
appropriate data; similarly, an indicator able teasure explicitly adults in food utilization, sual the
percentage of adults who are underweight, wasotided for the same reason. Besides, data wasways
available for every year analyzed, as was the fstevo food utilization indicators. Moreover, caraing
the intervening variables, the only way to asskesrhpact of adverse climate conditions and croanamal
diseases was through the analysis of reportssstati data, in fact, cannot depict a clear pictfrsuch a
multifaceted concept. Finally, since the contribntanalysis is done not with a single policy buthvé range

of measures, it was not possible to directly lim food security outcomes to a specific policy.

7.3 Further research

The Venezuelan case offers significant room fothierr investigation. First, it may be relevant tedstigate
the role played by the single food sovereignty@eti implemented through field interviews with taatrectly
involved with them and with the policymakers. Satom may be interesting to compare the effectshef
2007-2008 food crisis between Venezuela and aairoduntry that has followed a more neoliberal apph.
Finally, it may be important to further researchtia effects of food sovereignty policies if andcemnother

country implements food sovereignty policies simitaand transformative as the Venezuelan ones.
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