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The Arab NGO Network for Development (ANND) is
a regional framework for civil society organizations
(CSOs) working in the Arab region, advocating for
and defending economic and social rights. ANND
seeks its objectives through empowering CSOs and
providing the necessary knowledge to concerned
parties. In this context, this is the fourth report
published by the Arab Watch on Economic and
Social Rights, which began in 2010.

The Arab Watch is one of the many programs
managed by ANND, currently also involved in
the creation of the Private Sector Performance
Observatory, which will monitor the performance of
private sector actors involved in the development
process, partnerships for development, and in
implementing projects in partnership with the
public sector. Monitoring activities also involve
international financial and trade institutions and
various UN processes, in particular the 2030 Agenda
for Action, through engagement in the Refection
Group on Sustainable Development and other
economic and social rights tracks, including the
Universal Periodic Review (UPR).

Background on the Fourth Arab
Watch Report: the Right to Food

The right to food is a priority in the current global
situation as a whole and in the Arab region in
particular. The regional and thematic reports
that make up the AWR indicate that, globally, 51
countries suffer from malnourishment. They include
four Arab countries, namely Yemen, Iraq, Syria, and
Palestine, all suffering from armed conflict (World
Food Crisis Report 2018).

However, the deteriorating food situation is not
confined to armed conflict, despite being a key
factor. The global food crisis of 2008-2007 posed
a significant threat to food security threat in many
Third World countries (developing countries) due
to the sharp rise in food prices. The main causes
of this crisis are many, but most importantly
it is a result of economic and trade policies,
environmental conditions, and climate change and
their implications for small producers and rural
populations.

Regional and Thematic Reports

The Arab region imports one-third of the world’s
traded grain, amplifying its dependence on global
markets, %70 of which are controlled by four major
transcontinental companies. Furthermore, 10
companies control one-third of the seed market
and %80 of pesticides and 10 companies control
two-thirds of processed food (Riachi and Martinello
2019, in this report).

Most approaches to solving the food crisis by
modernizing the agriculture sector promote a
commercial approach to food security, a strategy
that over-uses fertilizers, agricultural chemicals,
pesticides, hybrid seeds, and large quantities of
water, rather than supporting smallholders and
rainfed and organic farming.

The question of gender equality in the Arab region is
central to efforts to achieve social justice in general.
Many challenges face Arab societies, but a majority
is due to the dominant masculine culture, based
on exclusion. This also applies to food policies,
which target women directly as the main producers
of food. They are the first to be affected by food
systems, being the majority of food providers and
half of its consumers. Achieving the right to food
and food sovereignty is therefore linked to ensuring
their rights, especially in decent work and social
protection. In particular, rural women must benefit
from land ownership to increase their production
and support sustainable food systems (Hala Barakat
2019, this report).

In a 1981 report, ESCWA warned that population
growth by %3 would increase the need for food
by %4.5, which would be disproportionate to
the growth of agricultural production and could
enhance dependence on imports.

Subsequent economic liberalization policies
resulted in increased investments in the
development of agricultural production, leading to
a shift towards the concept of market food in food
security, rather than strategies that promote food
sufficiency. Agricultural policies adopted since the
1950s also contributed to the aggravation of food
dependence on the world market following the
deterioration of food secu)rity'
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Poor planning, weak management, pervasive
tyranny, and corruption led to the failure of the
state-led model (so-called «socialist» model) and
the worsening of the food situation. The deficit
was covered by other sources, such as tourism,
remittances (from migrant workers abroad), loans,
and international aid (Mahjoub and Belghith 2019,
this report).

The right to food concept appeared in 1945, with
the adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights (the international dill adopted by the United
Nations as its basic law) and was later affirmed in
the International Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights in 1966, when it was found that
adopted policies did not address the food crisis.
In 1996, the World Conference on Food reaffirmed
the right, accompanied by the emergence of the
international social movement for food justice (e.g,
La Via Campesina), which pushed for the adoption
of the concept of food sovereignty.

Food is not a commodity. Humans should enjoy
their dignity and rights, which means ensuring,
adequate, good quality, and appropriate food.
Once rights are mentioned, states must fulfill the
obligation to respect the right, first, to protect it,
second, and to achieve it, third. Thus, the concept
shifted from mere food security that provides access
to food in sufficient quantities, continuously, and of
good quality to the concept of food sovereignty,
which also entails the right to freely choose
agricultural policies, the right to protect national
products, and to maintain price stability free from
global market volatility, ensuring sustainability and
avoiding the use of harmful technology (Mahgoub
Belghith 2019).

The 11 national reports agreed on a number of
common factors exacerbating the food situation,
raising food prices, and increasing reliance on global
markets. The first is the neoliberal model, which
focuses on land redistribution, macroeconomic
options, and major projects, at the expense of
smallholders, small farmers, and producers, added
to the suspension of subsidies, resulting in higher
production costs, and the absence of any form of
protection and marketing.

The also concurred on the rapid population growth,
increasing the need for food, and rural-to-urban
shifts due to environmental and natural factors
(such as desertification and water scarcity) and
demographic and economic shifts.

Advanced globalization and the dominance of
multinationals in the market are key factors leading
to increased food dependency, as they promote
production patterns that diminish the capacity
for food sovereignty and cause a shift to export-
oriented production (Saadi 2019, this report).

However, the reports highlighted some country-
specific challenges aggravating the food situation:
Colonialism in Algeria displaced peasants from rural
andinland areas to the coast, which became densely
populated. It forced a shift to new agricultural
patterns that were opposed to traditional, historical
methods, resulting in the collapse of the food
system and threatening food security in general.
The FLN came to power and implemented a
“socialist” system, but it was followed by economic
liberalization and structural reform policies in the
early 1990s, adding challenges to the food system
(Hamouchine 2019, this report).

Armed conflict in Syria is causing heavy losses in
property and lives, directly and indirectly, as well
as the retreat of the state, the transition from the
formal to the informal (i.e., unprotected) economy,
and the decline in production in general and in the
agricultural sector in particular (Syrian Center for
Policy Studies 2019, this report).

Waves of political and economic instability in
Sudan, including the economic blockade and
sanctions, weakened investment and resulted in
the decline of agricultural production in a country
with vast agricultural land. The lack of funding
and investments is detrimental to combating
poverty and promoting developmental work in the
countryside (Saleh 2019 , this report).

Primitive means in Mauritania, where access
to technology is scarce, drastically reduces its
productivity. As a coastal and desert country,
Mauritania is arid, especially with climate change.
Agriculture, fishing, and animal husbandry employ
a quarter of the labor force, but provide only %23 of
food needs (Mahboubi 2019, this report).

The historical divide in Yemen and the conflict
between the socialist and capitalist camps caused a
massive exodus of labor to the Gulf countries, thus
reducing integration into the agricultural sector.
Food security and the right to food were threatened
by armed conflicts, as well as using the land for
gat cultivation, which consumes soil properties
and large quantities of water at the expense of
agricultural and food production, as well as the



spread of animal feed, which constitutes %23 of
agricultural production, also at the expense of food
(al-Arifi 2019, this report).

In Egypt, anti-peasant policies were practiced, such
as land confiscation and distribution to cronies and
large enterprises, at the expense of small producers
and smallholders. %57 of Egyptians live in the
countryside; %70 work in agriculture and provide
%63 of agricultural production or %13 of GDP.
But an abundance of production does not mean
fair distribution of food in society (Noor 2019, this
report).

The Israeli occupation in Palestine, the construction
of the apartheid wall, blocking farmers from water,
road closures, uprooting fruit trees and olives in
particular, the displacement of people from villages
and farms, and their denial of access to their lands,
all led to the decline of agricultural production
and the threat to food security (Salama 2019, this
report).

Structural reform in Morocco, neoliberal policy
orientation, land redistribution after expropriation,
and severe discrimination against rural women
have led to reducing the agriculture sector, in
conjunction with desertification, water scarcity, and
other environmental and natural factors.

The free economic system in Lebanon marginalized
and destroyed the agricultural sector and led
to dependency on export-oriented agriculture.
Production is responsive to the needs of the market
rather than to meeting local needs, thus turning
food into a commodity. (Hamade 2019, this report).
The reports emphasized the important role of civil
society as a key actor, emerging in several areas,
whether in protecting rights or providing services,
the best example being Via Campesina, which
contributed to the consolidation of the concept
of food sovereignty and defending the right to
food. Similarly in Palestine, the Arab Network for
Food Sovereignty, the Union of Agricultural Relief
Committees, and the Union of Agricultural Work
Committees played a major role in protecting the
agricultural sector and supported peasants to
remain and survive on their land.

Conclusion

The above indicated the importance of this effort by
ANND, aiming to strengthen cooperation between
the concerned parties, coordinate efforts to defend

this fundamental right, and inspire and push for its
realization.

This report does not claim to be academic,
although it maintains high professional standards.
It does not aim to highlight challenges facing the
region using traditional indicators adopted in
the reports of other international bodies. It rather
seeks in-depth research into the concepts to
shed light on structural imbalances in the global
regime and their implications on the food system.
It highlights the challenges dictated by traditional
concepts based on food security from a technical
perspective, pusheshing towards the adoption of
food sovereignty as a political concept, with ideas,
principles, policies, programs, and methodologies
that are qualitatively different from prevailing
approaches.

According to several sources, food sovereignty
confirms «the rights of groups and peoples to
control their food and agricultural choices and
policies and to preserve a healthy environment,
in addition to a range of other economic, social,
cultural, environmental, and political rights.»
Hence, this report emphasizes the need to return to
the fundamentals regarding food, i.e., the right to
food in all its components.
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The Right to Food is the
best recipe

Roberto Bissio
coordinator of Social Watch




Nasreddin Hodja, the hero of many stories passed
on generation after generation purchased some
day a piece of meat at the market and the butcher
told him an excellent recipe for stew.

«lll forget it for sure,» said the Hodja. «Write it on a
piece of paper for me.»

The butcher obliged him, and the Hodja continued
on his way, the piece of meat in one hand and the
recipe in the other. He had not walked far when
suddenly a large hawk swooped down from the sky,
snatched the meat, and flew away with it.

«It will do you no good!» shouted the Hodja after
the disappearing hawk. «l still have the recipel»

Many governments in the Arab region seem to be
in a similar situation, they have lost the capacity to
feed themselves and the recipes they cherish are no
longer fit to solve the problem.

This edition of the Arab Watch report series by
ANND explores in depth the issues of food, hunger
and agriculture from a rights-based perspective. The
concept itself is explored in detail and the region as
a whole is portrayed in a comprehensive overview
to then give the voice to civil organizations working
at national and local levels.

Four of the six worst food crisis caused by conflict
are happening in Arab countries and this report
highlight voices from within them. But the food
situation is also dire in countries that are not
currently in conflict and were net food exporters not
long ago. Small farmers with less than two hectares
constitute a majority of the land holdings and in
spite of the promise of the 2030 Agenda “to devote
resources to developing rural areas and sustainable
agriculture and fisheries, supporting smallholder
farmers, especially women farmers, herders and
fishers” many of them are not even able to feed their
families adequately. Most of the agricultural work
is done by women and their contribution is not
always accounted for and very frequently not paid.
While “food” is the subject of the second of the
17 sustainable development goals, included in
the 2030 Agenda, the report makes clear the
connection with SDG1, on poverty, as well as SDG 8,
on employment, SDG 6 on water, SDG 13 on climate
change... and the list goes on.

The attempted solutions are usually short-termed
and apply the known recipes of agricultural
modernization, based on trade and the pre-

eminence of export-oriented, commercial non-
food agriculture based upon the extensive use
of chemicals, agrotoxics, hybrid seeds and severe
water pumping. Civil society, meanwhile, advocates
for improved land access for smallholders, land
redistribution, environmentally sustainable and
rain-fed agriculture through gender sensitive and
rights-based policies.

The case for a paradigm shift is made in different
ways, and it is entirely consistent with the 2030
Agenda mandate to “ensure sustainable food
production systems and implement resilient
agricultural  practices”.

The 2030 Agenda further encourages civil society
to actively participate in the implementation and
review of the policies to achieve the agreed Goals.
Ultimately while “governments have the primary
responsibility” to implement, follow-up and review,
they also committed themselves to be ultimately
accountable “to our citizens”.

Arab Watch represents an essential contribution
in that direction, by promoting the indispensable
paradigm shift and not allowing for the illusion
of useless recipes after the hawks have stolen our
food.
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Preface

The fourth Arab Watch Report on Economic and
Social Rights 2019: The Right to Food in Arab
Countries, includes three parts.

1.The first section contains:

Introduction by Ziad Abdel Samad, the
Executive Director of the Arab NGO Network
for Development (ANND).

Presentation by Roberto Bissio, Social Watch
coordinator.

General presentation, prepared by Adib
Nehme, Advisor to ANND.

2.The second section includes the

following thematic research:

o Background Document

» Towards food sovereignty and a politicized
right to food
The Integration of the Political Economy
of Arab Food Systems Under Global Food
Regimes
Shifting the paradigm: moving towards
food sovereignty, theoretical and practical
reflections
Impact of Agricultural Policies on Food
Security in the Arab Region
Right to Food and Food Sovereignty from a
Gender Perspective

3. The third section encompasses
national reports from the following

countries:
Algeria
Egypt
Jordan
Lebanon
Palestine
Mauritania
Morocco,
Sudan
Syria
Yemen.




The report is designed in this manner to allow
various types of readers, with diverse interests,
to benefit from it and put it into optimal use as a
source of work, intervention, and research. Non-
specialized readers, interlocutors, and activists
from various civil society organizations, as well
as non-specialized researchers will benefit from
the first section as a comprehensive text that
summarizes the overall content of the report and
lessons learned. Those researching and working on
a regional level will find more material related to
policies that deal with concepts in a detailed fashion
and that offer critical views on said policies and
other issues shared across countries, which do not
relate exclusively to the necessary national scope,
including globalization, the gender dimension,
and common transition in agricultural policies and
food systems in countries of the region. The third
section includes national research papers of related
countries, whereby one can follow the detailed
development of right to food problematics through
the historical experience of each country in as much
detail as possible.

The report embraces a general theoretical
framework to the right to food and adopts
food sovereignty as a more sophisticated and
comprehensive concept than that of food security
prevailing in international circles.

It is to be noted that the many participating
researchers who worked on this report had varying
approaches (which is healthy), despite sharing
the basic elements. Henceforth, one will find
some discrepancies in the explanation of certain
concepts, or in the tendency to focus on a certain
concept and utilize it in analysis, each in his own
way. This enriches the report and adds to its value for
the reader, away from rigid dogmatic presentation.
The reader may also note some repetition within
the papers, especially national papers, as each
researcher presented paragraphs pertaining to
concepts and had a personal approach to the
subject matter. However, the current overview
includes the essence of the entire report and
consists of three axes, as follows:

o The first axis includes a theoretical aspect
presenting concepts in a consistent manner
and reconciles various elements of the
different approaches from a pragmatic and
functional perspective. It allows readers and
non-specialized activists to get acquainted
with the basic elements of the right to food,
food security, and food sovereignty, and the

numerous correlations between them and
other developmental concepts.

o The second axis includes an overview of the
colonial period and its continuous effects,
and of occupation, which sheds light on the
common aspect of all national experiences.

o The third axis comprises of conclusions and
recommendations on the direction to be
taken by civil society organizations in their
work in the field of right to food.

The purpose of the general presentation is to
allow the non-specialized reader to formulate a
comprehensive and integrated idea on the topic
of the report, and encourage the said reader to
broaden his/her reading of thematic and national
papers by attracting attention to certain pivotal
points that grant each national experience a
regional or international dimension. This overview
provides the reader primary theoretical keys to
enable the reading and understanding of all papers,
despite the occasional depth and specialization of
the research.

Finally, what is included in this presentation is
almost entirely present in the papers contained
in the report; still, it retains its own identity,
especially in terms of linking elements and some
aspects of analysis. Thus, the ANND team is liable
for the content of this presentation in terms of any
explanation or analysis that does not exactly match
the contribution of the individual researchers
who prepared the reports. Moreover, this text (the
overview) did not include research into additional
sources except in a limited manner, and it used
the papers that comprise the report itself; hence, a
reference to these papers suffice without the need
for marginal details. We also endeavored to make
the language of the text as accurate as necessary,
while still within the grasp of the non-specialized
reader, for the sake of facilitating reading and
expanding benefits.
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Arab Watch on Economic and Social Rights

Right To Food

First Axis: Conceptual
Framework

Three concepts are used repetitively in this
report — and others that deal with the same topic
- which are: the right of food, food security, and
food sovereignty. These three concepts have
common denominators as well as distinctions and
differences. In fact, in targeted use for the sake of
specific ideas or policies, these concepts may be
contrasting or contradictory at times. However, an
important aspect of this contradiction between
concepts results from partitioning them and taking
them out of context, as well as their predominant
use, which is often associated with specific choices
at the level of thought or policies. Once put back
into their intellectual and historical contexts, the
gap between them shrinks and the elements of
distinction and contradiction become clearer,
allowing for their use in an objective discussion.
In the following segments, we will delve deeply
into the three concepts and compare between
them after placing them back into the context that
produced them. We will also briefly look at their
relation to other concepts, specifically the concept
of human security, the right to development, and
Agenda 2030.

1. Right to Food...Right to Life

Humans have never viewed food as a regular
commodity' due to its close connection to human
survival and life since the emergence of human
societies. Thus, the extreme commodification
(turning food into a marketable good) currently
prevalent in world economy (and national ones)
seems like an anomaly and strays away from the
innate logic marking both individual and social
human behavior across human civilization. That is
why the biggest portion of food is produced and
consumed within relatively tight circles, starting
from personal consumption of food producers, to
limited exchange at a local scope, to consumption
within national markets. A portion of it assumes
the status of absolute commodities exchanged in
global markets, stripping it from its human content
and its crucial use-value.

1 Mahjoub-Belghith paper details this approach

in the report as well as the concept of the right to food and

In this context, it was natural for food to be
considered one of the basic human rights, due to its
association with the right to life and survival, upon
which all other human rights are built. This right is
greatly self-evident and connected to the whole
system of values that humans have developed
throughout the world. This was expressed in the
modern era through the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights of the United Nations in 1948, and
scrutinized in the Covenant on Economic and
Social Rights (1966) (as presented in details in the
Mahjoub-Belghith paper).

Box 1: The Right to Food in the
International Human Rights
System

« Universal Declaration of Human Rights
(especially Article 25):

«Everyone has the right to a standard of living
adequate for the health and well-being of himself
and of his family, including food, clothing,
housing and medical care and necessary social
services, and the right to security in the event of
unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood,
oldageorotherlack of livelihood in circumstances
beyond his control.»

+ International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights (especially
Article 11):

«1. The States Parties to the present Covenant

recognize the right of everyone to an adequate

standard of living for himself and his family,
including adequate food, clothing and housing,
and to the continuous improvement of
living conditions. The States Parties will take
appropriate steps to ensure the realization of
this right, recognizing to this effect the essential
importance of international cooperation based
on free consent.»

Source: Mahjoub and Belghith

Furthermore, the right to food, which is tightly

food security, and also links it to the concept of human
security. What is mentioned here recalls some of what is
mentioned in the paper with the addition of new comple-

mentary elements.



linked to the right to life, was mentioned in the
declaration as the primary right. Following article
one, which states that “all people are born free and
equal in dignity and rights...,”and article two which
stipulates that “everyone is entitled to all the rights
and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without
distinction of any kind...," article three declares the
first right included in the declaration as follows:
“Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security
of person?” This right to life obviously necessitates
the right to acquire the tools for survival, that is
access to proper and sufficient nutrition. This was
later mentioned in article 25 (alongside other
elements), as well as in the International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.

Insisting on linking the right to food to the right
to life is pragmatically essential (whether we
adopt a rights approach or not), because it is a
more genuine expression of the approach of all
intellectual and developmental schools to what
was mentioned previously on food not being a
regular commodity (even if traded in markets as
part of the selling and purchasing process). It is a
right that organically follows the right to life and
survival. Tampering with it is tampering with the
original right to life, which is considered the basis
of all other rights. This mandates providing the
right to food for all, stemming from the obligatory
respect for the right to life itself. This issue cannot
be bypassed, and should be given priority over
all other considerations, especially economic and
commercial ones.

The fact that the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and other constituent documents did not
provide details on the right to food does not
diminish its importance due to the obvious nature
of this right that is linked to the right to life (in a
biological sense specifically), which should be
above all other considerations. As for the current
and detailed interest in the right to food and the
concepts associated with it (food security, food
sovereignty, and others), it was brought about
by famine, war, nutrition problems, agricultural
development and crises, trade crises, and
agricultural exchange on the global level, including
the issue of food prices and use in trade wars
between states, which has jeopardized the right to
food in numerous countries, especially developing
ones. This required going into the details of the
implementation of the right to food at the global

2 Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

and national levels, as well as at the level of families
and individuals. Within this context, the concept of
“food security” was born within the United Nations.

2. Rome Conference and the Concept
of food security

Discussions on “food security” often begin with the
definition specified by the Rome declaration on
global food security, issued by the conference on
nutrition held in 1996. This also appears in almost
all the papers included in this report.

The first paragraph of the declaration specifies
the objective and definition as follows: “... a
common objective - food security, at the individual,
household, national, regional and global levels.
Food security exists when all people, at all times,
have physical and economic access to sufficient,
safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs
and food preferences for an active and healthy
life” Based on the aforementioned, four basic food
security elements were identified: availability of
food, access to food, quality and safety of food, and
stability of food supply. This definition with all its
associated elements became commonplace in all
occasions pertaining to food security, including all
the papers which detail, analyze, and critique this
concept.

Presented below are additional components which
were either mentioned briefly or not at all in the
papers.

Arabization of Terms

We begin with a linguistic note that is pivotal for
the term itself, which in English is food security,
and in French securite alimentaire. The term amn
carries a military connotation when translated into
Arabic, a thing that is out of sync with the nature
of the subject matter. Perhaps this translation can
be accepted in the sense of national and state-
related food security; however, it is an inadequate
translation when those concerned are individuals
and families and their right to constant access to
adequate food. In this case, perhaps it is best to
exchange the Arabic term for “security” with the
more relatable term for “safety” (aman), a meaning
inherent to the foreign term.
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Fragmenting the Concept

The concept of “food security” is subjected to stern
criticism at times by supporters of the concept of
the right to food and food sovereignty. This criticism
is multifaceted and has an objective basis; however,
it is partially due to what can be considered as
crudely segmenting the concept and putting it out
of its context, a thing that the following paragraphs
will shed light on.

Commonly, the topic is reduced to what was
considered a“definition” of food security in the Rome
Declaration, which was mentioned in a previous
paragraph. The first fragmentation is part of the
same paragraph (first paragraph of the declaration),
whereby the aforementioned definition clarifies
the common objective that participating states at
the Rome conference are attempting to reach “at
the individual, household, national, regional and
global levels,” as the declaration stated verbatim.
Associating the achievement of food security to
these levels automatically demands various intricate
and complex requirements related to major policies
and choices at a national and international level.
That is in addition to individual and family level
requirements. Overlooking this matter is the first
step of rendering the concept void of its content
by placing it out of the realistic context of the life
cycle of individuals, nations, and international
relations. This is one element of criticism directed
at the concept in its common use, which claims to
present itself in a very technical manner away from
real world contexts.

Food Security: a means to implement the Right
to Development

Technical approaches and segmentation often lead
to swapping the end with the means. This is what
happened when using part of the general concept
offood security. The very first paragraph of the Rome
Declaration literally states: “We, the Heads of State
and Government, or our representatives, gathered
at the World Food Summit at the invitation of the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, reaffirm the right of everyone to have
access to safe and nutritious food, consistent with
the right to adequate food and the fundamental
right of everyone to be free from hunger”

The commitments that followed the Rome
Declaration and the definition of food security
were not intended to evade the commitment to
the right of food, nor elude the rights approach.
On the contrary, the Rome Declaration used the

concept of food security and its requirements on
the policy level to make the right to food a right
that all citizens of Earth can enjoy. This is evident in
the aforementioned first paragraph, as well as the
entirety of the Rome Declaration. Hence, reducing
the Rome Declaration to two or three lines is not
acceptable, as it tears the concept of food security
away from its context and isolates it from its need
for necessary policies for its realization. This puts
food security at the center of unyielding criticism
from supporters of food sovereignty, because the
partial use of the concept detaches it from its policy
dimension related to economic and social choices,
food systems, agriculture, the rights of producers,
consumers and other issues strongly present in the
Rome Declaration, while absent from the concept
of food security in its common technical and
fragmented form.
The value of the Rome Declaration must be
reinstated to the essence of its entirety (this does
not mean that it is ideal and above criticism),
whereby committing to achieving food security
for all indicates - according to Rome Declaration-
fulfilling seven interrelated commitments:

“Convinced that the multifaceted character of food

security necessitates concerted national action, and

effective international efforts to supplement and
reinforce national action, we make the following
commitments:

1. an enabling political, social, and economic
environment designed to create the best
conditions for the eradication of poverty
and for durable peace,... which is most
conducive to achieving sustainable food
security for all;

2. policies aimed at eradicating poverty and
inequality

3. sustainable food, agriculture, fisheries,
forestry and rural development policies and
practices in high and low potential areas

4. ensure that food, agricultural trade and
overall trade policies are conducive to
fostering food security for all through a fair
and market-oriented world trade system;

5. prevent and be prepared for natural
disasters and man-made emergencies ...;

6. optimal allocation and use of public and
private investments to foster human
resources, sustainable food, agriculture,
fisheries and forestry systems, and rural
development...;

7. implement this Plan of Action...in

cooperation with the international
community3.»
3 Summary of Rome Declaration, more details



The importance of recalling the text of the Rome
Declaration and its commitments resides in its
contradiction to the technical approach to the
concept of food security, where the latter can only
be achieved in the context of limited national and
international policies alike, combining fighting
poverty and inequality, agricultural and rural
development, peace, etc. This restores the policy
dimension to achieving food security, a thing that
supporters of the technical approach tend toignore,
according to supporters of food sovereignty.

3. Food Sovereignty

It came as no surprise when common practices
fragmented the concept of food security and
cut it off from its context (Rome Declaration),
whether in the prevalent rhetoric of international
organizations or the practices of mega companies,
international trade relations, and national economic
and agricultural policies that follow prevailing
neoliberal doctrines. This is the case with most
international documents that stipulate a minimum
balance of interest between multiple stakeholders
and countries with different levels of development,
which is often expressed in UN documents and
conventions. One of the characteristics of UN
documents and orientations is the ability of an
interested party to interpret them in a manner that
benefits personal interest or policies by focusing on
one element without the other; even if this strays
away from the logic and purpose of the document,
as interpreted by another party. This is exactly
what happened to the Rome Declaration and the
concept of food security in its original format, which
is in harmony with said Declaration. Although the
latter requires policies to comply with food security
requirements (the seven commitments and the
overall text of the Declaration), the wording of the
Declaration does not clearly and decisively indicate
the content of the policies required. This is almost
impossible in international negotiations.

The text is committed to combating poverty and
inequality, but it does not, for example, explicitly
indicate that global trade policies and the
commodification of food contribute to poverty
and inequality. Thus, we find that stakeholders
will therefore focus on certain elements of the
concerned concept - in this case food security - at
the expense of others, and present the policies they
adopt as being capable of achieving the objective.
In the course of this process, the same objective

appear in Mahjoub-Belghith paper.

is reformulated by “technical and neutral” diction
that isolates required alternative policies in favor
of prevailing policies. In this sense, “food security”
is defined by purely technical elements, such as
availability, access, continuity and quality; while all
other elements most relevant to particular policies
are obscured (combating poverty and inequality,
rural development, promoting the status of small-
scale producers, sustainable agricultural practices,
etc) which are necessary and mandatory for
achieving the objective (food security).

In this sense, the sterile and reformulated concept of
«food security» loses its depth and actual meaning,
and becomes feasible by several means, first and
foremost of which is the market. Instead of seeking
adequate food supply for all through the systems
of agricultural and industrial production of each
concerned country, the issue morphs into food
availability through importing from international
markets. This stipulates a different form of
economic and agricultural policies, which prioritize
the provision of foreign currency resources to
finance imports, and shift the requirements of
the national production process - agricultural and
other - to serve the purpose of providing foreign
currency resources (allocated for export agriculture
and import of primary foods). From the sterilized
perspective of “food security”, there is no difference
between producing and importing. While from
a rights or development perspective there is a
fundamental difference. And this is at the heart of
the rise of the concept of food sovereignty.

The papers of Mahjoub-Belghith, Riachi and
Martinello (as well as other papers) dealt in detail
and from different angles with the concept of
food sovereignty, comparing it to the concept of
food security/safety. They all share a common root
explaining the emergence of this concept, which
first appeared in 1996 at the World Food Summit
in Rome, where La Via Campesina, a cross-country
umbrella for peasant organizations from around
the world, introduced food sovereignty as “the right
of peoples to healthy and culturally appropriate
food produced through sustainable methods and
their right to define their own food and agriculture.
(La Via Campesina 1996)." This was during the CSO
forum parallel to the official summit, reflecting a
more radical position of civil society organizations
than a formal government summit (as is customary
at international conferences). This happens in part
due to insufficient results of official summits or lack
of sufficient clarity and avoidance of specifying
policies that contribute to achieving developmental
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objectives. And perhaps more importantly are the
practices following such summits, which often
cater for the strong stakeholders, such as mega
companies and the private sector. These summits
are open to interpretation and more often than not
adopt the interpretations and explanations of these
stakeholders of the summit's recommendations.
The World Food Summit held in 1996 attempted to
deal with the major problems caused by national
and international agricultural patterns. The summit
also addressed problems of food trade, and
utilizing food as a weapon in international political
confrontations, in order to lobby both big and small
states. Moreover, the summit tackled food shortages
and famine brought about by wars, disasters, and
lack of democracy in light of deteriorating political
administration in countries that are primarily
responsible for these circumstances, including
during wars and disasters (as demonstrated by
Amartya Sen?).

In light of the practices that followed the Food
Summit in 1996, and the continuous political crises
and policies that are inconsistent with food security
requirements, a number of relevant agricultural,
women’s, environmental and development
movements met again in Nyéléni in 2007, and
developed the concept of food sovereignty in its
current format. The aim was to restore the role of
politics in achieving food security. Food sovereignty
was presented as an alternative to the technical
and sterile concept of “food security’, with all the
actual practices that made this concept an integral
part of the rhetoric of neoliberal politics. Food
security is viewed with little to no distinction from
commodifying food, destroying local agricultural
systems, changing food patterns, dumping policies,
and promoting unsustainable agricultural practices,
aswellasusing harmful agricultural medicine, seeds,
and genetically modified products, etc. In short, it
is the use of the “technical and impartial” rhetoric
to promote the interests of mega companies and
strong stakeholders, in stark contrast to what
should have happened following the adherence to
the Rome Declaration.

4 The papers in section two of the report give
many examples and evidence on this matter. Martinello
and Riachy's papers deal in detail with the path and con-
tent of food sovereignty compared to the concept of food

security.

Thus, the concept of food sovereignty stresses on®:

« The right to freely choose the agricultural
policies of each country.

« Protection of small scale farmers from the
harmful effects of world trade.

o Obstruction of dumping policies.

» Facing the structural change of world prices.

o Adhering to the principles of sustainable
agriculture.

« Right to refuse unsuitable practices,
technologies, and genetically modified
products.

In this context, the concept of food sovereignty was
developed as a struggle path for peasant and civil
organizations. These organizations view the sterile
and technical concept of “food security” as unfit
to provide an analytical and practical framework
for facing food problems on both the national
and international levels, as well as the individual
and familial levels. Food sovereignty comes in to
reestablish the connection between achieving
food security and the policies required to achieve
it. Hence, food sovereignty becomes the path to
achieving food security and right to food.

4, Food Security and Human Security

The three concepts that the report deals with —
right to food, food security, and food sovereignty-
are elements of the development thought system,
often adopted by varying developmental civil
movements. The papers attempt to link this
conceptual trilogy to the concept of development
with all its branches. There is also a sort of link or
similarity between the concept of food security, and
human security. We have previously pointed out the
inaccuracy of the Arabic translation of food security,
preferring the translation of food security instead.
This also applies to the translation into Arabic of
human security, opting to use the more accurate
translation of human safety. We will henceforth use
human safety to point to said concept (as reported
in the 1994 Human Development Report and used
widely afterwards).

There are two points of resemblance between food
security and human security. The first is that human

5 See papers on concept and development of food
sovereignty. What appears here is a summary, while the
new addition is for the sake of context, analysis and linking

concepts.



safety includes seven elements, one of which is
food security (see Mahjoub-Belghith paper). Hence,
it is part of the whole and does not contradict
the content and approach of food security. The
second point of similarity is that the concept of
human safety shifted the focus from state security/
safety to individual and familial safety (it took it to
the people), and from the concept of military and
police security to safety of individual lives in various
fields, starting from personal safety, to safeguarding
freedoms, to health and food security, etc. (this is a
strong motive to shift from using the term security
to safety). The same applies to the concept of food
security, where interest resides in food security for
people (individuals and families), rather than food
security for states.

The weak point of this shift is that it focuses on the
concept of food security on individuals and families
without including safety of social/demographic
groups and people’s safety. In the practices of this
approach, the individual-familial side prevails over
the collective-social aspect, leaving a gap in the
way of formulating necessary policies for achieving
food security; and, it is incapable of addressing
comprehensive national and global policies. Thus,
this link seems to lack the dimension that ties rights
and development together.

5. Food Security and Right to
Development

The United Nations Declaration on the Right to
Development in 1986 defined development as a
social, economic, cultural, political and legislative
process. It stressed that the right to development
belongs to all individuals and peoples, everywhere,
without discrimination and with their participation.
The Declaration recognizes the right to self-
determination and to full sovereignty over natural
wealthandresources.Therighttoself-determination
embodies both the political dimension (political
independence, sovereignty and freedom from
occupation) and the socio-economic dimension;
that is the right of all states and peoples to freely
and democratically decide the social and economic
patterns of development that best fit their interests
without external pressure, and to have sovereignty
over their natural resources®.

6 See Declaration on the Right to Development.
The question of sovereignty over natural resources is also
mentioned in the documents of many other international

conferences, albeit sporadically

Linking the triad of food concepts to right to
development is consistent with the concepts of
development, rights-safety- and food sovereignty.
Both have a rights based perspective, which is a
pivotal point. Moreover, this enables the right to
food to beincorporatedin theright to development,
and grants individuals, groups, peoples, and states
the right to food, and the right to chart suitable and
healthy food policies that express their national
choices. It also gives states the right to formulate
economic and social policies and exercise
democratic sovereignty over their resources,
including agricultural and food resources. It stands
to reason that there can be no independent food
policies without independent socio-economic
policies. Therefore, national priority and the right to
freely chart national development policies without
foreign duress is the framework/environment
conducive of enacting food policies on the basis of
the aforementioned food sovereignty.

6. Right to Food and 2030 Agenda

The 2030 Agenda is an international agenda for
achieving a broad range of goals that contribute
to sustainable (human) development. The Agenda
constitutes an indivisible unit in terms of its
logic and guiding principles, and in terms of the
interdependence of the synergistic outcomes
towards the overall goal of the Agenda, which
is to transform our world through inclusive
development. It is formulated - as the Agenda notes
- from a rights perspective and is a line of action for
human rights work in various fields.

The Mahjoub-Belghith document demonstrates

the relation between food and the Agenda (see

document). In this regard, the agenda included a

special goal on hunger and food security, which is

the second goal. Furthermore, the topic of food
occurred in general in the declaration, and in
specificin goal 24, which tackled food security (See

Mahjoub paper). In this context, it is important to

highlight the following points:

« In keeping with the logic of the agenda
and with the development-rights logic, the
second objective should not be cut out of its
context and should be part of an indivisible
agenda, lest we make the same mistake we
mentioned in the prevailing dealings with
the agenda and with the triangle of food
concepts that are the subject of the report.

« Allocating a special goal for food security
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denotes its ever growing importance on
the global level as compared to the past
decade and previous declaration text (the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
phase, where the fight against hunger was
limited to combating extreme poverty).
This indicates that the food crisis has
become more of a priority, whether because
of wars and food crises associated with it,
or because of the 2007 world food price
crisis and again in 2011, which was related
to agricultural policies in major countries,
competition over food markets, and the role
of the pricing system. In short, economy and
trade was behind prioritizing food security,
as reflected in the Agenda’s goal.

The second goal of sustainable development
has economic, environmental, health, and
social aspects. This expresses the compound
nature of food security. Two main points
prevail in the second goal; the first is the
agricultural-environmental aspect, which
relates to the social dimension of small scale
producers and farmers. The second is the
economic aspect, related to trade relations,
support policies, investment, etc., in the
agricultural field, market stability and food
prices.

The three policy targets of the goal are all
related to policies (target A on investment,
target B on trade and deregulation, and
target C on market and price stability).
While the goal generally stresses on the
social dimension (poverty, health, small
scale producers) and the environmental
dimension (sustainable practices), its
wording remains vague on which policies
can achieve environmental and social
commitments. We have already mentioned
this characteristic in the drafting of
international documents. In this particular
case, the elimination of price distortions
and the removal of subsidies include large
exporting countries as well as developing
countries. For instance, the targets do not
clearly indicate that sustainable agricultural
practices require avoiding genetically
modified products; or that the contribution
of food security to combating poverty,
inequality and improving health and food
quality requires structural adjustment in
national food systems, which have often
been imposed from abroad over many
decades.

Hence, the content of the second goal can
be interpreted differently among owners of
companies and agricultural investments, and
between peasant movements and human rights
and civil organizations. The same goes for the
policies that should be adopted to achieve said
goal. The silver lining for rights-civil activists is
that the compound nature of the second goal is
distinct from the technical and sterile concept of
food security. Whereby said goal, even in isolation
from other Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
is primarily tied to policies. Both the Agenda and
the second goal can be used to argue against
reducing food security through partial and isolated
actions at the individual and familial levels, and to
push for encompassing all the deep and complex
meanings the goal carries in its objective form. This
is supported by the 2030 Agenda and the format of
the second SDG.

7. From a Singular Concept to a
Package of Concepts

Shifting from partial dealing with singular concepts
to tackling a system of concepts necessitates a
reproduction of the singular concepts in order to
complimentthe otherconcepts.Thiscanbeachieved
through, first, rewording the singular concept
beyond its narrow and sterile interpretability; and,
second, by tracking it back to its original context and
subscribing it to a common root and framework.
These concepts should be collectively included in a
common rights-development framework.

The three concepts- right to food, food security/
safety, and food sovereignty, are often presented
as contrasting and conflicting concepts- especially
the concepts of food security and food sovereignty.
The Mahjoub-Belghith paper compared the two
concepts in a manner that clarifies this idea (see
paper). This comparison can be summed as follows:



Food food Right to Food
Sovereignty security
A concept A neutral A comprehensive
linked to the and technical | multidimensional
dedication of concept legal / rights
the right to according concept.
food to other toits
rights, and an supporters,
alternative and biased
political project. | to the
neoliberal
economy,
according
toits
opponents.

Such an evaluation has its basis in the “technical
and partial” nature of some concepts (particularly
food security, according to the report's logic). This
creates a conflict between them. It is also presented
in the prevailing practices and policies in the fields
of agriculture and food, which have failed to address
food problems over the past decades, while modern
and previously unknown problems emerged.
An additional factor is to be noted, which is that
conflict arises from fragmenting these concepts
from their context. This magnifies the elements
of contradiction among them at the expense of
what can be considered a margin of integration in
practice, which is needed in social dialogues and in
policy-making.

The following segments attempt to recapitulate
the three concepts in an effort to shed light on
their interconnection and hierarchy, while keeping
a pragmatic perspective that benefits civil society
intervention, coalition-building, broadening the
scope of campaign participants, and bolstering
abilities of participants in national, regional, and
international dialogue on this issue.

Reproducing the Concept of Food Security/
Safety

A critical analysis of food security was presented
earlier, describing it as partial, sterile, and out of
the context of the Rome Declaration. It was also
suggested that the Arabic translation foregoes
of the term food security for the sake of the more
accurate translation of food security. This change
in choice of words is more faithful to the ethos of
the Rome Declaration, and qualifies food security
to positively interact with the other two concepts

of right to food and food sovereignty. This change
in wording embodies what occurred in article one
of the Rome Declaration, and can be considered
part of defining food security, which was probably
intentionally marginalized.

The following table points out the differences
between the two approaches:
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Level

Traditional approach
(technical, fragmented)
food security

Alternative approach (comprehensive)
food security

Individual and
Familial

Focuses on the individual and
family levels and neglects - in
practice - other levels.

- A «technical and neutral»
concept that denotes its result.
- Four elements in circulation:
availability, access, stability /
sustainability, quality (health).

Includes all levels mentioned, i.e. the right to food
forindividuals / families, demographics and peoples.
- Links the access of individuals and families to
adequate, healthy and sustainable food to the
elimination of poverty and inequality, and to social
justice. It is an inviolable human right.

National

- The national level is primarily
the national market through

which  food is available
regardless of its  source
(production or  import).

Concerned with the aspects of production and
exchange in the economic cycle of food, and
consumption.

- Attaches importance to the availability of food
through local production in a balanced manner
with the availability of fair trade, in order to avoid
dependency and ensure sustainability, and to
maintain familial and small scale production and
support the living conditions of those involved in it.

Regional

- It is almost unnoticeable,
except in trade exchange, or
investment and acquisition of
land in other countries to meet
national needs.

- Bestows importance upon the regional level,
because achieving sustainable food security in
accordance with the required conditions entails
the availability of natural, institutional, economic,
and climatic conditions, in addition to sizeable
production and domestic markets that allow for an
advanced degree of self-reliance or self-sufficiency
in basic foods, and avoid food dependency. The
conditions for this may not necessarily exist in
each individual country, which makes regional
integration - in production and exchange - helpful
(as in the EU experience).

International

- Basically, focuses on the
freedom of world trade and
removing obstacles in its
path (i.e. effectively removing
obstacles to the business of big
companies and major exporting
countries).

- Focuses on prices in world
markets and their relationship to
internal prices, resulting in unfair
trade and food dependency.

- Focuses on global trade and
markets, while barely paying
attention to production in
developing  countries.

- The world trade system is supposed to be fair and
predictable. Food should not be used as leverage in
international relations.

- International cooperation must respect the right to
developmentandinclude the process of production,
exchange, consumption and technological
development congruent with the requirements of
sustainability and international justice.

- Food trading should respect achieving right to
food and commit to dealing with food as a special
commodity, and review all policies that in practice
violate the right to food of countries, peoples,
population groups and individuals.




The table demonstrates that once the Rome
Declaration is noted in the definition of food
security, the requirements for national, regional,
and international policies become evidently
clear. This goes beyond any narrow and technical
interpretations of food security, which try to
segregate it from the policies essential to its
achievement. In this context, the reformulated
concept of “food security’, in accordance with the
Rome Declaration, is eligible to compliment the
concept of food sovereignty, as the sharp contrast
between the two is eliminated.

Is Food Sovereignty the Ideal Concept?

Critics of food sovereignty view the term itself
as a slippery slope, as it is outdated and could be
interpreted as a call for retreat and isolation from
the world, and the refusal to interact positively
with globalization and its manifestations, especially
integration in the global economy. The term
“sovereignty” also denotes a traditional view of
national and global relations, recalling a time before
the 1980s. Another pitfall to the term is that it has a
state (and governmental) connotation. While food
security took a step forward in restating importance
to individuals and families rather than states, the
concept of sovereignty grants priority to state
over citizens and people (especially individuals
and families). It also blurs individuals into a vague
collective, that is the people who constitute the
state at best, in addition to state-country and its
institutions that assume food sovereignty over
individuals. In the end, food sovereignty is a macro-
concept, much like macro economy, that neglects
individuals and families.

However, this is not the intention of the creators
and supporters of food sovereignty, as explained
in the papers of Martinello, Riachy, and Mahjoub-
Belghith. The intention is to overcome the purely
technical approach to food security and restore due
regard to macro and sectoral policies that allow the
realization of the right to food for all in the context
of sustainability and development of human rights.
The creators of the concept emphasize freedom of
choice for individuals and peoples, sustainability,
and that achieving food security (or food security)
requires radically different alternative policies
and options from the ones adopted by neoliberal
globalization in this area, which employs various
theories and concepts, including food security. To
summarize, the concept of food sovereignty is a
political-ideological retaliation to the neoliberal
ideology of food security. While the latter claims

to be impartial towards neoliberal policies (among
others), no evidence sustains its claim.

Nevertheless, there is a point to criticizing the
concept of food sovereignty that should not be
overlooked. It is difficult to separate the term
(food) sovereignty from the state approach, which
supporters of rights-development do not adopt.
This is evident in their insistence on participation,
democracy, sustainability, freedom, etc. These
characteristics must be available on the national
level in order for national sovereignty to be a free
and democratic expression of the people’s choices,
rather than the choices of the governing elite. This
has yet to be realized in developing countries — and
in our countries- and all these righteous qualities
remain theoretical wishes, while food sovereignty
remains in the hands of governments and powerful
parties within the country.

The actual meaning of “food sovereignty” is the

existence of a balance amongst the levels and

dimensions of the food system. The process of

realizing the right to development can be simplified

as follows:

« Balance between national food production
and its availability through fair trade

o Balance between the needs of food
producers and consumers

« Balancebetweentheinternal economiccycle
of production, exchange, and consumption
and that of regional and global economies

« Balance between domestic food trade,
production, and consumption

. Balance between meeting food needs
at the lowest cost and unsustainable
agricultural practices (extremely intense
agriculture, over-use of agricultural lands
and subjugating them to trade logic,
unreasonable use of pesticides, fertilizers
and genetically modified products,
destruction of traditional farming patterns
and associated knowledge, etc.), which
threaten the sustainability of the right to
food for future generations.

Advocators of this concept may add further
advantages to it. However, the main concern of
food sovereignty, much like rights concept, is
development. It can be summarized as follows:
1. Peoples and states have the right to freely
choose their food systems. Food systems
designed to promote the products of major
companies that control world production
must not be imposed upon peoples and
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states. The people have the right to chart
national policies and acquire suitable
regional and national cooperation in a
manner that achieves right to food for all.

2. The right to food encompasses individuals,
families, social groups and peoples on the
basis of the principle of right, justice and
non-discrimination;

3. The realization of this right and the
achievement of food security cannot be
accomplished without appropriate policies,
and said policies differ fundamentally from
prevailing policies, which favour giant
companies and major exporting countries
that dominate the global markets;

4, Despite globalization, or rather because
of globalization, the national level is
essential to confront the current unjust
and unsustainable trends- hence the term
sovereignty - with an emphasis on domestic
democracy;

5. Commitment to the requirements of
sustainability is key to food sovereignty,
in contrast to common practices that are
governed by trade and profit.

The first four points are in harmony with the
components of the right to development, as it
appeared in the Universal Declaration on the
Right to Development (1986). However, the fifth
point is novel and more in tune with the modern
development rhetoric. It is to be noted that
this point is not exclusive to food sovereignty.
However, reservation remains with respect to the
appropriateness of the term itself (sovereignty),
which remains relatively unsuccessful given its
state-inspired allusions, and is not mitigated by the
ratio of the many positive attributes of the concept.
This reservation exists regardless of its use by
critics of the concept from the perspective of their
support for neoliberal policies; the reason behind
this reservation is certainly different. The content
and context of food sovereignty is similar to the
right to development concept, according to the
1986 declaration. And this similarity can develop
the concept to resemble the original idea behind
its creation and use. Perhaps the term should be
revised and revisited.

Conclusion: Interconnected Concepts Pack

The preceding paragraphs presented what we
called the first phase of reformulating/producing
individual key concepts. What is presented in the
following paragraphs is the second phase, which
examines the interrelationships between the three
concepts of right to food - food security - food
sovereignty, and puts them within the framework
of the human rights - development system. The
phrasing takes into account the need to use simple
diction, as much as possible, for non-specialists,
while allowing civil organizations and individual
activists to use the report to develop their capacity
in this area, or to strengthen their capacity to plan
and intervene in the field of the right to food, and
to ally themselves with organizations and networks
that are directly concerned or specialized in the
subject.

The general idea we adopt is that the right to food
is a basic principle that should form a framework for
the general principles that guide policies. It is also
a final end that should be achieved, since right to
food is a basic right that is tightly knit to right to life.
The concept of food security/security represents the
specified goals that need to be achieved in order
to fulfil this right. This concept and its technical
content (availability, access, continuity, and quality)
should be viewed as requirements that are part of
the broader commitments outlined in the Rome
Declaration. The concept of food sovereignty,
which we view in a context similar to the concept
of the right to development (1986) of which it is a
part, essentially includes policies and guidelines
for practical interventions leading to food security
and the right to food. Food sovereignty is a concept
and framework for a broad coalition of peasant,
civil, women’s, and human rights movements, etc.,
committed to working for alternative options to
neoliberal policies, not only due to ideological
differences, but also due to negative and sometimes
catastrophic results that these prevailing policies



have yielded. These policies are the pivotal reason
behind crises in the last decades.

In this context, the report calls for a special reading
of the three concepts, as summarized in the
following table:

Comparing the two concepts from a traditional and
an alternative approach:

Concept Traditional Approach
(technical and fragmented)

Alternative Approach (integrative)

Right to food - Viewed in a singular way.

- Does not necessarily mean
commitment to the entire rights
system

- Does not necessarily mean
commitment to the human
rights approach, especially
its binding nature, and not
committed to the approach of
those with rights and those with

- Itis an expression of the right to life

- Full commitment to the human rights
system

- Emphasis on the obligation to commit
to the human rights approach, and
identify those responsible for its
implementation

- Critically evaluate policies in light of
their consistency with the right to food,
equality, non-discrimination, etc.

duties.
Food security/safety - Uses the concept of food |- We suggest using the concept of food
security security

- Technical and fragmented and
isolates itself from policies

- Cares about individuals and
families and neglects groups

- Incorporates the concept in the
context of the Rome Declaration and
links it to other obligations

- Cares about all levels and groups

and people
Food sovereignty - It cannot be included in this [ - Pays attention to policies as actual
approach means to achieving food security and

the right to food

- Policy content takes into account
both social, cultural, economic and
environmental dimensions and focuses
on the national level

- Formulates alternative approach,
content and practices to the food
policies derived from neoliberal
globalization.
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Rephrasing the three concepts and putting them
back into their context highlights their integration
and connection as well as the hierarchy among
these concepts (if one may use such a term) and
the sequence of the cycles of handling them.
A distinction can be made here between two
connected cycles:

1. The cognitive cycle is concerned with these
concepts: This cycle begins in a general way,
which sets the framework for the ultimate
goal (right to food concept), and moves
towards specifying the sub goals (concept of
food security), and finally the cycle reaches
the means to achieving it via policies.
And here the concept of food sovereignty
comes in, which its supporters view as
most consistent with the end goal - right to
food, and the most capable of achieving the
specific goals (food security).

2. The cycle of policies and execution: this
cycle deals with planning and practical
intervention to achieve goals and targets
and yield desired results (right to food). And

Right to food

o @r § R D Specifying
" Food sovereignty |
Instrument to Policies to achieve [ .
realizing right to food | food Security Desired
| outputs

Food sovereignty

food security

food security guiding

here the effect is reversed; after clarifying
the theoretical framework and goals, the
path to fulfilling them starts with policies
and intervention (food sovereignty), and
leads up to achieving the final end which is
realizing the right to development.

The charts below offer a visual explanation to the
cognitive and policy cycles

Another point to note is that neither right to food,
nor food security or the policies inspired from food
sovereignty occur in vacuum. They are not a“sector”
isolated from macroeconomic and developmental
policies, whether their orientations are consistent
with the human rights-development system, which
we adopt, or are shaped by policies governed by the
logic of economic growth and profit in accordance
with prevailing neoliberal economic doctrines.
Food policies and all that is connected to it are a
necessary part of the whole.

The report, thus far, has linked between the
triad of food concepts and (sustainable human)

Conceptual level

The starting point is
the concept of the
The right to food, which
comprehensive is the criterion for
framework defining sub-concepts,
specific objectives and
outputs that must be
consistent  with the
rights perspective as a
guiding principle that
includes the ultimate
goals.

Ultimate goal

Intervention level

The starting point for

impact is policies that

adhere to the rights

means and and development

policies that approach, leading
to the achievement

The material

Intermediate .
goals and of  specific targets

g:;s:ﬁt:d“ and ultimate goals at
policies in gosls accor dif'fe.rent' levels. The
g;eg :zr;:rt development ‘ relationsip between
policies | the conceptual and
practical levels s
commutative.

Right to food

The ultimate goal whose achievement is a

principal component of committing to the rights

system and achieving comprehensive, sustainable
. and equitable human development

goals according
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Agenda 2030

development, along with the concepts of human
safety, right to development, and the 2030 Agenda.
Furthermore, this triad is organically linked to justice
and equality, including equitable development
or socially balanced development (poor, rich,
middle class), geographically (rural and urban)
and balanced sectoral development (industry,
agriculture, services, other sectors ...), based on the
size of the institution or economic activity (large,
medium, small, micro...), and according to cultural
lifestyles (family farming and associated lifestyles,
food preferences ..) and between generations
(sustainability) ... etc. Also at the heart of this is
the gender dimension, where women have a
major role to play in agriculture, food production
and preparation for consumption. Women are
often affected by the negative repercussions of
globalization and intensive farming policies, which
are governed by the rules of profit, trade, and export
above all other considerations.

In this context, diverse civil society organizations,
peasant movements and activists in various fields
of work, note in their theoretical framework, as in
the course of analyzing, planning and designing
interventions, the constant incorporation of
the issues of right to food and other related
global issues with their theoretical and practical
dimensions alike. They do not isolate the course
of action for the right to food from the course of
action for development. The following chart offers
a simplified visual representation:

Human Rights- Devolopment
Right to
food
Food Food
Sovereignt Security

syndino pue
saAda(qo >ynads

Free Choices for peoples

Rights-development system- goals and specific
outputs, free choices for people/peoples- policies
and priorities (2030 Agenda)

Right to food-food security-food sovereignty

With this diagram we conclude the part related to
the discussion of concepts and their interaction
with the thematic papers contained in section two
of the report, and we move to the axes that expand
interaction to include national papers and their
contents according to the main themes shared in
almost all papers. What follows will adhere to the
directions and conclusions presented by the first
axis.

Second Axis: Historic and
Political Factors

Introduction: The emergence of
agriculture

The ability to absorb food and convert it into energy
to ensure survival and regeneration / reproduction
is one of the first characteristics of living matter. If
nutrition in its primitive shape takes the form of
direct absorption from the ocean, it has become
a more complex biochemical process with plants,
and then with animal species that seek food
through their mobility. Then the natural aspect (bio
- chemical) was mixed with the social side, as fire
and the various tools used in hunting, cooking and
primitive storage mediated between prehistoric
humans and the food available in the surrounding
environment. And since humans are social animals,
social organization was a determining factor in food
patterns and behaviors, which was a social process
both in production and consumption alike, and
many cultures were associated with it (from magic
rituals, religious sacrifices, and prohibition and
permission).

In summation, the food process accompanied
mankind since the emergence of civilization
and before. It is a social process that forms an
organic element to the societal formation and
its economic, social, cultural, and power-relation
rules. Furthermore, the discovery of agricultural- in
which women had a critical role - was a necessary
prelude to the stability of ancient human societies
in permanent villages, and the development
of physical, symbolic and relational tools
accompanying this stability.
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Therefore, nutrition was never a biological activity
for the sake of calories, but since the dawn of human
history,ithasbeenahistorical-societal processlinked
to power relations within ancient societies, and has
been at the center of relations between societies
and nations. The more we advance in history to
the modern world, the more important the socio-
historical nature of the food issue becomes, and the
less important the biological (natural) nature of it.
And, the approaches to food today from a technical
(ultimately biological) perspective are deficient by
nature and fail to capture the social and historical
essence of this process.

Agriculture originated in the Neolithic period
(Stone age - 10,000 - 5000 years of our days), where
the transition from collecting food from nature
to the cultivation of crops and the domestication
of some species of animals occurred in relatively
permanent villages; this was accompanied by
human production of primitive tools for agriculture
as well as pottery, weaving, etc. Agriculture
originated in various regions across the world and
across continents. Archeological evidence shows
that what was known as Mesopotamia and the
Fertile Crescent (what is today the Levant) was
one of the oldest centers for the emergence of
agriculture’ in the axis of the Fertile Crescent, which
spread to India in the east, and towards Africa,
then the cities of the Mediterranean and southern
Europe, with a gradual expansion northward.
“Nearly 5,000 years ago, the first post-forestry and
post-pastoral agricultural civilizations, i.e. the agro-
aquatic civilizations of Mesopotamia (the Tigris
and the Euphrates), the Nile Valley and the Indus,
were formed. These civilizations were formed under
the banner of cities - the first Sumerian states
- Semitic, African and Indian. The cities around
the Mediterranean did not emerge until 1000 or
2000 years later (Tire - Lebanon, Messina - Greece,
Carthage - Tunisia, Athens, Rome), and it took
several more centuries for the Gaul, Germanic, and
Slavic forests to shrink to the point that allowed for
the emergence of post-forestry agricultural systems
in Central and Northern Europe?. «

What is today the Arab world has been credited with
the emergence of agriculture, which later expanded
to Africa and Europe. After exporting agriculture in
ancient times, it is ironic that the Arab world today

7 - https://www.britannica.com/event/Neolithic
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is one of the most food dependent countries on
global markets, including Europe.

This proves that agriculture and food are at the
core of the socio-economic system and national
and international power relations; it is an integral
part of these relations. The industrial revolution
played a critical role in relations between north and
south. It shifted the standards, making northern
states self-sufficient exporting countries; while,
southern countries- especially Arab states- turned
into purely importing countries for foodstuff. This
occurred during the colonial period and physical
occupation of lands, as well as in the later stages of
globalization and dominance through investment,
trade, and changing national food patterns. It even
materialized through the acquisition of lands when
the need arises.

1. Colonial Practices

The colonial phase required the direct occupation
of lands and subjugation of its inhabitants, while
directly looting its resources, including food
sources, in a dual operation. The first aspect of this
operation is exporting products to be consumed
in colonizing countries, stripping colonized
countries from control over their resources; this
manifests itself in the second aspect, where
colonized countries become importers of all their
food needs from the colonizers. This indicated a
complete reformulation of agricultural ties and
systems, and reflected on the power relations as
well as socio-economic and political prowess in
favor of colonizers and those complicit with them.
This created major problems with land ownership,
agriculture, and social relations in rural areas, as
well as in relations between rural and urban areas
and metropolitan countries. Arab states share these
problems, albeit in varying degrees depending on
the colonial nature, duration and epoch. The effects
and repercussions of this era did not disappear
when independence was achieved, but stayed for
many years and continue to exist. National studies
on this matter bring to light three cases, which are
Algeria, Tunisia, and Palestine.

Algeria was under French settler colonialism for 130
years (from 1830 to 1962).

Palestine is the only example of direct settler
colonialism in the modern world. It is a current
living embodiment of the types of practices that
were prevalent in different formulas during the
colonial phase in all Arab countries, to varying
degrees from one country to the next. Israeli
practices represent an extreme case even when



compared to the colonial phases in the first half of
the 20th century. These practices are taking place
during the age of globalization, and under the gaze
of the United Nations and the human rights system,
and in the presence of widely available technology
and science.

The Palestinian case demonstrates the importance
of food sovereignty, without which food security/
safety is undermined even in the narrow sense that
encompasses families and individuals. The right to
food for individuals and families is also undermined.
A percentage of families/inhabitants suffer from
lack of food security (they do not have a constant
supply of food). This percentage rises to...in Gaza.
Concerning control of Palestinian authorities
over land, water, and food resources- that is food
sovereignty- this concept specifically does not apply
in any shape or form to the situation of the state,
authority and people alike. The state itself lacks
sovereignty; it does not represent the traditional
meaning of state and authority. The occupying
forces are primarily and specifically responsible
for lack of food and right to food, regardless of
the efficiency of what can be considered the
Palestinian national authorities, their apparatuses,
plans and the soundness of their policies. We are
at a phase that precedes the ability to chart and
evaluate national agricultural and food policies.

The Palestinian authorities are constrained by the

occupation and lack of sovereignty over resources.

As the Palestinian document surmised, the right to

food in Palestine is the right to land and nation.

This is clearly evident in the following (see

Palestinian paper):

o The adjoining of the two economies and
agricultural systems in each of the occupying
state of Israel and the Palestinian“State”, and
the full compliance of Palestinian agriculture
to the requirements of the development of
agriculture in the State of Israel, including
settlements. Israeli agricultural system is
advanced and highly productive as it enjoys
wide international support. In contrast,
Palestinianagricultureis denied the simplest
of rights and capabilities: controlling the
land, dividing spatial domain, controlling
foreign trade, and controlling water. Itis also
subjected to military constraints that forbid
it from using suitable lands for security
reasons. Moreover, cheap Palestinian labor
is exploited for agricultural work in the
settlements, etc.

« Controlling water is one of the key factors
to this process. “Israel controls Palestinian

water and its distribution. It controls %90
of shared water resources and hinders the
ability of Palestinians to benefit from the
remaining percentage. Palestinians have to
deal with a complicated system of attaining
permits from the joint water committee
with Israeli consent and the approval of the
Israeli army and other authorities, before
they can implement water related projects
in the lands of the Palestinian state. This
hinders the execution of the simplest water
related projects, such as: drilling artesian
wells and rainwater harvesting wells in the
regions.

¢ Dumping the Palestinian market with
subsidized Israeli agricultural commodities,
in parallel with limiting the free movement
of agricultural goods, individuals and
services on the Palestinian side, as well
as confiscating agricultural lands and
uprooting trees, especially olive trees,
which span over half of the arable lands
in Palestine and are the main economic
resource for Palestinian families working
in the Palestinian agriculture sector. And
forbidding shepherds and cattle owners
from accessing grazing sources.

Colonialism and Occupation: Summary

Israeli practices today represent a model of similar
practices dating back to the colonial period in
other Arab countries. In a sense, it also expresses
the desire of large companies and foreign and
national investors to seek control over land, water
and agriculture in a way similar to this model
without necessarily being able to achieve it.
However, considering the distribution of water
resources between agriculture allocated for internal
consumption and the share of small scale farmers
indicates a significant imbalance in favor of major
investments in agricultural exports. The same
goes for land acquisition-including agricultural
investments in other states, where a systematic
destruction of resources and national and local
lifestyles occurs, and thousands of agricultural
workers are employed on farms whose production
is entirely exported to another country. This is a
novel and innovative form of «colonial economic
occupation» of the best agricultural lands, under
the protection of the complicit national state that
has no practical sovereignty over its resources.
The concept of food sovereignty manifests in
all its socio-political and national dimensions
in this pattern of relations. It clearly shows that
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food sovereignty- in such cases- is a necessary
precondition for achieving food security and the
right to food, and even to provide food to citizens
in its most basic form.

2. Colonial legacy: Other examples

Priortonationalindependence, colonizing countries
used to directly determine methods of dealing with
the land and agricultural policies, including a full
control over the country. This caused structural
changes in agriculture and food whose effects have
continued after independence. National papers
present this in the case of each country.

In Tunisia, the authorities of the French occupation
confiscated large areas of land and granted them
to French settlers, depriving Tunisian peasants and
farmers of their livelihoods. After the independence,
these lands were not returned to their owners and
were not included in any such plan for agricultural
development, cooperative enhancement or other
formulation, but often remained classified as state
owned land, or forest lands. In the latter case-
forest lands-investment is not allowed; and in case
of state ownership, the government rents out the
lands to individuals close to authority-private
sector-often very cheaply. One special case stands
alone where the local population regained their
right to cooperatively benefit from El Waha, which
was leased by the state to individuals, through
popular action and with political and legal support.
However, this problem persists, and it is a remnant
of colonialism, which independence authorities
have tried to turn into a source of rent. The land
situation continues to hamper rural development
and agricultural investment in more than one
region. Such areas of land encompass ...of arable
lands in Tunisia.

In other countries, colonial authorities imposed a
monoculture patterninthe service of theirindustries
and markets, such as cotton in Egypt, vinesin Algeria
or the breeding of silkworms dedicated to silk
production in Lebanon. In the Lebanese case, the
last decades of Ottoman domination over Lebanon
(and the Levant) witnessed a rise in the influence
of European countries, especially France. Silkworms
were encouraged to produce silk in Mount Lebanon
to supply the textile factories in Lyon (France). Soon
after, new products replaced silk, which led to a
rapid collapse in silkworm breeding in Lebanon
and the consequent deterioration of farmers
conditions, and the indiscriminate transition to

other crops, especially fruits (including apples),
which transformed to the new agricultural products
during the period of independence, before they
deteriorated in turn. This deterioration is mainly
due to the lack of development of quality and new
species. The rise and collapse of silk production in
Lebanon affected overall socio-economic changes
and roused waves of migration, and contributed to
Lebanon’s later economic transition to trade and
services (of course, among others). But this is a clear
example of adapting agricultural (and economic)
policies in the service of dominant foreign states,
and the resulting far-reaching structural changes.

Third Axis: General Conclusions:
What to Do?

This report was prepared by a civil developmental
network with various areas of work and interests. In
addition to the cognitive goal, its authors implore
its use as a tool of analysis and action that helps
interventionists to approach the issue of the right
to food from an integrative perspective and in the
context of options to policies that help achieve
the goals. This report also helps create a common
knowledge base that facilitates convergence of
views and allows for the creation of coalitions
between NGOs and trade unions across different
disciplines, in order to form a broad common
path among different categories of civil society
organizations away from the narrow sectoral and
specialized logic.

The last part of the presentation -General
Conclusions:Whatto Do?-isbased on the theoretical
section of the report and the presentation of
concepts on the one hand; it is also based on the
expertise, problems, and experiences included
in national presentations, on the other hand. The
analysis process places the three food concepts-
right to food, food security, and food sovereignty-
at the center of attention for the sake of respecting
the reader’s choices and preferences. It also draws
from the totality of the presentations and overall
analysis of the factors / sources that pressure the
right to food and impede its realization.

Six factors / sources, each consisting of a global and

a national source, were identified as follows:

1. Global economic policies, and national
economic policies.

2. Interests of giant companies and interests
of major investors in the national private
sector.

3. Wars, occupation, conflicts with theirforeign
and domesticdimensions.



4. The absence of good governance and
democracy globally and nationally.
5. “Natural” and man-made environmental
pressures, both global and national.

6. Neglecting appropriate scientific research,
and weakness of national capacities.

The diagram summarizes these factors, which will
be addressed in turn, and alternative policies will
be suggested from the perspective of realizing the
right to food and food security through policies
that are committed to the orientation of food
sovereignty.

1. Global and National Economic
Policies

Global economic and trade policies have a crucial
effect on realizing right to food on the national
level of developing countries, particularly. This was
demonstrated following the spike in food prices
in developing countries, including Arab states,
where the effect caused a decline in food security
indicators. Impact mechanisms are varied; some
are historic, while others newly emerged in light
of current globalization, and are inseparable from
the neoliberal choices of globalization, which are
widely viewed as hindering the achievement of
sustainable human development and bearing a
major aspect of environmental degradation. It is

Figure 3 Factors stressing the realization of the right to food
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responsible for exacerbating problems of poverty
and inequality, and creating large imbalances
between economic sectors. During the colonial
phase, food dependency relations were drawn with
developing countries through a set of policies and
procedures sometimes imposed through direct
force. Recently independent states had to bear the
weight of a dual-structured agriculture: cash-export
crops often irrigated, with medium to high yields;
traditional, low-yielding, often un-irrigated crops
cultivated in small areas by small scale farmers.

The methods of reproducing this current food

dependency take place through the following

channels:

« The continuous impact of inherited
structural dependency status and
exploitation of the urgent need for food that
cannot be postponed

« Global trade control over major crops used
in nutrition, or other crops earmarked for
the provision of hard currency in developing
countries.

e Control over world market prices through
trade mechanisms and trade and economic
agreements.

¢ Control over the relative prices between
different products in favor against small
farmers’ products and products intended for
national consumption in order to heighten
dependency.

o Acquisition of high quality lands by
investments for “rich” companies or states in
poor countries at the expense of the latter's
food security and sovereignty.

o The food aid system in the past and present
in some countries, especially those suffering
from wars and crises.

This packet of policies and channels can only be
achieved on the basis of (dependent) alliance
between private and governmental international
parties, and national private companies under
government sponsorship or partnership, including
the government's commitment to providing all
guarantees in order to facilitate the work of the
globalized private sector through legislation,
signing of agreements, and even corrupt and
repressive practices, and the absence of democratic
participation sometimes required for land grabbing.
The axes of confronting these policies- by the
networks of civil society organizations regionally
and nationally-require:
« Comprehensive pressure to adopt
alternative development policies to current
neoliberal policies, including regional and

national policies, and to ensure that food
sovereignty and food security are at the
core of this alternative.

Building a broad coalition to revise trade
agreements with international parties,
and working on enforcing civil society
participation composed of representatives
of rural areas, peasants, small scale farmers,
foodindustriesbothsmallandmediumscale,
women, agricultural colleges, agricultural
research, and workers in the fields of health,
food, and combating poverty, cooperatives,
and consumer associations in any dialogue
concerning agricultural agreements and
food.

Transforming this coalition to a major civil
actor lobbying political policies in this
domain, with continuous and pressing
interaction with agricultural plans, and
ministries of agriculture, irrigation,
health, and social affairs, along with other
institutions concerned with food.
Working on the equitable distribution of
waterresourcesinascientificand sustainable
manner, and eliminating the imbalance in
consumption of water resources and others
on limited irrigated lands designated for
export crops at the expense of other lands.
Reestablishing balance between
export products and products for local
consumption, in favor of the latter; and,
restoring a balance between livestock
production and associated feed production
and plant production, particularly for
human consumption, thereby reducing
dependency on imports.

Rationally regulating lands in terms of use
and reducing the decline of agricultural
land in favor of urbanization and land
speculation, and attending to the reform
of the soil condition and limiting the
deterioration of its quality.

Limiting land acquisition by foreign parties
in favor of sophisticated cooperative
and non-cooperative forms of national
investment designed to improve people’s
nutritional status and food sovereignty.
Controlling dependency of domestic food
prices on global pricing, and regulating
relative domestic pricing among various
products justly for small scale farmers and
consumers alike.



3. Interests of Corporate Giants, and
the Private Sector

The national civil-social alliance that was discussed
earlier is faced by a counterparty composed of
the main beneficiaries of the prevailing agro-food
system. These are primarily:

Major capitalist investors in the agricultural
field, who benefit from agricultural
investments of irrigated lands designated
for export crops. These are mostly partners
of or close to positions of influence in
authority;

Major traders who import and distribute
agricultural inputs, such as seeds, fertilizers,
pesticides, machinery, equipment, etc.,
and they are often commercial agents of
international companies;

A network of mediators between producer
and consumer, including financing and
lending institutions, such as banks, financial
companies or even individuals, controlling
storage, refrigeration, transport, packaging,
export, and wholesale traders, etc.;
Proprietors of large food industries,
especially those that monopolize the
market, that manufacture unhealthy and
unnecessary material for proper nutrition,
or use intermediate inputs imported
from abroad instead of natural and local
agricultural  products;

Governmental institutions and apparatuses
(especially ministries of agriculture
and health) as well as non-exclusive or
decentralized authorities that enjoy power
and influence, especially the governors of
rural areas and regional councils, who have
actual powers over regulation of land use
and agriculture.

Major media outlets -official and private-
associated with stakeholders, which
promote harmful food products and habits,
and promote misinformation in agriculture,
health and nutrition, funded by producing
or trading companies.

In light of this tangible analysis of the components
and practices of this alliance in each country, the
broad civil coalition for the right to food should
take countermeasures in order to mitigate their
negative impact and strengthen alternative policies
and practices. Attention- for example- can be given
to the following points:

Pushing for the commitment of the private
sector, especially large international and
national companies, to environmental
and social responsibility, and to guiding
principles for the private sector's adherence
to human rights wherever possible. Special
emphasis could be given to approaches that
limit crude practices that are detrimental to
the public opinion. Possible approaches are;
Employing the social movement to confront
the damage to farmers seasonal crops
caused by dumping or disrespecting the
agricultural calendar.

Choosing the approach of health and food
security, which do not have the due respect
of traders and manufacturers,

Applying pressure by monitoring prices and
imposing prices that are proportional to the
actual income of citizens.

Breaking the cycle of intermediaries that
augments costs by supporting the creation
of a network of productive, consumer and
intermediate service cooperatives (inputs,
storage and marketing); and building
mechanisms for a direct relationship
between the agricultural producer and the
consumer, specifically between cities and
surrounding rural areas.

Developing the alliance with national small
and medium agro-industries affected by
the monopoly of the privileged few and
are vulnerable to loss and disappearance,
especially those who support cooperation
among producers and adhere to health and
environmental standards. This component
of the private sector, which constitutes the
numerical majority, can be an effective ally
of the civil movement for the right to food.
Monitoring the national legislative
framework and international obligations
governing the work of companies in the
agricultural and nutrition field; utilizing
all available means to halt infringement
of national sovereignty over resources
and noncompliance with health and
environmental conditions, and to prevent
dumping. These include the tools offered by
international conventions, the mechanisms
for reviewing the commitment to human
rights, and monitoring development
achievement in accordance with global
agendas (most recently the 2030 Agenda
and decrees on food and agriculture).
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3.The Foreign and Domestic
Dimensions of Wars, Occupation,
and Conflicts

Wars and conflicts exacerbate the food crisis and
problems of agriculture and land They also create
a special type of problems. Arab states that suffer
from occupation (Palestine) or generalized wars
involving external and internal parties (Yemen, Syria,
Libya, Somalia, and formerly Iraq) have witnessed
severe problems of famine and spread of disease
due to contaminated water and malnutrition; this
is most evident in Yemen where ...% of inhabitants
suffer from malnutrition, and the cholera epidemic
spread to ...% of the population. Moreover, in
Syria levels of poverty have increased considerably
among the displaced and the refugees, whereby
...% of them suffer from malnutrition and extreme
poverty. Food was used as a weapon of war in these
countries through siege and starvation in order to
force surrender.

Furthermore, the trade of essential foodstuffs
by militias, gangs, and sometimes official bodies
was also widespread. Agriculture in wide rural
areas suffered the grunt of conflicts and military
confrontations, and was polluted with landmines
(asis the case of Lebanon after the Israeli hostilities),
as well as other pollutants that result from the use
of ammunition (such as | Irag and Syria). These rural
areas also suffered from displacement of its labour
force, which consequently led to a comprehensive
deterioration of agriculture and land care. All these
factors have long lasting repercussions.

On the other hand, many benefit from war. The ever
increasing need of refugees and inhabitants for
food is met by the food aid offered by international
organizations. This aid can play a role in increasing
food dependency by injecting certain products to
meet market needs, rather than supporting national
products. The longer wars and conflicts go on, the
higher the possibility that these injected products
would become a necessity, even post war or post
conflict. This is further asserted through trade and
economic relations with importers of human aid.
This aid may be provided through, inter alia, the use
of national products of hosting countries (which
is less harmful) or through contracts with private
suppliers, particularly for basic foodstuffs that
are usually imported in most countries. Networks
of smugglers, armed groups and corrupt and
complicit authorities have always found a way to
parasitically benefit from this exceptional situation,

including corruption and trafficking in food aid
itself; the interests of these groups become an
obstacle for achieving reconciliation and conflict
resolution, because they view this as a threat to
their livelihoods.

Facing off to this reality should include focusing on

the following points:

o Despite the crucial role wars and conflicts
play in violating the right to food, other
factors also play a role in said infringement.
Civil networks working on right to food
take into consideration the structural
factors that precede war and conflict. That
is to avoid repeating similar policy patterns
during the rebuilding phase, post war and
reconciliation. Exceptional and difficult
circumstances require comprehensive
visionary policies that are more effective
than blaming wars alone.

« There is often a schism between
humanitarian intervention and
developmental intervention. Most
humanitarian interventions do not take
into account the middle and far reaching
effects of humanitarian and food aid,
which often meet short term necessary
needs without addressing the enabling and
developmental dimensions. By contrast, the
development approach requires a smart link
between humanitarian and developmental
intervention on the short, middle, and long
terms, in order to evade future negative
structural effects on agriculture and right
to food, as well as negative effects on other
sides of life for inhabitants and refugees,
including hosting communities.

o Closely monitoring the humanitarian aid
system, particularly in relation to food.
And an active participation of the civil
society with international organizations,
governmental bodies, and representatives
of displaced people and refugees is required
to halt corruption, trading with people’s
food, and mismanagement of aid on all
levels. These are common practices in such
circumstances and involve all parties.



4, Absence of Democracy and Good
Governance Globally and Nationally

The absence of democracy and justice in the global
system is aggravating the food crisis by allowing a
handful of companies and countries with political,
military and economic power to control the world’s
food, agriculture and trade. In contrast, developing
countries and the world’s poor, including its
small farmers, peasants and food consumers
from the general public, are underrepresented in
international institutions. Their ability to make their
voices heard and influence decisions is virtually non-
existent due to their dispersion and monopoly of
their already weak representation by governments
that do not have independent decision-making
capabilities, and these governments benefit from
the proceeds of neoliberal globalization in many
ways.

The situation is quite similar, if not worse, in many
Arab countries on the national level. Constraints on
democracy and freedoms are tight, and the work of
civil society is not only inhibited, but also pursued
and persecuted. The civil base of governance is
narrow, and the spoils nature of the government
prevails, where no law or constitution is respected.
Tyranny and violent oppression are justified by
various pretexts, such as security, stability, and
combatting terrorism. These situations expose
many categories of citizens to vulnerability,
especially inhabitants of rural areas, small scale
farmers, and peasants. Interest is concentrated on
main urban centers, especially the capitals, and the
inhabitants of rich neighborhoods in particular. It is
therefore not surprising that many of the previous
agricultural reforms are relinquished - irrespective
of notes on them - since the building of national
states after independence necessitated reliance on
peasants and farmers as social forces upon which
the regime was based in the period of «revolutions
and coups» that led to national independence from
mandates and direct colonization. However, the
status quo was completely reversed, and traditional
landlords have regained their land and influence (as
they were included in reforms) and where joined
by large capitalist agricultural investors, while
the circumstances of small farmers and peasants
deteriorated in almost all Arab countries, as shown
in national papers.

These shifts in agriculture were not detached
from transformation in the political and economic
systems, as well as social alliances. Strengthening

the status of agriculture responsive to sustainable

human development and the right to food is also

part of the political and institutional transformations

/ reforms in the governance system. In this regard,

work can be done according to the following axes

and levels:

¢ At the international level, bolstering the
presence of farmers, farmers movements,
and environmental and development
organizations in international mechanisms;
building coalitions beyond narrow
disciplines, and ratifying representation
in relevant international organizations in
accordance with SDG 16, for the sake of
proposing and imposing alternatives with
regard to food trade, prices and the rights of
small agricultural producers, in compliance
with the requirements of sustainability,
justice and the realization of the right to
food for all.

e At the regional level, actively involving
agricultural unions, cooperatives and
farmers movements in regional and
national development networks, as they
are marginalized even within civil society
organizations. Ensuring the presence
of representatives of these groups in
specialized regional forums (environmental,
agricultural and women) and public (forums
and human rights mechanisms and follow-
up to 2030 Agenda ...), and making the
cause of right to food a common cause for
the general development movement.

¢« In the context of general political and
institutional reforms, promoting democratic
decentralization, especially in rural areas,
and providing representation of peasants
and farmers - especially women - in local
bodies and municipal councils.

« Amending legislation for compulsory
consultations with representatives of
peasants, farmers, cooperatives and
consumer associations, and enhancing their
representation in economic, social (and
environmental) councils, and mandating
their consultation and participation in
governmental and development projects
funded by international agencies, which
relate to food, agriculture and health.

« Preparing and adopting a code of conduct
or guiding principles / rules, if applicable,
containing environmental, health and social
standards, to be respected in all matters
relating to food production, trade and
consumption.
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5.”Natural” and Man-Made
Environmental Pressures, Globally
and Nationally

The “natural” nature of environmental pressures
has receded with the development of human
civilization. The “natural” interaction between
humans and the surrounding nature used to happen
in a commensurate manner, as humans lacked the
tools and institutions to crucially affect natural
attributes; humans would adapt to nature and
slightly adjust its attributes. Agriculture is, perhaps,
the first process of changing and transforming
nature in the service of humans. Nature became
a producer of food, and later other needs. Since
ancient times, nature has become a compound of
natural and human elements.

The modern age, which was hailed by the industrial
revolution 300 years ago, witnessed a qualitative
change, whereby the natural component in the
environment was subjugated to and greatly
affected by the human component. And perhaps
the predominant sign of this phenomenon is
climate change, which was instigated by industrial
growth and unsustainable behavior throughout the
past centuries, up to our present time.

Unsustainable human practices, commanded by
global neoliberalism today, placed humans in
confrontation with nature. This man made vicious
cycle garnered a reaction (from nature-so to speak-
which appears to seek vengeance against human
behaviorin the form of floods, heat waves, droughts,
and hurricanes, etc.). This reaction cannot be
construed as purely natural phenomena. Moreover,
the negative effects of these reactions are not so
much the product of their own nature as they are
the product of the interaction between natural
phenomena and people and their institutions. For
instance, a flooding river is a natural phenomenon;
but the disasters that ensue after the flood, such
as destruction, victims, and famine, are primarily
the result of cumulative human behavior, and the
work of deficient institutions and policies. This
distinction is necessary to avoid the “fatalistic”
approach intended to lift the cumulative historic
responsibility off of those who caused this reality
to materialize. It is also intended to lift current
responsibility for the deficiency in addressing
the effects of environmental degradation, and to
avoid commitment to any policies that prevent the
recurrence of such “disasters” on the grounds that
they are the result of fate and nature.

Stemming from this approach, working to impose
sustainable agricultural practices and ensure
the right to food for all also requires action at
international and regional levels, as well as at
national and local levels. It encompasses the
following axes:

» Upping both pressure and work on tackling
climate change and its consequences at the
global level in particular, as a common task
for all, not a country-specific luxury.

« The civil society's approach should
emphasize the  historical cumulative
responsibility of developed industrialized
countries in the emergence and aggravation
of climate change (and global warming). Said
countries must assume full responsibility,
and should bear the brunt of the cost of
required policies to curb this phenomenon,
as well as compensate affected developing
states, and finance the bigger portion of
funds, initiatives and research in this field,
away from the logic of trade and gain. This is
in keeping with the principle of common but
differentiated responsibility and putting it
into practice.

» Participating in and contributing to global
coalitions in order to enforce compliance
with the Paris climate agreement, and to
pressure countries that do not commit
to it or want to withdraw from it. Halting
environmental degradation should not
be done through beguiling commercial
solutions (such as selling pollution rights
among states, or transferring polluting
industries to different countries, etc.).

e On the regional level, respecting the
characteristics of the various «climatic and
natural areas» in Arab countries (soil, terrain,
water, climate, etc.) is pivotal for pressuring
for sustainable agricultural and food
policies, which do not create compulsory
conflict between human activity and these
characteristics, which can only lead to the
depletion of resources and bad results.

o Observing the sources of environmental
pollution in the Arab region, especially
those caused by wars and conflicts (mines,
ammunition, depleted uranium, chronic
soil degradation, land neglect, etc.). These
sources deserve to be prioritized in Arab
countries.

» Insisting on regional integration as a
necessary - even mandatory - path to
food security and food sovereignty,
which is difficult to achieve at the level of



individual countries. This should be part of
a sustainable and equitable development
framework that respects the rights of people
and countries, rather than through the
acquisition of land by private corporations
or powerful countries at the expense of poor
countries and the lifestyles of their people.

6. Neglect of Proper Scientific
Research, and Weakness of National
Capabilities

Scientific research, much like everything else, is
being exploited by capital and employed to serve
the logic of competition and gain. Hence, scientific
research focuses on areas where possibility of gain
is great, and prioritizes research that is congruent
with the demands of globalization, markets,
and big corporations that have replaced public
(governmental) institutions as well as the neutral
academy in many fields of research. It overlooks
importantissues for developing countries, including
the development of research into, for example,
certain tropical diseases that are not likely to be
included in scientific research priorities. The same
goes for relatively simple technological interests,
which facilitate many aspects of the lives of
citizens- including farmers and inhabitants of rural
areas. These technologies enable transportation,
acquiring necessities, and improving productivity
inexpensively. No matter how sophisticated
information and communication technology (ICT)
becomes, which today occupies the top of the
research and development pyramid, it will never
cultivate a wheat plain, bake a loaf of bread, or
build a home. Moreover, genetic research is taking
a dangerous turn, where genetic modifications are
employed for malicious and destructive control
over world agricultural production, undermining
the food sovereignty of states and eradicating
biological and genetic diversity, which is an
irreparable loss. The development of robots and
artificial intelligence is still in its infancy, and there is
no sign to suggest thatit will become a tool available
to all, especially to the millions of producing and
consuming people in the developing world, where
the majority of the planets population resides.

This neglect and weakness is also present in
developing countries, including Arab countries,
where allocations for research and development
are already trivial and do not exceed ....% of the GDP.
There is also a prevalent culture of consumerism,
wastefulness and profitability where scientific

research has little value - except once again,
where it serves the priorities of the ruling elite
and their surroundings. Research into agriculture
and nutrition is even weaker. University majors
that relate to agriculture, public health, and
nutrition are considered second rate compared
to other majors, such as business and commerce,
telecommunications, finance and insurance,
business economics, specialized medicine, etc.

In this regard, the axes of civil networks working on

the right to food can be summarized as follows:

e Contributing to global networks and
coalitions that push for a balanced scientific
research agenda that takes into account the
needs and priorities of developing countries,
the priorities of the agricultural sector and
the availability of healthy food. And holding
industrialized countries responsible for
funding scientific research on sustainable
agriculture, under climate change funds.

e On the Arab level, promoting regional
cooperation among Arab countries in
the field of agricultural research with
national capacities, through South-South
cooperation and with the support of relevant
organizations (UN, FAO, WFP, IFAD, etc.);
this should include Arab universities and
the construction of a joint regional center
for agricultural and nutrition research in
an Arab country, and to include this in the
priorities of development and the 2030
Agenda in the region.

« Utilizing networking mechanisms among
trade union, civil, and rights organizations
working in the field of right to food, for the
sake of exchanging real experiences which
have proven successful; and identifying
alternative initiatives and tools for healthy
and environmental agriculture, and
transferring them to and disseminating
them in others countries and regions.

e« On the national Ilevel, developing
capacities in the field of scientific research,
agricultural extension and networking
among governmental institutions, faculties
of agriculture and health - nutrition,
agricultural organizations and national
agricultural industries, to enhance the status
of agriculture and agricultural research
adapted to real national characteristics and
needs.

« Raising awareness of national networks on
food patterns and associated unhealthy
consumerist culture and behavior.
Organizing campaigns against unhealthy
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practices and products, especially in the
media, schools and public institutions,
and focusing on linking poor eating habits
to health deterioration (obesity and
overweight, nutrition-related diseases such
as diabetes, cardiovascular disease, etc.).

The following diagram summarizes the main axes of
work and their orientation (partially) in confronting
the previously discussed six factors/sources that
affect and pressure the right to food as a cradle of

food security and food sovereignty alike.

Diagram...: Axes of intervention and

work
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INTRODUCTION

As agreed upon since the inception of economic
thought, food is unlike any other commodity, as it
is linked to human life and the survival of the hu-
man race. Thus, this paper looks into the Right to
Food and related concepts of human security, food
security, and food sovereignty. It follows a human
rights approach, seeking to explore the strong links
between these concepts that ultimately aims to
achieve and secure human dignity, present and fu-
ture, from poverty, hunger, and fear.

The first chapter of the paper reviews the evolution
of the Right to Food concept within the universal
human rights system, as a fundamental human
right, and its legal basis, which commits and obliges
States to respect, protect, and fulfill the right for all
persons without distinction or exclusion.

It addresses the relationship between food secu-
rity, currently conceived as one of the seven com-
ponents of human security, in relation to individual
security and protection against all forms of hunger,
fear, and threat, on the one hand, and food sover-
eignty, which is also based on the right of individu-
als to adequate and healthy food, but adds empha-
sis on the rights of groups and peoples to control
their food and agricultural choices and policies and
to maintain a healthy environment and a range of
other economic, social, cultural, environmental, and
political rights. An analysis of these two concepts
demonstrates the centrality of the right to ade-
quate food and nutrition.

Furthermore, this chapter also looks at Agenda 2030
for sustainable development and the SDGs related
to the Right to Food. Despite reservations regarding
its capacity to be a force of transformation in soci-
eties, it could serve as a national and international
framework, especially for CSOs, to monitor progress
and ensure accountability on the path to enhanc-
ing food security and set the foundations for food
sovereignty.

The second chapter tackles the evolution of con-
cepts of food security and food sovereignty in the
international development debate. Conceived in
the final decade of the last century, food security’
evolved from the concept of securing food at the
global level to the national level and then to the
family and individual levels. It eloquently embod-
ied the right of the individual in parallel with the
evolution of the concept of human security, from

the security of the homeland and the state to the
security and protection of the individual, even from
the state. The term ‘human food security’ is used
to emphasize that food security is a human secu-
rity issue, along with the need to realize the rights
of all individuals within groups or communities to
adequate, healthy, and appropriate nutrition, in ac-
cordance with the four main dimensions of the defi-
nition of food security: Availability, Access, Use and
Utilization, and Stability.

The same chapter tracks the evolution of the con-
cept of food sovereignty developed by social
movements to defend the rights of small farmers
against the encroachment of the neoliberal system
and global capital on food and agriculture. Existing
traditional systems were destroyed, starving mil-
lions of small producers and rural people, spreading
malnutrition, destroying the nearby environment,
and threatening future generations all around the
globe.

The concept of sovereignty stems from the right to
food for all, which affirms the rights of groups and
peoples and a range of other economic, social, cul-
tural, and environmental rights, offering alternative
political and human rights strategies. It focuses on
sustainable family and environmental agriculture,
protecting small producers, consumers, indigenous
peoples, and others. It calls for achieving real popu-
lar agricultural reforms, enhancing local democracy,
and reconsidering the rules of global trade towards
greater justice and fairness.

Chapter Il is devoted to searching for indicators
that may enable the evaluation of some aspects
related to the components of food sovereignty ac-
cording to the available, albeit scarce, data in the
field. It will look at the position of small farmers and
family farming, the situation of agriculture and ru-
ral sectors, imbalances in land ownership, income
distribution, employment status, livelihood of the
population, and the extent of their protection and
ability to communicate their voice so that they can
secure their livelihood and contribute to drawing
up food policies for their countries.

The fourth chapter deals with some of the determi-
nants of food sovereignty in the Arab region, espe-
cially in terms of population development, urban
sprawl, the spread of poverty, and the changing
patterns of production, consumption, and integra-
tion in the international trading regimes dominated
by multinational companies. The increase in food
dependency in the region is likely to be deepened



by environmental constraints, climate change, and
weak inter-cooperation, especially given the vul-
nerability of civil society and its inability to weigh in
on policy directions in the region in general.

Chapter V will provide a reading of available indi-
cators to diagnose the food security situation in
the Arab region based on FAO standards of avail-
ability, stability, access, and utilization. Finally, the
it will delve into the direct and indirect impact of
wars and conflicts on some Arab countries and the
threat to their security, stability, and the future of
their people.

The paper is intended as a prelude to deeper reflec-
tion on the situation of Arab countries described
in the national reports to understand the reality of
achieving the right to food and the extent to which
human food security and the foundations of food
sovereignty could be realized. It aims to provide
CSOs and human rights defenders with the neces-
sary knowledge and advocacy tools for effective
activities in the field of defending the basic right to
adequate food and nutrition and the overall eco-
nomic, social, cultural, and environmental rights,
both individual and collective, for Arab individuals,
wherever they may be.

I. Right to Food: A Basic Human
Right

The Right to Food is one of the fundamental human
rights enshrined in international instruments and
conventions, being linked organically to human life,
livelihood, dignity, and physical and mental health.
The concept and definitions of this right evolved
along with the development of the international
human rights system, making it possible to further
scrutinize and expand its content and regulate
State obligations to respect, protect, and achieve
the right for all.

Article 25 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights states that everyone has «theright to a stand-
ard of living adequate for the health and well-being
of himself and of his family, including food, cloth-
ing, housing and medical care and necessary social
services.»'!

The International Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights? goes further in Article 11, stat-

1 https://www.un.org/en/universal-declaration-hu-
man-rights/index.html

2 https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/

ing that States Parties «recognize the right of every-
one to an adequate standard of living for himself
and his family, including adequate food [..]» and
that they «will take appropriate steps to ensure the
realization of this right» The second paragraph of
the same article stipulates that «recognizing the
fundamental right of everyone to be free from hun-
ger» entails that States should take specific and
tangible measures, including specific programs,
needed to «improve methods of production, con-
servation and distribution of food» and «ensure
an equitable distribution of world food supplies
in relation to need,» taking into consideration the
problems faced by food importing and exporting
countries. It also highlights the international com-
munity’s responsibility in realizing the right to food
for everyone on the planet.

The definition provided by the UN Special Rappor-
teur on the right to food provides a summary of var-
ious definitions and the evolution of the concept:
«The right to food is the right to have regular, per-
manent and unrestricted access, either directly or
by means of financial purchases, to quantitatively
and qualitatively adequate and sufficient food cor-
responding to the cultural traditions of the people
to which the consumer belongs, and which ensure
a physical and mental, individual and collective, ful-
filling and dignified life free of fear.»®

It could be inferred from the various definitions
that individual humans are the key and central
element of the right to sufficient, adequate, and
nourishing food, based on the cultural preferences
of each people. The above definition links the right
to food to human dignity and the need to consider
cultural traditions, ensure mental health, and lack
of fear as basic elements in realizing this right. The
concept, which first appeared in human rights and
human development literature in the mid-1990s,
has evolved to mean that the right to food is a com-
ponent of human security. Moreover, the ‘right to
food, as used by social movements and human
rights organizations, should be inferred as the ‘right
to sufficient and adequate nutrition’.

Thus, the right to food is the primary approach to
address issues of food security and sovereignty
from a human rights perspective, whose first priori-
ty is realizing the dignity and rights of humans and
the fulfillment of their fundamental physical and
moral needs without exclusion or discrimination.

Ppages/cescr.aspx
3 https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Food/Pages/

FoodIndex.aspx
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The Right to Food in the International
Human Rights System

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (especially Article 25):
«Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the
health and well-being of himself and of his family, including food,
clothing, housing and medical care and necessary social services,
and the right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness,
disability, widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood in
circumstances beyond his control.»

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
(especially Article 11):

«1. The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right
of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his
family, including adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the
continuous improvement of living conditions. The States Parties
will take appropriate steps to ensure the realization of this right,
recognizing to this effect the essential importance of international
cooperation based on free consent.

2. The States Parties to the present Covenant, recognizing the
fundamental right of everyone to be free from hunger, shall take,
individually and through international cooperation, the measures,
including specific programs, which are needed:

(a) Toimprove methods of production, conservation and distribution
of food by making full use of technical and scientific knowledge,
by disseminating knowledge of the principles of nutrition and
by developing or reforming agrarian systems in such a way as to
achieve the most efficient development and utilization of natural
resources;

(b) Taking into account the problems of both food-importing and
food-exporting countries, to ensure an equitable distribution of
world food supplies in relation to need.»

Definition of the UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food

«The right to food is the right to have regular, permanent and
unrestricted access, either directly or by means of financial purchases,
to quantitatively and qualitatively adequate and sufficient food
corresponding to the cultural traditions of the people to which
the consumer belongs, and which ensure a physical and mental,
individual and collective, fulfilling and dignified life free of fear»
General Comment 12 of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights:

«The right to adequate food is realized when every man, woman
and child, alone or in community with others, have physical and
economic access at all times to adequate food or means for its
procurement.»

Rome Declaration on World Food Security and World Food Summit
Plan of Action (FAO, 1996)

«We, the Heads of State and Government, or our representatives,
gathered at the World Food Summit at the invitation of the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, reaffirm the right of
everyone to have access to safe and nutritious food, consistent with
the right to adequate food and the fundamental right of everyone
to be free from hunger.»

1. The Obligation to Enforce the
Right to Adequate Food and Achieve
Human Food Security in Accordance
with International Standards

As the right to food is a basic human right, it is nec-
essary to emphasize the need for the State to com-
ply with three obligations, namely:

Obligation to Respect: which requires that no meas-
ures be taken that would impede any person from
benefiting from this right,

Obligation to Protect: which requires enacting laws
and appropriate measures to impede any party
from violating the right to food,

Obligation to Fulfill: in order to promote the popu-
lation’s easy access to food for an active and healthy
life, which requires the State to do what is needed
and take all necessary measures, gradually and in
stages, to empower persons who are unable to ex-
ercise this right.

Beyond the principles of progression and stag-
es, Comment 12 by UN-ECOSOC* emphasizes that
«the obligation to fulfill (facilitate) means the State
must pro-actively engage in activities intended
to strengthen people’s access to and utilization of
resources and means to ensure their livelihood,
including food security. Finally, whenever an indi-
vidual or group is unable, for reasons beyond their
control, to enjoy the right to adequate food by the
means at their disposal, States have the obligation
to fulfill (provide) that right directly. This obligation
also applies for persons who are victims of natural
or other disasters.»

According to the UN, life, dignity, and enjoyment of
other human rights cannot be guaranteed without
the right to food. In 1996, UN-ECOSOC adopted a
document stating that «the right to adequate food
implies: The availability of food in a quantity and
quality sufficient to satisfy the dietary needs of indi-
viduals, free from adverse substances, and accept-
able within a given culture.» The Committee also
recognized that the failure of the state to fulfill at
least the minimum necessary for its population to

4 http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/right-
tofood/documents/RTF_publications/EN/General_Com-
ment_12_EN.pdf



be free of hunger is considered a violation of ICE-
SCR.

As mentioned above, state obligations are on three
levels: respect, protect, and mobilize to fulfill this
right. The document also states that: «While only
States are parties to the Covenant and are thus ulti-
mately accountable for compliance with it, all mem-
bers of society ... have responsibilities in the realiza-
tion of the right to adequate food.»

The FAO Handbook on realizing the right to food
and achieving food security indicates that pro-
gressive realization of the rights to adequate food
requires states to fulfill their related obligations to
human rights according to international law. «State
Parties» to ICESCR are obliged to respect, promote,
and protect these rights, including the right to suf-
ficient, nutritious, and adequate food and to take
necessary and progressive measures to realize this
right. In this context, existing parties should respect
the right to access adequate food by refraining
from any measures that could restrict this access.
The right of all individuals to adequate and nutri-
tious food should be protected through steps that
prohibit individuals and companies from obtaining
adequate food. State parties should also enact pol-
icies aimed to contribute to the progressive realiza-
tion of the right of people to adequate food and en-
gage proactively in in activities aimed at enhancing
people’s access and use of resources and means to
ensure their livelihood, including food and security.
As far as resources allow, States Parties should also
establish and maintain safety nets to protect those
who are left out.

As a result, ratifying the Covenant is one of the
most sure legal steps to guarantee the right to food.
States that are not party to Covenant should there-
fore consider ratification. Only 23 countries have
ratified the Covenants Optional Protocol, which
indicates the concern of most States of the obliga-
tions that may result, especially as it allows the pos-
sibility of reporting violations of economic, social,
and cultural rights to the international committee
when all domestic remedies are exhausted, thereby
supporting the ability of individuals and groups to

5 Dubravka Bojic Bultrini et al, « Guide pour

légiférer sur le droit a lalimentation » FAO.

exercise their rights in accordance with internation-
al legislation and standards.

However, many human rights activists recognize
the collective weakness of recourse to justice in the
realization of the right to food, as in the case of var-
ious economic and social rights, since courts and
judges in many countries are still ignorant of this
right or tend to disregard it.

2. Rights-Based Food Security and
the Right to Food

2.1 Right to Food and Food Security

As mentioned above, realizing the right to food
requires that States fulfill their human rights obli-
gations as a package of interrelated and indivisible
universal rights. Thus, rights-based food security
essentially means that achieving food security for
every human is realization of the human right to
food. Therefore, a partial or total denial of the right
to nutritious, sufficient, safe, and adequate food
means a partial or total lack of food security for in-
dividuals. The achievement of food security, from
a human rights approach, should be the result of
realizing existing rights, based on the principle of
empowering individuals to achieve their rights to:
o Participate in the conduct of public affairs,
« Freedom of expression,
¢« Access and circulation of information, in-
cluding that relating to the implementation
of the right to adequate food.

State obligations in this area should be emphasized
as primary, without losing sight of the roles of the
various relevant stakeholders.

The rights-based approach takes into consideration
the need to focus on the poor and vulnerable who
are often excluded from policy-making processes in
terms of food provision. There is also a need to es-
tablish inclusive societies without discrimination by
the state in its obligations to promote and respect
human rights.

The right to adequate food and nutrition cannot be
addressed in isolation from other rights. It is there-
fore necessary to note the indivisibility of rights and
emphasize the integrity of economic, social, and
cultural rights and the close link between the right
to food and other rights, in particular the right to
decent work and a decent standard of living, hous-
ing, water and sanitation, social protection, educa-
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tion, and especially health, as they relate directly to
nutrition, in addition to the rights of women, chil-
dren and farmers.

This human rights approach also allows people, as
rights bearers, to hold their governments accounta-
ble and participate in the human development pro-
cess, rather than being merely passive recipients.
This approach seeks not only the ultimate goal of
eradicating hunger but also to propose means to
achieve it. The application of human rights princi-
ples is an integral part of the comprehensive and in-
clusive development process. Thus, it is insufficient
to merely provide food security as a component of
social safety nets for people and groups marginal-
ized by market laws and policies. It must be applied
in a context of inclusive alternative development
policies that seek to reorganize markets towards
the public interest by the State, which is obliged to
realize human rights.

2.2 The Right to Development and
the Right to Food

On 4 December 1986, the United Nations General

Assembly adopted a Declaration on the Right to

Development. Article 1 of the Declaration stated

that:

o «1. The right to development is an inalien-
able human right by virtue of which every
human person and all peoples are entitled
to participate in, contribute to, and enjoy
economic, social, cultural and political de-
velopment, in which all human rights and
fundamental freedoms can be fully realized.

e 2.The human right to development also im-
plies the full realization of the right of peo-
ples to self-determination, which includes ...
the exercise of their inalienable right to full
sovereignty over all their natural wealth and
resources.»

And as «the human person is the central subject of

development,» the development process should

occur in a manner that ensures the full realization
of all rights, including the right to food. This means
the following:

» Free, active, and fruitful participation in the
development of perople and populations.

« Equality that ensures the fair distribution of
the fruits of development.

+ Non-discrimination in any form.

o Self-determination, meaning that people
have the right to full sovereignty of all their
natural wealth and resources, which is in

line with the concept of food sovereignty, as

will be shown later.
Furthermore, the Vienna Declaration and Pro-
gramme of Action on the Right to Development
and the Rio Declaration on Environment and Devel-
opment emphasized the need to activate the right
to development in a manner that enables the equi-
table realization of the needs of present and future
generations in development and the environment.
The sustainability dimension, which encompasses
all fields and sectors, including agriculture, focuses
on ecological agriculture, which is at the heart of
food sovereignty, and will be highlighted in later
paragraphs of this paper.

In the same context, this concept had informed the
preparation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, which explicitly recognizes the right
to development. It was inspired by the spirit of the
Universal Declaration on the Right to Development
and recognized that “without respect for human
rights, including the right to development, there
can be no peace, no security, and no sustainable
development.”

2.3 Rights-Based Food Security as a
Component of Human Security

The concept of human security first appeared in
the UNDPs 1994 Human Development Report
(HDR), which indicated that «the concept of secu-
rity has for too long been interpreted narrowly: as
security of territory from external aggression, or as
protection of national interests in foreign policy or
as global security from the threat of a nuclear holo-
caust. It has been related more to nation-states than
to people»®The report identified seven elements of
human security: Economic security, Food security,
Health security, Environmental security, Personal
security, Community security, and Political security.
The traditional concept, focusing on State security,
was thus expanded to become the security of the
individual, regardless of belonging to a particular
state.

States should thus consider that individual surviv-
al, livelihood, and dignity are components of its
security. Human security came to mean «freedom
from fear» and «freedom from want» together. This
wider concept of security involves a wide range of
conditions threatening the survival, livelihood, and
dignity of people and individuals. «In the last anal-

6 http://hdr.undp.org/sites/default/files/re-
ports/255/hdr_1994_en_complete_nostats.pdf



ysis, human security means a child who did not die,
a disease that did not spread, an ethnic tension that
did not explode, a dissident who was not silenced,
a human spirit that was not crushed,» wrote Mah-
bub ul Hag, who created the Human Development
Index.

In the same vein, food security, as a component of
human security, witnessed an evolution, shifting
from merely achieving food security of the State,
to becoming a fundamental individual right. From
this perspective, as defenders working within the
human rights framework to promote the principles
of human security, the term food security’ is used to
mean human food security as the basis for achiev-
ing food security for the individual.

2.4 Agenda 2030: A framework for
measuring progress in realizing the
Right to Food

Many analysts and social and human rights organ-
izations and movements have expressed several
reservations about Agenda 2030, since it does not
represent a transformative tool to break the dom-
inance of an unfair and unbalanced world order
and fails to reflect the real needs of many peoples
and vulnerable groups and does not meet the re-
quirement of realizing human rights. This is espe-
cially true of the lack of actual commitment to the
indivisibility of rights and lack of clarity regarding
the structural causes of deficiencies and ways to ad-
dress them.

Some of the main critiques of SDGs, especially in re-

lation to human rights, are listed below:

o Despite the unanimous recognition of the
interconnectedness, interdependence, and
indivisibility of human rights, Agenda 2030
only covers a handful of internationally rec-
ognized rights that vast categories of the
poor and disadvantaged are deprived from
throughout the world.

e The SDGs do not address the deep and
structural reasons for the lack of enjoyment
of rightsamong these vulnerable groups suf-
fering from poverty and deprivation. Con-
sequently the framework of the Agenda did
not consider the structural reforms needed
to address this situation and the need to

7 “A Critique of the Sustainable Development
Goals Potential to Realize the Human Rights of All”, SDG
& HR_ Rev Jan 25.

work on making sure the required structural
reforms do not merely address the narrow
interests of elites in power.

o Theinternational community failed to devel-
op monitoring and evaluation mechanisms
to measure SDG achievement that accurate-
ly and reliably take into account the geo-
graphic and demographic space of depriva-
tion and inadequate realization of human
rights. Assigning the task to international
organizations subject to governments also
hampers objective and credible evaluation
of real imbalances and their causes.

+ Realizing the SDGs requires identifying
the necessary commitments and means to
achieve them, which is yet to happen and
which ensures the protection of the power-
ful from all binding commitments, based on
the level of their wealth and influence, rath-
er than providing the necessary resources
and implementing reforms of institutions
and systems to address the real structur-
al causes of poverty. While government
agencies express their desire to enshrine
the rights of the poor, they have not set out
clear and precise schemes and programs to
do so. They are often neglected as a result
of other factors such as growth, investment,
and charitable assistance, which is not con-
sistent with human rights.

« Empowering vulnerable groups to enjoy
their rights in the foreseeable future will not
take place in the face of growing inequali-
ties between or within States, particularly
with new technological developments.

¢ While acknowledging these challenges that
limit Agenda 2030's effectiveness, it could,
however, constitute an international frame-
work for action and a minimum common
denominator among States of different poli-
cies and orientations to commit to pursuing
a more sustainable and inclusive human de-
velopment.

Agenda 2030, thus, could be considered a standard
framework for civil society components, human
rights defenders, and sustainable development ac-
tivists for government accountability and progress
follow-up on the path to achieving major goals
to promote human rights, the environment, and
peace through accepted objectives and indicators
established by the international community, to a
certain extent. It is a tool to analyze and scrutinize
politics and is a factor in partnership, networking,
and solidarity between many organizations on the
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international, regional, and national levels. Pushing
governments to adhere to these Goals and seek to
realize them will further the cause of human de-
velopment and enshrine the rights of vulnerable
groups and future generations.

Agenda 2030 clearly highlighted the question of
the right to food and food security, through:

The Preamble, considered an integral part
of the Agenda and general framework of
the general goals: We are determined to end
poverty and hunger, in all their forms and
dimensions, and to ensure that all human
beings can fulfill their potential in dignity
and equality and in a healthy environment.»
The Declaration, which stresses State com-
mitments to achieve progress in implement-
ing the goals and objectives, especially:
Item 7: «We envisage a world free of poverty,
hunger, disease, and want... A world where
we reaffirm our commitments regarding the
human right to safe drinking water and sani-
tation and where there is improved hygiene;
and where food is sufficient, safe, affordable
and nutritious.»

Item 24: «We are also determined to end
hunger and to achieve food security as a
matter of priority and to end all forms of
malnutrition. In this regard, we reaffirm
the important role and inclusive nature of
the Committee on World Food Security and
welcome the Rome Declaration on Nutri-
tion and the Framework for Action. We will
devote resources to developing rural areas
and sustainable agriculture and fisheries,
supporting smallholder farmers, especially
women farmers, herders and fishers in de-
veloping countries, particularly the least de-
veloped countries.»

The SDGs: Especially goals and targets
closely related, directly or indirectly, with a
facet of food security in the sense of individ-
ual security and some aspects of food sov-
ereignty:

Goal 2: End hunger, achieve food security
and improved nutrition, and promote sus-
tainable agriculture, and its 8 targets:

2.1 By 2030, end hunger and ensure access
by all people, in particular the poor and peo-
ple in vulnerable situations, including in-
fants, to safe, nutritious and sufficient food
all year round

2.2 By 2030, end all forms of malnutrition,
including achieving, by 2025, the interna-
tionally agreed targets on stunting and

wasting in children under 5 years of age,
and address the nutritional needs of ado-
lescent girls, pregnant and lactating women
and older persons

2.3 By 2030, double the agricultural pro-
ductivity and incomes of small-scale food
producers, in particular women, indigenous
peoples, family farmers, pastoralists and
fishers, including through secure and equal
access to land, other productive resources
and inputs, knowledge, financial services,
markets and opportunities for value addi-
tion and non-farm employment

2.4 By 2030, ensure sustainable food pro-
duction systems and implement resilient
agricultural practices that increase produc-
tivity and production, that help maintain
ecosystems, that strengthen capacity for ad-
aptation to climate change, extreme weath-
er, drought, flooding and other disasters
and that progressively improve land and
soil quality

2.5 By 2020, maintain the genetic diversity
of seeds, cultivated plants and farmed and
domesticated animals and their related wild
species, including through soundly man-
aged and diversified seed and plant banks
at the national, regional and international
levels, and promote access to and fair and
equitable sharing of benefits arising from
the utilization of genetic resources and as-
sociated traditional knowledge, as interna-
tionally agreed

2.a Increase investment, including through
enhanced international cooperation, in ru-
ral infrastructure, agricultural research and
extension services, technology develop-
ment and plant and livestock gene banks in
order to enhance agricultural productive ca-
pacity in developing countries, in particular
least developed countries

2.b Correct and prevent trade restrictions
and distortions in world agricultural mar-
kets, including through the parallel elim-
ination of all forms of agricultural export
subsidies and all export measures with
equivalent effect, in accordance with the
mandate of the Doha Development Round
2.c Adopt measures to ensure the proper
functioning of food commodity markets and
their derivatives and facilitate timely access
to market information, including on food
reserves, in order to help limit extreme food
price volatility



Achieving this goal is intrinsically linked to other
SDGs, particularly SDG 1 (End poverty in all its forms
everywhere) and specifically the first objective aim-
ing to eradicate extreme poverty, which includes
hunger and SDG 10 calling for equality for all and
SDG 5 on gender equality.

It seems obvious that the realization of the right to
food remains contingent on progress in achieving
various other rights related to fair and inclusive eco-
nomic and social development, decent work, social
protection, and changing patterns of production
and consumption, towards greater sustainability,
conservation of the environment, and the rights of
future generations and all segments of society, in
addition to the need to reconsider the rules of in-
ternational trade and food systems at the national
and global levels.

Some sections of the Agenda could be considered
toinclude some elements of food sovereignty, albe-
it intrinsically. ltem 24 of the Declaration stipulated
that states «will devote resources to developing ru-
ral areas and sustainable agriculture and fisheries,
supporting smallholder farmers, especially women
farmers, herders and fishers in developing coun-
tries, particularly least developed countries.»
The objectives also included several pillars of food
sovereignty, such as doubling agricultural produc-
tivity and incomes of small-scale food producers, in-
digenous peoples, family farmers, pastoralists and
fishers; sustainable production systems; conser-
vation of plant and animal biodiversity; increased
investment in rural infrastructure; removing restric-
tions on trade, correcting distortions in global agri-
cultural markets, and adopting measures to ensure
the sound functioning of commodity markets and
derivatives; and facilitating access to market and
real estate security information and national plans
of action relating to consumption patterns and sus-
tainable production.

Indicators to monitor the achievement of Agenda

2030 and the SDGs, can be classified into three cat-

egories:

« Quantitative indicators with generally clear
and agreed-upon methodologies and where
data is available,

+ Quantitative indicators whose methodolo-
gies are still vague and where data is insuf-
ficient,

« Quantitative indicators that are particularly
relevant to public policy and are not subject
to precise measurement, which are difficult
to compare and monitor.

Aspects related to food sovereignty can be consid-

ered as general recommendations upon which poli-

cy-making can be based, but their follow-up indica-
tors are mostly of the third category.

§

The question remains about the abili-
ty of countries, especially developing
countries, to realize the objectives of
this agenda in relation to the right to
food for all, the structural reforms nec-
essary to achieve them, and the credi-
bility of their data and progress indica-
tors within the prevailing international
and national balance of power.
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CHAPTERII:
CONCEPT EVOLUTION

1. Evolution of the Concept of Food
Security

Since its inception in the 1970s, the concept of food

security witnessed an important development,

from being purely economic and quantitative into

a concept linked to human rights and qualitative

approaches.

The evolution of these concepts highlights a tran-

sition:

e« From the macro to the micro level, where
attention shifted from the provision and as-
sessment of food resources on the national
level into the household level, recognizing
the importance of food access mechanisms.

« From attention to the quantitative aspect
of the issue and ensuring an adequate lev-
el of supply, meeting the demand for food,
and the need to question the conditions of
physical and economic access to food into
taking into account the standards of living
of households.

« From the quantitative to the qualitative lev-
els, to address food quality and its achieve-
ment of a proper, nutritious, and balanced
diet providing the necessary supply of calo-
ries and micronutrients.

e From the household to the individual lev-
el, as studies have shown the vulnerability
of some groups such as children, the elder-
ly, and women. Research and studies have
evolved from looking at food security at the
household level to the level of its members.

e From the short term to the long term, to
take into account the concept of sustainabil-
ity, its evolution, and its relation to environ-
mental protection and respect for the rights
of future generations.

This development highlights the gradual realiza-
tion of these different aspects and the evolution
of definitions over time, considered by some to be
about 30 definitions, which highlights differenc-
es in the ideological and political backgrounds on
which they are based. The concept of food security
originated and began to circulate during the World
Food Summit that followed the global food crisis of
1973-1974.

The food security definition adopted during the
1996 World Food Summit remains the most widely

used and takes into account the important develop-
ment of various dimensions related to the concept.
It states the following: «Food security exists when
all people, at all times, have physical and economic
access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet
their dietary needs and food preferences for an ac-
tive and healthy life.»

While it seems obvious that each definition has its
implications on the selection of strategies and poli-
cies to ensure food availability for all at the national
level, there is a consensus today that food availabil-
ity, access, stability, and use are equally important.

The Four Pillars of Food Security

The concept evolved to take into account that
agricultural and food products are not like other
commodities, despite it being the case since the in-
ception of economic thought, and that the right to
food is a basic human right. It is based on the four
pillars below:

« Availability (quantity), defined by the FAO
as the availability of food in sufficient quan-
tity and adequate quality, whose supply is
ensured through national production and
imports (including food aid). However, avail-
ability on the macro level does not mean the
absence of vulnerability, since it could lead
to dependency on imports or international
aid.

» Access (at an affordable cost), which means
individual access to sufficient food resourc-
es (or the right thereof) enabling the acquir-
ing of adequate and nutritious food.

« Stability or Continuity (safe/sustainable),
meaning the continuous supply of nutrients
and access to food, even in the situation of
a sudden shock (such as an economic or cli-
mate crisis) or cyclical event (such as season-
al food shortages).

« Safe Utilization (healthy/quality products),
meaning the use of food in a healthy man-
ner through adequate nutrition, clean wa-
ter, sanitation, and treatment to allow for a
state of nutritional well-being that meets all
physiological needs.

FAO has developed a number of indicators for the
assessment of food security according to the basic
pillars of this concept (see Chapter V)2 It also in-
troduced a new measure for food insecurity, using
an approach based on personal experience, an ap-

8 http://www.fao.org/economic/ess/ess-fs/ess-fada-

ta/en/#. XF9UGc8zbwc



proach commonly used in the field of psychology
and education.

The concept of human food security evolved from
describing availability at the global level, in the first
few years, to availability at the national macro lev-
el. Agricultural public policies thus became a top
priority. However, these policies could not cope
with hunger and malnutrition in many developing
countries that have become dependent on global
markets® and are dominated by multinational cor-
porations. Consequently, the concept shifted to en-
compass the conditions of individuals and groups
and their access to food. The current definition
based on this new approach has been generally
adopted by various UN organizations, which de-
veloped a set of policies to enable governments to
fight hunger and malnutrition. However, the system
lacks binding legal instruments that can commit
states to their implementation, thus wasting much
of their efficiency and effectiveness. Moreover, the
food security concept’s focus on the access of indi-
viduals, families, and groups to food, without pay-
ing attention to access to and control over produc-
tive resources and markets remains one of the main
criticisms and is considered by many activists and
rights defenders to be related to the existing and
dominant neoliberal policies. Limiting the achieve-
ment of food security at the macro level to the high
capacity to cover food imports through exports
masks, in fact, the high levels of vulnerability and
dependence and does not necessarily provide food
security for the entire population.

2. From Food Security to Food Sover-
eignty

2.1 Definition of Food Sovereignty

The concept of food sovereignty appeared in the
mid-1990s. It was introduced by social movements
of peasants on the occasion of the 1996 World Food
Summit, a year after the creation of the World Trade
Organization (WTO), as an alternative to liberal pol-
icies, a more effective tool to fight hunger, and in
opposition to the dominance of global capitalist
powers over trade and agricultural systems in the

9 Rokhaya Diagne, « Sécurité alimentaire et labéli-
sation agricole », thése Soutenue le 22-11-2013 a Nice, dans
le cadre de Ecole doctorale Droit et sciences politiques,
économiques et de gestion (Nice), en partenariat avec

UMR 7321-GREDEG (laboratoire).

context of globalization. This relatively new con-
cept has become a central theme in international
debates on agricultural development, food, poverty
reduction, and environmental conservation.

The Nyéléni Declaration™ issued by the Forum for
Food Sovereignty in 2007 defines food sovereign-
ty as «the right of peoples to healthy and culturally
appropriate food produced through ecologically
sound and sustainable methods, and their right to
define their own food and agriculture systems. It
puts the aspirations and needs of those who pro-
duce, distribute and consume food at the heart of
food systems and policies rather than the demands
of markets and corporations.»

This concept raises several issues of particular im-
portance, especially the need to take into account
first and foremost the right of all individuals to ad-
equate, nutritious, and healthy food appropriate to
their food and health traditions and to maintain sus-
tainable patterns of production and consumption,
responding, at the same time, to the priorities of
the entire production, distribution, and consump-
tion chain, especially small producers, traders, and
vulnerable groups, without forgetting future gener-
ations, which requires preserving the environment
and not depleting natural resources. The concept
of food sovereignty is also linked to the concept
of participation in policy-making, control of food
security and sovereignty options, and the need to
involve various groups of small producers and rural
people in such a way as to ensure the maintenance
and sustainability of food systems and their ability
to ensure food security for all.

Food sovereignty is an alternative concept devel-
oped by the global agricultural movement in 1996,
in the context of a multidimensional human rights
and political approach.

2.2 Rights-Based Approach to Food
Sovereignty

The rights-approach to food sovereignty stems
from the right of all individuals to adequate, nutri-
tious, and healthy food, which ensures proper and
healthy upbringing as a right, not a commodity. It
breaks with neoliberal concepts, which only consid-
er the macro and quantitative aspects, entrenching
the dominance of multinational companies over
the production, distribution, and seed chains and
imposing new forms of production and consump-
tion that contributed to a great extent to the de-

10 https://nyeleni.org/spip.php
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struction of existing traditional systems, changing
and conventionalization of food habits, and deep-
ening food dependency, especially for developing
countries.

At the center of the food sovereignty concept lies
the concern to preserve the interests, living con-
ditions, and incomes of small producers, farmers,
traders, and consumers and their involvement in
the various tracks and choices related to agricultur-
al development and the production and promotion
of food, which also requires conservation of natu-
ral resources, biodiversity, traditional and cultural
patterns of production and consumption, and the
rights of future generations through the sustaina-
bility of various ecosystems.

The concept of food sovereignty, which enshrines

the right to food, is based on the following:

« The right to freely choose agricultural poli-
cies of each country, as aresult of real and ef-
fective participation of citizens, small farm-
ers, traders, and consumers.

o The right, within the framework of trade re-
lations between States, to protect borders
to protect small farmers. This right has been
used by developed countries and must be
accepted for all countries.

« Prevent dumping practices, while consid-
ering the social and environmental cost of
products.

« Address structural changes in global pric-
es, so as to stabilize the income of peasants
with respect to exported products and en-
sure supply conditions to the world markets
at reasonable prices for countries that struc-
turally export food.

« Promote sustainability of agricultural prac-
tices, taking into account the local environ-
mental and social constraints.

« Theright torejectinappropriate practices or
technologies and the right to apply the rules
of caution, particularly in relation to geneti-
cally modified products, animal growth hor-
mones, or toxins.

2.3 Political Approach to Food Sov-
ereignty

Food is a basic need, where access is essential to
the survival of humanity and a fundamental human
right. However, in developing countries, partial or
total deprivation of enforcement of this right is
widespread and multifaceted. On the other hand,

this right is supposedly enshrined in highly devel-
oped countries since food seems plentiful. But this
wealth is based on fragile structures and the whole-
sale destruction of the environment and hegem-
onized by the dominant actors in the global agri-
culture and food system.

Food has a political dimension, as well. Food pro-
duction, access, and distribution are essential to
community functioning and interaction and to en-
sure control of the diet. For many years, powerful
economic and political forces aimed at controlling
all aspects of production systems. The food pro-
duction cycle, from seeds, inputs, and land to other
necessities, became more concentrated and more
privatized.

At the food trade level, food exchange and trans-
port became highly politicized and complex. Con-
trol of international and regional trade rules and
arrangements has given greater power and weight
to these dominant forces. Civil society responded
by offering alternatives to the existing inequitable
system.

Food sovereignty evolved out of peasant move-
ments organizing on the international level to de-
velop a way for humanity to reconsider the manner
of regulating food production, agriculture, distribu-
tion, trade, land use, water resources, and methods
of interaction, exchange, and organization. Howev-
er, it does not entail a simple set of technical solu-
tions or ready recipe. Instead, it is a «process of ac-
tion» and an invitation to citizens to exercise their
ability to organize and improve their communities.
Food sovereignty aims to change the regime into
one where humans directly and democratically
control the fundamental elements of society and
how we provide and utilize nutrition and protect
the land, water, and other abundant resources,
while thinking about future generations and inter-
action with other groups, people, and cultures. It is
not merely a question of food production, but of
questioning ‘how and by whom’ this production oc-
curs and how to make distribution more equitable.

It poses the core questions of authority and democ-
racy. Who controls resources for food production
such as land, water, seeds, genetics, and for what?
Who can decide what is sown? How it is grown? By
whom? And for whom?

This new concept, which reflects the political di-
mensions of the right to food, is therefore needed
to reintroduce food into political, social, ecological,
cultural, and local contexts. It also refers to the con-



cept of food justice, which is not limited to access to
food or food security, but rather from social justice
as a prerequisite agricultural, food, geographical,
and educational justice, in addition to empower-
ment and consideration of psychological, cultural,
and governance factors, especially on the local lev-
el, and in public policies, particularly at the imple-
mentation and delivery levels."

Several studies show that food sovereignty is a path
to achieve food justice,'? enhance food democracy,
local democracy, and food governance. It allows
linking the right to adequate food and nutrition
with the political, environmental, social, and cultur-
al dimensions.

2.4 Food Sovereignty Movement as
an Alternative Political Track

The food sovereignty movement presents itself as
a process of building social movements and em-
powering peoples to organize their communities
to overcome the neoliberal vision of the world of
goods, markets, and selfish economic actors. Food
sovereignty is the commitment of people to work,
organize, and create new realities together.
Currently, there is no single global solution to the
many complex issues facing the world. Food sover-
eignty is one process that adapts with people and
places. It means solidarity, rather than competition,
and building a more just world.

As a result, it can be concluded that:

1. Food Sovereignty Enshrines the Right to Food
It represents the right of peoples to sound, cultural-
ly appropriate, and sustainably produced nutrition.
On the international level, it is one of the principles
of protecting the right to food and the culmination
of efforts to «achieve adequate, healthy and nutri-
tious food for all persons.» Food sovereignty is also
considered as a fundamental right and a prereg-
uisite for food security and «the right of peoples,
groups and countries to control their agricultural
policies so as to make them environmentally, social-
ly, economically and culturally relevant to their spe-
cific situations.» The First Pillar of food sovereignty
states: «Food sovereignty stresses the right to suf-
ficient, healthy and culturally appropriate food for
all individuals, peoples and communities, including
those who are hungry or living under occupation,

11 Heske - Brooke Dare — Hancock - King in «
justice alimentaire et agriculture » n°9 - janvier 2016

12 Ibid.

in conflict zones and marginalized. Food sovereign-
ty rejects the proposition that food is just another
commodity for international agribusiness.»

2. Food Sovereignty is an Alternative to Neolib-
eral Globalization

Two different perspectives exist related to agricul-
ture and food. One entails opening markets and
integrating agriculture in the WTO; the other calls
for food sovereignty and embodies the right of
countries or regional groupings to democratically
control their agricultural and food policies and to
protect their markets, provided they avoid structur-
al surpluses in production that lead to the dumping
of other markets. Food sovereignty could thus cre-
ate a strategy to resist and dismantle the system of
inequality and unsustainability, leading to chronic
undernourishment and the vast spread of obesity.
The WTO sets free trade and competition among
countries as a priority for food security. As a result,
local economies and agricultural self-sufficiency
will be unable to counter neoliberal practices that
undermine the local population’s food security. The
limits of this system led by multinationals prompt-
ed the search for alternative and sustainable solu-
tions to ensure global food security. Food sover-
eignty promoted by CSOs as a tool to reverse the
dominant free trade trend advocated by the WTO
will allow countries to improve nutrition for their
citizens. Food sovereignty thus becomes an alterna-
tive to neoliberal policies governing the production
and trade in food.

3. Food Sovereignty Prioritizes Small Farmers
and Family Farming

Food sovereignty gives full priority to agricultural
production aimed at feeding the population and
access to land and resources (water, seeds, fertiliz-
ers...) to small farmers and women farmers, as an in-
dispensable precondition. It therefore opposes the
acquisition of land by the State or companies or the
practices unsustainable monoculture, threatening
ownership rights of indigenous peoples who can
no longer produce on their own land. The right to
land is thus organically linked to the right to food;
without land, there will not be able to produce food
or raise an adequate income.

Food sovereignty highlights the essential role of
family agriculture and refers to the diverse and
sustainable agriculture that can feed its practition-
ers and supply local markets while preserving the
environment. This is in contrast with industrial ag-
riculture, which tends towards a single category of
export-oriented products.
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4. Promoting the Rights of Small-scale Women
Farmers as a Foremost Priority of Food Sovereignty
Women working in family agriculture represent
the majority of small farmers in the South and are
among the disadvantaged groups excluded by ag-
ricultural policies. They do not own land or usually
acquire inferior and remote land. They lack access
to agricultural loans and inputs, such as fertilizers
and improved seeds, and receive little government
financial assistance. They are also rarely involved
in collective decisions, especially in the absence of
representative structures for small farmers. Howev-
er, they contribute to food production and provi-
sion for their families. Their empowerment and pro-
moting their rights to access to land and resources
is therefore one of the overriding objectives of
enhancing food security and achieving food sover-
eignty.

5.Food Sovereignty and Sustainable Agriculture

As part of their commitments to take measures to

achieve the four pillars of food security, States are

pursuing three core objectives:

« Ensurefood systems to provide nutrition for
all and respond to the needs of the popula-
tion,

« Develop agriculture to improve the incomes
of small farmers,

« Avoid harming the ability to meet future
needs. The elimination of biodiversity, the
irrational use of water, and the pollution of
land and water are a threat to the future of
the agricultural sector and ecological sys-
tems.

Thus, food sovereignty requires a transition to
low-carbon agriculture and should economize the
use of natural resources and be beneficial to small
farmers’ incomes. It must also stem from strate-
gies and programs supported by genuine politi-
cal will that take into account the right to food. In
addition, States are required to steer their farming
systems towards sustainable production patterns,
which contribute to the gradual realization of the
basic right to adequate nutrition and promote sus-
tainable agricultural practices that simultaneously
promote agricultural productivity, enhance food
security, and improve rural people’s incomes and
livelihoods, thus reversing the trend towards ex-
tinction of breeds and genotypes. This transition to
sustainable agriculture is an essential component
of the establishment of the right to food and food
sovereignty

6. Food Sovereignty and National Independence
For agriculture to fulfill its various roles, primari-

ly food security, every country must freely choose
the appropriate measures to safeguard its national
and regional interests. This freedom must be made
available to all, allowing everyone to choose the
appropriate tools of agricultural policy, without
resorting to dumping and through the respect of
food sovereignty for others and the six pillars men-
tioned above.



Critique of Food Sovereignty

One of the main criticisms of food sovereignty is that it
prioritizes an alternative that reflects a rural path, breaking
with the capitalist approach without a precise answer to the
question of transition from capitalist to rural. It is worth asking,
in this context, does this view mean that society should return
to the countryside? Could this mode actually provide food
for the world’s growing population? Some opponents also
question whether restoration of family farming is a return to
the patriarchal system on which this agricultural pattern was
based in the past.

However, the development of the concept of food sovereignty
and the positions of its defenders, promoting the rights of
women and the various groups working in the agricultural
sector, has provided answers to many of these questions.
This is supported by their efforts to develop an international
convention on the rights of workers in the agricultural sector,
calling for an alliance between social movements in rural and
urban areas, and seeking to highlight the benefits for humans
and nature of an agricultural diet based on small farming and
agroecology.

There is a consensus today that agroecology could feed the
world and, as stressed by FAO Director-General on 3 April
2018, «we need to put forward sustainable food systems
that ... also preserve the environment. Agroecology can offer
several contributions to this process.» Following the failure
of the Green Revolution, founded on intensive agriculture,
excessive use of pesticides, and chemical fertilizers, which
destroyed the ocean, depleted natural resources, and failed to
eradicate hunger, there is a need for a fundamental change in
production patterns and the shift towards agroecology. With
this new UN orientation, the two concepts on the centrality of
agroecology in the area of food security and the consolidation
of food sovereignty are beginning to converge.

While the concept of human fo od security has evolved
internationally to take into account all the elements of
international law on which the global system of human rights
is based, the concept of food sovereignty evolved as well
and is no longer limited to rhetoric or civil society struggles
against neoliberalism. It is on its way to being institutionalized
at the international level. It seems urgent to intensify these
struggles and join efforts with progressive political and social
forces to develop new global mechanisms and practices to
impose the concept of food sovereignty and provide it with
an international definition and reference at UN institutions,
taking into account all its components and foundations.'
This could fill the vacuum in standards related to that right in
international law and would serve as a basis for establishing
policies, programs, and mechanisms to secure it and ensure
its accountability at the national and international levels.

13 Celine Fercot, « La souveraineté alimentaire :
lalimentation, au croisement de la politique et du droit »

https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00930178/document

2.5 Institutionalizing Food Sover-
eignty

Progress has been made on the path of consecrat-
ing the right to food in accordance with the con-
cept of food sovereignty and the establishment
of new and related rights. To institutionalize these
new collective rights, a «Declaration on the rights of
peasants and other persons working in rural areas»
is currently being pursued at the UN. Via Campesi-
na, in alliance with other rural groups and NGOs to
defend human rights and social justice, persuades
the Human Rights Council to begin negotiating a
new international instrument to protect the rights
of peasants and other workers in rural areas. If
adopted, this instrument will recognize new human
rights: the rights of peasants and other rural work-
ers, including the right to land, the right to seeds,
the right to biodiversity, the right to decent income,
the right to subsistence and production, and the
right to food sovereignty. This provision will recog-
nize individual and collective rights.

According to the statement by Via Campesina,
farmers could use an international agreement re-
lated to their rights, due to the violations they face,
forcing them to abandon their activities, losing land
and livelihoods. Neoliberal policies and the global
economic, financial, and trade system pose an ad-
ditional threat. The logic of capitalist accumulation
led to dismantling agricultural production systems.
Thus, the resistance of farmers, men and women,
in order to protect their rights, their livelihood, and
their dignity, is a global necessity.

Having so far relied on the international human
rights system and human rights defenders, accord-
ing to these movements, international UN instru-
ments are currently unable to comprehensively
cover violations against farmers and have failed to
protect them from global liberalization policies. The
need to adopt a special international declaration
along the lines of many other groups is therefore
urgent.

In September 2012, the Human Rights Council
adopted a resolution establishing an intergovern-
mental working group mandated to draft a «United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Peasants and
Other Persons Working in Rural Areas.» In 2018, fol-
lowing a long course of action that lasted 20 years,
based in Geneva, and with four intergovernmental
working groups, civil society efforts, at the initiative
of Via Campesina and 160 farmers organizations,
led to the adoption of the Declaration by the UNGA
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on 17 December 2018.™

While non-binding, the Declaration constitutes an
important tool for civil society advocacy to estab-
lish and enforce the rights of these marginalized
groups and assist States in incorporating them into
their national constitutions and legislation.

2.6 National Constitutions and Legis-
lation: Towards realizing Food Sover-
eignty

Via Campesina highlights the fact that several coun-
tries utilized food sovereignty as a political frame-
work in their constitutions, to draft policies and
programs. Countries like Ecuador took the initiative
in 2008, followed by Senegal, Mali, Bolivia, Nepal,
Venezuela, and Egypt, both literally and implicitly.

Bolivia is an interesting example. Its 2009 consti-
tution refers to food sovereignty and security in
international conventions. Article 255 stipulates
the respect of food security and sovereignty for
the entire population, in addition to «the prohibi-
tion of importation, production and commerciali-
zation of genetically modified organisms and toxic
elements that harm health and the environment.»
Concerning sustainable development in rural areas,
the Constitutions calls «to guarantee food security
and sovereignty, prioritizing the production and
consumption of agricultural foods produced in the
territory of Bolivia» (Article 407.2). Right to food and
food sovereignty are also enshrined in the consti-
tution. According to Article 16, «every person has
the right to water and food» and «the State has the
obligation to guarantee food security, by means of
healthy, adequate and sufficient food for the entire
population.»

Other Articles of the Constitution do not expressly
use the term food sovereignty, but contain some
of the tenets of Nyéléni declaration. For example,
Article 302 aims at guaranteeing healthy and ade-
quate food. The constitution also states that natural
resources belong to the Bolivian people sets out
«to promote the production and sale of ecological
agricultural products» and «control the exit and en-
trance into the country of biological and genetic
resources (Articles 407.3 and 407.11).»

3. Food Security and Food Sover-

14 La souveraineté alimentaire : Un processus en

action - Via Campesina 2018

eignty: Convergence or Divergence?

It should be noted that the debate on the subject is
not without an ideological charge, which this paper
tries to avoid. Although the two concepts converge
on some points, there are differences that must be
considered. While some may point to a disparity
or divergence between the two concepts, as each
refers to an economic and social pattern that may
contradict the other, it is quite true when speak-
ing of food security at the state or macro level, as it
does not necessarily achieve food security for all in-
dividuals and is mired with fragility, lack of balance,
and inequality. However, if food security is used to
mean human security, as adopted by this paper,
some fundamental differences will remain, but also
some points of convergence, the most prominent
of which are:

« Both concepts believe in the centrality of
the right to food,

« They both emphasize the need to increase
food production and productivity to meet
food demand in the future, but with differ-
ent policies, tools, and visions,

« Both are based on the fact that the central
problem today is physical and economic
access to food, which is adequate in quan-
tity and quality, culturally appropriate and
healthy, and which requires public policies
for redistribution in terms of income and
employment,

« Both also take into account the necessary
link between the food system and nutrition,

o Both approaches also require proposals for
social protection to cope with potential cri-
ses, through establishing conditional cash
grant programs and poverty eradication
programs.

In-depth analysis of convergence and divergence
between the two concepts leads to recognizing the
existence of a common ground related to centraliz-
ing the right to adequate and culturally appropri-
ate food and health for all and to move towards a
sustainable agroecological approach, but with the
following four fundamental differences:

While the two concepts are based on the common
understanding of the centrality of the right to food,
the concept of food sovereignty goes beyond the
right of people to access food to emphasize the col-
lective rights of groups and peoples, in particular
small farmers and rural workers to access food, as
well as their right to access to productive resources,
and in the selection of production and consump-
tion patterns that are in line with their specificities
and cultures.



+  While both concepts agree that sustainable
environmental agricultural development
is one of the cornerstones of realizing the
right to healthy food and the promotion
of environmental rights, food sovereignty
requires reliance on small agriculture and
family farming and on the valuation of tra-
ditional knowledge and practices.

« The food security concept adopted by FAO
Member States is considered neutral in
terms of power relations. It does not care
about the concentration of economic pow-
er in the food chain, in international food
trade, in ownership of major means of pro-
duction such as land, and in access to infor-
mation and markets, merely referring to fair
global trade. On the other hand, the concept
of food sovereignty puts particular empha-
sis on the asymmetry of food markets, the
unequal power relations and balances that
drive food chains, and multilateral trade ne-
gotiations, and takes a radical stand against
the rules of the existing global trading sys-
tem.

« Food sovereignty focuses primarily and
gives priority to small producers, such as
small and family farmers, livestock breed-
ers, traditional fishermen, forest dwellers,
indigenous people, agricultural workers,
and seafarers, including migrants, who
plant, grow, harvest, and transform food. It
requires placing territory, land, pasture, wa-
ter, and sea resources in the hands of local
producers and respecting all their rights.
The economic and political framework of
food sovereignty appears more accurate. It
presents itself as an alternative to the dom-
inant neoliberal trend, emphasizes the ac-
tive participation of these groups in food se-
curity choices and policies, and takes a rural
path as a pattern of rural development. The
concept of food security, on the other hand,
is limited to emphasizing that democratic
systems are necessary for overall develop-
ment.

Discussions of the two concepts indicate a polit-
ical nature, each falling within the framework of a
different analytical vision and framework despite
the many points of convergence. However, it can be
concluded that both concepts relate to the right to
food for all and that transition to sustainable agri-
culture could be another meeting point. However,
food sovereignty requires guaranteeing political,
economic, cultural, and environmental rights of

producers and attaches great importance to how
food is produced and distributed in a manner that
requires breaking with the dominant neoliberal
pattern and a revision of the rules of the current
global trading system.

It is arguable that the right to food remains a legal
concept with economic, social, cultural, environ-
mental, moral, and political dimensions. The con-
cept of human food security may be considered
neutral by some and based on the need to realize
the right to food without looking at unequal pow-
er relations that govern food systems. However, for
progressive activists and forces, it is not neutral, as it
is linked to the market economy. Food sovereignty,
on the other hand, is simultaneously linked to en-
shrining the right to food in the context of integra-
tion and complementarity with a number of other
rights, as well as an alternative political project car-
ried by the social movement of farmers.'

Bearing in mind the importance of realizing human
rights principles based on interdependence and in-
divisibility, the question of the right to food should
be raised by civil society and human rights move-
ments in terms of food sovereignty. This requires a
comprehensive analysis and diagnosis of situations
and human rights networks covering different di-
mensions. Further pressure should be sought to
further consolidate and institutionalize the con-
cepts of food sovereignty and to establish them as
a general and international framework for assessing
the realization of the right to food and other related
rights.

4, Small Agriculture, Environmental
Agriculture, and Agricultural Reform:
Alternative to achieve Food Securi-
ty and set the foundations for Food
Sovereignty

Increased pressure on agricultural manufacture, its
globalization, and the globalization of food supplies
is becoming evident, posing a threat to the future of
humanity and the global environment. Agriculture
controlled by companies dependent on chemicals,
monoculture, and export has a negative impact on
health, the integrity of the ecosystem, food quali-
ty, traditional livelihoods, ancestral cultures, and
lifestyles, while accelerating the small farmer debt
and the confiscation of their land, although they
had been providing food for their communities
and their families throughout the ages. Moreover,

15 Food Sovereignty and the role of the State : The
case of Bolivia — Andrey Gysel Nadel
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the new approach contributes to the destruction of
the biosphere and the cultural basis of societies. It
threatens security and peace, creates an enabling
environment for social breakdown, and thus vio-
lence and upheavals.

Small Farmers Around the World
The world’s agricultural holdings are estimated
at about 570 million, most of them small-scale.
Small producers (farmers, craftsmen, fishers,
farmers, landless peasants, and indigenous
people) provide about %80 of the food produced
in Asia, sub-Saharan Africa, and Latin America.
Seventy percent of the 1.4 billion people living in
extreme poverty live in rural areas and %75 of the
poor living in rural areas are smallholders.

In South America, small farmers own less than 1.8
hectares on average, exploit %34.5 of arable land,
and account for two-thirds of rural labor, where
poverty is most prevalent. They contribute %41
of domestic consumption.

In Africa, %80 of farmers are small farmers and
most (%66) take advantage of holdings of less
than two hectares.

4.1 Small and Ecological Agriculture

The world is witnessing the proliferation of alter-
native initiatives to promote a different agriculture
that achieves food sovereignty, an agroecology that
sustains the livelihood of small farmers, enables the
production of healthy and culturally diverse food,
and allows for trade at the local level. In many de-
veloping countries, including Arab countries, these
small farmers usually have long-standing experi-
ences and successful agricultural models associated
with local communities and rooted in their environ-
mental milieu. The chemical-free agriculture they
engage in is based on product diversity and is gen-
erally able to achieve satisfactory results, especial-
ly due to this diversity. These systems have fed the
regions of the world for centuries, while preserving
the natural environment by applying accumulated
indigenous knowledge. This pattern continues in
many parts of the globe.

Today, several agricultural movements, NGOs, and
governmental institutions are advocating the adop-
tion of these new approaches, bearing the principle
of food sovereignty, and pushing for reconsider-
ing small agriculture and its consolidation into an
alternative to the dominant pattern, which utilizes
technology based on agroecology, with a focus on
product diversity, synergy, recycling, and integra-

tion, including social inclusion and participatory
and enabling approaches that increase product
profitability and stability of agricultural production
and contribute to the conservation of biodiversity,
land, and water and is more feasible in the field of
biological resistance to pests regardless of the size
of holdings.

This agricultural mode is not only possible, but is
beginning to adapt many forms and expressions for
alternative agriculture, which is often-traditional,
but it is embedded with new environmental knowl-
edge, enabling it to contribute to ensuring the right
to food and food sovereignty.'®

Studies have shown' that the dual function of cap-
italist agriculture used the new green revolution
to transform small farmers and agroecology into a
means, rather than a barrier, to expand the pattern
of industrial agriculture.

Neoliberal monopolies of seeds, land, and markets
are likely to destroy the livelihoods of most of the
world’s 2.5 billion smallholders, which will further
reduce agricultural biodiversity and severely un-
dermine the resilience of the global ecosystem.
This will lead to more hunger in the world and re-
duce the ability to mitigate and overcome climate
change.

Agricultural biology has a pivotal role to play in the
future of our diets. If ecological agriculture scientists
build strategic alliances with radical movements ad-
vocating food sovereignty, the anti-corporate food
movement could be strengthened. This powerful
counter-movement could generate great political
will for transformational reform of food systems.

The livelihoods of small farmers, the elimination of
hunger, the restoration of agricultural biodiversity
on Earth, and the resilience of the agro-ecosystem
will be better under this scenario.

16 A. Altieri - Clara L. Nicholls - University of
California, Berkeley

17 Eric Holt-Giménez & Miguel A. Altieri (2013):
Agroecology, Food Sovereignty, and the New Green Rev-
olution, Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, 37:1,
90-102



Intensive Production, Excessive
Consumption, and Waste of Food
Products

Statistical dataindicatesthat %30 of consumption-
oriented food production is wasted annually; 222
million tons of food are destroyed each year in
developed countries, enough to feed 230 million
people, equivalent to the population of sub-
Saharan Africa.

This calls for greater effort and mobilization
by CSOs to counteract intensive agricultural
production, reduce waste, develop initiatives,
and promote successful experiences, within the
framework of a democratic transition towards the
establishment of environmentally sustainable
and socially just communities.

It should be noted that consultations on agroe-
cology has been initiated by the FAO and the re-
port of the High Level Panel of Experts (HLPE) on
«Agroecological approaches and other innovations
for sustainable agriculture and food systems that
enhance food Security and nutrition» was issued
and approved. Although this was seen as progress,
international organizations, according to Via Camp-
esina, continue to adopt a technical understanding
of agroecology, rather than a broader view of a pol-
icy based on farmers. Via Campesina emphasizes
the need for concerned international institutions to
recognize the transformative role of agroecology in
societies.'

4.2 Cultural Dimension of Sustaina-
ble Agriculture

Culture is a cornerstone of the sustainability of agro-
food systems. It should be noted that the 2nd Indig-
enous Peoples’ Global Consultation on the Right to
Food and Food Sovereignty, held in Nicaragua from
7 to 9 September 2006, sought to reach an agree-
ment definitions and priorities relating specifically
to the importance of indigenous culture in sustain-
able agriculture and food systems, as enshrined in
the 2002 Atitlan Declaration as a main foundation
of agricultural and food systems sustainability.

In this context, definitions and priorities were set,
enabling agreement on five of 11 proposed indica-
tors. They are:

¢ Access to land, natural resources, sacred
sites, and areas reserved for traditional
events,

« The abundance or scarcity of risks threat-
ening traditional seeds for food, medicinal
plants, animal breeding, and related pro-
duction patterns,

« Use and reporting of knowledge, methods,
languages, ritual dances, prayers, and oral
histories related to food and traditional ag-
ricultural and food systems or the continu-
ous use of traditional foods in daily meals,

« The ability to adapt and withstand or revert
to the use and production of traditional
foods,

o The ability to realize the right to self-deter-
mination and free and prior consent in the
defense of food sovereignty and self-devel-
opment.

These indicators would enable better understand-

ing, transparency, and trust between indigenous

peoples and development actors,'” in particular:

« To enable indigenous peoples to follow the
impact of development programs on their
lives,

« To support public interest, development ac-
tors, governments, NGOs, and internation-
al agencies to understand, recognize, and
respect the important livelihood means of
indigenous peoples,

« To harmonize activities, objectives, results,
and minimum standards in policies and pro-
grams aimed at indigenous peoples to es-
tablish a developmental model with greater
respect of rights and cultures,

« To achieve legitimacy and responsibility to-
wards all actors, by identifying good prac-
tices and lessons learned, while measuring
progress and achievement.

4.3 Rural Transformation as an
Essential Factor to Combat Pov-

18 La Via Campesina, Annual Report 2017,
https://viacampesina.org/en/wp-content/uploads/

sites/2/2018/07/2017_Annual_Report_EN-2_lowres.pdf.

19 Les indicateurs culturels de systemes alimen-
taires et agro écologiques indigenes — Agriculture et Dével-

oppement Rural Durable Initiative, www.gitpa.org
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erty, Achieve Food Security, and
Strengthen Food Sovereignty

While data indicate a global decline in rural poverty,
it remains much higher than in urban areas. Accord-
ing to the Arab MDGs Report, the multidimensional
poverty index in rural areas was more than three
and a half times that of urban areas in the Arab re-
gion as a whole, which is close to the average for
developing countries (3.55). Arab countries are sec-
ond in terms of poverty in rural areas, compared
to other regions of the world, after Latin America,
where the difference reaches 6.63 times.

Due to population pressure and vulnerability and
degradation of the environment (especially due to
water scarcity, over-exploitation of forests, and di-
version of agricultural land for urban expansion...),
rural people resort to unsustainable agricultural
systems when necessary, thus reinforcing the vi-
cious circle of poverty. Therefore, so-called rural
transformation? is an essential pillar for enhancing
food security and sovereignty and a tool for com-
bating poverty and raising the productivity of small
farmers, thus improving theirincomes and integrat-
ing them into the dynamics of the economy.
Emphasizing the relation of poverty to food securi-
ty, working to reduce rural poverty will contribute
to improving livelihoods in rural areas, enhancing
food security, realizing the SDGs, and reducing so-
cial exclusion and inequality.

According to several studies, the growth of agri-
cultural production based on higher productivity
leads to reduced malnutrition and thus poverty.
Thus, combating rural poverty, improving human
food security, and reducing rural-urban disparities
require strong will and effective policies.

In this respect, international experience shows that
a more equitable allocation of land and proof of
property rights to small farmers is a key factor in
pushing for financial inclusion, allowing them to
borrow, invest, improve productivity, and raise pro-
duction at lower costs, which enhances food secu-
rity. Policies should aim in this direction and avoid
focusing, as in many experiments, on large farmers,
large landholders, and agribusiness companies to
raise the agricultural sectors productivity. As long
as all small farmers are cut off from the agricultural
equation and as long as their productivity has not
improved, there can be no economic recovery or a

20 According to the Institute for Food and Agricul-
tural Development (IFAD)

marked reduction in poverty, especially in rural ar-
eas.

In international experience, the issue of proof of
property is coupled with voluntary policies to re-
distribute land in a more equitable manner. For
example, countries such as South Africa and Bra-
zil provide for agrarian reform and equitable land
distribution in their constitutions. India has also
undertaken agricultural reforms that have enabled
the rural poor to increase their production and in-
comes, greatly contributing to poverty reduction
and food security.

Land ownership is an obstacle for small farmers,
preventing their access to loans and investments
or improving their productivity and integrating
into the economic equation. International experi-
ence has shown that the effective empowerment
through small plots is much more effective than
social insurance networks, as it enables providing
food to beneficiary households and, thereby, con-
tributes to food security at both the family and
community levels, as well as the stability of small
farmers in vulnerable rural areas.

In Arab countries, however, land ownership is sub-
ject to customary legal and illegal procedures and
arrangements (such as socialized land). Real estate
departments must take this into consideration and
adapt laws, legislations, and procedures of proof
of ownership in order to facilitate the acquisition
process necessary for the desired agrarian reform.
Many countries around the world achieved suc-
cessful agricultural reforms, particularly in Asia (first
generation). The issue of land redistribution has
been and continues to be the subject of contro-
versy and political conflict, relating not only to the
private property of large farmers but also to inter-
national land.

Contrary to some claims that the empowerment of
small farmers with small plots of land is economi-
cally inefficient, several studies show the opposite
and highlight a strong correlation between small
agricultural input and high productivity. This is due
to the high overhead costs of large-scale agricultur-
al land, due to many factors, including the control
of its workers and the importance of agricultural
diversification to achieve better overall productivity
over the years in small farms.

The new type of agrarian reform, the so-called
second-generation (after the 1990s), abandoned
the dominant top-down approach that generates



conflicts. However, the problem remains in how
agrarian reform could be negotiated between sell-
ers (large holders and the state) and buyers (small
farmers). The process is linked to the extent to which
the state can create the appropriate environment in
the real estate market, take the necessary measures,
and control the policies that facilitate the transfer of
ownership and enable small farmers to acquire land
and prove ownership and access to other means
necessary for production and market entry.

In this regard, it should be emphasized that redistri-
bution in itself is insufficient, since it must be part of
a long-term transformation strategy to revive rural
areas and support poor small farmers. Brazil’s rela-
tively new experience highlights the importance of
reform-oriented governance. In 1996, Brazil formed
a special ministry for agrarian reform with a specific
budget (and international assistance) and adopted
decentralization in organizing dialogue and ne-
gotiations between representatives of small farm-
ers, large holders, and the state. Local authorities
pledged to identify small farmers eligible for reform
and to control land for distribution, without au-
thoritarian pressure. Authorities also enabled small
farmers to take large-scale loans for land acquisition
and delay their extraction until the estate reached
financial independence with the progressive trans-
fer of ownership (under loan-sale contracts). They
also established an independent dispute resolution
body. The distribution policy was accompanied by
a number of government interventions for ben-
eficiaries to ensure the success of the distribution
process (training, in-kind subsidies, infrastructure,
technical guidance...).

The agrarian reform and rural transformation pro-
cess should include, among its main goals, the
advancement of rural women, recognizing their
contribution to rural agricultural activity, their em-
powerment, support for their economic independ-
ence, and addressing inequalities between women
and men, particularly in land ownership, assets, and
income. According to available data, the percentage
of land owned by women is very low in most Arab
countries, compared to other parts of the world. It
ranges between 0.8% in Saudi Arabia and 7.1% in
Lebanon, while it reaches 32.6% in the Comoros,
50.5% in Cape Verde, and 47% in the Baltic States.

Shifts in the Arab countryside and the question of
agrarian reform are among the greatest challenges,
due to the spread of poverty, loss of social harmo-
ny, and continuing human food insecurity, seriously
threatening security, sovereignty, and stability in
the region.

Agrarian Reform According to Via

Campesina

Via Campesina stresses that the control of common goods, which
are essential to the lives of people and nature, are concentrated in
the hands of a few private actors who have easy access to capital,
with disastrous effects on the people and their rights around the|
world. Small-scale agricultural producers have found themselves
cut off from production because they do not have access to inputs|
and markets, which necessarily calls for a radical transformation in
the prevailing agricultural model. Even if they have the will, states
are currently unable to protect their citizens from violations and
abuses committed by the major economic actors who control this|
global system.

A comprehensive and real agricultural system, necessitated by
this transformation, should be based on the protection and
reconstruction of the entire territorial space on the concept off
food sovereignty. This fundamental reform should bring about
a change that ensures not only real estate democracy, but also|
all elements of decent life for households (water, sea, marshes,
groundwater, seeds,and diversity in allitsaspects) as well as control
of markets and the cessation of land acquisition. Environmental
production should also be encouraged and intensified, as a
production pattern that respects seasons and natural cycles, is
capable of reducing climate change, and maintains diversity and
resists pollution.

In areas where the distribution of land is unfair, efforts of resistance|
movements must be directed towards redistribution by extracting
land from large holdings. In areas where the population has
access to land, it is necessary to defend territories and halt land
acquisition.

As mentioned previously on the role of the state in agrarian
reform and desired development, Via Campesina also believes
that governments, stemming from democratic systems, play an
active role in this transformation. However the experience of]
the 2000s proved that it remains insufficient and led to unequal
power relations. The reform process must be driven by effective
social movements based on various forms of struggle, democratic|
knowledge, and social relations, free of all forms of authority and
domination and seeking to reverse the hierarchical and racial
structure of societies. Reforms entail new strategies for media
communication, as an alternative to the dominant mainstream
media, and a different form of scientific research, stemming from
the local.

The convergence of social resistance movements aimed at creating
a balance of power allowing for progress towards a political
system centered on the «common (or public) good» is evident. In|
this direction, comprehensive and grassroots agricultural reform|
appears to be an important route to establishing food sovereignty
and achieving the dignity of peoples.

This type of reform is based on the idea of joint resistance
between women and men engaged in small-scale f arming,
raising livestock, nomadic life, and marine or agricultural work, in
addition to indigenous peoples and other sectors of rural or urban
society for a territory where healthy food is produced in harmonyj
with nature and makes use of inherited agroecology and popular
practices and knowledge.

While this alliance seems necessary, it should not be done with|
capital. The missing alliance today, however, is that which brings|
rural and urban populations together. Therefore, it is worth
moving towards production in an ecological manner that clearly|
shows that land recovered by the population is nourishing,
ecological, and better for society as a whole and for our mother|
planet, unlike land exploited by capital. Recovered territories
could nurture decent living, produce healthy food, and take care|
of natural resources such as land, water, forests, biodiversity, and
reduced greenhouse gas emissions. Land exploited by capital are
covered by single crops or open-sky mines, which use pesticides|
and genetically modified crops, produce waste, misery, migration,)
and contribute to warming and climate change.
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CHAPTER IlI: Are There Indica-
tors That Analyze, Measure, or
Embody Food Sovereignty

An indicator is a quantifiable, observable, and
measurable value used to highlight the occurrence
of changes or progress in a given area. It is a tool to
assess and assist in decision-making for public and
private actors as well as an important means of ad-
vocacy for civil society. Specialists agree indicators
should be based on the following elements:

o Accuracy of terms, avoiding any vagueness
in the definition,

» Ease and usability for various stakeholders
over time,

« Providing useful and relevant information
related to the subject, so as to indicate pro-
gress in achieving goals set in the area in
question,

« Providing a relatively good idea of the data
necessary to take the necessary action and
decisions concerning the action or accom-
plishment.

Although indicators are variables that quantita-
tively describe, or rather express, an element of a
condition or progress, figures, on their own, do not
say anything. Indicators could provide useful data
on the development or imbalance in a situation
or phenomenon, but they remain incomplete. The
relativity of indicators must be considered, as they
remain an approximate tool and caution must be
taken in their interpretation or related conclusions,
especially since they are quantitative.

Thus, while indicators provide data on the subject
at hand, their use must be supported by other ele-
ments with qualitative characteristics or related to
the context of the situation.

The information necessary to understand or evalu-
ate a situation often requires resorting to the use
of several indicators and the intersection of their
components, as well as more specific qualitative
elements.

Moreover, possible deviations should be taken into
account when interpreting indicators, in particular
when addressing causal relationships leading to
recorded results. While this does not invalidate the
indicator, it is necessary to stress the importance of
taking the necessary precautions in analysis, inter-
pretation, and conclusions, particularly when seek-

ing to establish interrelationships between causes
and effects.

There is also the question of limitations in the use
of indicators to compare between countries. Vari-
ables affecting the outcome could complicate the
comparison and pose several problems. In fact, the
greater the number of variables related to an issue,
the greater the risk of deviations and interpreta-
tions, regardless of the heterogeneity of informa-
tion collection. Countries and intervening actors
tend to accept the interpretations closer to their
objectives; some will even decide to hide data or
publish it in accordance to their interests. Contextu-
al elements should not be ignored, as they can have
a great impact on the data and results, and thus the
conclusions related to the indicators. Methodologi-
cal precautions and risks must be considered when
making the comparison, allowing caution in inter-
preting and analyzing results.

As a quantitative issue, we must be aware that,
when properly calculated, the indicator actually
produces useful information, but it is always incom-
plete, and the use of the elements required from it
requires many systematic precautions.
Regardless of the definitions, assessing the quality
of an indicator requires questioning its purpose.
The indicator does not make sense in itself, but its
significance and usefulness are related to the pur-
pose of its use.

The current debate is not whether to use quantita-
tive indicators or not, as there is no denial of their
usefulness as tools of knowledge that contribute
looking objectively at specific elements, as a pre-
requisite for analysis and evaluation. However, the
question relates to their limitations and the need
for caution in analysis and interpretation.

It is thus necessary to emphasize the need to avoid
two positions, according to Philipe Lomar, head
of the French Association for evaluation. The first
refers to the principled discussion of quantitative
measurement policies per se. For some, the so-
cial field does not respond to every quantitative
measure. The second is giving numbers too much
importance. Although measurement is necessary
and useful, in addition to not being able to meas-
ure everything, the measurement remains relatively
constant. This does not mean that quantitative data
should not be used when possible and where infor-
mation or knowledge are useful to various stake-
holders, but limitations should be considered and
figures must not be given too high a value. Quan-



titative data should be supplemented with infor-
mation and other knowledge of a specific nature
subject to a minimum of methodological accuracy.

Balance between quantitative and
qualitative approaches

Claiming the truth of numbers reflects an overly
rational approach: a desire for certainty and
consistency that neglects qualitative aspects
and experience and distracts debate, criticism,
and reconsideration, indicating, in the opinion
of civil society activists, serious deviations. For
these activists, it is also worth asking why the
use of indicators seems to be on the rise despite
the precautions of practitioners and researchers.
In fact, there is a possibility to reverse this trend.
This begins in the form of greater awareness of
the importance of a balance between technical
knowledge, quantitative approach, and applied
skills on the one hand, and qualitative approach
on the other.

David McGrogan, «<Human Rights Indicators and
the Rule of Technology», European Journal of
International Law, 5 July 2016.

Right to food indicators are not exempt from these
rules relating to semantics and boundaries. They
are further complicated by the debate over the
concepts of food security and food sovereignty to
assess the extent to which the right to food is be-
ing implemented. While relevant international or-
ganizations have developed a set of indicators to
assess food security or lack thereof, activists and
advocates of food sovereignty see these indicators
as perpetuating the concept of food security as a
technical concept that does not carry out a balance
of power analysis and does not interfere with capi-
talist and liberal perceptions or with the hegemony
of superpowers and multinational corporations on
international food regimes. They also believe that
the realization of the right to food will not occur
not through the use of quantitative indicators, but
through analyzing the political economy to high-
light the beneficiaries, the losers, and the exploiters
in existing regimes. This would lead to the search
for alternatives, ways, and mechanisms to break
with the existing situation and limit inequality and
asymmetry in the balance of power.

However, with all the caution about indicators,
there is a need to use the available, albeit scarce,

data to look into the state of the right to food in
the Arab region. It is also possible to compare them
with qualitative and analytical data from national
reports, which delve deeper into the specifics of
each country. This paper avoids using composite in-
dicators used by international organizations, some
researchers, or private entities, attempting to diag-
nose the situation of Arab countries based on the
most important indicators published by FAO and
other international organizations while seeking to
analyze them in terms of food sovereignty. Devel-
oping specific indicators related to food sovereign-
ty was avoided for two main reasons. The first is be-
cause this concept has not yet become institutional
at the level of international organizations and the
second relates to the concerns of food sovereignty
activists about the use of merely quantitative indi-
cators.

The concept of food sovereignty is based on the
principle of giving absolute priority in food policies
and regulations to small producers, in particular
small family farmers living in rural areas, forests,
and marginalized areas, valuing their contribution
to the provision of food to their households and
communities and the preservation of their sur-
roundings and natural resources, which ensures, in
addition to the right to food, the right to live in a
healthy environment and the rights of future gen-
erations. Thus, data providing a picture of the status
of these groups can contribute to identifying the
food sovereignty status of each country and high-
light the progress and imperfections in promoting
the principles of food sovereignty and the realiza-
tion of the right to healthy, sufficient, and adequate
food for all.

1. Small Farmers and Land Inequality

The world’s agricultural holdings are estimated at
about 570 million, most of them small-scale and
family owned, which are estimated at around 75%
of the world'’s agricultural land. The number of hold-
ings of less than two hectares is estimated at 475
million, or about 83.3% of the total. However, these
smallholdings account for only 12% of agricultur-
al land. The number of agricultural holdings in the
Middle East and North Africa is estimated at about
3% of the world’s total.”!

21 Sarah K. Lowder, Jakob Skoet, Terri Raney, “The
Number, Size, and Distribution of Farms, Smallholder
Farms, and Family Farms Worldwide,” in World Develop-
ment, Vol.87, November 2016.
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The following table shows the distribution of agricultural holdings in a number of Arab countries, according to the study
on «The Number, Size, and Distribution of Farms, Smallholder Farms, and Family Farms Worldwide.»

Table 1: Agricultural Holdings and Land According to Area

Country Survey | Agricultural Land | Total Holding
Year and Holdings Area
<lha |2-1ha |5-2ha |10-5ha |[20-10ha|50-20ha [100-50 |>
ha
Algeria 2001 Holdings 1,023,799 | 223,115 | 128864 |239,844 181,267 |[142,980 |88,130 [14294 |5,
%100 %218 | %126 |%23.4 %17.7 %140 | %8.6 %1.4 %
Agricultural Land | 8,458,680 |70,516 [162,315 | 722,275 |1,200,598 | 1,896,466 | 2,484,971 | 930,765 |9
%100 %0.8 %1.9 |%8s5 %14.2 %224 | %294 %11.0 | %
Egypt -1999 | Holdings 4,541,884 |3,955941 365,362 | 170,625 |35,996 10,953 | 3,007
2000 %100 %87.1 %80 | %3.8 %0.8 %0.2 %0.1
Agricultural Land | 3,750,699 | 1,403,153 [ 665,914 | 684,168 |353,250 |236,010 |408,204
%100 %374 | %178 |%18.2 %9.4 %6.3 %10.9
Jordan 1997 | Holdings 88,452 47,509 | 28,728 |6,532 3,291 1,778 409 151 5.
%100 %537 | %325 |%7.4 %3.7 %2.0 %0.5 9%0.2 %
Agricultural Land |278,589 | 12,003 |60,857 |41,892 |41,032 |48787 |25734 |18871 |2
%100 %4.3 %218 |%15.0 %14.7 %175 | %9.2 %6.8 %
Lebanon [1998  [Holdings 194,829 | 141,594 |27434 |195536 |3,127 1,983 911 244
%100 %727 | %141 | %10.0 %1.6 %1.0 %0.5 %0.1
Agricultural Land |247,940 |48,648 (37,716 |62,649 |23517 |26246 |26518 |22,646
%100 %196 | %152 |%253 %9.5 %106 | %10.7 %9.1
Morocco [ 1996 [ Holdings 1,496,349 | 380,039 |272,412 |411,967 |247,766 |[125169 |47,985 |7,829 3,
%100 %254 | %182 |%27.5 %16.6 %8.4 %3.2 %0.5 %
Agricultural Land | 8,732,223 | 170,361 |420,577 | 1,495,239 | 1,894,722 | 1,880,472 | 1,526,298 | 585,157 | 7!
%100 %2.0 %48 | %17.1 %21.7 %215 |%17.5 %6.7 %
Qatar 2000 | Holdings 3,553 2,444 189 212 148 157 211 113 7
2001 %1000 | %688 |%53 | %6.0 %4.2 %4.4 %5.9 %3.2 %
Agricultural Land | 42,328 547 246 671 1,047 2,276 6,750 7,680 2
%]1.3 %0.6 | %1.6 %2.5 %5.4 %15.9 %18.1 %
Yemen 2002 | Holdings 1,180,105 | 865,733 | 124,052 107,170 |83,150
%1000 | %734 | %105 |%9.1 %7.0
Agricultural Land | 1,609,486 |250,259 |[168,357 |287,761 |903,109
%100 %155 | %105 |%17.9 %356.1
Libya 1987 | Holdings 175528 | 25213 |17,654 |43,904 |40406 |[28285 15987 |[393 6!
%098.3 %144 | %101 | %25.0 %23.0 %16.1 %09.1 %0.2 %
Agricultural Land | 2,495,906
Djibouti 1995 Holdings 1,135 944 191
%100 %832 | %168

Agricultural Land

Source: Prepared by the authors based on FAO data



This distribution shows that the number of holdings of less than 2 ha represents 95% of the total in Egypt, 86% in
Lebanon and Jordan, and 83% in Yemen, but is estimated at around a third in Algeria and Morocco. However, these
farms exploit only 44% of the agricultural land in Egypt and about a quarter of the land in Lebanon and Jordan,
while their share of the land does not exceed 7% in Morocco and Algeria. While this distribution relates to the

nature of agricultural exploitation according to the country’s soil and climate factors and historical context, it also
highlights some of the unequal distribution of agricultural land, which limits the ability of small farmers to extract
500 ha adequate income and sufficient nutrition for their families, to reduce the risks of hunger and malnutrition. Limited
exploitation, lack of clarity of ownership documents, and some property concentration policies prevent small farm-
F ers from accessing funding, inputs, and markets, leaving them in a state of subsistence production.
0.5 The following table highlights the inequality in land distribution in Arab countries by calculating the Gini coeffi-
0,774 cient on this distribution, comparing the situation of some Arab countries with other countries in different regions
.- | oftheworld. -
1.7 3
=
Table 5: Inequality in Dietary Energy Consumption, Income, and Land Distribution in Selected Countries 2
a
Country Inequality in Income Inequality | Land g
Dietary Energy g
A Consumption §
01— Year Gini% | Year Gini% | Year Gini% s
ﬁT Arab Countries Algeria 1988 16 1995 35 2001 65 8
) [T
W Egypt 1981 16 1999 34 2000/1999 | 69 fe)
— Jordan 1986 14 1997 36 1997 81 =
Lebanon | 1997 15 1999/1998 | 69 v
Morocco 1985 17 1998 40 1996 62 5,
(@e
Qatar 1988 13 2001/2000 | 90 I
(9]
182_ Tunisia 1990 13 2000 40 1995-1994 | 69 3
©
02— Latin America Brazil 1996 18 2001 59 1996 85 =
V. )
———— Chile 2000 14 2000 57 1997 91 €
59,397 2
87_ Nicaragua 2001 17 2001 43 2001 72 S
9'— Uruguay 1998 14 2000 45 2000 79 “é
2 Venezuela 1999 14 1998 49 1997 88 §
W Africa Ethiopia 1999 17 1999 30 2002/2001 |47 S
/ i
A6 Namibia 1994 17 1993 71 1997/1996 | 36 5
— Senegal 1975 15 1995 41 1999/1998 | 50
Europe Finland 2000 12 2000 27 2000-1999 | 27
Ireland 1996 12 1996 36 2000 44
Netherlands | 1999 12 1999 31 2000/1999 | 57
” Norway 2000 12 2000 26 1999 18
04_ Sweden 2000 12 2000 25 2000/1999 | 32
" | Source: FAO Statistical Report 2007-2008




The following graph highlights inequality in income
and land distribution by country. While Scandinavi-
an countries have very low rates of income or land
distribution inequality, the five Arab countries for
which data is available record high rates of inequal-
ity on both fronts. Algeria registers a ratio equal to
the international income distribution median, the
Gini coefficient of land distribution remains rela-
tively high but below the high level of inequality
observed in Tunisia, Egypt, and Jordan in particular.
Morocco, however, has a higher rate of inequality
in income, but lower inequality in land distribution,
compared to the rest of the concerned Arab coun-
tries.

Source: Prepared by the authors based on FAO data
The following figure concerning 25 developing
countries (including Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia,
Egypt, and Jordan) provides information on the Gini
coefficient for inequality in income and the preva-
lence of undernourishment. It shows a positive cor-
relation between these two factors, as the spread of
undernourishment seems to grow in proportion to
income inequality.

This graph shows that both Algeria and Egypt have
a relatively low (below median) level of inequality
and undernourishment, while Morocco and Tunisia
have slightly higher incomes than the median, but
undernourishment remains below the median. On
the other hand, although Jordan has a ratio almost
equal to the median level of income inequality,
undernourishment remains high compared to the
other five Arab countries concerned.

It should be emphasized that some Arab countries
are faced with specific problems utilizing some
lands with communal ownership and have different
policies in the field, which could be highlighted in
national reports. While some seek to integrate them
as private or state property, the path of food sover-
eignty requires the preservation of their common
character and protection from speculators and oth-
er forms of capitalist exploitation. Their exploitation
in the framework of cooperatives and the social and
solidarity economy, as in the case of the Jemna oa-
sis in Tunisia, may be one of the pillars of strength-
ening food sovereignty. As indicated in this report’s
Background Paper, a new generation of participa-
tory agrarian reform could represent a key factor in
the revival of the Arab countryside and strengthen-
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ing the contribution of the agricultural sector to the
consolidation of food sovereignty and the rights of
rural populations on various levels.

2. Small Family Farming

The situation of small farmers is one of the top pri-
orities of food sovereignty, which emphasizes the
importance of strengthening the status of small
farmers in food systems and that small family ag-
riculture is one of the most important elements of
local development, rural development, and conser-
vation of the environment and natural resources to
achieve the principles of inclusive and sustainable
development.

According to a study conducted by FAO, Interna-
tional Cooperation Agricultural Research Develop-
ment (CIRAD), and The Mediterranean Agronomic
Institute of the International Centre for Advanced
Mediterranean Agronomic Studies (CIHEAM-IAMM)
on «Small-scale Family Farming in the Near East and
North Africa,» it can be concluded that:

a. Definitions
Definitions used to determine small-scale family
farming in the statistics of different countries re-

main ambiguous. Determining criteria vary accord-
ing to the different categories of research, research-
ers, and countries. The definition of family farming
should be based on criteria allowing to distinguish
between this type of agriculture and other forms of
agricultural production forms as well as criteria for
describing the diversity observed in family farms.
National data, however, is sometimes unavailable
and, if it exists, may be dated and might not allow
for an accurate definition. In addition, the concept
of small-scale family farming is linked to the nation-
al or regional context and the conditions of produc-
tion, making it difficult to compare international
contexts.

According to the broad definition of family farming
proposed by FAO during the International Year of
the Family in 2014, family farming includes «all fam-
ily-based agricultural activities, and it is linked to
several areas of rural development. Family farming
is a means of organizing agricultural, forestry, fish-
eries, pastoral and aquaculture production which is
managed and operated by a family and predomi-
nantly reliant on family labor, including both wom-
en’s and men's.XX«

A family farm is usually defined as a production unit
where ownership and work are closely related to
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the family. The interdependence of the three factors, land ownership, work, and family, creates more complex
concepts related to the transfer of heritage and agro-business patterns. The farm is a complex object that em-
bodies the interdependence of different economic, technical, social, and cultural dimensions.?

Béliéres suggests a definition comprising three main types of farms, summarized in the following table.

Table 3: Main Types of Agricultural Holdings

Investments Entrepreneurial Family
Labor Only waged workers Mixed, with permanent Familial, without salaried
waged workers permanent workers
Capital Shareholders Familial or familial Family (including
associations holdings of very small

capital, such as those that
do not own the land)

Proceedings Technical Familial/Technical Familial
Consumption Without object Residual Informal or based on the
status of exploited land
Legal Status Public limited liability or | Status of plot, other Informal or based on the
other forms of companies | forms of association status of exploited land
Land Ownership Ownership or indirect Ownership or indirect
Status official holding official holding

Source: Bélieres et. al., 2014.

Thus, family farming is a form of agricultural production organization, characterized by organic links between
the family, the production unit, mobilization of the family in its work, and the exclusion of permanent employ-
ees. These linkages are reflected in the inclusion of productive capital in family property and in the combination
of the logic of family management and commercial logic in the productive process, the distribution of family
work, and leasing, as well as in the distribution of products between final consumption and the use of inputs
and between investment and accumulation.

Other forms generally include:

« Family enterprises, which refer to forms of agricultural production regulation that combine family
work with permanent employment, including wage management in the agricultural process. The
logic of behavior refers to the search for forms of production that allow hiring permanent employees,
the acquisition of inputs from the market, and the general rental of family labor.

« Commercial agriculture, which refers to forms of agricultural production regulation that exclusively
employ paid labor, whose capital is owned by public or private entities, and where it is separates
between the logic of the establishment and the logic of the family. In this case, leasing becomes the
basic feature, which differentiates between skill levels and imposes hierarchy among employees.

The Question of Small Size in the Statistical Classification of Small-Scale Family Farming

The question of size conceals many differences in functional characteristics and exploitation patterns associat-
ed with the development of the same piece of agricultural land. The use of size alone is insufficient to identify
each form of agricultural exploitation of small or large holdings, given the historical diversity of agricultural
systems, intergenerational transfer patterns, mechanization level, and production systems.

However, the definitions analyzed in this study take into account the area of agricultural land or the size of live-
stock as a criterion in the definition of small-scale family farms.

Q‘ com’y.‘i’. béﬂyg,'i%onnal, P.M. Bosc, B. Losch, J. Marzin, J.M. Sourisseau, Les agricultures familiales du monde : défini-

tions, contributions et politiques publiques, AFD-Cirad, 2014
Despite the lack of accurate quantitative data for each of the countries in the study, it clearly shows that small

family farms provide an important part of food products in national markets, particularly in urban and subur-



ban areas, but also in marginalized and vulnerable agricultural areas. Small family farming is especially active
in short value chains due to the comparative advantages of direct selling or in the provision of raw materials to
small food processing plants. It can also position itself in export routes in the form of an enabling environment
and adequate control (such as tobacco in Lebanon, mint in Morocco, citrus in Tunisia, gum Arabic in Sudan, and
sheep in Mauritania). See the following table.

Table 4: Some Examples of Small-Scale Family Farming Contribution to Various Types of Production and Markets

Family Farming:
Proportion of Production
or Arable Land

Annual (Seasonal) Crops
(including food and feed)

Permanent Crops, Forest
Products

Livestock

Mauritania

Food crops in rainfed,
sandy or non-intensive
areas, produces
sorghum, millet, maize
and vegetables.

The main sector is small-
scale family farming and
export.

Tunisia

%33 of arable land for
cereals, %2.2 for gardens,
%3.8 for vegetables, %28
for pasture, and %1.9 for
fodder crops.

%59 of arable land for
planting trees.

Small livestock: %85 of
animal wealth, %67 of
livestock, %52 of sheep,
and %59 of goats.

Lebanon

Main food production
(cereals, vegetables,
and potatoes), fruits,
and vegetables,
%20 of arable land for
seasonal crops and %2
for greenhouse crops
%5.3 of arable land for
annual industrial crops,
%5.1 for cereals, %3.8
for flowering vegetables,
%2.1 for legumes, %1.9
for tubers, and %1.5 for
leafy greens.

Olive oil

%78 of arable land for
permanent crops, %43.6
for olive trees, %10 for
fruit and kernel fruit,
%3.9 for fruit trees, and
%2.9 for grapevines and
citrus.

Marketed production
of meat, eggs, and milk
provides income for
family  farmers.

Morocco

Food and feed crops
(Alfalfa) associated with
small-scale livestock
breeding

Cereals: (hard wheat, soft
wheat, barley), legumes
(lentils, chickpeas,
beans...)

All livestock

Egypt

Increased contribution to
the production of cereals,
legumes, oilseeds, and
fiber: an increase from
%34.2 in 1990 to %47.2
in 2010

Vegetables  decreased
from %24.2 to %23.

Contribution to  fruit
production  decreased
from %143 to %11.1

Increased livestock
production from %52.6
to %61.3 for cattle and
buffaloes and from %50.2
to %59.3 for sheep and
goats
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Sudan

Food production - 5 main
food crops: sorghum,
sesame, millet, peanuts
and wheat

The traditional rainwater

Export of gum Arabic
(together with peanuts,
sesame and sorghum:
US 663.5$ million) mainly
comes from small-scale

The main sector of small-
scale family farming.
Export of sheep, camels
and goats

(US $ 856.3 million)

sector covers %95 of
millet production, %38
sorghum, %67 peanut
and %38 sesame
Source: Study on «Small-scale Family Farming in the Near East and North Africa,» FAO, CIRAD, and CIHEAM-IAMM,
May 2016.

family farming

¢. Small-Scale Family Farming and the Environment

The study indicated that data and indicators that can help draw conclusions about the environmental dimen-
sion of small-scale agriculture in the relevant countries are still lacking. However, small farmers are less asso-
ciated with input markets (pesticides and fertilizers) than specialized or industrial agriculture. They generally
maintain sustainable practices that contribute to the conservation of agricultural biodiversity by producing
a variety of crops that require fewer chemical inputs. On this basis, it can be said, according to the study, that
small family farms have a positive impact on the environment.

It should be noted, however, that the combination of pressure on water resources, continued lack of other
sources of income, and climate change can lead to unsustainable use of natural resources and unsustainable
practices of small family farming.

The following table presents the status of the small agriculture sector in the six Arab countries mentioned in
this study and their contribution to food production.



Table 5: Situation of Small-Scale Family Farming in the Agricultural Sector in 6 Arab Countries

Country Small family farming | Social characteristics | The average Average
features: Proportion of families, in characteristics of characteristics of
of arable land, relative | agriculture, and cultivars related to other elements: land
situation in the sector, | multiple activity land ownership and / livestock and forest
trends characteristics production activities
Lebanon %70 of the farms 5 persons per The average farm size | Animal breeders
that occupy %18.2 household (family) on | decreased to 13.6 represent %9 of

of arable land in
Lebanon are smaller
than 10 dunums
(dunum = ha).

Small family farms
are farms below the
national average
threshold.

The majority of
holdings are mixed
(crops and livestock),
as %57 also practice
animal husbandry.
Percentage of farms
smaller than 10
dunums decreased
significantly from
total holdings in
%2.7) 2010), and their
share in arable land
decreased by %1.3.

average.
In 2010, only %50 of
the farmers practiced
agriculture, without
any other source of
income outside the
farms.

dunums.
Land fragmentation
resulting inheritance
systems.

the total number of
farmers.

Land acquisition

is not a basic
criterion for livestock
development. %19 of
breeders do not own
agricultural land.

The percentage of
livestock remained
stable.

The average herd
size is 7 cows (%60 of
dairy products) and
70-60 head of sheep
(or goats).

%54 of small farms
raise cattle, %35 raise
sheep, %37 raise
goats, and %40 raise
pigs.

Small poultry farms
are highly specialized
in traditional
breeding (%88).
When modern
breeding is practiced,
they specialize in
raising chickens in the
first place.
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Morocco

The agriculture sector
includes 1.5 million
farms, %70 of which
have arable land of
less than 5 hectares;
and %55 are below 3
hectares (%12 arable
land).

Social Agriculture:
601,000 small

farms, representing
%8 of arable land,
compared to 875
thousand small

and medium farms,
representing %92 of
arable land.

The percentage

of farms with a
minimum subsistence
area is between %58
and %99.5, by region.
Irrigation covers %19
of agricultural land,
and small family
farming accounts

for %5 of irrigated
agriculture.
Dualities:

Modern vs.
Traditional,

Big vs. small,
Irrigated vs. rainfed.

The agriculture sector
comprises %46 of the
labor force and %80

of the rural workforce.

About 5.5 million
people work on small
family farms.

Cereals mainly
account for %75

of arable land, but
only 10 to %15

of the number of
agricultural sector
transactions and 5 to
%10 of employment.

The number of
farmers without land
declined between
1974 and 1996
(agricultural census)

Livestock is often
the only alternative
that provides income
on farms with very
limited use of land
and capital.

Tunisia

Small family farming
covers %78 of the
total number of
farms, but %43 of the
total agricultural area.
%66.8 of small family
farms are smaller
than 5 ha and %86.7
smaller than 10
hectares.

The average size of
rural households
decreased from 5.7
persons per family in
1975t04.3in 2014.

%76.8 of small family
farms are rainfed,
%12.4 mixed, and
%10.8 irrigated.

The majority of
smallholder farmers
consist of:

In %73 ,05-2005 of
livestock farmers, %70
of sheep farmers, and
%67 of goat farmers
owned holdings of
less than 10 ha.

Small farms (3-2
cows, 14 sheep and

3 goats) represent
%83.5 of total farms,
%67 of livestock, %52
of sheep, and %59 of
goats.




Mauritania Family and traditional Wide range of rainfed | Landless farmers are
forms of agriculture crops. active in collection
(rainfed, flood and their production
residues, lowlands, is integrated into
and behind dams and the production and
oases) and irrigated activity system (forest
crops constitute small products: firewood,
family farming. building materials,

fruit production,
improved soil fertility,
and animal feed).
Animal husbandry:
With the degradation
of ecosystems

and the reduction

of pastures and
livestock, the focus is
on small areas.

Egypt The number of Small family farming | The average farm size | The first group of
small family farming | accounts for 24.23 fell from 1.14t0 0.91 | landless:
households was million people acres between 1990 Anincrease in
4.7 million in 2010, working in the sector | and 2010. the number and
including landless (rural households) Increased percentage, %16.3
farmers, %87.2 of or %57 of the rural fragmentation of farmers in 1990,
farms (%84.3 of population. between the last two | compared with
landed farmers) and | Small family farms agricultural censuses. | 965,000 farmers,
%35.2 of arable land. | feed large families Arable land rose or%17.9in 2010
Second group: The consisting of about 6 | from 3,297,281 ha (including a large
number of small people. in 1990 to 3,750,699 | number of livestock
farmers owning land ha in 2000 (or %13) breeders).
was estimated at 2.3 as aresult of the
million in 1990; their development of land
size increased to 3.7 reclaimed from the
million in 2010. desert.

Sudan Small family farms %58 of the workforce | Rainfed agriculture Integrated livestock

account for %70 of
agricultural GDP
(value added),
rainfed agriculture
contributes %11 and
forests %1.5.

In the Khartoum
region, small family
farming (less than 10
acres) accounts for
%56.54 of farms.

is engaged in
agriculture and %83
of the population
depend on
agriculture for their
livelihoods.

%70 of the workforce
is engaged in rainfed
agriculture and only
%12 in irrigated
agriculture

covers %71 of the
cultivated land in
Sudan.

5 main products:
Corn, sesame, millet,
peanuts, wheat.

The important
diversity of small
family farms: onions,
tomatoes and fodder.

Land fragmentation
emerges as a result of
land transfer rules.

farming in agriculture
as a secondary
activity,

but specialized
pastures are
predominant.

Importance of forest
products (eg gum
arabica).

-
(=
(]
E
=)
%4
=]

(a]

T
c
3
(<]
a

=
v
C

2]

1
©
[}
o

UL
o

=

-

1=

A2

oc

1
(%]

)

i=

1

o

s
(%4
(e}

(%]

©
=
©

8t
IS
o
(=
o
]

(4]
(=
o

=
[

-

g

2
©
P

<

Source: Jacques Marzin, Pascal Bonnet, Omar Bessaoud, and Christine Ton-Nu, «<STUDY ON SMALL-SCALE FAM-
ILY FARMING IN THE NEAR EAST AND NORTH AFRICA REGION,» FAO, CIRAD, and CIHEAM-IAMM, May 2016, An-




nex 5.

3. The Agricultural Sector and the
Marginalization of Rural Areas:
Employment, Structure, and Income

The agricultural sector is the mainstay of food
supply systems and the primary sector providing
national food supplies. However, considering its
natural, climatic, social, and economic features, the
Arab region is distinguished by major differences in
terms of the status, development, and specificities
of the agricultural sector, which is required, how-
ever, to provide food to nearly 399 million people
today and nearly half a billion inhabitants by 2030.
Furthermore, it is the main source of livelihood and
income for the rural population, which accounts for
about 42% of the population. The 2016 Arab Devel-
opment Report issued by the Arab Planning Insti-
tute indicates that the share of agriculture in Arab
output has decreased from 8.3% in 2000 to 5.1% in
2012.

At the operational level, the ratio of agricultural sec-
tor workers, according to the World Bank database,
fell to 21.1% in 2016 compared with 22.5% in 2008
and 28.8%in 2000.%

The ILO database indicates that the number of fe-
male workers in the agricultural sector is estimated
at 28.6% of the total number of working women
globally. In Arab countries, women working in the
agricultural sector in the 22 Arab countries repre-
sent 26.6% of overall employment in this sector,
which is higher than the percentage of working
women in all sectors, calculated at 19.7%.

Women’s contribution to agricultural work appears
to be much higher, not only in the context of family
work, but even in paid work. However, most of this
work is carried out informally and barely appears in
statistics. An important part of the work of women,
especially in the agricultural sector, is not counted,
and it is considered part of housework and part of
the upkeep of the household.

This raises the urgent need to provide decent work
for agricultural workers, realizing their fundamen-
tal rights related to work, wages, social protection,
health coverage, insurance against work accidents,
and employment conditions in general. They are

23 2016 Arab Development Report, Arab Planning

Institute.

also considered a priority by organizations and
movements working on food sovereignty and
changing neoliberal development patterns that en-
trench the domination of capital, the exploitation of
vulnerable classes, and the violation of their rights
to work and decent living.

Women’s rights must be highlighted in particular,
especially the urgent need to resist inequality, ex-
ploitation, and violations. It is also imperative to val-
ue their contribution to production, family income,
and food security at the family and community lev-
els, which remain ignored in many quarters. Ame-
liorating the situation of rural women, valuing their
contribution to agriculture, empowering them,
supporting their economic independence, and ad-
dressing inequality between women and men is
one of the top priorities of food sovereignty. Land
ownership is one of the most important aspects
of this inequality and particular attention must be
given to empower women to exercise their right to
property and to invest their capacities in improving
household income and the advancement of family
farming.

According to available data, the percentage of land
owned by women is very low in most Arab coun-
tries compared to other parts of the world. It ranges
between 0.8% in Saudi Arabia and 7.1% in Lebanon,
while in the Comoros it reaches 32.6% compared to
50.5% in Cape Verde or 47% in Lithuania and Latvia.

The marginalization of the agricultural sector and
rural communities, one of the salient features of ru-
ral areas in Arab countries, is confirmed by informal
employment statistics. Recent ILO data show that
informality rates are much higher in rural areas than
in urban areas. The difference between the reach-
es 21.1 points in Egypt, 18.7 points in Jordan, 18.6



Figure 3: Agricultural Land Owned by Women

Cape Verde
Lithuania
Latvia
Comoros
Lebanon
Tunisia
Egypt
Morocco
Algeria
lardan I

Saudi Arabla

a 20 40 60
Source: Prepared by the authors based on the Gender and Land Rights Database (GLRD) at the FAO

points in Tunisia, and 16.6 points in Morocco.
Table 6: Informal Employment (including in Agri-
culture) According to Location and Gender
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Informal

Employment
Country Overall Urban Rural Men Women
Morocco 79,9 72,5 89,1 81,1 73,9
Tunisia 58,8 53,2 71,8 60,0 54,7
Egypt 63,3 51,0 72,1 64,8 573
Comoros 89,2 77,8 93,4 86,2 93,8
Jordan 44,9 29,4 48,1 48,5 26,9
Iraq 66,9 62,7 76,8 69,9 49,0
Palestine 64,3 63,1 67,2 63,4 68,3
Syria 70,1 67,1 64,0 71,9 61,6
Yemen 68,5 77,5

Source: «\Women and Men in the Informal Economy:




A Statistical Picture,» 3rd Edition, ILO, 2018

As a result of various factors, per capita income in
the agricultural sector in Arab countries amounts to
merely 25% of per capita income in other sectors.
As governments failed to pay due attention to rural
areas, their populations still suffer from lack of ser-
vices; only 50% have access to drinking water, 30%
to sanitation, and 60% to medical services.?* This is
added to the concentration of poverty and the in-
formal economy,” the main feature of work in the
agricultural sector, especially in the absence or lack
of universal social protection systems that provide
coverage against various social risks.? This repre-
sents a large deficiency and a failure to secure the
social and economic rights of this group. It is also an
aspect of social inequality and regional imbalances
threatening social cohesion, political and security
stability, and preventing equitable economic and
material access to sufficient and adequate food.
This impacts children’s development and negative-
ly affects the health of the population, the capacity
of human resources, and their ability to contribute
to the development of their capacities and produc-
tivity. It also reproduces and strengthens the vicious
circle of poverty, fragility, and marginalization.

Poor income in the agricultural sector led to popu-
lation migration from rural to urban areas to work
in the non-agricultural sectors, placing considera-
ble pressure on non-agricultural employment de-
mands and depriving agriculture of the necessary
employment, especially in labor-dependent sec-
tors. Suffice it to point out that the rural popula-
tion’s growth rate is now negative in Algeria, Qatar,
the UAE, and Libya and is zero in Lebanon and be-
low 1% in Jordan, Bahrain, Morocco, Saudi Arabia,
Tunisia, and Mauritania.

It should be noted that the United Nations Human
Rights Council adopted the UN Declaration on the
Rights of Farmers and Other Workers in Rural Are-
as on 28 September 2018. It will be submitted for
ratification at the next session of the UN General
Assembly, which would enhance the rights of these
groups and allow further progress on the road to
justice and the formulation of policies to achieve
food sovereignty, environmental and small agricul-
ture, and conservation of seeds, breeds, and land.

24 Ibid.

25 Arab Watch Reports on Social Protection 2014
and on Informal Employment 2016, ANND.

26 Arab Watch Report on Economic and Social
Rights on Social Protection, 2014.

4, Agriculture and Self-sufficiency

Data related to production and employment in the
agricultural sector in the Arab region indicate weak
productivity. Overall agricultural sector productivi-
ty in the Arab region is affected by several factors
impeding its development and contribution to GDP.
These include, in particular, land and water scarcity,
weak infrastructure and waste in production, poor
logistics chains and distribution routes, limited ac-
cess to loans especially for small farmers, and barri-
ers to obtaining ownership documents that enable
them to do so. This is added to weak scientific re-
search and investment to improve crop yields, in-
adequate extension services, the inability to protect
farmers from foreign competition, and the decline
in public subsidies, public spending, and facilities
for the sectors and young farmers in particular.
Arab countries are importing about half of their
food needs due to high demand caused by popu-
lation growth and high consumption resulting from
several other factors such as subsidizing basic ma-
terials and the increased use of solid grains as feed
for meat and dairy production, which coincides
with the limited development of productivity. Thus,
Arab countries have begun to import about half of
their food needs.

In terms of cereals, the self-sufficiency ratio dropped
from 50% in 2004-2006 to 35% in 2014-2016. Im-
ports of vegetable oils and oilseeds accounted for
80% of the needs. While the Maghreb countries
are close to achieving self-sufficiency in meat and
dairy, GCC countries only meet 28% of their meat
and 51% of their dairy needs.”

In view of the Arab region’s shortcomings in the
agricultural sector, hindering its development as a
result of its declining position in government pri-
orities, its fluctuating growth, weak productivity
compared to other regions of the world, and other
constraints, it must be afforded consideration and
priority in development pattern and major choices
adopted by various counties. This should further
improve its contribution to providing sufficient,
adequate, and healthy food for all inhabitants and
better income for farmers and workers, particularly
small farmers and agricultural workers, to support
the pillars of food sovereignty, which must become
a reference for development policies around the re-
gion.

27 ESCWA



5. Participation of Small Farmers,
Producers, and Distributors

Participation in the formulation and implementa-
tion of policies related to agriculture and the provi-
sion of food is one of the most important elements
of food sovereignty and a key mechanisms to acti-
vate the right of groups to self-determination.
However, lack of organization and participation in
public life and decision-making processes is en-
demic in the Arab region, not only at the level of
vulnerable and marginalized groups but also at
national levels in general. This is evident, for exam-
ple, through international governance indicators,
in particular the participation and voting index, in
which most countries in the region have recorded
very low levels, prone to decline in recent years.
Even Tunisia, despite the significant leap after the
overthrow of the regime in 2011, may have regis-
tered a decline in the last two years.

While the participation of different categories of
Arab societies in general is weak, it is certainly worse
for rural people, small farmers, producers, and food
traders, who are outside the decision-making pro-
cess in determining food policies and the major di-
rections of agricultural choices and policies, which
they should contribute strongly to ensure food sov-

ereignty.

Table 7: Governance Indicators related to Participation

Country Year

2010 2015 2017
Jordan 27,0 25,6 26,6
UAE 28,9 23,6 23,2
Bahrain 28,0 20,2 15,8
Tunisia 13,3 61,6 58,1
Algeria 25,0 28,1 28,1
Comoros 41,2 45,8 43,8
Djibouti 18,9 16,3 15,8
Saudi Arabia 6,6 4,9 79
Sudan 71 59 59
Syria 7.1 4,4 4,4
Somalia 33 34 59
Iraq 28,0 22,7 23,6
Oman 25,6 24,6 23,6
Palestine 29,9 271 24,6
Qatar 26,5 22,7 22,2
Kuwait 36,0 31,0 34,5
Lebanon 42,2 37,9 34,5
Libya 3,8 17,2 13,3
Egypt 19,0 21,7 19,7
Morocco 30,8 31,0 32,0
Mauritania 28,0 27,6 31,0
Yemen 13,7 12,8 79

Source: World
Bank Database
on Governance
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CHAPTER Illl. Determinants in
the Realization of the Right to
Food and Food Sovereignty

1) Population, Poverty, and
Unemployment

According to the FAO database, the population of
Arab countries in 2016 was over 399 million, with
234 urban dwellers and 165 million rural dwellers
(41.4% of the total population). According to the
ESCWA «Arab Horizon 2030» study, the region saw
a fivefold increase in population between 1950 and
2010, while the world population only tripled. This
was a result of high population growth, averaging
2.2% between 2010 and 2015, compared to 1.2% as
a global average.

High population growth is placing a great strain
on food demand, particularly given the continuous
rise in urbanization. Urban population growth is ex-
pected to continue to rise until 2040, reaching 70%
by 2050.

The combination of high population growth and
the rapid pace of urbanization, in addition to ref-
ugees and the increasing number of tourists, will
increase the pressure on food demand and reduce
the availability of essential elements for agricultural
production, land and water, which is required by ur-
ban development. The decline in rural populations
may cause a decline in agricultural workers, leading
to the deterioration and low productivity of agricul-
tural production, the main source of food supply
and a pillar food sovereignty in many countries.
Arab countries have some of the highest rates of
unemployment and the lowest rates of participa-
tion in the labor force in the world. Various esti-
mates indicate that the unemployment rate in the
region is close to twice the world average, with over
40% female unemployment.

According to ILO data, the average labor force par-
ticipation rate in Arab countries?® is estimated at
48.1% compared with 69.2% globally. This percent-
age does not exceed 21.4% for women, compared
to a global average of 56.2%. In least developed
countries, it is 66.6%, three times that of the Arab
countries.

28 Azzam Mahjoub and Mohamed Monzer Bal-
ghith, “Poverty in Arab Countries: Reality and Prospects of

Treatment.”

This illustrates the level of waste in one of the main
factors of production and wealth creation and the
lack of income and savings, some of the most im-
portant elements of economic access to food and
health services necessary for the proper develop-
ment and the active and dignified life of the pop-
ulation. Work and wages form the basic determi-
nants of access to food and health services and exit
from poverty and hunger.

The following table, on multidimensional poverty
ratios according to UNDP’s Human Development
Report 2018, indicates that more than 68 million in-
habitants in the 15 Arab countries for which data is
reported live in multidimensional poverty, reaching
more than 50% in Mauritania, Sudan, and Somalia.
Data on Yemen dates back to the prewar period.

mMalnourishment Rates and Multidimensional Povery
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Table 8: Multidimensional Poverty

Country Multidimensional | Population in Ratio of Rate of Popultion
Poverty Index Multidimensional Fragile Multidimensional
Poverty Population | Poveryy
Year MPI Poverty Deprivation | Poor Poor
Rate Population | population
$“f¥?y in 2016 in
ear)In
Thousands Thousands

Palestine 2014 4 0,99 37,59 45 47 5,42 0,07

Jordan 2012 5 1,30 35,50 104 123 0,95 0,09

Tunisia 2012/2011 5 1,32 39,69 144 151 3,75 0,19
Libya 2014 7 1,97 37,05 122 124 11,30 0,08 e
(]
Algeria 2013/2012 8 2,11 38,80 811 858 5,90 0,28 g
Egypt 2014 20 5,22 37,58 790 4 9924 6,08 0,58 8
Syria 2009 29 7,39 38,93 5391 3621 7,75 1,23 g
Iraq 2011 59 14,66 40,00 6504 4535 7,90 3,00 g,
Morocco 2011 85 18,57 45,68 1016 5506 13,15 6,49 §
+2]
Djibouti 2006 170 34,63 48,99 276 326 18,50 15,68 =
Comoros 2012 181 37,37 48,54 270 297 22,21 16,21 ,_,cog
Yemen 2013 241 47,77 50,48 21912 17813 22,06 23,90 L—?
L=
Mauritania | 2015 261 50,60 51,59 1162 176 2 18,56 26,44 nc_:»
Sudan 2014 280 52,40 53,41 77319 738 20 17,65 30,89 ;;*_,
=
Somalia 2006 518 82,22 62,95 8138 77311 8,72 67,47 g’
Total 77461 149 68 &
Source: UNDP Database, Multidimensional Poverty . . &
Index 3. Changing Consumption and 2
. ©
Production Patterns and Hegemony £
2. Environmental Constraints and over Global Trade in Food Products g
Climate Change 3
Problems related to malnutrition have two aspects: 2
The following graph shows a positive correlation : !nsuff!ciency or f’eﬁCit' r.esulting ff'°m the £
between multidimensional poverty and spread of |nab|I|.ty to obtain sufficient calories from i
undernourishment, despite the small number of proteins; c
« Malnutrition, due to deficiencies in <

countries where data is available. This is self-evi-
dent, as the provision of adequate and healthy food
assumes a minimum income, livelihood means, and
access to essential public services.

obtaining adequate amounts of vitamins,
mineral salts, or micronutrients.

While most of the concerned Arab countries are
close to the correlation between the two variables,
it should be noted that although Mauritania and
Djibouti have high levels of multidimensional pov-
erty, they have relatively low rates of undernour-
ishment compared to Iraq or Palestine, which have
high levels of undernutrition despite relatively low
multidimensional poverty averages.

Due to changes in food consumption, most Arab
countries are experiencing malnutrition problems,
in addition to the problems of undernourishment,
which are also the result of abundance and are of
increasing concern. These problems are rapidly
evolving and are gradually leading to costly ail-
ments related to nutrition (heart and artery diseas-
es, strokes, diabetes, blood pressure, hypertension,
obesity, certain cancers ...). These so-called obesity
ilinesses are now more prevalent than infectious
diseases.




Food consumption patterns in many Arab countries
are evolving in a direction similar to that of devel-
oped countries; global interdependence and glo-
balization of the market economy, and attracting
centers of economic power globally, lies behind the
dominance and prevalence of consumption pre-
vailing in industrialized countries throughout the
world.

Thus, a single consumption approach seems to be
dominating globally. This pattern contains several
imbalances, as the share of calories from cereals has
increased along with share of animal calories and
proteins. Animal products (meat and dairy) are be-
coming increasingly prominent in the food of Arab
families. Many Arab countries have witnessed the
substitution of some products with others of nutri-
tional value that are not necessarily higher but of
different qualities such as:

« Hard wheat and barley with soft wheat and
industrial bread.

»  Olive oil with mixed oils (soybeans)

o Fresh milk with synthetic and converted
milk, in parallel with the significant growth
in the consumption of dairy products.

e Fresh and dry vegetables with tubers
(potatoes).

+ Red meat with white meat.

Moreover, the average amount of sugar consumed
has increased significantly and hence the amount
of calories it produces.

In fact, the past four decades saw a decline in the
consumption of traditional farm produce versus a
markedly higher consumption of meat with inten-
sive farming, which is largely dependent on import-
ed inputs.

Changing food consumption patterns is in fact or-
ganically linked to changes in agricultural produc-
tion. The dominant global food consumption situa-
tion is closely linked to the mode of production that
originated in the United States and then spread
throughout the world. It is an intensive agricultural
production method based on the duo of corn and
soybeans and on the production of large quantities
of animal products. It also depends on the exten-
sive use of energy and chemicals.

As a result, soybeans, formerly animal feed, started
producing vegetable oils and byproducts. Intensive
breeding of animals and their products has become
based on the corn-soybean pair. Chicken meat has
become the symbol of this new mode of intensive
and energy-wasting production. Returns on the

conversion of plant calories to animal calories are
very low, estimated at 10%, meaning that 10 calo-
ries of plant origin must be consumed to produce
one calorie of animal origin. This mode also de-
pends on the extensive use of chemicals (synthetic
fertilizers and pesticides) and industrial feeding of
animals.

However, it has expanded globally, along with the
corresponding consumption patterns due to multi-
national corporations dominating food production,
industry, and trade. The expansion came particular-
ly as a result of affluent strata of the urban popula-
tion adopting this type of consumption, which was
later embraced by other social classes.

These corporations, active in seed production, an-
imal health, plant protection, fertilizers, and agri-
cultural machinery are now in control of the global
food regime, adapting it to their interests and prof-
its. The dominant companies are, in fact, the major
chemical, mechanical, and pharmaceutical groups.
They connect to form the agricultural sector and
the entire global food regime.

Dominant multinationals almost equally share sev-
eral agricultural food supplies, the food industry,
and its distribution and consumption. According
to Oxfam, only 10 companies control most of the
food and beverages consumed: Nestle, PepsiCo,
Coca-Cola, Unilever, Danone, General Mills, Kellogg,
Mars, Associated British Foods, and Mondelez.
Each of these companies generates billions of
dollars in annual revenues and is present in many
countries around the world. And while they reap
huge profits and accumulate more wealth for a few
owners, hundreds of millions of people suffer from
extreme poverty and hunger.

An example of this international concentration and
dominance of agricultural and food systems at the
global level is the data below reported by Vers un
développement solidaire in 2011.%°

Table 9: Major companies dominating global agri-
cultural production

29 - -Vers un développement solidaire -n°® 216 -

numéro spécial - juin 2011



Product Major Companies, Nationality, and Market Share Remarks
12 companies control Hendrix-genetics (The Netherlands, Poultry)
meat breeds (poultry, Erich-Wesjohann gruppe (Germany, Poultry-Fish)
beef, pork, and breeding [ Monsanto (US, GMOs-Pork-Beef)
fish) and transformed Genus (UK, Pork and Beef breeds)
livestock farming into a Groupe Grimaud (France, Poultry)
biotechnology industry | Pigture group (The Netherlands, Pork)

Kopean (The Netherlands, Beef)

Tyson (US, Meat processing)

Danbred (The Netherlands, Pork)

Willmar (US, Turkeys)

Semex (Canada, Beef)

Dansire (Denmark, Beef)
Animal feed: 10 Charoen Pokphand group (Thailand, %3.4) Remaining
companies account Cargill (US, %2.3) Global Share:
for %16 of global feed Land O'Lakes Purina (Chine, %1.8) %84
production. Tyson foods (US, %1.5)
Intensive feed Brasil Foods (Brazil, %1.5)
production accounts for | Nutrico Holding NV (The Netherlands, %1.3)
one third of the world’s Zen-noh-Cooperative (Japan, %1.0)
agricultural land. East Hope Group (China, %1.0)

Hunan Tangrenshen (China, %0.7)
The top 10 seed Monsanto (US, %27) Annual
companies control DuPont (US, %17) turnover:
%74 of the global seed Syngenta (Switzerland, %9) 27.4S billion
market. Limagrain (France, %5)

KWS (Germany, %4)

Land O'Lakes (US, %4)

Bayer (Germany, %3)

DOW (US, %2)

Sakata (Japan, %1.5)

AgrEvo (Denmark, %0.5)
The top 10 fertilizer Yara (Norway, %12) Annual
companies control %55 | Mosaic (US, %11.4) turnover:
of the global fertilizer Agrium (US, %10.0) 90.2$ billion
market. K+S group (Germany, %5.5)

Israel chemical (Israel, %5.0)

Potashcorp (Canada, %4.4)

CF industries (US, %4.3)

JSC Uralkali (Russia, %1.3)

Arab Potashcorp (Jordan, %0.6)

Mineria de Chili (Chile, %0.4)
The top ten pesticide Syngenta (Switzerland, %19) Annual

companies control %90
of the global pesticide
market.

Bayer corp science (Germany, %17)

BASF (Germany, %11)

Monsanto (US, %10)

DOW agroscience (US, %9)

Sumitomo (Japan, %5)

DuPont (US, %5)

Nufarm (Austria, %4.5)

Makhteshim Agan Industries (Ireland, %4.5)
Arysta Life Science (Japan, %3.5)

turnover: 44$
billion
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The four largest Cargill, They control
companies in the Archer Daniels Midland, the prices of
international trade of Bunge, agricultural
wheat and soybeans Dreyfus. products
dominate %75 of the
global market.
The top ten food Nestlé (Switzerland, %7) %72 shared
processing companies PepsiCo (US, %3) by other
account for %28 of the Kraft (US, %3) companies
global market. AB inBev (Belgium, %?3)

ADM (US, %2)

Coca Cola (US, %2)

Mars Inc (US, %2)

Unilever (The Netherlands, %2)

Tyson foods (US, %2)

Cargill (US, %2)
The 10 largest retailers Walmart (US, %2.7) Annual
account for %10.5 of Carrefour (France, %1.5) turnover
the global retail market. | Schwarz group (Germany, %0.9) 7,180$
They contributed to the | Tesco (UK, %0.9) billion.
bankruptcy of many Aldi (Germany, %0.85)
small merchants. Kroger (US, %0.85)

AEON (Japan, %0.7)

Edeka (Germany, %0.7)

Rewe (Germany, %0.7)

Ahold (UK, %0.7)

The same report notes that the UN Special Rapporteur on the right to food condemns the pressures imposed
on prices that threatens social security. He called on the US to take measures to control unfair practices of trade
enterprises and to combat the imbalance in the food market.

The following table highlights the concentration of agricultural production at the global level for the top ten
agricultural products, the share of the first producer of global production, US dominance, and China's rise in the

global food regime:

Tale 10: Production value of top ten agricultural products (2012)

Product Production value in | Main Producer Value of Main | Share of main
billion USD (2012) Producers products in | producer

billions of USD from global

production
Rice 186.6 China 49.6 26.6 %
Fresh milk 183.5 us 27.6 15.0 %
Beef 170.2 us 30.6 17.9%
Pork 167.0 China 77.9 46.6 %
Poultry 128.2 uUs 244 19.0 %
Wheat 84.3 China 13.7 16.3 %
Soybeans 65.9 us 21.8 33.1%
Tomatoes 58.2 China 17.9 30.7 %
Sugar cane 56.9 China 23.9 42.0 %
Corn 55.5 us 26.4 47.6 %

Source: Wikipedia



In terms of agricultural trade, the WTO report on
international trade statistics for 2015" shows that
the value of total agricultural exports reached 1765$
billion in 2014 compared to 414$ billion in 1990. This
represents %9.5 of the total world exports. According
to the same source, the US, the EU (excluding intra-
EU exports), Brazil, China, and Canada account for
about one third of global exports/imports.

Table 10bis: The top five exporters of agricultural
products (2014)

Country Value of agricultural exports | Increase between | Share of global

in billions of USD in 2014 2010 and 2014 agricultural imports/
exports

us 182 6 % 10.3%

EU (28) 178 9% 10.1 %

Brazil 88 6 % 5.0%

China 74 10 % 4.2 %

Canada 68 7% 39%

Source: Global trade statistics 2015, WTO.

A study in the 102nd issue of Analyse, published by

the Centre d'études et prospectives in France in June

2017, the most important developments observed in

recent years show that:

« Food exports exceeded 1,200$ billion in
2017, which is 7 times its fixed value 50 years
ago, representing an annual growth of %3.8.
However, the share of food in world trade
declined from %20 to about %8 during the
same period.

o There is a rise in the share of emerging
countries, with the decline of European
countries and Japan and the stability of LDCs.

« Stages of production have become multiple
and overlap many countries. A significant
proportion of international trade is taking
place within the same multinational
corporation or between the facility and its
subsidiaries, for example, %48 of US imports
and %30 of US exports

o There is a continued increase in the value
added of commercial services (marketing,
research and development, transport,
insurance ...), which is controlled by these
companies, making their costs in trade much
higher for LDCs then developed countries
(where the cost of trade exceeds three times
the value of agricultural materials in low-

1 https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/

statis_e.htm

income countries and between one and
two times middle-income countries).
The gap between LDCs and high-income
countries in this area has been on the rise
over the past 15 years.

As for processed food, the international food sys-
tem is dominated by the concentration of food
industries and exports to industrialized coun-
tries and some emerging countries. According
to a report on the trade of processed food ex-
ports issued by the Agricultural Finance Corpo-
ration-Canada in 2017,* country share in the ex-
port of processed food 2016 was as follows:

30 - Classement des échanges commerciaux
de produits alimentaires transformés publié le 7 - 11 -

2017 - Financement Agricole Canada.
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Netherlands: 8.8% Germany: 8.2% us: 7.9 %
Brazil: 59% China: 43 % France: 4.4 %
Belgium: 43 % Indonesia: 4.1 % Italy: 39%
Spain: 3.6% Canada: 32% Rest of the world: 41 %

However, the WTO's list of agricultural exporting
countries in 2014 only contains four Arab countries:
o UAE: 8,045$ million, or %2.2 of total exports
« Egypt: 5,066% million, or %18.7 of total

exports

¢« Morocco: 4,611$ million, or %19.5 of total
exports

¢ Tunisia: 1,675$% million, or %10.0 of total
exports

In terms of imports, the list of Arab countries in
2014 was as follows:

Table 11: Arab countries imports of food products

Country Value of Agricultural [ Share of Agricultural

Imports Imports from Total

USD millions Imports

1990 2014
Saudi Arabia 3487 24818 15.2%
UAE 1726 17849 6.8 %
Egypt 4793 17234 255 %
Morocco 1096 6427 14.0 %
Kuwait 589 5105 16.2 %
Jordan 709 4307 18.8 %
Yemen - 3809 294 %
Oman 506 3766 124 %
Tunisia 819 2908 11.7 %
Syria 791 1566 234 %
Sudan 376 1001 10.9 %

Source: World trade statistics 2015, WTO

This consumption pattern, production methods,
and related transactions has led to dependency in
Arab countries, due to their need to import large
quantities of cereals, maize, wheat, soybeans, and
pesticides to produce the basic components of this
intruder food consumption.

Being at the heart of food insecurity in the Arab
countries, this development will not be sustainable
in the long run. It poses serious challenges to farm-
ers as it assumes a strong intensification of agricul-
ture, causing greater pressure on water and soil,




increased use of imported inputs, and forcing small
farmers to earn a living using non-environmental
practices that threaten natural resource sustainabil-
ity, leading to their displacement and abandonment
of traditional farming patterns targeted to provide
food for their families and local communities.

Added to pressure on resources (soil and water) and
environmental degradation, especially due to the
excessive and increasing use of chemicals and pes-
ticides, this pattern causes diseases of abundance,
which are expensive because of excessive or un-
balanced supplies of animal proteins. On the other
hand, this pattern of consumption consecrates food
dependency and runs counter to the concepts of
food sovereignty and sustainable development.

Given the above, Arab countries must urgently de-
velop sustainable national agricultural strategies,
based on appropriate and carefully controlled food
policies and clearly defining what food is? Who is it
intended for? And who produces it? Thus, the con-
cept of agricultural food sovereignty takes its full
meaning and is enshrined as a fundamental human
right and a precondition for genuine human food
security. It embodies the right of people, communi-
ties and countries to formulate their own agricultur-
al policies suited socially, environmentally, and eco-
nomically with their specificities. It embodies the
right to safe food in accordance with the concept of
food sovereignty.

2. Environmental Constraints and
Climate Change

In terms of the nature of the land, the Arab region is
generally characterized by limited arable land and
its limited development, except in very few cases
(Sudan), in addition to the pressure of urban expan-
sion. The Arab Agricultural Statistical Yearbook for
2017 indicates that the geographical area of Arab
countries is 1,343,946.23 km2, while cultivated ar-
eas did not exceed 70,131.43 km2 or 5.2%. Per cap-
ita geographical area is 3.47 hectares and no more
than 0.18 hectares of cultivated land.

Irrigated agricultural land is only 2.7% of the total
agricultural land, of which 1.97% is used for season-
al crops and 0.73% for permanent crops.

Moreover, most of the Arab region is vulnerable to
soil erosion and at risk of desertification. All or some
of these factors will naturally lead to a decline in the
growth of the agricultural sector and its ability to
achieve self-sufficiency and food sovereignty. The

cost of living and agricultural imports will grow, re-
ducing the possibility of providing basic needs for
an active and healthy life.

The UNDP report «Mapping of Climate Change
Threats and Human Development Impacts in the
Arab Region»®' issued in 2014 indicates that the
Arab region will face serious climate changes, es-
pecially related to water, agriculture, health, and
all economic sectors, despite its weak and uneven
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions (5% of
global emissions).

Forecasted climate change scenarios show that
the region will experience increased rainfall, but
droughts will extend and intensify. It is expected
that temperatures will rise by more than 4 degrees
during the summer in some northern parts of the
region and that the amounts of rainfall will be re-
duced by about 30% in some parts according to
one scenario. Risks to agricultural development and
food security in those countries will be compound-
ed and their vulnerability and climate constraints
will increase. This will lead to security, economic,
and social instability, as well as serious environmen-
tal impacts, which will be more acute in areas of vul-
nerability and conflict and have a greaterimpact on
vulnerable and poor groups who face difficulties in
accessing income, food, and health services.

The Arab region contains some of the world’s most
water-scarce countries and demand for water sup-
ply is high. Some countries experienced a decline
in water availability and groundwater reserves and
the impact of flooding. Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, and
Palestine will also experience reduced rainfall, caus-
ing a drop in the level of the rivers on which these
countries depend. In contrast, population growth,
high urbanization, and industrial activity will in-
crease the pressure on water demand.

Statistics from the International Water Reso

urces Institute indicate that 13 Arab countries are
currently facing high water stress, including 5 with
very high water stress. Only four countries record
low water stress. According to Horizon 2040, the
number of Arab countries facing severe water stress
will increase to 16, five of which will be ranked first
internationally: Bahrain, Qatar, UAE, Kuwait, and
Palestine.

Those 16 countries are among the top 30 countries
globally vulnerable to very high water stress, pos-
ing a major challenge to the provision of drinking
water and agricultural activities, especially in weak

31 UNDP, “Mapping of climate change threats and

human development impacts in the Arab region,” 2014.
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regions with a high concentration of unemployment, poverty, and lack of health services. This could lead to the aban-
donment of some agricultural activities targeted for family or local consumption and consequent displacement and
pressure on the non-agricultural labor market and on urban housing, leading to more slums and less agricultural land.

Water stress map by country, Horizon 2040 (without climate change)

= -

€ aiinas

ratio of withdrawals
to supply

Low (< 10%)
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B Esdremedy high { - BI%)

Source: World Resources Institute

In its Report on the Status of Food Markets, FAO indicates that, in light of climate change, all Arab countries (except
to a lesser extent Sudan) will see a significant decline in their agricultural production by 2050. Given their population
growth, this would deepen food dependency and lack of food security and sovereignty of these countries. The next
map in this report highlights areas where agricultural production will decline by 2050.

Increase and decrease in agricultural production by 2050 in light of climate change

Source: FAO 2018



Anticipated developments brought about by cli-
mate change, intensifying the consequences of
desertification, soil degradation, and water scarcity,
demand a serious reconsideration of water policies
and choices related to agricultural products, orien-
tations. It also requires further cooperation in scien-
tific research on agriculture and the environment,
and its promotion between Arab countries or at
least at the level of their regional groupings. Tradi-
tional knowledge should be valued and conveyed
to young farmers so as to enable the transition to-
wards sustainable environmental agriculture.

4. Policies related to the right to food
and food sovereignty

With the advent of structural adjustment programs
in many Arab economies during the 1980s, the im-
plementation of economic liberalization programs
and the opening of markets, the model of providing
food supplies at the macro level has changed. In the
aim to develop exports and benefit from preferen-
tial treatment, these countries, which used to aim
for agricultural self-sufficiency, reoriented towards
exports, especially after free trade agreements with
the EU and the US. A number of Arab countries,
such as Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia, Jordan and Syria,
have sought to secure food supplies through the
supply of basic food products from world markets
and specialize in the production of non-subsistence
agricultural crops produced by export-oriented «in-
vestor agriculture», which is a source of hard curren-

cy.

In this new phase, the promotion of market-based
private agricultural investments (national or for-
eign) has become the dominant model, especially
in Morocco, Tunisia, Syria, Egypt, Lebanon, and even
Palestine. This has led to the marginalization of
family farming, particularly subsistence agriculture.
This type of agriculture was developed in northern
Lebanon by commercial investors who were able
to acquire and reclaim land through irrigation from
deep wells thanks to the large investments they
have made.

Following the 2008 global food crisis, Saudi Ara-
bia’s food import bill soared and threatened its food
security. It reconsidered its policy of intensive fossil
water cultivation, which it had previously adopted,
and programmed to halt its domestic cereal pro-
duction in 2016.

Thus, policies related to the provision of food prod-
ucts in the Arab countries developed and saw the
gradual growth of plantation enterprises, which

has become a norm, based on the agro-investor
incentive of large companies with high financial
capacities, at the expense of small farmers and
family farming. In countries with agricultural tradi-
tions and available arable spaces, plantations has
expanded in the form of agro-investor incentives,
benefiting from economic liberalization policies
and the exploitation of differential advantages.

In oil countries, cultivation by large companies that
use their huge financial capacities to farm arid lands
has expanded. Agricultural investment and the cre-
ation of large agricultural production companies
was used in other countries to develop agricultur-
al supplies to meet the needs of their countries of
origin?

While this new approach enables countries to
secure part of their food supply thanks to their fi-
nancial capacity, it remains fragile and subject to
geostrategic shifts, conflict and political instability.
Moreover, it poses a threat to food security and a
violation of the sovereignty of countries where land
is acquired. It places the future of their farmers, their
livelihoods, and their sustainable traditional agri-
cultural practices at great risk.

Land acquisition is a form of domination by foreign
capital over resources in poor countries, impover-
ishing their farmers and destroying their environ-
mental systems. It is strongly condemned by civil
society structures are active in promoting food sov-
ereignty and against predatory liberal globalization.
Money spent on agricultural land acquisition is
estimated at $39,000 billion globally, distributed
among the following funds:

Pension funds: $30,000 billion

Sovereign funds: $4,700 billion

Private equity funds: $2,400 billion

Hedge funds: $1,900 billion

Some studies?? show that since the 2007-2008 crisis,
around 80 million hectares of farmland were trans-
ferred to new owners or exploiters, including their
wealth of water resources. These investors belong
to a number of countries (US, Brazil, UAE, Qatar, In-
dia, UK, Egypt, China...), in addition to multination-
als, investment banks, and investment funds. Africa
has faced the brunt of the damage, losing around
33 million hectares of its agricultural land, at the ex-
pense of its population. Sudan is the most affected
Arab country, as 8% of its agricultural land has been
acquired in this framework.

32 A geopolitical perspective on agrobusiness in
the Arab World - Pierre Blanc et Mathieu Brun
33 http://fr.slideshare.net/hantarabeko/accapare-

ment-des-terres
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Map of Foreign Land Acquisition

. Acquiring countries

Source: http://frslideshare.net/hantarabeko/acca-
parement-des-terres

5. International policies and trade
agreements

Policies of economic openness and integration into
the global economy are one of the major trends im-
posed by the centers of power in global economic
decision-making at the end of the twentieth centu-
ry. The global trading system, in particular through
the rules adopted by the World Trade Organization,
enshrines the hegemony of the world’s major pow-
ers, their endeavor to continue to extend the domi-
nance of multinational corporations on world trade,
and to safeguard the interests of large farmers and
merchants in developed countries, without con-
sideration of the disastrous effects of this unequal
system on the situation of small farmers and family
farming and on food security and sovereignty in de-
veloping countries.

Countries targeted or receiving foreign investors
Aceuiring and target countries simultanesusly

O Countries with undernourishment above 10%

Current WTO rules do not allow developing coun-
tries to support their own agriculture and farmers,
unlike in developed countries. In particular, the US
and the EU encourage overproduction, artificially
lower world prices, and impede the competitive-
ness of small farmers, keeping them in a state of
poverty and marginalization. Some will be forced
to abandon agricultural activity that used to con-
tribute to food provision at the household and local
level.

On the other hand, these rules impede developing
countries from taking precautionary and protective
measures, such as raising tariffs and customs in an
emergency or during structural fluctuations that
compel them to increase imports. This disrupts the
fragile financial balances of these countries. Current
WTO rules forbid developing countries to create do-
mestic stock funds that would help them cope with
price volatility and protect small farmers.



Ongoing negotiations within the WTO, which are
included in the so-called Doha Round, supposedly
aimed at development, did not progress and wit-
nessed a lag with regard to the agricultural sector
and open markets, in light of the hardened posi-
tions of developed countries and corporate lob-
bies. They fail to take into account the situation and
future of small farmers in developing countries in
general and not only in the least developed coun-
tries.

To address inequality and imbalance in the global
trading system that institutionalizes aid and protec-
tionist measures for agricultural producers in devel-
oped countries and at the same time calls for open-
ing markets for agricultural products in developing
countries without similar protectionist measures to
avoid the impact on food security, it is necessary to
formulate new multilateral rules that enable devel-
oping countries in general to use a wide range of
tools to ensure that all people at all times have ac-
cess to adequate, healthy, and nutritious food.

This multilateral system must be reformed to ensure
that it responds to the aspirations of expanding op-
portunities and greater prosperity for all countries.
The combined efforts of progressive forces and civil
society organizations have a major role to play in
resolving positions and countering the onslaught
of the forces of hegemony and neo-colonialism
around the world.*

As some Arab countries hold talks and negotiations
with other regional groups such as the EU,* they
are under great pressure to open their markets for
agricultural products to these countries, which se-
riously threatens the situation of their farmers, ag-
ricultural activity, food security, and sovereignty.
These negotiations are strongly opposed by several
civil society organizations, forcing governments to
disrupt their activities pending further investiga-
tion of their consequences on the economies of
the countries concerned. The experience of existing
partnership agreements has led to strengthening
EC exports towards these countries, rather than
contributing to the development of the exports of

34 Bashar Malkawi — Sharjah university -

20117 Sustainable agriculture within WTO law - Arab
countries

35 Such as DCFTA negotiations between the EU,
on the one hand, and Morocco, Tunisia, and Jordan, on
the other, in which the EU seeks to open agricultural and

services markets.

the countries of the South, which has, to some ex-
tent, obstructed horizontal integration.®

On the other hand, intra-Arab trade is weak, so is
the coordination in the various rounds of interna-
tional negotiations or at the level of cooperation
in the fields of collecting and storing purchases
of medicines, inputs, and foodstuffs or in unifying
scientific research efforts, especially on the ration-
alization of water use, desalination, desertification,
agricultural production techniques, conservation of
breeds, seeds, and so on. This would contribute to
the further improvement of the conditions of their
agriculture and farmers to ensure their rights and
the right of Arab citizens to food and to support the
elements of food sovereignty of these countries.
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CHAPTER V. Situation in Arab
Countries in Global Right to
Food Indicators

1. Prevalence of Undernourishment
and Availability of Food Supplies

a. Prevalence of Undernourishment

The prevalence of undernourishment (PoU) is an
estimate of the proportion of the population whose
habitual food consumption is insufficient to pro-
vide their dietary energy needs.

Worldwide, FAO statistics indicate that global hun-
ger kept rising over the past three years. The esti-
mated number of undernourished peopleincreased
from 784.4 million in 2015 to 804.2 million in 2016,
to 820.8 million people in 2017, compared to 945
million in 2005. The report highlights that the pro-
portion of malnourished people decreased global-
ly, despite population growth, from 18.6% in 1990,
to 14.7% in 2000, to 10.8% in 2013, to semi-stability
between 2013 and 2015. However, the global PoU
rose to 10.9% in 2017,% almost returning to its 2013
level.

Worldwide, the main causes of this development
are largely due to the proliferation of conflict and
climate change. Food insecurity has deteriorat-
ed in many non-conflict areas (sub-Saharan Africa
and South-East Asia) as a result of slower economic
growth that limits access to food for the poor.
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At the regional level, the proportion of people in the
situation of undernourishment included sub-Saha-
ran Africa in particular, while witnessing a steady
decline in Asia during the same period. In 2016, this
figure rose worldwide, except in North Africa, South
Asia, East Asia, Latin America, and the Caribbean.
The number of undernourished people in Asia is
the highest, with 519.6 million (11.7%), while Africa
has the highest prevalence of undernourishment,
at 21% with 256 million.

The number of undernourished people in 14 Arab
countries (excluding Libya, Somalia, Syria, Kuwait,
Bahrain, Qatar, and the Comoros) was estimated
at 39.6 million in 2014-2016. The prevalence of
undernourishment in these countries ranges from
high levels in Yemen (28.8%), Iraq (27.8%), Sudan
(25.6%), and Djibouti (12.8%) and low levels in Arab
countries with high or medium income, with per-
centages below the global average (10.7%).
Available data indicates that most Arab countries
recorded a decrease in the PoU between 2004-2006
and 2014-2016, except in Lebanon, where the per-
centage increased from 3.5% to 5.4%, and Jordan
from 3.4 to 4.2%, largely due to the impact of the
war in Syria and the significant number of Syrian
refugees embraced by these countries. However,
data on Syria remains unavailable.

Prevalence of Malnourishment in Arab Countries
(%)

Source: Prepared by the authors based on FAO da-
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FAO introduced a new indicator in its 2017, the
Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES) to be added
to PoU to measure vulnerability to food insecurity,
to improve the perception of undernourishment at
the individual level.

According to this scale, data from 150 countries dur-
ing the years 2014, 2015, and 2016 indicated that
about one out of every ten people (9.3%) had expe-
rienced acute food insecurity, representing around
689 million people. These estimates, based on indi-
vidual experience, also show that food insecurity is
higher among women across the globe, highlight-
ing another aspect of the imbalance and vulnerabil-
ity of women in the household, even when it comes
to food, estimated at:

e %7.9 compared with %7.3 for men globally,

e %25.2 compared to %23.7 among men in
Africa,

*  %6.6 compared to %6.0 among men in Asia,

*  %5.0 compared to %4.3 among men in Latin
America,

e %1.4 compared to %1.3 among men in
Europe and North America.

However, FIES data is only available for three Arab
countries: Yemen, Jordan, and Palestine, where the
number of people suffering from severe food inse-
curity is estimated at 3.4 million, 1.0 million, and
400 thousand respectively, in the period 2004-2014.

b. Dietary Energy Supply Indicators

In terms of adequacy, the average dietary energy
supply adequacy of Arab countries is 134, meaning
that dietary energy supply is 34 percent more than
needed,*® which is close to the level of developed
countries and exceeds the world average of 126
(which has grown from 113 in 1990 to 116 in 2000
to 123 in 2014) and the average for developing
countries, estimated at 120.

Average Dietary Energy Supply Adequacy
Source: Prepared by the authors based on FAO data
However, on the one hand, this indicator hides an

important disparity between Arab countries. It is
very low and a cause of concern in Somalia, for ex-

39 ESCWA, “Arab Horizon 2030: Prospects for
Enhancing Food Security in the Arab Region”

ample, where it fails to reach the level of essential
necessities at 88 and remains weak and below the
developing countries average in Yemen (101), Su-
dan (105), Comoros (106), Iraq (110), and Djibouti
(118). On the other hand, there is a need for more
in-depth national reports on disparities within
countries, since national rates clearly conceal a sig-
nificant disparity between rural and urban areas
and between the more fortunate and more vulner-
able, disadvantaged, or marginalized areas. On the
other hand, the availability of supplies may be high
as a result of the availability of financial resources
for the acquisition of agricultural and food materi-
als, but it highlights the vulnerability of a number
of food-importing countries in this volatile global
security, strategic, financial, and climate situation.

The above figure highlights the correlation be-
tween the prevalence of undernourishment and
average adequacy of food energy supply. While
the first measures the average proportion of peo-
ple who consume insufficient calories to cover their
energy needs for an active and healthy life at a min-
imum threshold called minimum dietary energy
requirements, which alone cannot recognize the
multidimensional nature of food security, the ad-
equacy of food energy supply index indicates the
availability of food energy supply as a percentage
of average energy needs and exaggerates the value
of real consumption of vulnerable groups as it does
not take into account the real distribution of food
consumption among different population groups.

The figure below highlights the minimum (2000
Calories per day per capita), average (2500 Calo-
ries), and sufficient (3000 Calories) of food supply
and production set by FAO.

Figure 1: Minimum Food Supply, Energy, and Pro-
duction

c. Food Production Value

The Value of Food Production per capita is an indi-
cator on availability. It highlights the contribution
of national production in each country in providing
food to its citizens. In this regard, given the value
of the agricultural sector and relative economic di-
versity, the countries of North Africa, Lebanon, and
Syria have higher rates than the rest of the Arab
countries (over $200 per person), roughly the same
as Mexico but still weak compared with Turkey. In
Gulf countries, average per capita food production
is only $100, which is very low and falls below the
level for low-income African countries, such as Mad-
agascar. This highlights the vulnerability of coun-
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tries with weak food production, particularly when
faced with declining financial resources or political
and geostrategic crises.

2, Stability Indicators

Available data indicates the importance of changes
in individual production proportions, which rep-
resents the per capita food production variability,
calculated in fixed dollar rates. The value of this in-
dicator ranges from a minimum of 4 points in Saudi
Arabia, Yemen, the Comoros, Libya, Djibouti, and
Qatar to high levels Syria (21.7), the UAE (18.7), Tuni-
sia (15), Morocco (14.4), and Lebanon (14.3).

Poor and variable food production results in a
change in the level of dietary energy supply, price
fluctuations, and importing to cover the popula-
tion’s consumption needs. While this does not pose
a problem for oil-exporting countries with signifi-
cant financial resources, the budgets of the rest of
the Arab countries, especially low-income countries
with limited export capabilities, are strained. Devel-
oping agriculture, thus, becomes a central and stra-
tegic factor in the achievement of food sovereignty,
especially by seeking to ensure self-sufficiency and
food independence, especially for basic materials.
Even rich countries with large export capacities of
energy materials and sufficient financial reserves re-
main dependent on external supply, limiting their
food sovereignty and security and putting them at
risk of geostrategic factors and food price fluctua-
tions on the world market.

The Value of Food Imports over Total Merchandise
Exports also indicates a significant discrepancy be-
tween oil-exporting countries, between 2% in Ku-
wait and Qatar, 5% in the UAE, and 5% in Saudi Ara-
biaand Oman, on the one hand, and less developed
countries, where it reaches 661% in Djibouti, 281%
in Comoros, and 124% in Somalia.

Value of Food Imports over Total Merchandise Ex-
ports (%) - Logarithmic Scale

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the 2016
Arab Agricultural Statistics Yearbook

The table below highlights the evolution of im-
ports and exports for the Arab countries groups.® It
shows that:

The value of food imports to Arab countries has wit-
nessed a continuous decline in recent years, from
an average of $62.1 billion in the period 2008-2012

40 Calculated by authors based on the 2016 Arab

Agricultural Statistics Yearbook.

to $60 billion in 2014 and then to $57.2 billion in
2015, recording a decline of 7.9% compared to the
period 2008-2012.

The proportion of food imports declined from 9.8%
during the period 2008-2012 to 7.5% in 2015.
While the value of food exports declined by 4.1%,
their share of total exports increased slightly from
2.1% to 2.7%. This is due to the significant decline
in the value of total exports, which is estimated at
25%, resulting from petroleum product price fluc-
tuations.

This resulted in a decrease in the deficit of food
commodities from $44.7 billion to $40.5 billion dur-
ing the same period, representing a decline of 9.4%
The average proportion of food imports from total
exports also declined from 9.8% to 9.1%.

The proportion of food imports covered by food ex-
ports increased from 28% to 29%.

Table 1: Agricultural and Food Imports and Exports
in Arab Countries

2012-2008 | 2015 Change
Average
Total Imports 631479 766835 %21,4
Agricultural Imports | 75684 98342 %29,9
Food Imports 62120 57209 %7,9-
Ratio of Food to Total | %9,8 %7,5
Imports
Total Exports 835053 626623 %25,0-
Agricultural Exports | 23460 26982 %15,0
Food Exports 17344 16638 %4,1-
Ratio of Food to Total | %2,1 %2,7
Exports
Variance  Between | 44776- 40571- %9,4-
Food Exports and
Imports
Food Imports from | %9,8 %09,1
Total Export
Food Imports from | %358 %344
Food Exports
Proportion of food | %28 %29
imports covered by
food exports
Source: Calculated by the authors based on 2016

Arab Agricultural Statistics Yearbook.
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Agriculturalcommoditiesareprimaryorsecondary
commodities produced in the agricultural sector,
in their raw form or which have been converted in
form to facilitate their use, transfer, conservation,
or circulation provided that this does not entail a
change in their natural properties, as well as the
requirements of production in the agricultural
sector.

Food commodities are agricultural commodities
except those used as inputs for agriculture. In
addition, they include sweets, sugar products,
sauces, spices, mineral water, and other food
products.

These balances and the weight of food imports
should be further examined in trade balances in
Arab countries in the national reports, to highlight
their impact, especially on countries with limited
export capacities.

Political stability and absence of violence are some
of the most prominent factors for sustaining food
security. It is considered as a main indicator by the
FAO. Out of the 22 Arab countries, 19 registered a
negative figure, indicating the lack of political and
security stability, especially in countries witnessing
conflicts, such as Syria (-2.64), Ymen (-2.63), and So-
malia (-2.47). Qatar and the UAE (prior to their cur-
rent conflict), in addition to Oman, registered a pos-
itive value, 0.98, 0.76, and 0.69 respectively, which
will be further examined in the section on the im-
pact of conflicts.

3. Access to Food

Availability would be meaningless if food is not
readily accessible to all. Indicators show that pov-
erty, unemployment, inequality, poor income, in-
adequate infrastructure, food price volatility, and
declining purchasing power, especially in the ab-
sence of effective social protection systems, hinder
millions of people in the Arab region from fully en-
joying their right to sufficient and adequate food
for an active and healthy life. This is evidenced, for
example, by the depth of the food deficit record-
ed by many Arab countries, which amounts to 235
thousand calories per day in Irag, 201 thousand in
Yemen, 184 thousand in Sudan, and 96 thousand in
Djibouti

Poor income and unfair distribution are one of the
major obstacles to economic access to food for
poor and low-income segments. The distribution of
average per capita GDP in Arab countries highlights
significant differences between oil and middle- and
low-income countries. However, it does not high-

light internal differences between social segments
or inside the same country. The per capita GDP
in 2016, in fixed-dollar purchasing power parity
(PPP), for 2011 is between $2,325.1 in Yemen and
$11,815.3 in Qatar (more than 50 times the average
of Yemen). Twelve Arab countries, out of the 20 for
which data is available, have an individual output
below the 2014 world average $13,915.

The following figure highlights the clustering of
several medium-income countries in the region of
relatively low spread of undernourishment. Low in-
come countries are in the high undernourishment
region. Irag’s situation does not concur with its in-
come, which is an indicator of the impact of the war
on its food security situation.

4. Malnutrition Indicators

Child malnutrition indicators continue to decline
generally on the global level but high prevalence
of undernourishment (PoU) prevented a significant
decline in the region. This is particularly evident
through the following data:

Wasting still impacts 8% of children under five or
52 million children globally. In the Arab region, this
percentage does not exceed the 2016 global aver-
age, which is estimated at 7.7% in 2016, except in
Djibouti, Sudan, Yemen, and Mauritania, where it
reached 21.5%, 21.5%, 16.3%, and 14.8%, respec-
tively.

The prevalence of stunting in children declined in
comparison to 2005 (29.5%) but still affected 22.9%
of children under the age of five globally in 2016,
who are therefore at risk of mental and cognitive
disability and learning and vocational difficulties in
the future. Low-income Arab countries still have a
high prevalence of stunting in children under five,
with the highest in Yemen (46.5%), Sudan (38.2%),
Djibouti (33.5%), Comoros (32.1%), and Mauritania
(27.9%). It should be noted that 4 Arab countries
recorded a decline in child nutrition and health be-
tween 2005 and 2016, with an increase in the indi-
cator from 20% to 22.1% in Irag, from 9% to 10.2%
in Tunisia, from 32.6% to 33% in Djibouti, and from
4.5% to 4.9% in Kuwait.

Many countries face high rates of undernourish-
ment in children and obesity in adults, simulta-
neously. The number of overweight children and
obese adults also grew even in low- and middle-in-
come countries. Paradoxically, the world is fac-
ing deterioration in the food security situation (in
terms of estimates of the sufficiency of food energy
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supplies), on the one hand, and a decline in child
malnutrition, coupled with a rise in obesity among
children and adults, on the other. This means that
food security is not the only determinant of nutri-
tion and health, especially for children. According
to FAQ, several other factors play an important role,
including maternal education; resources allocated
to national maternal, infant, and child nutrition pro-
grams; access to clean water and sanitation; medi-
cal and health care; lifestyle; food environment; cul-
ture; and so on. All of which should be given more
attention within the context of food sovereignty.
The prevalence of overweight children under five
increased from 5.3% in 2005 to 6.0% in 2016. Of
the 14 countries where data is available, 9 are Arab
countries recorded ratios equal to or above the
global average for overweight children under five
(Tunisia, Algeria, Irag, Comoros, Morocco, Djibouti,
Palestine, and Kuwait). Tunisia and Egypt recorded
a significant increase (8.8% to 14.3% and 14.1% to
15.7% respectively) between 2005 and 2016, while
the rest of the Arab countries experienced uneven
declines.

Globally, obesity in adults grew from 9.6% in 2005
to 12.8% in 2016, around 640.9 million people. The
prevalence of obesity among adults in all Arab
countries (excluding Palestine, where no data is
available) increased, compared to 2005. However,
some Arab countries continue to record low levels
due to food insecurity, such as Somalia, the Como-
ros, and Sudan, in contrast to high-income coun-
tries such as Kuwait, Qatar, and Saudi Arabia, where
the rate exceeds 30%.

The diagnosis of the nutritional status is not limit-
ed to undernutrition indicators but also related to
malnutrition. The Arab region, like many regions of
the world, suffers from the negative effects of mal-
nutrition, such as energy insufficiency and deficien-
cy in micronutrients, such as vitamins and minerals.
Three of these micronutrients are essential for hu-
man life, especially for children. In the early 1990s,
all countries pledged to eliminate vitamin A and io-
dine deficiency and to reduce iron deficiency by the
year 2000. However, deficiency is still widespread in
many developing countries.

Data on the spread of deficiency in these three nu-
trients in Arab countries indicates that the average
prevalence of iron deficiency through the incidence
of anemia in children under five is 43.6%. While it
appears below the global average, it is still very
high compared to the average for developed coun-
tries, estimated at 11.8%. This is in addition to ex-

treme disparities between the various countries of
the region, where it reaches 84.6% in Sudan, 68.3%
in Yemen, 68.2% in Mauritania, 65.8% in Djibouti,
and 65.4% in the Comoros. However, it does not ex-
ceed a quarter of the population in Tunisia (21.7%)
and Bahrain (24.7%).

The following table shows the prevalence in micro-
nutrient deficiency in Arab Countries.

Table 3: Micronutrient Deficiencies in Arab Coun-

tries

Country Anemia | Vitamin A | lodine
Algeria 42.5 15.7 77.7
Bahrain 24.7 . 16.2
Comoros 65.4 21.5

Djibouti 65.8 35.2

Egypt 29.9 11.9 31.2
Iraq 559 29.8 .
Jordan 28.3 15.1 24.4
Kuwait 324 . 314
Lebanon 283 11.0 55.5
Libya 339 8.0 .
Mauritania 68.2 47.7 69.8
Morocco 315 40.4 63.0
Palestine 30.0 .
Oman 50.5 5.5 49.8
Qatar 26.2 30.0
Saudi Arabia 33.1 3.6 23.0
Somalia . 61.7

Sudan 84.6 27.8 62.0
Syrian Arab Republic 41.0 12.1 9
Tunisia 21.7 14.6 26.4
United Arab Emirates 27.7 . 56.6
Yemen 68.3 27.0 30.2
Arab Countries 43.6 20.1 35.9
Developed Countries 11.8 3.9 377

Source: ESCWA, Arab horizon 2030: Prospects for
enhancing food security in the Arab region, 2017

A third of women of childbearing age around the
world complain of anemia that threatens the life
of pregnant women and the subsequent feeding
and health of many children. The global average
increased significantly, reaching 32.8% in 2016, or
613.2 million women, compared to 30.6% or 517.8
million women in 2005. The World Food Report



2018 highlighted progress in resisting women’s
underweight and anemia In women of childbear-
ing age is considered very slow. The ratio of under-
weight women aged 20 to 40, although slightly re-
duced, is still estimated at 9.7%, while the incidence
of anemia among women of reproductive age rose
to 32.8%. As shown in the same report, obesity
rates among women (15.1%) are higher compared
to men (11.1%), which highlights the importance
of nutrition disparities between women and men
and their negative impact on children’s health and
subsequent development, as well as shortcomings
in achieving gender equality.

The prevalence of anemia among women of child-
bearing age in the Arab region, similar to global
averages, increased between 2005 and 2016 in 12
Arab countries (Algeria, Libya, Tunisia, Morocco, Jor-
dan, Palestine, Lebanon, Kuwait, UAE, Qatar, Oman,
and Yemen) and exceeded the global average in
Yemen, Somalia, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Oman, Mo-
rocco, Algeria, and Syria.

Breastfeeding rates for infants under 6 months of
age increased from 35.2% in 2005 to 43.2% in 2015,
which could contribute to improving infant nutri-
tion and development, especially during the first
1000 days of life. The increase was witnessed in six
Arab countries, namely Algeria, Egypt, Mauritania,
Tunisia, Palestine, and Jordan, while Morocco, Iraq,
and Yemen saw a decline. Despite some improve-
ment in Arab countries, breastfeeding rates remain
below the expected level and the global average.
The only Arab country (out of 13 where data is avail-
able) where it is high is Sudan with 55.4%.

In terms of the prevalence of vitamin A deficiency,
Arab countries averaged 20.1% compared to the
global average of 30.7% and developed countries
average of 3.9 percent. The highest percentag-
es were recorded in Somalia (61.7%), Mauritania
(47.7%), and Morocco (40.4%), with no data availa-
ble in Palestine, Kuwait, Bahrain, UAE, or Qatar.

The third micronutrients indicator is the prevalence
of iodine deficiency, which averaged 35.9% in Arab
countries, compared to a global average of 30.3%,
while deficiency in developed countries seems
to be higher at 37.7%. However, the Arab average
hides significant disparities, with the deficit exceed-
ing 50% in Algeria (77.7%), Mauritania, Morocco,
Sudan, UAE, and Lebanon.

5. Impact of Conflicts and War on
Realizing the Right to Food

Conflicts are some of the most important factors
affecting the realization of the right to food. The
number of people living in undernourishment in
conflict-affected countries is estimated at 489 mil-
lion, out of a total of 815 million undernourished
around the world. It is also evident that rural areas
face the brunt conflicts. Furthermore, the conflict’s
length and lack of institutional capacity lead to the
risk of resurgence of famine.

While the effects of conflicts on food security are
evident and well documented,*’ they differ de-
pending on context. They have multiple, deep, di-
rect, and indirect effects and repercussions and are
manifested in several ways. Conflicts, causing deep
economic crises, accelerated inflationary patterns,
and labor market disruptions, lead to the reduction
of social and health security funding and impact
food availability and access to markets.

The impact on food systems could pose a danger
to the population’s livelihood, especially when de-
pendent on agriculture, as the various cycles of
food value chains will be affected, from production
to conversion, transport, finance, and marketing.
Conflicts undermine resilience and sometimes force
people and households to adopt coping mecha-
nisms that might be harmful to their livelihoods
and their ability to secure food in the long term.
Global hunger and malnutrition tend to be con-
centrated in conflict-affected countries,** where it
is estimated that 60 percent of people who suffer
from hunger and undernutrition live in these coun-
tries, and that 122 million of the 155 million stunted
children are from countries experiencing conflicts,
accounting for 78.7 percent.

Hunger and malnutrition also cause disasters when
these conflicts are prolonged and their repercus-
sions increase with weak institutional capacity or
adverse weather events.

While most countries have made significant pro-
gress over the past 25 years in the fight against
hunger and malnutrition, most countries that have
experienced or are experiencing conflict have expe-
rienced instability or deterioration. Conflicts were a
common feature of the situation of serious food cri-
ses and modern famines.

41 FAO
42 FAO
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According to UNHCR estimates, in 2016, there were
64 million refugees, of whom 36.4 million were in-
ternally displaced and 16 million in other countries.
The Global Reporton Food Crises 2017 indicates that
more than 15.3 million people were displaced as a
result of the six worst food crises caused by conflict,
leading to the collapse of livelihoods and earning
capacity, in addition to disease outbreaks resulting
from living in an unhealthy environment and over-
crowded shelters, where clean water, health servic-
es, and sanitation are not adequately available. Four
of the six worst crises are in Arab countries: Syria,
Yemen, Iraq, and Somalia, displacing some 13.2 mil-
lion people. (Syria: 4.8 million, Yemen: 3.2 million,
Irag: 3.1 million, Somalia: 2.1 million).

Conflicts and Food Security in the
Arab Countries

The 2017 FAO report presents two examples on the
impact of conflicts in the Arab region: the Syrian
and Yemeni crises.

The report indicated that the 7-year-old war in Syria
has led to an increase in the proportion of people
living in poverty to 85% of the total population,
while 69% live in extreme poverty, making them
unable to respond to their basic needs such as food.
The number of people in need of emergency hu-
manitarian assistance was estimated at 6.7 million.
One quarter of women and children under five have
become anemic.

The devastating effects of the crisis on the econ-
omy, infrastructure, agricultural production, and
food systems had a serious negative impact on the
ability of people to secure livelihoods, forcing mil-
lions to flee and migrate. The number of Syrians dis-
placed since the beginning of the conflictin 2011 is
estimated at about 4.8 million, 58% of whom emi-
grated to Turkey, 21% to Lebanon, 14% to Jordan,
5% to Iraqg, and 2% to Egypt.

The food situation deteriorated, as prices rose due
to speculations, control by [warring] parties, and
the disruption of food supply and agricultural pro-
duction systems, forcing many families to sell their
assets to purchase food or to reduce the quantity
and quality of their food intake, especially pro-
tein-rich substances, even opting for a single meal
per day. This will have serious repercussions on the
physical health of the general population and of
children in particular, added to the psychological
effects of war.

Furthermore, the armed conflict in Yemen, which
began in 2015, has had devastating effects on live-
lihoods and nutrition. The country experienced an
unprecedented level of undernourishment and
malnutrition. GDP declined by 36.4% between
2014 and 2015 and the budget deficit doubled
between the first half of 2015 and the first half of
2016, in addition to the constant fluctuation of the
currency exchange rate. The entire social protection
system collapsed and social safety nets, which used
to serve 1.5 million vulnerable people, have been
suspended since the beginning of 2015. The private
sector crisis worsened, threatening the collapse of
the banking system. With the state’s inability to pro-
cure wages and rising unemployment rates, more
people entered the cycle of poverty and need and
suffer from the deteriorating supply of goods, ba-
sic services, and health care. As food supply shrank,
prices rose, annual inflation averaged at more than
30%, and the average consumer prices rose by 70%,
compared to pre-crisis levels.

Locust outbreaks and flood risks have also been
exacerbated by unusually heavy rains caused by
the 2016 tropical cyclones, with diminished coping
capacities. The food situation deteriorated rapidly
and was exacerbated by the tragic collapse of the
healthcare system and infrastructure, leading to
outbreaks of disease and epidemics and a decline
in earning capacity and access to food, both eco-
nomically and physically. As of March 2017, FAO es-
timated the number of people suffering from acute
food insecurity at around 17 million, representing
60% of Yemen’s total population (phases 3 and 4 of
the integrated food security index). They also need
emergency humanitarian assistance, a 47% increase
compared with June 2015. The rates of stunting and
wasting are also a main concern.

Geographically, four of the 22 governorates are ex-
periencing acute levels of malnutrition that exceed
the «emergency» threshold (ie, 15% of global acute
malnutrition), while seven are «serious» (between
10 and 14.9%) and 8 are «low» (between 5 and
9.9%).

In Iraq, before the conflict, Nineveh and Salahaddin
provinces produced approximately 33% of national
wheat production and 38% of barley. Estimates in
2016, however, predict that 70-80% of maize, wheat,
and barley crops will be damaged or destroyed in
Salahaddin and 68% of the land used for wheat cul-
tivation will be at risk, compared to between 43%
and 57% for barley.



Consequences of conflicts also tend to spill into
neighboring countries, the situation in Lebanon be-
ing a notable example. The FAO 2017 report points
to economic pressures and health challenges facing
Lebanon as it hosts a significant number of Syrian
refugees, estimated at 1 million. The rate of growth
declined from about 10% in the years before the
Syrian crisis to between 1 and 2% in 2012-2014, as
result of increased instability, disruption of trade
routes, and the drop in investor and consumer
confidence. Exports and direct foreign investment
fell by 25% between 2013 and 2014. Tourism de-
clined by 60% and public debt increased to 141%
of GDP in 2014. Demand for employment increased
by 50%, on public schools between 30% and 35%,
and on public and health services significantly and
abruptly. The impact on vulnerable segments has
been extremely negative, with the World Bank esti-
mating a 3.9 pointrise in poverty in 2014, due to the
Syrian crisis, and that the poor will become poorer
due to the negative repercussions of the crisis on
realizing the right to food and nutrition.*

Conflicts and climate factors also threaten the right
to food for 23.6 million people in 5 Arab countries,
including 14.1 million in Yemen and 7 million in
Syria. Conflicts have displaced 13.1 million people,
including 4.8 million from Syria and 3.1 million from
Iraq and Yemen.

Table 14: People Facing Food Insecurity Due to Dual
Impact of Crises and Climate

tus and populations facing acute food insecurity. Of
these 23 countries, four are Arab: Irag, Somalia,

e Syria, and Yemen:

¢« Yemen: 4.9 million
e Syria: 7 million

¢ Somalia: 4.9 million
« lIraq: 1 million

In addition to Syrian refugees in Lebanon, Jordan,
Turkey, Irag, and Egypt.

The same source also noted that Yemen and Soma-
lia are among the four countries of the world threat-
ened with famine, which could affect 17 million and
2.9 million people respectively.

It should be noted that lack of action on the right
to food, lack of food supplies, and lack of access to
food is also a major factor in the outbreak of social
crises, unrest, insecurity, and violence, fueling the
vicious cycle of insecurity, rising hunger, and pover-
ty; exacerbating unrest, conflict, and violence; and
leading to the loss of sovereignty in all its dimen-
sions.

Country Climate Factors No. Persons Facing Food | Number of Displaced due
Insecurity to Conflict

Yemen Floods and hurricanes 14.1 million 3.1 million

Syria Drought in Aleppo, Idlib, | 7.0 million 4.8 million

and Homs

Sudan Drought (El Nifio) 4.4 million

Somalia Drought (El Nifo) 2.9 million 2.1 million

Iraq Drought 1.5 million 3.1 million

Source: FAO

The FAO Global Report on Food Crises 2017 pro-
vides a general overview of population estimates
and food security in selected countries, based on
the likelihood of a severe food crisis in 2016 or the
three preceding years and the analysis of their sta-

43 WEP, “Special focus Lebanon: Is crisis jeopardiz-

ing the economy and the food security in Lebanon?”, 2014.
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1. Introduction
|
Due to conflicts and protracted crises, the Food
and Agriculture Organization estimates that the
undernourished in the Near East and North Africa
have dramatically doubled, from 16.5 million to 33
million between 1990 and 2016 (FAO 2017). The
level of undernourishment in war-torn countries in
the Arab region, namely in Iraq, Palestine, Sudan,
Syria, and Yemen, is six times larger compared to the
average level in non-conflict countries. At the other
end of the malnutrition spectrum, one-quarter
of the population in the Arab world is considered
obese, twice the world average and nearly three
times that of developing countries, putting it
among the regions with the highest prevalence of
overweight and obesity globally. Those extreme
values are alarming, but without understanding and
challenging the instrumental power relations in the
food systems, there will be no provision of healthy
diets to citizens and decent living conditions to
farmers. Numerous international organizations
reports published about food security in the Middle
East and North Africa region (World Bank, FAO and
IFAD 2009; FAO 2017; ESCWA 2017). However, food
security as a concept looks at food questions from a
narrow supply-sided vision with its four dimensions
- availability, access, utilization, and stability - while
blurring the whole social, political, economic and
ecological processes in which food is produced
and provided. Food security makes hunger
and food insecurity functions of food scarcity,
directing policies toward ways to increase food
supply coming from national production or trade.
However, all famine-related deaths since World War
[l have occurred in areas where food was available
(Patel 2012)Raj Patel examines the concept of food
sovereignty, which aims to address inequalities
in power that characterize the global food system
and fuel hunger and malnutrition.»,»DOI»:»10.1371/
journal.pmed.1001223»,»ISSN»:»-1549
1676»,»note»»00000»,»title-short»:»Food Sovereig
nty»,»journalAbbreviation»»PLOS Medicine»»lang
uage»»eny»author:[{«family»»Patel»»given»»Ra
j»}]»issued»:{«date-parts»:[[«6,26,«2012]]}}}],»sche
ma»»https://github.com/citation-style-language/
schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json»}

With a focus on supply as the leading cause for food
insecurity, policymakers fail to address the deeper
structural causes due to inequities in international
trade, socially regressive economic reforms
imposed by international financial institutions,
financial speculation, policy and dominance of

transnational corporations in the food market
(Gonzalez  2015)NY»,»genre»»SSRN  Scholarly
Paper»,»source»»papers.ssrn.comy,»event-
place»»Rochester, NY»»abstract»»Environmental
justiceis animportant framework for understanding
theNorth-Southdivideinmanyareasofinternational
law and policy, including energy, climate, hazardous
wastes, and food. An environmental justice analysis
makes visible the ways in which the global North
benefits from unsustainable economic activity
while imposing the environmental consequences
on the global South and on the planets most
vulnerable human beings, including women, racial
and ethnic minorities, indigenous peoples, and the
poor. This chapter applies an environmental justice
analysis to the global food system, and identifies
the ways in which this system perpetuates food
injustice among and within nations. It adopts a
tripartite definition of food justice consisting of
ecologically sustainable food production, equitable
access to food and food-producing resources, and
democratic local and national control over food
and agricultural policy. Because the concept of
food justice originates in the theory and practice
of the environmental justice movement, the
chapter describes the origins of this movement and
explains how environmental justice as an analytical
framework applies to North-South relations. The
chapter then analyzes the underlying causes of
food injustice, and outlines several strategies to
create a more equitable and sustainable approach
to global food governance.x»,»URL»»https://papers.
ssrn.com/abstract=2880060»,»note»:»00002»,»num
ber»»ID 2880060» »title-short»:»Food Justice»,»lan
guage»:»eny,»author»:[{«family»»Gonzalez»»given
»»Carmen G.»}]»issued»:{«date-parts»:[[«9,4,«<2015
11},»accessed»:{«date-parts»:[[«4,22,«2019]]}}}],»sch
eman»https://github.com/citation-style-language/
schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json»} . Jarosz goes
further in her critique, noting that: “Food security
is embedded in dominant technocratic, neoliberal
development discourses emphasizing increases in
production and measurable supply and demand
and is aligned with transnational agribusiness and
institutions of governance at the national and
international scales!” (Jarosz 2014, p. 170-169).

Instead, food sovereignty is a politicized paradigm
that fits better in understanding the centrality
of food from a political economy perspective.
Therefore, food sovereignty is more appropriate
to challenge power relations in food systems at
different global, regional, national, and local scales.
Any transformation in food relations should first
grasp the political economy of food, embedded in



Arab states formation, through their long histories
of capital, power, and natural flows, which is
partaking over the last decades in a hegemonic
process of neoliberalizing agri-food systems and
diets (see Riachi and Martiniello in this issue). There
is a growing literature about food sovereignty in the
Arabregionthatspurredsince theinternational food
crisis and the Arab uprisings (Gross and Feldman
2013; Sansour and Tartir 2014; Zurayk 2016; Bush
2016; El Nour 2017; Ajl 2018; Riachi and Martiniello
2019). It is from this tradition using a political
economy lens of food systems that this paper will
explore the right to food and food sovereignty in
the region from a comparative perspective.

Central to the ANND's Arab Watch approach is to
reach to civil society organizations in the region
through participatory knowledge sharing and
production. This report has collected eleven case
studies from the Arab world, representing an
exhaustive collection of national reports covering
half of the Arab countries (Mauritania, Morocco,
Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt, Sudan, Yemen, Jordan,
Palestine, Lebanon, and Syria). Unfortunately,
national chapters did not cover Iraq, Libya, and Gulf
countries, but they had an essential presence in
thematic ones. From an epistemic level, the authors
were solicited to analyze the right to food from a
food sovereignty approach while the methodology
adopted was at the choice of the researchers.
An essential request was made not to overuse
the quantitative nature, and technical aspect of
previous international organizations published
reports, avoiding to solely base the analysis on
food security indexes, or agricultural and food
trade metrics. Instead, researchers were invited
to delve in their contexts from a food sovereignty
perspective, which is more of qualitative nature
due to its entitlement approach, for which macro-
level secondary quantitative data are not the
most suitable. From this perspective, local depth
was given priority over national macro breadth.
Of course, whenever metrics and numbers were
insightful, essential and useful to understand food
power relations and access to means of production
and consumption, such as land distributions, socio-
economic or ecological conditions, or diets, they
were highly solicited.

The specific objective of this analysis is to
investigate from a comparative perspective
common denominators of the political economy of
food in the Arab world and highlight the alternative
food sovereignty paradigm and its deployment
in the region to challenge the unequal neoliberal

food system. The first section stresses the need to
recognize the power hegemony over food systems
of the neoliberal international and national state
apparatus in the current era in the Arab world. The
second section discusses ways to politicize the right
to food; a notion often deemed too legal. The third
section discusses food sovereignty by highlighting
specific considerations to account for when
applying the paradigm to the region, and finally,
the conclusion explores ways forward.

2. Identifying neoliberal food
hegemons in Arab food systems

|
Critical food studies argue that the current world
food system is ruled by the ‘corporate food regime,
corresponding to the third food regime that started
since the 1980s (McMichael 2009). This strand of
studies reflects on the orchestrated neoliberal
hegemony over food systems, through the power
of transnational corporations and international
financial organizations,imposing tradeliberalization
and conditional development loans brought
with Structural Adjustment Programs, turning
governments into neoliberal states. Neoliberalism
has prioritized powerful transnational agribusiness
acclaimed for their ‘efficiency, which along free
trade, will enable ‘global food security’ (ibid). Food
security and export of agri-food in the name of
comparative advantages became a milestone in
the dominant discourse globally and regionally.
Governments in the Middle East and North African
region (MENA) all subscribed to this paradigm since
the 1980s. Often called infitah, neoliberal policies in
the Arab world required from governments to open
their economies to international capital and food
trade in the aim to afford cheap food while cutting
on public spending and agricultural subsidies, that
remained from the previous state-led capitalism
Green Revolution era (corresponding to the second
food regime). Region's numerous food crises are
primarily due to the failure of neoliberal strategies,
enacted by donors and applied by governments
in the region, be it under military, monarchy,
confessional, or occupation regimes.

The underpinnings of this ideology have long
emphasized industrial efficiencies and productivity,
freetrade, and market-led reforms, as the milestones
agricultural and food policies to reach global food
security.! However, the current food crisis does not

1 While food prices have dropped since the 2008-
2011 peaks, they remain significantly higher than pre-crisis
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only deprive people of their right to food, but it
benefits few transnational corporations and local
elites that monopolize the entire food chains,
narrowing choices for farmers and consumers.
Globally, only ten corporations control one-third
of the commercial seed market and 80 percent of
the global pesticide market, while ten corporations,
control two-thirds of the total sales of processed
food (Ziegler et al.,, 2011). This market power also
translates politically at national levels. For example,
Monsanto's lobbying activities in Egypt and its
links to politically influential local business groups
in the country dates back to the 1950s (Mitchell
2002), rebranded nowadays under the CroplLife
association. This monopolized aspect of global
capitalism, coupled with neoliberal state power
(Harvey 2007), represents a failure to meet the
obligations set out to ensure equitable distribution
and ecological production of local and regional
food supplies. The shock of neoliberalization
hindered the living conditions of a significant
segment of the farming population in the Arab
world, unable to compete with cheap industrialized
food; farmers often abandoned their lands,
became wage laborers, engaged in the military,
or integrated informal sectors, contributing to the
rapid unaccompanied growth of suburbs and peri-
urban areas. Fragmentation of farms is common
to the region. Around 60 percent of farms in the
Near East and North Africa is less than 1 hectare,
85 percent of all holdings are less than 5 hectares,
while holdings of over 10 hectares own 50 percent
of cultivated lands, and only 6 percent of holdings
is between 10 and 50 hectares and constitute 40
percent of total land area (Bush 2016). This high
level of inequality in land distribution depicts
the polarization in the means of production and
socio-economic marginalization of small farmers.
However, it also highlights their large numbers
in the region, making small and family farming a
backbone of agriculture in the region.

From the end of the 19th century to the mid20-th,
the colonial power advocated the adoption of
modern farming techniques as a response to the
‘backwardness’ of farming methods of the Middle
Eastern and North African rural areas. Followed
by the Cold War independence period, Arab
farming witnessed a significant shift in agricultural
reforms, including land reforms, large scale

levels. The world food prices according to FAO Food
Price Index averaged at 172.4 points in May 2019 which
is among the highest values since 2008 (201.4 points) and
2011 (229.9 points).

irrigation infrastructure governed by centralized
agencies. State-led capitalism continued to govern
agriculture development in post-independence
administrations in the Arab region since the 1950s,
up until its dislocation under neoliberalism in the
1980s. Under the Green Revolution mantra, within
a fierce competition between the United States and
the Soviet Union in foreign technical assistance and
aid distributed in the region, the modernization
project was expected to be reached by state
support and control of input supply, and output
marketing. However, despite land and agricultural
reforms, farmers’ conditions did notimprove (Batatu
1999; Beinin 2001; Bush 2016). By the late 1970s,
the constant failure to improve productivity in Arab
rural agriculture put into question the agriculture
strategies in place. What followed was a push of
Structural Adjustment Programs by international
donors and foreign funding agencies as conditions
for loans in order to close the deficit in public
spending and assist in technical development. The
interest shifted from self-sufficiency and planned
food production to market and trade food security.
With a high dependency on world food markets and
despite state continued subsidies on some staple
foods, international food price shocks have always
translated quickly into price hikes in the domestic
markets across the region which has systematically
led to “bread riots” since the 1980s up to their
contemporary Arab uprisings (Walton and Seddon
1994; Bush and Martiniello 2017).

Structural adjustment programs, imposed by
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
World Bank, led to three decades of low rates of
public investment in agriculture and rural areas. In
parallel, trade liberalization required the removal
of input and output subsidies and trade barriers as
requirements to the accession to the World Trade
Organization, but also bilateral agreements, notably
with the European Union. Rolling-out of the state
resulted in a combination of rapid urbanization and
rural exodus, a national growing food dependency
on the global market, and the lack of support of
agriculture. The mix between authoritarian regimes,
neoliberal policies, and rapid climate change has
proved to be detrimental in many countries such as
Syria and Yemen, both still enduring wars today (De
Chatel 2014; Mundy, al-Hakimi, and Pelat 2014).

Arab contemporary food policies have acted
therefore within three options, all revolving around
supply as a way to secure cheap foods; whether
by the intensification of food production through
large-scale irrigation schemes including large
dams, or to rely on world food markets to supply



local needs or through land-grabbing in region's
neighboring agricultural countries. There is a
long-standing narrative in Arab agricultural and
food policies stating that the failures to increase
the productivity of national agriculture are mainly
due to a lack of modernization technologies. This
widespread narrative among officials, development
and funding agencies established a clear motive in
seekinginvestmentinlarge-scaleirrigation projects,
for example, Great Man-Made River in Libya, Toshka
project in Egypt, Canal 800 in Southern Lebanon,
Plan Vert in Morocco, or Agropolis in Syria. In 2011,
the World Bank released a report promoting land
deals as potential gains and production levels on
land identified as underused or marginal (Deininger
etal.2011)given commodity price volatility, growing
human and environmental pressures, and worries
about food security, this interest will increase,
especially in the developing world. One of the
highest development priorities in the world must
be to improve smallholder agricultural productivity,
especially in Africa. Smallholder productivity is
essential for reducing poverty and hunger,and more
and better investment in agricultural technology,
infrastructure, and market access for poor farmers
is urgently needed. When done right, larger-scale
farming systems can also have a place as one of
many tools to promote sustainable agricultural
and rural development, and can directly support
smallholder productivity, for example, throughout
grower programs. However, recent press and other
reports about actual or proposed large farmland
acquisition by big investors have raised serious
concerns about the danger of neglecting local rights
and other problems. They have also raised questions
about the extent to which such transactions can
provide long-term benefits to local populations and
contribute to poverty reduction and sustainable
development. Although these reports are worrying,
the lack of reliable information has made it difficult
to understand what has been actually happening.

Against this backdrop, the World Bank, under the
leadership of Managing Director Ngozi Okonjo-
Iweala, along with other development partners, has
highlighted the need for good empirical evidence
to inform decision makers, especially in developing
countries.»,»URL»:»

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/
en/998581468184149953/Rising-global-interest-
in-farmland-can-it-yield-sustainable-and-
equitable-benefits», »note»:»00000»»number»:»
59463»»title-short»:»Rising global interest in fa
rmland»,»language»»enx,»authors:[{«family»:»

Deininger» »given»:»Klaus»},{«family»:»Byerlee
»»given»»Derek»},{«family»:»Lindsay» »given»
»Jonathany},{«family»»Norton» »given»»Andr
ewn},{«family»:»Selod»,»given»»Harris»},{«fam
ily»»Stickler»,»given»:»Mercedes»}],»issued»:{«
date-parts»:[[«1,10,«2011]]},»accessed»:{«date-
parts»:[[«6,7,«2019]1}}}],»schemax»:»https://github.
com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/
csl-citation.json»}

The ‘marginal land’ narrative, once used to promote
modernization of archaic land tenure in the region
through the introduction of private property
and large-scale projects during colonial times,
shifted towards development and food security in
contemporary days promoted by investors, donors
and politically tied businesses. The application of
necessary capital to ‘marginal land is marketed as a
solution to resolve food shortages, but also capital
accumulation crisis and the developmental crises of
the rural population in the South (McMichael 2012).
The land acquisition also embeds water acquisition
and water is needed to secure fertile land as much as
the need for water to produce food. Land grabbed
for agriculture production is not considered a
good investment without the guaranteed access
to water, as seen see in Sudan and other countries
in the region (Mehta, Veldwisch, and Franco 2012)
popularly known as 1and grabbing’, have attracted
headline attention. Water as both a target and
driver of this phenomenon has been largely ignored
despite the interconnectedness of water and land.
This special issue aims to fill this gap and to widen
and deepen the lens beyond the confines of the
literature's still limited focus on agriculture-driven
resource grabbing. The articles in this collection
demonstrate that the fluid nature of water and its
hydrologic complexity often obscure how water
grabbing takes place and what the associated
impacts on the environment and diverse social
groups are. The fluid properties of water interact
with the ‘slippery’ nature of the grabbing processes:
unequal power relations; fuzziness between legality
and illegality and formal and informal rights; unclear
administrative boundaries and jurisdictions, and
fragmented negotiation processes. All these factors
combined with the powerful material, discursive
and symbolic characteristics of water make ‘water
grabbing’ a site for conflict with potential drastic
impacts on the current and future uses and benefits
of water, rights as well as changes in tenure relati
ons.»,»note»:»00244»,»language»»en»»author»:[{«f
amily»:»Mehta»,»given»:»Lylar},{«family»»Veldwisc

h»»given»:»Gert Jany},{«family»»Franco»»given»:»
Jennifer»}] »issued»:{«date-parts»:[[«2012»]]}}}],»sch
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emax»https://github.com/citation-style-language/
schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json»}

The colonial legacy of land and water grabs in the
region is best expressed in Palestine (Gasteyer et al.
2012). The need for water to ensure food security
is acting as a global war of attrition through
agricultural investments in countries considered
to have water potentials. A compelling example
for shifting from self-sufficiency productive
exhaustion to land grabbing is Saudi Arabia, which
is a significant investor in Sudan and other Arab
and African countries, that hiked after the collapse
of its domestic wheat production that started in the
early 1970s due to depletion of its non-renewable
aquifers. Moreover, Arab countries supporting
agriculture investments destined for export such as
Jordan, Tunisia and Morocco, Egypt and Lebanon,
have dramatically disrupted their natural land
and water ecological endowments to satisfy their
extractivist agricultural export model. Over the
last three decades, agricultural policies in all Arab
countries became disarmed. Despite the food crisis
and its political repercussions on the region, there
has not been any regional policy or a strategic
approach reviving agricultural complementarities
and regional food integration. Trade agreements
between Arab countries lack a strategic framework
that can promote a regional food system. Food
systems in the region are disconnected. Instead, it
is European commercial partnerships and Arab Gulf
oil countries that are governing today's food systems
in the region; both are the largest importers of fresh
agricultural products, from one side, and exporters
of processed food to the region, from the other.

Therefore, one can identify three dynamics that
shaped and are still shaping food systems in the
region; private property introduced during colonial
rule, technological modernization adopted since
the Green Revolution in the mid20-th century, and
finally, market-led policies since the 1980s under
neoliberalism. Under such paradigms, united with
undemocratic and authoritarian regimes in the
region, small farmers in the region are devastated,
marginalized and made landless, with crippling
living conditions, and violations of their social
and economic rights, including their right to food.
Under a globalized neoliberal regime, transnational
corporations, international organizations like the
WTO, and international financial institutions, such
as the World Bank and IMF, can yield more power
than states. Thus, their actions have a direct impact
on citizens, but yet there are no legal recourse and
enforceable tools to hold them accountable. In

sum, marginalized in the region fall into a ‘glocal
double-edged violation of their rights, from
hegemonic neoliberal ruling states, but also non-
state international organizations and corporations.
It is in this context that the following sections will
discuss two essential notions, the right to food and
food sovereignty.

3. Politicizing the right to food
in the Arab region

]
The concepts of the right to food and food
sovereignty are interlinked, but they differ in
theory and practice. Therefore, it is essential to
get back to the epistemic genesis of each of them
separately and to contrast their definitions and
explore their potential complementary. The right
to food is primarily a legalistic approach recognized
in international law, in binding and non-binding
documents. Article 25 of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights in 1948 recognized the right
to food for the first time at the international
level. Article 11 of the International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights of 1966 states
the right to food as “the right of everyone to have
physical and economic access at all times to food
in adequate quantity and quality or to means of
its procurement”? The breakthrough of the right
to food in the international agenda came at the
Rome Declaration on World Food Security during
the World Food Summit in 1996 which sought to
halve world hunger by 2015 (Rome Declaration
on World Food Security, 1996). The significant

2 Other conventions mentioning the right to

food include the Refugee Convention in 1951; Universal
Declaration on the Eradication of Hunger and Malnutri-
tion adopted by the World Food Conference in Rome 1974.
the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women of 1979; to the Convention on the Rights of the
Child of 1989; the Protocol to the African Charter on Hu-
man and Peoples Rights on the Rights of Women in Africa
of 2003; the World Declaration on Nutrition adopted at
the International Conference on Nutrition in 1992; to the
International Conference on Population and Development
of 1994; the Copenhagen Declaration on Social Develop-
ment of 1995; the World Food Summit of 1996, 2002 and
2009; The Optional Protocol to the International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in 2009; and, the

Food Assistance Convention in 2012.



advancement was made in the Voluntary Guidelines
to support the Progressive Realization of the Right
to Adequate Food in the Context of National
Food Security, also known as the Right to Food
Guidelines prepared by the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) in 2004. As one can notice,
the right to food is emphasized in the context of
international institutional discourse mainly through
the United Nations officials. It was translated with
the appointment, for three renewable years, of a
Special Rapporteur on the right to food (UNSR) since
2000 by the Commission on Human Rights and
later overseen by the United Nations Human Rights
Council since 2006. Governments that ratified those
international treaties are expected to work on their
obligations to respect, protect and fulfill the right
to food. The obligation to respect which stipulates
to abstain arbitrarily dispossessing people’s right
to food; this includes not evicting someone from
agricultural land as it represents the primary source
of food production and income. The obligation to
protect entails that governments must enact and
enforce laws aimed at preventing third parties —
individuals, organizations, or corporations - from
violating the right to food, enabling processes such
as investigation, prosecution, and provide effective
remedies. The obligation to fulfill is twofold, first,
facilitation, where governments must ensure
access to adequate food to vulnerable groups by
facilitating their ability to feed themselves, such as
engaging in the employment of landless peasants.
The second aspect refers to the obligation to provide
direct assistance in urgent situations (Ziegler et al.
2011). Other elements complement the normative
aspect of the right to food deal with a progressive
realization of the right through policies, racial and
gender non-discrimination, and extra-territorial
obligations that recognize the different impacts
a country or its corporations can have on another
country (e.g., dumping food, land grabbing, or
privatization of public services, such as water and
waste).

In its embryonic conception, the Rome Declaration
on World Food Security in 1996 states that the right
to food is ‘the right of everyone to have access to
safe and nutritious food, consistent with the right
to adequate food and the fundamental right of
everyone to be free from hunger.” As if the root
cause of hunger is only poverty, as noted by Jarosz
(2014). It reminds Malthus’s theory placing the fault
for hunger on the poor, with the idea that their lack
of labour earnings and excessive reproduction,
expand the human population beyond natural
resources enough to supply food, blaming them for

environmental and food issues. On an international
level, neo-Malthusian thought sees hunger as the
shortage in global supply due to an increasing
world population growth putting additional stress
on natural resources. Ever since its publication
in 1972, The Club of Rome Report on “The Limits
to Growth” (Meadows et al. 1972), presented the
“population explosion”, notably in undeveloped
countries, to be harming the future of humanity,
threatening to exhaust resources and food supply,
raw materials and precipitating catastrophic of air,
soil and water pollutions. The neoliberal answer to
Malthusian concerns is straightforward; only free
markets will achieve food security, bringing forward
comparative advantage of Adam Smith and David
Ricardo.

With capitalism and technology, the increase in
food production and competition are argued to
bring cheap and available food to everyone. The
international community has adopted this vision
over the last decades as a credo for environmental
and food policies. The international community
applauded the Millennial Development Goal (MDG
1.3) target of reducing by half the proportion of
undernourished people in developing countries -
from 23.3 to 12.9 percent between 1990 and 2015
as an achievement. In 2015, the UN adopted the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), this time
with a more challenging objective, aiming for the
eradication of poverty and hunger in 2030 (SDG 2).
However, critics suggest that the MDGs and SDGs
are inherently grounded in a neoliberal approach
to development, dealing with rural poverty from a
narrow productive, income and market reasoning
(Spann 2017; Gabay and llcan 2017). Despite some
new more welcomed agroecological considerations,
there are constitutional principles in the SDGs
coming from the Green Revolution productivist
and neoliberal market-led conceptions. SDG 2.3, for
example, calls to double productivity and incomes
of small-scale farmers by their integration into the
global market. As if integrating the global market
and producing more are signs of success. Hence,
critically dealing with food rights issues calls into
question the dominant ideology, explicitly or
implicitly neoliberal in the international agenda.
Development, agriculture, and malnutrition issues
have long-privileged global markets, agribusiness,
and global commodity chains as successes, while
small-scale and family farming supplying food short
circuits are condescendingly considered archaic
and under-developed. This political nature of
unequal privileges, utterly absent in the SDGs, must
be at the heart of the Decade of Family Farming that
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was just launched by the FAO (2028-2019).

Until today, not a single regional report has been
produced about the right to food in the region.
However, Special Rapporteurs visited and reported
about four countries in the MENA region, Jean
Ziegler in Palestine in 2003 and Lebanon in 2006,
Olivier De Schutter on Syria in 2010, and Hilal
Elver on Morocco in 2015.% It is important to note
that the first two were related to conflict issues
while the two others, special rapporteurs made
essential suggestions to the Syrian and Moroccan
governments, both warning about the effects of
structural adjustment policies and intensive export-
oriented agriculture. Ziegler visiting Palestine
reported extreme numbers of under-nourishment
due to the Israeli occupation, more than half of
Palestinian households eating only once a day
(%61) and %85 depending on international public
assistance, “a crisis which seems absurd in a land
so fertile” (Ziegler 2003, p.5). Ziegler came at the
request of the Lebanese Government following
the July-August 2006 war and condemned Israeli
attacks and their effects on food and agriculture
and reported that “more than 1.2 million cluster
bombs were dropped by the Israeli forces. About
90 percent were dropped in the last 72 hours of
the war when the Israeli forces were already aware
that a ceasefire was imminent. The destruction by
the Israeli forces of infrastructure essential to the
survival of the population, particularly agricultural,
irrigation and water infrastructure will also have
long-term impacts on livelihoods and access
to food and water. [...] The long-term impacts
of the war on livelihoods are the key concern
today.” (Ziegler 2006, p.2). In both cases, Israel has
called into question the impartiality of UN Special
Rapporteur Jean Ziegler and lobbied in preventing
the submission of his reports.

The purpose of visiting Syria and Morocco were
more related to policy adoptions; in both cases,
Special Rapporteurs highlighted the detrimental
effects of trade liberalization, austerity measures
cutting subsidies and intensive agriculture projects.
In Syria, only a few days before the beginning of the
war, De Schutter (2011) warned the government
about the removal of agricultural subsidies,
droughts impact and adverse effects of accessing

3 For a compilation of regional reports, visit www.
fao.org/right-to-food/resources/publications/en/

4 For a compilation of country visit reports of
Special Rapporteur on the right to food, visit www.ohchr.

org/EN/Issues/Food/Pages/Visits.aspx

WTO and reports that:“The“green revolution”model
of agricultural development may have proven to be
unsustainable. It does not follow that the solution is
for the State to withdraw from agriculture; instead,
it must support agricultural production in ways
that are more environmentally sustainable and that
increase the income of the poorest farmers, thus
contributing to the alleviation of rural poverty.” (De
Schutter 2011, p.17). In Morocco, Hilal Elver (2016,
p.19-18), notes that: “Although the emergence
of a free market economy has assisted with the
impressive growth experienced by the country
in recent years, this growth has not benefited all”
She adds vivid criticism of the Plan Vert, calling
the government to “ensure that everyone benefits,
particularly smallholder farmers in rural and remote
areas” but also to ensure that “large-scale farming
[...] should avoid resource depletion as a result of
intensive agricultural practices”. The Government of
Morocco (2016, p.3), unsatisfied with the comments
made by the rapporteur, responds: “Plausible
sources rarely support the advanced facts. [...] The
comments lack nuance and reflect preconceived
ideas using simplistic shortcuts”. Reports made by
the Special Rapporteur are very informative, critical
and impartial, but remains the question into how to
politicize the right to food as an alternative to the
current food hegemony.

Even though the right to food has an international
resonance among UN agencies essentially, it has
also influenced collective mobilizations, notably
through the human rights angle among civil
society organizations. However, while they may be
progressive and essential in terms of the delivery
of rights, they are often of minimal issuance in the
region, governed by undemocratic regimes, lacking
the rule of law and independent judiciary system.
Of course, human rights-based approach to food
and agriculture should prioritize human dignity, but
it should not only be a right to access enough food
but as an entitlement on determining by whom,
how, when, where and what food is produced and
consumed. Accessing this entitlement requires
to challenge the hegemony of corporations,
international trading system, and financial
institutions, contest the neoliberal state and hold
governments accountable, for their failures in
rural, agricultural, and food policymaking. Rather
than having policies dictated by governments and
donors, a human rights-based approach would
be only reached by the democratization of food
systems by allowing farmers and citizens to be
involved in designing agricultural policies that work
for their societies. Here is where food sovereignty
stands.



4, Communalizing food
sovereignty

|
The idea of food sovereignty has been the subject
of critical and radical work of collective action in
various civil society organizations and transnational
platforms. The founding concept was developed in
the mid1990-s to counter neoliberalism. This period
was witnessing the drying agricultural subsidies
and imposing t rade liberalization, leading to a
decline in family farming revenues, along with the
decrease in w o rld agricultural prices, thanks to
the Green Rev o lution intensive agriculture. The
concept emerged again and had a more critical
outreach after the recent global food-fuel-financial
crisis in 2008-2007, and 2011. «Food sovereignty»
first appeared in 1996 in the final declaration of the
non-governmental organizations forum during the
first World Food Summit (WFS). It is interesting to
note that the same summit also saw the genesis
of the most common definitions of food security
and the right to food. La Via Campesina movement
was the first to define food sovereignty as: “The
right of each nation to maintain and develop its
own capacity to produce its basic foods respecting
cultural and productive diversity. We have the right
to produce our own food in our own territory. Food
sovereignty is a precondition to genuine food
security” (Via Campesina declaration in 1996). It
suggests that thisright, evenifin breach of free trade
commitment s, should favor agricultural policies
that are consistent with the national interests of
producers and consumers. Food security and food
sovereignty discourses explain world hunger and
responses in contrasting ways. Now the concept
became an alternative paradigm for mobilization of
international coalitions, in contrast to the apolitical
«food security» concept advocated by international
organizations and donors.

Thefood sovereignty movementargues thathunger
is not perpetrated only by global neoliberalism but
also by the system of states themselves, represented
and influential in international organizations. Even
though both the right to food and food sovereignty
are right - based concepts, there is a dialectic
difference in the means to achieve this right. There
are indeed concrete benchmarks available on the
international agenda to aim for a universal right
to food, but for food sovereignty proponents this
is not enough. As Patel notes: “To talk of a right to
shape food policy is to contrast it with a privilege.
The modern food system has been architected by

a handful of privileged people. Food sovereignty
insists that this is illegitimate, because the design
of our social system is not the privilege of the few,
but the right of all” (Patel 2009, p. 667). Hence, the
concept of the right to food, limited to combat
hunger, i s incomplete without the concept of
food sov e reignty, advocating for politicizing the
universality of food. With food distribution being
concentrated in the hands of a few corporations,
peoplemusttakecontrolovertheprocessandpolitics
of food production, consumption and distribution
(Patel 2012)Raj Patel examines the concept of food
sovereig n ty, which aims to address inequalities
in power that characterize the global food system
and fuel hunger and malnutrition.»,»DOI»:»10.1371/
journal. p med.1001223»,»ISSN»:»-1549
1676»,»n 0 te»:»00000»,»title-short»:»Food Sovereig
nty»»jo urnalAbbreviation»»PLOS Medicine»»lang
uage»:»e n »»author»:[{«family»»Patel»»given»:»Ra
jH»is s ued»:{«date-parts»:[[«6,26,«2012]1}}}],»sche
ma»»htt p s://github.com/citation-style-language/
schema/r a w/master/csl-citation.json»} .

As summa r ized by Pimbert (2009), the Nyéléni
Declaration for Food Sovereignty of 2007 implies
individuals, peoples, communities and countries’
right: i) to define their own agricultural, labour,
fishing, food, land and water management policies
which are ecologically, socially, economically and
culturally appropriate to theirunique circumstances.
ii) to food and to produce food, which means that
all people have the right to safe, nutritious and
cultura | ly appropriate food, to food-producing
resources and to the ability to sustain themselves
and their societies. iii) to protect and regulate
domestic production and trade and prevent the
dumping of food products and unnecessary food
aid in domestic market. iv) to choose their own level
of self-reliance in food. v) to manage, use and control
life-sustaining natural resources: land, water, seeds,
livestock breeds and wider agricultural biodiversity,
unrestricted by intellectual property rights and free
from genetically-modified organisms. vi) to produce
and har vest food in an ecologically sustainable
manner, principally through low-external input
production and artisanal fisheries.

Holt-Gi m énez and Shattuck (2011)we apply Karl
Polanyi’s ‘double-movement’ thesis on capitalism
to explain the regime’s trends of neoliberalism and
reform. Using the global food crisis as a point of
departure, we introduce a comparative analytical
framework for different political and social trends
within the corporate food regime and global food
movemen t s, characterizing them as 'Neoliberal,
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‘Reformist, Progressive’, and Radical, respectively,
and describe each trend based on its discourse,
model, and key actors, approach to the food crisis,
and key documents. After a discussion of class,
political permeability, and tensions within the food
movements, we suggest that the current food crisis
offers opportunities for strategic alliances between
Progressive and Radical trends within the food
movement. We conclude that while the food crisis
has brought a retrenchment of neoliberalization
and weak calls for reform, the worldwide growth of
food movements directly and indirectly challenge
the legitimacy and hegemony of the corporate
food regime. Regime change will require sustained
pressure from a strong global food movement,
built on durable alliances between Progressive
and Radical trends.»»DOI»:»03066150.2/10.1080
010.538578»,»ISSN»:»6150-0306»,»note»:»00000
\nPMID:  21284237»»title-short»:»Food  crises,
food regimes and food movements»»author»:[{
«family»:»Holt-Giménez»,»given»:»Eric»} {«famil
y»»Shattuck»»given»:»Annie»}],»issued»:{«date-
parts»:[[«1,1,«2011]1}}}],»schema»:»https://github.
com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/
csl-citation.json»}

provide an interesting operationalizing definition
of food sovereignty entitlements as a model
that seeks to “dismantle corporate agri-foods
monopoly; redistribution of land; community
rights to water and seed; regionally based
food systems; democratization of food system;
sustainable livelihoods; protection from dumping/
overproduction; regulated markets and supply”
(p. 117). The foundation of food sovereignty is the
emphasis on a localized agricultural production
model in opposition to a liberalized and globalized
market production model. Food sovereignty is,
therefore, a reaction against industrialized and
export-oriented agriculture and seeks to transform
the production mode to sustainable and small-scale
farming. This model shifts power from multinational
corporations to the peasants and thereby put
them in control over their food production. Food
sovereignty focus is on reverting neoliberal
practices and replacing it with redistributive land
reforms and enabling agroecology as a mode of
production and strengthening the rights of women
and marginalized communities in agricultural (Patel
2012; Jarosz 2014)Raj Patel examines the concept of
food sovereignty, which aims to address inequalities
in power that characterize the global food system
and fuel hunger and malnutrition.»,»DOI»:»10.1371/
journal.pmed.1001223»»ISSN»:»-1549

1676»,»note»:»00000» »title-short»:»Food  Soverei

gnty»»journalAbbreviation»»PLOS  Medicine»»la
nguage»»en»»author»:[{«family»:»Patel» »given»:
»Raj»}]»issued»:{«date-parts»:[[«6,26,«2012]1}}},{«id
»:3296,»uris»:[«http://zotero.org/groups/2314440/
items/RJ7RZLGK»]»uri»:[«http://zotero.org/
groups/2314440/items/RJ7RZLGK»],»itemData»:{«i
d»:3296,»type»:»article-journal» »title

Comparing food security and food sovereignty
discourses»,»container-title»:»Dialogues in Human
Geography»,»page»»181-168»»volumex:»4»»iss
ue»»2»»sourcen:»Crossref»,»abstract»:»This  essay
conceptualizes food security and food sovereignty
as fluid and changing discourses that define
the problem of hunger. | trace the discursive
geohistories of food security and food sovereignty
in order to identify oppositions and relationalities
between them. | argue that the interpretations
of, and relations between, food security and food
sovereignty vary by geography and scale, as well
as by the conceptual and theoretical differences
within the discourses themselves. When and where
these discourses develop and emerge is central to
understanding their oppositions and convergences.
How scale is constructed within particular
discourses is also important to understanding
how they co-exist relationally or in opposition.
Food security and food sovereignty discourses are
tied to distinctive political and economic histories,
ecologies, and identities at the national and local
levels. They are differentially deployed depending
upon geographic context and the political economy
of development and underdevelopment. Both
discourses are dynamic and changing in relation to
the wider political and cultural economies of food
system dynamics across scale. Uniform definitions
of each term should be resisted. The point is to
understand the geographies of their relational
overlap and their continual difference»»DOI»:»1
2043820614537161/0.1177»,»ISSN»:»,8206-2043
8214-2043»,»note»»00000»,»language»:»en»»auth
or»:[{«family»:»Jarosz»»given»:»Lucy»}],»issued»:{«d
ate-parts»:[[«7,«2014]]1}}],»schema»:»https://github.
com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/
csl-citation.json»} .

Food sovereignty movements are the only food
movements that seriously posed a threat to the
global food regime change (Mares and Alkon
2011; Holt-Giménez and Shattuck 2011)we bring
together academic literature tracing contemporary
social movements centered on food, unpacking
the discourses of local food, community food
security, food justice, and food sovereignty. This
body of literature transcends national borders
and draws on a rich genealogy of studies on



environmental justice, the intersections of race,
class, and gender, and sustainable agro-food
systems. Scholars have emphasized two key issues
that persist within these movements: inequalities
related to race and class that shape the production,
distribution, and consumption of food, and the
neoliberal constraints of market-based solutions
to problems in the food system. This article claims
that food movements in the United States would
be strengthened through reframing their work
within a paradigm of food sovereignty, an approach
that would emphasize the production of local
alternatives, but also enable a dismantling of the
policies that ensure the dominance of the corporate
food regime. The article concludes by offering a
critical analysis of future research directions for
scholars who are committed to understanding and
strengthening more democratic and sustainable
food systems.»»DOl»»http://dx.doi.org/10.3167/ar
€s.2011.020105»,»ISSN»:»21506779»,»note»»0000
0» »title-short»:»»Mapping the Food Movement»»la
nguage»»English»,»author»:[{«family»»Mares»»gi
ven»»Teresa Marier}{«family»»Alkon»»given»:»Ali
son Hope»}]»issued»:{«date-parts»:[[«201 1»]1}}} {«id
»:3281 »uris»:[«http://zotero.org/groups/2314440/
items/XNCYT26F»],»uri»:[«http://zotero.org/
groups/2314440/items/XNCYT26F»] »itemData»:{«i
d»:3281 »typerarticle-journal»,»title»:»Food crises,
food regimes and food movements: rumblings of
reform or tides of transformation?»»container-
title»»The Journal of Peasant Studies»»page»:»-109
144»,»volume»:»38»»issuen:»1»»sourcem»Tay

lor and Francis+NEJM»,»abstract»»This article
addresses the potential for food movements to
bring about substantive changes to the current
global food system. After describing the current
corporate food regime, we apply Karl Polanyis
‘double-movement thesis on capitalism to
explain the regime’s trends of neoliberalism and
reform. Using the global food crisis as a point of
departure, we introduce a comparative analytical
framework for different political and social trends
within the corporate food regime and global food
movements, characterizing them as 'Neoliberal,
‘Reformist, ‘Progressive, and Radical, respectively,
and describe each trend based on its discourse,
model, and key actors, approach to the food crisis,
and key documents. After a discussion of class,
political permeability, and tensions within the food
movements, we suggest that the current food crisis
offers opportunities for strategic alliances between
Progressive and Radical trends within the food
movement. We conclude that while the food crisis
has brought a retrenchment of neoliberalization
and weak calls for reform, the worldwide growth of

food movements directly and indirectly challenge
the legitimacy and hegemony of the corporate
food regime. Regime change will require sustained
pressure from a strong global food movement,
built on durable alliances between Progressive
and Radical trends.»»DOI»:»03066150.2/10.1080
010.538578%»,»ISSN»:»6150-0306»,»note»:»00000
\nPMID:  21284237»»title-short»:»Food  crises,
food regimes and food movements»»author»:[{
«family»:»Holt-Giménez»,»given»:»Eric»} {«famil
y»»Shattuck»»given»:»Annie»}],»issued»:{«date-
parts»:[[«1,1,«2011]]}}}],»schema»:»https://github.
com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/
csl-citation.json»} . Other food movements have
been criticized as reformist since they tend to use
individual market actions and consumer behaviour.
For example, buying organic food is one way of
promoting sustainable farming and might be
endorsed by food movements as an alternative
way of challenging neoliberalism, but without
reverting it. According to Hall, certifications such as
“fair trade” and “organic” are put in place to make
consumers “feel good about the commodities they
are buying.” (Hall 2015). Researchers have criticized
certifications for they impose Northern industrial
priorities on Southern small farm producers,
excluding the ones who do not comply. At the
same time, it is difficult for a farmer to cope with
certification requirements without technical and
financial assistance from the North, creating donor
aid dependency in the South. On an urban level,
food justice movements have mobilized struggles
against structural racism and seek access to healthy
food for marginalized groups in food deserts (Holt-
Gimenez, 2010). These struggles are taking place
through institutions, communities and broad-
based movements, often in cities in the North. The
concept of food justice highlights the multiple
ways in which racial and economic inequalities
are embedded within the production, distribution,
and consumption of food. Activists call for creating
grassroots local food alternative systems such as
farmers’ markets, urban farms, and cooperatively
owned grocery. Despite the strengths and
successes of these various movements, they may be
to some extent reproducing , without being aware,
dominant neoliberal narrative by locating change
in consumer market behaviour, surfing on social
entrepreneurship by acting as non-state actors
taking on the roles abandoned by the neoliberal
state. Those actions would advocate subjectivities
as biopolitical disciplining of the self, where health
and food choices become a personal responsibility
(Alkon 2013). As Harvey (2005) points out that
within the neoliberal state, along welfare and social
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service programs decrease, personal responsibility
is presented as the alternative. Among different
food movements, food sovereignty is the only one
perceived to directly challenge neoliberalism by
pairing local and regional ecological agriculture
within international campaigns to fight the
corporate food regime, using protests and political
campaigns in order to oppose neoliberalism. This
participatory form of political change advances a
notion of collective self-determination instead of
individual actions (Alkon, 2013).

It is worth noting that governments officials’ in
the Arab region often misuse the notion of “food
sovereignty” as a synonym to self-sufficiency or
national sovereignty. Unfortunately, this is also
true among international organizations. “Some
governments in the region and elsewhere have
questioned the policy of reliance on food imports
and supported the notion of food self-sufficiency
or food sovereignty” (ESCWA 2017, p.8). It is
important to note that food sovereignty is not new
in the region and has its proponents and needs to
be continuously supported and expanded. Some
of the initiatives include Thimar, which is a research
collective on agriculture, environment and labour
in the Arab world. The Palestine Heirloom Seed
Library and L'Observatoire de la Souveraineté
Alimentaire et de PEnvironnement (OSAE) based
in Tunisia. The two Working Groups on the Right to
Food and Food Sovereignty in Egypt and Tunisia.
Perhaps, the earliest initiative was pioneered by
the Arab Network for Food Sovereignty (ANFS)
part of the Arab Group for the Protection of Nature
in 2012, and the latest is the newly formed North
African Network for Food Sovereignty that held its
first assembly in December 2018. It is of extreme
importance to operationalize into concrete steps
and join efforts among these different proponents
of a food sovereignty paradigm shift in the region.

One of the ongoing examples of contestations is
happening among food sovereignty supporters
in Tunisia contesting the new free trade ALECA
agreement, “Accord de Libre Echange Complet et
Approfondi,” between Tunisia and the European
Union. The Working Group on the Right to Food and
Food Sovereignty in Egypt achieved a constitutional
change in making the country the first Arab state
and seventh globally to constitutionalize food
sovereignty when the Egyptian constitution of
2014 adopted Article 79> Although the Egyptian

5 Article 79 of the Egyptian Constitution stip-

ulates that “the state shall provide food resources to all

state has continued with neoliberal practices, the
constitution has no potential application as legal
protection for the citizens and or to be an ultimate
way to hold the government or corporations
accountable. As argued by Jakobsen (2018)I
suggest a Gramscian reinterpretation of recent
right-to-food legislation in India on the backdrop
of longer histories of capital, power and nature.
| argue for seeing the recent right-to-food case in
India as partaking in a longstanding hegemonic
process of neoliberalising the countrys agro-
food system, where hegemony is negotiated
through unstable equilibria facilitating renewed
capital accumulation for dominant classes.»»DOl»
03066150.2018.1449745/10.1080»,5ISSN»:»-0306
6150»,»note»»00001»»title-short»:»Neoliberalising
the food regime ‘amongst its others»»author»:[{«
family»:»Jakobsen»»given»:»Jostein»}]»issued»:{«
date-parts»:[[«4,16,«2018]1}}}],»schemax»:»https://
github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/
master/csl-citation.json»} for the case of India’s
right to food explicitly mentioned in 2013 National
Food Security Act legislation, it “is an instructive
case not only of the struggles over hegemonic
neoliberalisation [...]. Since India brought its
globally prominent legislation for the right to food
to completion in 2013, we have seen that dominant
forces in the Indian polity have worked intensely
at dismantling the very food security edifice
upon which the legislation rests.” (p.16). The same
precaution and analytical reasoning should apply
in the region on any enacted legislation related to
the right to food or food sovereignty in the region,
where one should continuously track food power
relations.

The food sovereignty movement has certainly
gained momentum over the last decade. It was able
to propose a credible alternative to capitalist food
systems and has become prominent amongst civil
society and some international organizations. The
UN-FAOQ introduced the “food sovereignty systems”
as a component in its recent Decade of Family
Farming. De Schutter, for example, has helped in
bringing the food sovereignty concept into the UN
and enabled it to gain political legitimacy (Sage
2014). As Ziegler et al. (2011, p.356) note: “In the
face of mounting evidence that the current world
trading system is hurting the food security of the

citizens. It also ensures food sovereignty in a sustainable
manner, and guarantees the protection of agricultural
biological diversity and types of local plants to preserve the

rights of generations.”



poorest and most marginalized, and generating
ever greater inequalities, it is now time to look at
alternative means that could better ensure the
right to food. Food sovereignty offers an alternative
vision [...]" The proponents of both paradigms,
the right to food and food sovereignty, remain
divided on priorities and on concrete solutions
that are intended to achieve their goals, but a
convergence of both fronts seems possible. New
epistemic use of the right to food along food
sovereignty principles is by approaching food as a
common. Food communing, in contrast to food as a
private commodity, could help link urban and rural
struggles by “strategically facilitating material and
political alliances in non-exploitive ways that share
costs, benefits, and solidarity.” (Holt-Giménez and
Lammeren 2018, p.326). Historical examples have
proven that the “de-commoditized role of food in
revolutionary struggles has been significant, not
only as a key component of resistance, but as a
model for new social relations based on mutual aid”
(ibid, 324). It also holds in the region’s central role
of land and food in historical and contemporary
independence and resistance movements. Such an
epistemologytranscendsand deconstructson many
levels the ideational power of neoliberal hegemony,
representing people as food consumers/customers,
and proposes communalizing food instead.

5. Concluding remarks and
recommendations

|
In conclusion, some recommendations could be
useful for operationalizing the concept of food
sovereignty in the region. The relationship between
the various actors related to the food system,
from farmers to citizens, should fundamentally
change in order to reach food sovereignty in the
Arab region. The future of food and agriculture
under a human rights-based approach will not
be completed without a fundamental shift from
the neoliberal states apparatus, legitimized, and
supported by international financial organizations.
In order to counter the hegemony of the ideational,
relational and material elements of neoliberal
states in the region, transformative and alternative
mechanisms from a ‘Gramscian’ perspective have
to be considered. Contesting the hegemonic order
is by recognizing it first, then by challenging its
principles and ideology and transform it. Food
movements must be driven by localism in their
struggles while considering global challenges.
Civil society organizations and civil movements
endorsing those struggles must not replace the
role of the state, but politically challenge the
actual vacuum in the citizen-state relations. Non-
compliance is needed to confront neoliberal
discursive (ideological) and material (funds); this
starts by uprooting the apolitical ' good governance’
discourse among civil society organizations and
NGOization of civil movements. The matter is not
about transparency, accountability, or participation,
but it is political. The private sector must be strictly
controlled through stringent regulation and not
considered as a partner in the name of the same
‘good governance principles. Instead, mechanisms
should be mobilized to gain leveraging and
bargaining power, from mobilizations and strikes,
to propose alternative food policies backed up by
knowledge, within a class, gender, and ecological
emancipatory objectives. On a policy level, any
change must ensure that citizens, farmers, and
independent researchers are involved in framing
policies and challenging the neoliberal state
experts-bureaucrats-politicians  authority.

There is an ultimate need in converging struggles
among rural and urban movements, not only
on food, but also on public services that are
continuously under privatization or its threats
(e.g., water, electricity, municipal waste, public
transportation, health, and education). There is also
a priority in healing the socio-ecological metabolic
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rifts causing environmental disasters due to an
extractivist production model by curing the rural-
urban divide (see Riachi and Martiniello). Hence,
not only must be debunked the food trade security
policy employed, but also the extractivist mode of
farming, depleting water and soils, such as intensive
fruit and vegetable production destined for exports
from Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, Syria, and
Lebanon.

With their embrace of neoliberalism and free
trade, Arab states cuts on customs and agricultural
subsidies have demonstrated to be detrimental
on marginalizing farmers and citizens in the
Arab region. Within the importance of regional
integration among Arab countries, a regional
agricultural harvest calendar must be employed,
previously used at national levels to avoid harmful
competition and dumping. Monopoly power
granted to politically tied food importers and
shopping retailers, large scale infrastructures
investors, must be combatted, while farmers
cooperatives have to be consolidated and created.
Priority should go tolocal marketsand revival of local
souks instead of the overspread fast food chains,
processed food, and supermarkets. Re-embracing
and reconciling with the Mediterranean diet should
be a cornerstone for any food movement and public
policy enactment in the region, shifting from the
endemic dangers of the neoliberal industrialized
diet on health and the environment.

Small-scale family farms are the most spread
production entities in the region. Thus, they must be
granted priority in formulating agricultural policies,
instead of privelges granted to large corporations
and foreign land-grabbers, encouraged as Foreign
Direct Investments. Investments in doubtful large
irrigation schemes and land grabbing in and
among Arab countries must be fiercely opposed
and stopped. Instead, land reforms and agrarian
development must take place, ensuring access
to land and means of production to small and
family farmers. Seeds should be in the hands of
farmers and GMOs products in harvests, processed
products, and fodder must be forbidden. Rural
credit and investments must be managed and
supported by the public sector, not commercial
banks. Agroecological farming, based on local
native knowledge, including agropastoralism and
artisanal fishing, must be prioritized amongst
production methods, instead of industrial intensive,
monocultural and chemical-intensive technologies.
Finally, within the recent United Nations Declaration
of Peasant Rights adopted on December 17th,

2018 and the Decade of Family Farming (-2019
2028) launched on May 27th, 2019, small farmers
must be recognized as the only gatekeepers of an
alternative food system in the region. They must
be at the heart of any inclusive transitional, post-
conflict, or liberation movement in the Arab world.
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1. Introduction
|
There is a long historical agricultural past to seize in
order to understand the dynamics and challenges
of contemporary food systems in the Middle East
and North Africa (MENA). Under neoliberalism,
consuming enough, proper, and nutritional food
is compromised worldwide, and this region is
particularly affected. The main issue at stake with
the contemporary global food system is that it
benefits a few politically-linked local businessmen,
large landowners, and corporate global food
companies. Small-scale farmers are marginalized
and unable to cope with market pressures under the
effects of structural adjustment programs required
by international financial organizations since the
mid1980-s. While neoliberalism may have enabled
urban citizens to access cheap food, it has limited
their options to high-calorie, low quality, and less
nutritious food.

Overthelastfourdecades, most MENA governments
engaged in trade liberalization, massive rolling
back of the state, and austerity budget measures.
Since the 1970s, Those policies often led to civil
discontent and massive «bread riots» (Walton and
Seddon 1994). Along with many demands for social
justice, the recent Arab uprisings re-emphasized the
political dimension of food (Bush and Martiniello
2017).The food crisis was metaphorically described
as “the proverbial straw that broke the camels
back” by Walden Bello (in Holt-Gimenez and Patel
2012, p.iv). During the 08-2007 financial, fuel,
and food crisis, also known as the Triple-F crisis,
demonstrations erupted in the streets of many Arab
cities; and later when wheat prices knew a second
peak in winter 2011-2010, uprisings erupted in
North Africa and spread to the Middle East. Some
succeeded in ousting their authoritarian regimes,
while others turned into bloody wars, such as in
Syria and Yemen. All faced bloody repressions.
Mohamed Bouazizi, whose self-immolation ignited
the Tunisian revolution, may not have acted due
to the hike in food prices per se, but against a
repressive and authoritarian State, represented by
policemen who confiscated his stall. As a fruit and
vegetable street vendor, he was at the very bottom
of an unequal food system and neglected by the
authoritarian apparatus of the neoliberal state.

Satisfying food security has always been a major
concern for Arab governments. Historically, the
Arab region has subscribed to different food and
agricultural paradigms, from imperial and colonial

interests in industrial mono-cropping, to self-
sufficiency goals under Arab nationalism, until
contemporary neoliberalism. Although food is
tightly linked to the region’s political economy,
most studies and reports have continuously
highlighted population growth and scarce natural
resources — water and land - as the main drivers
of food insecurity in the region, with Malthusian
resonances. The argument that the MENA region is
one of the most food insecure regions because of its
scarce resources and growing population, leading
to the heavy level of food import dependency with
its burden on national budget, is raised by global
development and financial institutions (World
Bank, FAO and IFAD 2009). A counter-argument to
this deterministic and reductionist vision, which
has long emphasized that environmental dryness
makes the region doomed to food dependency,
is that regional agriculture has instead shifted
towards an extractivist production of water-
intensive crops to satisfy European and Arab Gulf
oil-rich consumers in fruits and vegetables.

How was the Arab region integrated within the
imperial food system and the world capitalist
economy? How did the Cold-war influence the
Arab food systems after WWII? What were the
effects of trade liberalization and neoliberalism
on those countries? How is the concentration
of market power in the food system hindering
the right to food? These are different questions
that this paper will try to answer. A useful way to
approach these questions is to adopt a historical-
comparative analysis about the integration of
the region's agri-food production into the global
food system. Understanding contemporary social
relations in the food system dynamics cannot be
limited to the recent period. As we will see in this
paper, agriculture in the Arab region has followed
the history of power that ruled and shaped the flow
of capital, ecology, and food throughout the longue
durée of capitalism.

Central to the effort of understanding food
systems under a comparative-historical lens is
the concept of international food regimes. Three
decades ago, Friedmann and McMichael (1989)
developed the concept of food regimes to explore
the role of agriculture as a significant cluster in
the development of capitalist states formation
and global political economy. The food regime
notion they elaborated refers to a mode of food
production, circulation, and consumption on a
global scale, pivoted around the market and the
state in the context of generalized periods of



capital development. Influenced by the Regulation
school and world-systems theory, the food regime
conceptual framework provides an analysis of
the making of historically distinct modes of food
production and regulation in succession, across
long-term periods of accumulation and during
their transitional periods from crises and shocks.
In its inception, two food regimes were identified:
a first food regime (1930-1870s) during the period
of British hegemony in the world economy, or
the «imperial food regime», and a second food
regime (1950s1970-s) under US hegemony in the
postwar world economy, also called the «industrial-
development food regime» or «Green Revolution
food regime». Since their seminal work was
published, recent developments have proposed
the emergence of a third stage, which is the
«corporate food regime» that started in the -1970
80s (McMichael, 2012).

Therefore, a periodization of stable phases of
food production, distribution and consumption
is useful to unravel transition phases of political
contestations and changes on different scales,
from local to global power relationships in relation
to the development of capitalism and its modes
of accumulation (Bernstein 2010). This conceptual
framework has also offered useful guidance to
understand the technical and ecological disruptions
brought by the contemporary food regime (Holt-
Gimenez and Patel 2012), which we will discuss in
the last section by proposing the concept of socio-
ecological metabolism. Since economic interests
determine State formation, ruling politics, their
ideology, institutions, and policies, we adopt for
our analysis a historical materialist conceptual
approach. Revisiting the framework of classical
Marxist base-superstructure theory, the Regulation
school distinguishes the dialectics between forms
of accumulation and their modes of regulation
(Aglietta 2000; Boyer 1990; Jessop 1990). Explicitly
differentiating periods of capitalist accumulation
and their corresponding modes of regulation
enables a conceptualization of the power relations
in food production and consumption historically.
Under this heterodox political economy framework,
we highly consider Araghis (2003) advice to be
labor centric in approaching food regimes. Araghi
argues that along this ordering and reordering
processes of food regimes across different longue-
durée periods, there are populations selling their
labor power for food, whether through production
or consumption.

We admit that it is challenging to seize in one

paper a multi-scale, cross-space and cross-time
comparative analysis of food systems in the Arab
region, but we believe a historical perspective
is needed to understand the current situation
and prospects towards the right to food. To our
knowledge, many studies have explored the
concept of food regimes through case studies in
many parts of the world (Bernstein 2016), but very
few used it to analyze the MENA, except some
country cases, namely covering Egypt (Bush 2007;
M. Dixon 2014; El Nour 2017), or on the regional
level, with emphasis on the contemporary period
(Woertz 2014). The fundamental purpose of this
paper is to explicitly operationalize the food
regimes conceptual framework and go through
each of the three global periods, analyzing their
translation in the Arab world. We conclude with a
discussion of the political ecology of the crippling
socio-natural metabolic relationship under the
actual food regime and its relation to the right to
food and food sovereignty in the region.

2. First Food Regime (1870s-
1930): Fellaheen, Imperialism
and the Industrial Revolution

]
The first global food regime started in the late 19th
century and lasted until the Great Depression.
It linked food and agri-industrial crops imports
from colonies to cope with European industrial
expansion. A progressive stagnation and even
decline of productivity in staple foods in many
colonized countries led to marginalizing the
peasants, while supporting settlers and large
landowners in producing high-value cash crops
and integrating them into imperial world markets.
The first food regime, which lasted from -1870
1930s, was shaped by Great Britain as a hegemonic
imperial power and was based upon grain supplies
from settler colonies such as Australia, the United
States, Canada and India, expanding later to the
Middle-East, Africa, and Asia. In return, it purchased
manufactured goods and imported capital and
migrants. According to Friedmann (1993), the
major wheat export countries are the ones who are
shaping actual food politics.

In the 19th century, cultivation of colonial export
crops proliferated in the Arab world. Under the
Ottoman empire, classes of private landowners
dominated Syria, Iragand Egypt, whiletheexpansion
of commercial farming led to the concentration of
land ownership (Beinin 2001). Next to subsistence
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farming, regional cereal markets and pockets of
export cash crops were developed. Egypt, Turkey,
and Iran were the centers of cotton cultivation in
the 19th century. Wine was produced in the Levant,
tobacco in Turkey and Syria, and silk in Mount
Lebanon (Woertz 2014; Beinin 2001). A major
technological enterprise to this trade expansion
in the region was the concession given in 1858 to
the Suez Company to carry on the works of a canal
linking the Mediterranean to the Red Sea. The
purpose was to simplify imperial trade in reaching
the Indian Ocean and the Horn of Africa, cutting
the distance between Europe and the East. Brought
as a model for developing Egypt's economy, this
concession principally served European capital
throughout a century (Headrick 1981). Mostly built
by corvée Egyptian labor and French engineers
and capital, it has mainly benefited Great Britain,
which incorporated Egypt to the British Empire in
1882. The Suez Canal, along with the development
of central harbors, namely in Alexandria, Izmir, and
Beirut, with railways replacing caravans, have all
played a role integrating Middle Eastern cities in
world commercial systems (Issawi 2013).

Cotton production in Egypt resulted from the
colonial relationship of subordination, which
integrated the country into a global capitalist
system (Beinin and Lockman, 1987). As argued
by Richards (1982), the development of cotton
cultivation in Egypt can be traced back to the
political context it faced in 1822. In order to secure
his detachment from the Ottoman Empire and fund
his military apparatus, Muhammad Ali (1848-1805)
sought financial means to fuel a modernization
strategy by selling cotton to Europe. Cotton was
the most important cultivated input for the British
Industrial Revolution, which was transitioning
to a capitalist mode of production. Demand for
Egyptian cotton surged when the American Civil
War disrupted supplies from the southern United
States (Beckert 2004). To meet capitalist profits,
cotton was grown on large estates, transitioning
away from smallholdings of peasants farming
staple crops (Alleaume 1999).

Accordingly, large farms and estates took over
land for cotton cultivation that used to supply
subsistence crops for peasants under pre-capitalist
regimes. Forced labor in cotton fields proliferated.
By the end of the nineteenth century, this left the
vast majority of peasants «either landless or land-
poor, while a new class of large landowners - an
agrarian bourgeoisie - had emerged» (Beinin and
Lockman 1988, p.8). According to Beinin and

Lockman, “the central problematic of modern
Egyptian history is the integration of Egypt into
the world capitalist system on a subordinate and
dependent basis, and the consequent growth
of a capitalist mode of production and class
differentiation” (ibid). This agrarian bourgeoisie and
foreign capital that developed cotton production in
Egypt set new means of control of the agriculture
and food production that are closely tied to the
imperatives of the capitalist world economy.
In a colonial division of labor, the increased
commercialization of industrial crops went hand
in hand with changes in the system of land tenure.
In its liberal sense, private property refers to the
fullness of rights over property that is exercised by a
legal person, individual or community. This narrow
meaning of property has been imposed on a world
scale since the nineteenth century as a pillar of the
capitalist ideology. This has caused a wide process
of de-legitimizing of customary and communal
rights of people in favor of a legal and massive
transfer of lands during the Ottoman reforms,
known as tanzimat (1876-1839). The Ottoman
Empire introduced western style reforms of land
tenure with the defter khane registry in 1858 and
commercial codes to increase their tax bases. This
new land tenure system facilitated debt collection
and allowed land to be owned, sold and mortgaged
by private individuals. Through the registration of
tribal land to village notables or the privatization of
muchaa lands, the dynamics of capitalist agriculture
led to the emergence of large landholding families
and a peculiar social stratification between them
and peasant smallholders, sharecroppers, and
landless populations. Old communal ties and
family farming on muchaa lands were replaced by
private property, which passed into the hands of
urban notables and tribal chiefs. As noted by Issawi,
large landowners were not necessarily viewed
without benefit to authorities, as they facilitated tax
collection (Issawi 2013). The spread of new capitalist
social relations led to the rise of a new urban
bourgeoisie whose fortunes were linked to Europe
(banking, silk, cotton, etc.), making a new urban-
based class of landowners engaged in commercial
agriculture for export. Precarious sharecropping
contracts and heavy fiscal impositions proliferated,
generating many agrarian and rural revolts in the
in the 19th century, led by peasant communes in
Egypt, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, Mount Lebanon,
Syria, and Palestine (Kazemi and Waterbury 1991).
Local elites and religious clergy were central in co-
opting those movements, reaching compromises
with the established authorities and increasing their
control at the local level. Once they consolidated



their power, they later repressed the rebellions
(Burke 1ll 1976; Kazemi and Waterbury 1991).

The region became ruled by European countries
by the end of the 19th century, the longest rule
being in Algeria. Western countries imposed
statutory land systems and forms of organization
that linked agriculture to international markets,
like in the case of cotton production in Egypt.
In 1885, French authorities pressed the Bey in
Tunisia to issue property registration reforms, a
process that removed land from the jurisdiction of
traditional customs and Muslim jurisprudence. In
1886, contracts were initiated allowing European
acquisition of public or habus lands in the form of
a perpetual rent, called inzal (Lewis 2013). In 1898
a decree enabled European settlers to serve as
«substitutes» to the colonial power and purchase
the right to exploit those public lands, registering
them under their European national identity
(Elloumi 2013). Between 1881 and 1886, the
number hectares owned by Frenchmen alone more
than doubled; by 1897, they had almost quadrupled
(ibid). At the end of the century, around fifty parcels
represented 450 thousand hectares of colonial
lands and in 1910, settlers were occupying 800
thousand hectares (Poncet, 1951; Elloumi, 2013).

At the heart of the food system appropriation
process during the first food regime, we find the
instrumentalization of laws and the introduction
of property reforms to be central. Ottomans rulers
extracted exorbitant land taxes from the fellaheen
through assigned local agents in exchange for
granting large landholdings. Later, with the British
and French mandates over the region after WWI,
colonizers expanded their farms and corporate
entities. Property and usufruct rights were granted
by colonial administration to certain tribal chiefs,
senior officials, and influential native families, on
whom the power of the foreign rulers depended.
The result was a juxtaposition of export-oriented
agriculture, mostly on irrigated lands controlled by
colonizers, large native farms, and a vast area of a
poor rain-fed sub-sector producing at subsistence
levels occupied by most of the farming and
nomadic populations. Processes of polarization in
the distribution of land and income started to take
root in most countries in the region.

The same elements in the process of appropriation
of agricultural surfaces are seen in the entire
region, through the manipulation of land rights
and their transfer to local notables or European
colonizers. Nonetheless, mushaa still represented

%70 of Palestine in 1930s (Issawi 1988 p. 286). The
installation of the kibbutz primarily took place
on dispossessed muchaa lands, purchased from
British authorities by the Joint Zionist Council,
the Jewish Colonization Association, or later, the
Jewish National Fund. With large funding by the
Rothschilds, those lands were transformed by
mechanization and groundwater pumping to the
first intensive orchards (namely citrus) in the region
and presented by European mandate authorities
as models to follow by native populations to make
the «desert bloom» (Weulersse 1946). It is through
land dispossession that private property was
consolidated as a form of primitive accumulation
and later sustained by a whole set of legal
instruments enforced by colonial authorities.

At the beginning of the 20th century, about %80
of agricultural lands were cultivated with cereals
in the Levant (Issawi 1988, p. 271). Half of the
cereal production was grown for subsistence,
while the remaining was sold in local and regional
markets. Olives constituted the bulk of fat supplies.
Livestock production was also extensive, but fodder
production for livestock was only common in Egypt
(ibid, p. 97), notably berseem, or Egyptian clover.
With the growth of cotton, there was a deficiency in
the production of cereals, and Egypt was forced to
import large quantities of staple food, rather than
exporting them as before. On the eve of World War
|, cotton made up 93 percent of Egyptian exports
(Richards 1982, p.9). As a result of military-induced
food shortages, many Egyptians faced hunger by
1918. In Cairo, the cost of living for a typical poor
family tripled between 1914 and 1919, leading
to the March 1919 Revolution. In response to
repression, rural insurgency erupted, featuring
attacks on telegraph and railroad stations, symbols
of British authority. After a sustained period of
growth in agricultural production in the region
(1914-1800), the blockade of trade brought about
by WWI generated social devastation. By the end of
the war, half a million people had perished in Greater
Syria. Mount Lebanon was particularly affected, as
it had re-oriented its agriculture towards mulberry
trees and silk (Owen 1993). A lucrative strategy
during peacetime, the lack of meaningful cereal
production proved disastrous during the war, as no
grain reached the coast and the area lacked income
from silk, with export-oriented agriculture halted
during the crisis.

Yet, after a period of recovery, on the heels of WWI,
dietary intake in the Middle East was richer than in
otherdeveloping countries like India, but still lagged
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behind developed countries. Bread dominated
diets in the Middle East with %63 and %70 of caloric
intake in Palestine and Egypt respectively (Bennett
and Lloyd 1956). By 1935, after recovering from
the WWI and the great depression, the Middle East
returned to being a wheat exporter as it was before
the war. Anatolia, Irag, Transjordan, and Egypt
were major producers. Iraq exported considerable
quantities of barley and feedstock to the UK (ibid,
p.171). Between 1934 and 1939, average annual
barley exports from Iraq to the UK were 200,000
tons (ibid). While the Middle East as a whole was a
net grain exporter, there were regional imbalances
between surplus regions like Iraqg, Egypt, and inner
Syria and importing regions like Palestine, Lebanon,
and the Arabian Peninsula.

The first food regime in the region is characterized
by a shift from local feudalism, overseen by the
Ottoman Empire, to mercantilism, supplying
imperial industrial mono-crops. The relations of
production metamorphosed rapidly with waves of
privatization of muchaa and other state lands, which
dismantled communal agriculture. The mode of
regulation during this phase was centered on liberal
ideals, notably, the supremacy of private property
advocated by imperial powers. In summary, the
first colonial food regime emerged from industrial
cash-crops governed by imperial powers, mainly
Great Britain. Imperial relations with colonies and
so-called modernization of land tenure, along with
free trade policies, technological innovations of
transport, and the geopolitical importance of the
Suez Canal were the main pillars of theincorporation
of the region within the first international food
regime. After the Great Depression, the collapse of
free trade, and the emergence of protectionism, the
Bretton Woods Agreement-gold pegging standard
turned in favor of an international US dollar-led
trade, sustained by the Marshall Plan and the
creation of the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
and the World Bank Group, paving the way to the
new post-WWII trans-Atlantic hegemony of the
second food regime.

3. Second Food Regime
(1940s1970-s): Green
Revolution, Arab Nationalism
and the Cold war

The second food regime reversed the existing
flow of food from the Northern to the Southern
Hemisphere, fueling Cold War industrialization
in the Third World. The food regime, which lasted
from WWII to the collapse of the Bretton Woods
agreement, was characterized by the completion
of the nation-state system, following the
decolonization process. After WWII, diets in western
countries underwent a process of meatification
and consumption of packaged durable foods.
Synthetic fibers replaced cotton; corn syrup and
other sweeteners became a substitute for colonial
export crops and were now produced in the center,
especially in the US (McMichael 2012). Grain was
also subsidized and moved back to core countries.
The second food regime was based on a process of
transnational restructuring of the agro-sector, with
intensive meat production, and the durable food
sectors, as central components, and subsidized
agriculture (Friedman and McMichael 1989). The
dominant global narrative entailed the promotion
of the modernization theory and its adoption
in Third World countries as a new paradigm. An
important component of modernization theory was
the United States-led ‘Green Revolution’, which was
mainly perceived as an exportable technological
paradigm (Otero 2008). In 1968, in a speech
celebrating fifteen years of development assistance
successes for making agriculture “more intensive,
more productive», thanks to the use of hybrid
seeds, chemical pesticides and synthetic fertilizers,
William Gaud, director of the United States Agency
for International Development (USAID), who
coined the term stated: “Developments in the
field of agriculture contain the makings of a new
revolution. Itis not a violent Red Revolution like that
of the Soviets, nor is it a White Revolution like that
of the Shah of Iran. | call it the Green Revolution.”
(Gaud 1968).

Since independence, newly formed Arab nations
had a major food security concern, placing
increased emphasis on the production of
subsistence food crops, engaging in land reforms,
subsidies, prices support, cooperatives, and credit
facilities. The Green Revolution ideal was a driving
force in the Arab region, through the central control



of resources and inputs, the promotion of large-
scale infrastructure, water projects, and irrigation
schemes. The post-WWII decades saw revolutionary
changes by military and nationalist officers, land
reforms, the advent of oil-based economies,
Import Substitution Industrialization (ISI) strategies
and the rise of a new urbanized middle class. At
the time of independence, foreign-owned lands
(individual and companies) as a percentage of total
cultivated lands represented nearly %30 in Algeria,
%20 in Libya and Tunisia, %10 in Egypt, and %3.6
in Morocco. (EI-Ghonemy 1993, p.456). The Western
push for food surplus disposal coincided with the
relative neglect of agriculture by Middle Eastern
states and priority was accorded to the initiative
of private (often international) capital. Yet many
Arab governments saw the problem of unequal
land distribution as the culprit for low productivity.
With agrarian reforms and repossession of foreign
lands, tenants had their rent ceiling controlled,
giving them more tenure security and providing a
push to initiate rural development. Land reforms,
therefore, were implemented almost everywhere
in the region: substantial land distribution in
Nasser Egypt's, Baathist rulers of Iraq and Syria, and
the Shah of Iran initiating his White Revolution,
used land reforms as a measure for economic
development and modernization.

More equitable land distribution was meant to
raise productivity, create higher incomes, and
increase purchasing power. Also, countries of
North Africa such as Algeria underwent significant
land redistribution policies. El-Ghonemy records
a substantial improvement in the quality of life
in North African rural areas from the 1950s to the
1980s. From 1951 to 1982, rural poverty levels
were reduced from %56,1 to %17.8 (EI-Ghonemy
1993). As noted earlier, agriculture employed a
major section of the total labor force (between 3/1
and 3/2) and contributed between 20 to %35 of
total GDP in the 1980s. In addition to land reforms,
reducing the cost of agricultural loans, reducing the
tax burden on farmers, rapid rural electrification and
health care, the development of communication
and transportation, were all signs of progress made
during this era, with substantial technical and
financial foreign assistance.

It was Cold War foreign policy, primarily driven by
US politics of containment, that shaped the flows
of development aid capital, funding large-scale
infrastructure and extension programs. During
this developmentalist era that followed WWII, it
was science and technology that best represented

the supremacy of Western countries. Led by
Rostow's modernization theory, this vision stated
that prosperity required an increase in production
that would first require the tools of scientific and
technological knowledge, which were held by
industrialized countries. Dams were a credo of this
era. On 26 July 1956, Abdel Nasser announced the
nationalization of the Suez Company, following
the refusal of the Americans and the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD)
to finance the Aswan Dam. Instead, with a pro-
Western government, Lebanon was granted a
major loan to construct the Qaraoun dam on the
Litani river (Sneddon and Fox 2011; Ghiotti and
Riachi 2013). Egypt, Syria, and Iraq were allocated
Soviet assistance to build large reservoirs, which
nevertheless contributed to tensions between the
two branches of Baathism. The Euphrates dam, or
Tabga dam, forming the Assad lake, was expected
to irrigate 640,000 hectares of land along the
Syrian part of the river. The Baath party presented
the project as a milestone in the foundation of a
Socialist transformation of the country along the
1958 and 1963 land reforms. However, as Batatu
(1999) notes, the emerging reformed tenure
system revealed flagrant inequalities. Since 1970,
there has been a decreasing shift in the number of
smallholders, while middle and large landowners’
power and size grew, not surprisingly as part of the
regime’s inner circle.

Despite implementing several types of large
infrastructure projects, land reforms, and rural
development programs, inequality, landlessness,
infant mortality, and illiteracy rates remained
high. These initiatives were also restrained by the
extensive bureaucratization of agriculture, through
a variety of government interventions, weakening
producer incentives and motivation and increasing
transaction costs.

Through the privatization of communally held land,
women lost their long-established equal rights in
land use under customary tenure, but they were also
deprived of self-produced crops as land settlement
schemes were confined to male household heads.
Allotment of individual rights in land were pro-male
and pro-cash-crops, which supported a reallocation
of labor to the disadvantage of women. In addition,
theredistributive scope of agrarian reforms in Egypt,
Morocco, and Tunisia excluded wage-dependent
landless workers from the transfer of property rights
(Bush and Ayeb 2012). Foreign aid and investment
in agriculture prioritized export industrial crops
(but not traditional food crops) and importing farm
machineries and seed breeds. Priority in terms of
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expenditures was accorded to non-productive
sectors of government administration, notably
military expenditures, including the purchase of
arms and the armed forces wage bill (Woertz 2014,
p.29).

Beneficiaries of government programs tended to
be large farmers, often at the expense of small-scale
farmers, while the cost of the schemes crowded-out
the fiscal space, leaving less resources for crucial
social services such as education, healthcare,
and social protection. Moreover, the increased
water use required by cash-crops contributed to
environmental degradation and a long-term loss of
productivity. Land was degraded, soil fertility was
altered due to dam constructions (such as Aswan
Dam), natural vegetation was destroyed, and
displaced rural populations’ (such as the Nubians)
land rights were ignored, resulting in increased
conflict over land in favor of Green Revolution
precepts, promoting a productivist approach to
the food security objective. During the 1960s and
1970s, ISl strategies became the new wave for
industrialization in the Arab region. Self-sufficiency
was the drive in many countries implementing
ISI policies to boost economic growth (Harrigan
2014). From the early 1970s, there was support for
the agricultural sector to ensure domestic food
production many of Arab countries. Investments in
the agricultural sector increased along with the use
of tractors and fertilizers, not to mention the rapid
increase of irrigation of arable land (Harrigan, 2014).
However, the practice of ISI resulted in policies
biased against rural areas and favoring urban ones,
with the agricultural intensification, pricing policy,
domestic taxes, consumer subsidies, and public
investments policies (Lipton 1977).

This brings us to EI-Ghonemy’s (1993) conclusion
that despite governments’ efforts and plans
for food self-sufficiency since the 1960s, MENA
countries failed to feed their people from domestic
production, but sustained high rates of agricultural
growth and increases in real income per person
working in agriculture. According to Ghonemy, food
insecurity was likely to remain high in the 1990s if
agriculture continued to be neglected, particularly
rainfed areas, where most of the rural poor live.
Dependency on food imports was substantial, while
wheat imports and cereal aid remained high over
the last two decades: a permanent feature of the
food situation in North Africa. In 1988, food imports
as a percentage of total domestic requirements
was %69 in Algeria, %47 in Egypt, %42 in Tunisia,
%31 in Morocco, and %12 in Sudan (ibid, p. 452).

Besides Egypt, most of the cereals grown in the
1990s (wheat, barley, millet, and sorghum) were
produced by smallholders with less than 5ha
and located in rainfed areas with massive output
fluctuations due to rainfall variations. Other factors
shaping cereal production instability included
government policies pricing cereals far below world
market prices, the intervention of governments
in the allocation of land, and uneven irrigation
among cereals and non-food crops. Moreover,
Arab governments reduced cereal-growing and
sponsored the cultivation of high-value food crops,
such as vegetables, fruits, and green fodder for
livestock production (ibid, p. 455).

Ingeneral, transformationsweretothedisadvantage
of the large traditional rain-fed sector, where most
of the poor cultivators and all nomadic-pastoral
populations lived. Large commercial farmers have
often encroached on pasture land and the nomadic
population has gradually been restricted within
smaller boundaries. Coupled with the growth in
population, which more than doubled in North
Africa between 1960 and 1988, this has heightened
demand for owning or leasing agricultural land
(EI-Ghonemy 1999). In Egypt, agriculture was
heavily taxed to provide capital and resources for
industrialization; in Iraq and Iran, oil revenues led
to a relative neglect of agriculture and the oil boom
generated Dutch disease and an import boom
that affected farmers. Only Saudi Arabia, Libya,
Jordan, and Morocco subsidized wheat production
in the 1970s. With wasteful financial means, those
attempts were a complete ecological disaster,
depleting non-renewable aquifers to grow wheat
in extremely arid areas, as an attempt to apply the
Green Revolution ideals. As the population grew,
the Middle East as a whole lost its ability to grow
its required food from renewable water resources
by the 1970s.

Such relative neglect of agriculture vis a vis industry
was reinforced by the ratification of PL480 in the
US, which disposed of the use of food surplus for
development aid in developing countries. PL480
in the United States lobbied for the wheatification
of diets in developing countries, at the expenses
of traditional staple crops like cassava, rice, maize,
and beans. Between 1958 and 1965, Egypt was
the largest recipient of US food aid worldwide. Its
wheat imports increased from %0.1 of total imports
in 1955 to %18.6 in 1964 and became a severe drain
on foreign exchange. Securing cheap food imports
at preferential prices became a high priority of
Egyptian foreign policy and the US was the only



country able to supply the required quantities.
About half of PL 480 supplies in the Middle East
went to Egypt and Israel in the 1960s. Roughly the
same share went to Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia.
Other countries in the region received less than
%10. By 1978, Egypt was again the largest recipient
of PL 480 food aid, with %30 of the total (Burns
1985, p.174).

As a result, diets in developing countries became
wheatified and most countries in the Middle East
became net grain importers, as they were massively
involved in procuring cheap food supplies for an
expanding urban workforce. Farmers, in turn, had
a hard time in competing with subsidized grain
imports, especially in the absence of protectionist
measures, which neoliberal restructuring had
removed (Bush 2016). Such a situation of food
dependency was made worse by the use of food aid
as a political weapon: a lesson the Arab countries
learned when a food stoppage against the region
was contemplated in retaliation to their oil embargo
in 1973, following the suspension of the Bretton
Woods system and its impact on their revenues.
Arab governments came to understand once more
that their food security was a precondition of their
political stability, as the role of food in US foreign
policy dramatically changed since the approval of PL
480 in 1954. By the 1970s, almost all countries in the
Middle East were dependent on grain imports. The
«Green Revolution» bears all the qualifications of
state-led capitalism, with agricultural intensification
and large-scale infrastructure. With the exhaustion
of the Fordist mode of accumulation, a new mode
of regulation based on world trade liberalization,
deregulation of agriculture, speculation, financial
markets' demands, and increased corporatization
of value chains in global food production helped
precipitate crises and the emergence of the third
food regime.

4. Third Food Regime(1970s-
present): Neoliberalism in the
Arab food systems

Today's corporate food regime is characterized
by the monopoly of market power and mega-
profits of agri-food corporations. The Bretton
Woods system collapse in 1971, the oil and food
crisis of 74-1973, the breakdown of international
commodity agreements in the 1970s, and the
inclusion of agriculture in the Uruguay round of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATTS in
1986) that led to the establishments of the World
Trade Organization (WTO) in 1995, along with the
decoupling of farm subsidies from price support
schemes in the United States in 1996, represented
key features of the transition to what McMichael
(2005) calls a Third, «corporate food regimen».
The third food regime massively accelerated the
circulation of global food commodities along with
a newly defined corporate temporality, enabling
corporate profits from market price fixing which
lead to producers receiving low markups, while
input suppliers, intermediaries, processors, and
retailers had all the maneuvering power to leverage
prices to their profit.

Neoliberal policies paved the way for agribusiness-
dominated markets, a monopolistic structure of
few corporates, from the chemical industry and
biotechnology inputs to final processed food
products. At the level of national policies, this led
to dismantling small farmer subsidies and rural
support, while liberalizing trade and investment
relations, leading to a massive wholesale conversion
of the global South into a ‘world farm’ (McMichael
2005). Rural exodus disrupted food production,
powerful foreign retailers imposed contract farming
on farmers, while supermarketization undermined
local economies. This new corporate food regime
has also pivoted around a private re-regulation of
the management of food and the dominance of
food empires and transnational corporations (Van
der Ploeg 2012). Following low oil prices and a
restraint in foreign aid, neo-liberal reform agendas
promoted government expenditure cuts and
support schemes. Neo-liberal adjustment policies
implemented by authoritarian regimes in the
region marginalized rural areas by cutting subsidies
and reinforcing a regime of private property in land,
thus rolling-back previous advances brought about
by redistributive land reforms. In Egypt, this meant
the liberalization of land rents and the real estate
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sector, resulting in land speculation and a reversal
of Nassers land redistribution policy, with many
small farmers losing their land, notably with the
implementation of Mubarak's Law 96 in 1997 (Bush
2000).

Since the mid1970-s, massive protests erupted
against economic reform policies that led to budget
cuts, reduced subsidies, and increased the price of
basic goods. Widely referred to as <hunger uprisings,
bread riots, food riots, and even IMF riots” (Walton
and Seddon 1994), mass protests erupted against
economic liberalization, structural adjustment,
and ‘austerity measures, which accompanied the
reforms. In 1977, the Egyptian government raised
food and fuel prices by over %30, as part of austerity
reform designed under the auspices of the IMF,
provoking rioting in several major cities (ibid). In
the 1980s, many countries in the region knew that
popular protests contested the effects of economic
reforms. This led to the overthrow of the regime
in Sudan, political reforms in Egypt, Morocco,
Tunisia, Algeria, and Jordan. In Lebanon, massive
demonstrations took place in Beirut in 1987 against
the effects of devaluation of the local currency in the
midst of its civil war (ibid). All these governments,
including Syrian Baath, undertook IMF StandBy
arrangements for stabilization programs (infitah
programs, «liberalization») and benefited of World
Bank development loans in exchange of structural
adjustment programs. The salience of the political
economy of food and agriculture has been recently
highlighted in the wake of the Arab Spring.

Under neoliberalism, Arab countries were engaged
in reforming their agricultural sectors with pro-
market policies, liberalizing input and output
prices, reducing state activity, dismantling state
marketing boards, deregulating international trade,
improving market infrastructure and trading norms,
and establishing the legal framework for a market-
based economy (Harrigan and El-Said 2009, p.50). In
doing so, theirintervention reinforced a trade-based
approach to food security, working according to the
economic principles of international comparative
advantage and pushing countries to move away
from wheat, barley, and other grains towards higher
value (export) crops such as fruits and vegetables
and tree crops. Earnings from such exports could
then be used to pay for food imports, especially
grains. The trade-based approach to food security
represented a reversal of the earlier Arab emphasis
on self-sufficiency and domestic food production.
This new agricultural export trend, which benefited
large landowners and traders and was detrimental

to small farmers, was pivoted around an extractive
logic based on the maximization of value extraction
from nature without taking into account the
necessity of its regeneration, leading to enormous
environmental problems.

While import-dependent on most staple foods,
namely cereals, agricultural production in the
Middle East has increasingly become more
specialized and concentrated on niche export
markets. Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia,
and Egypt became progressively significant
exporters of fruits and vegetables to Gulf countries
and the European Union. Despite being represented
as poorly endowed with natural resources, Arab
countries accounted for around %15 of the global
tomatoes market in recent years (UN-Comtrade
2019). Morocco is the fourth exporter of tomatoes
worldwide; in 2017 alone it accounted for %6.5 of
the world's market share (ibid). Also, Jordan has
become among the ten larger exporters during
the last decade and holds %4 of the total global
tomatoes market share. Despite ongoing war, Syria
represents around %2 of the exported production,
Egypt %1, and Tunisia %0.5 (ibid). Production in the
Mashreq region is often destined to Gulf countries,
while, in the Maghreb, it is generally directed
towards European Union countries. Egypt provides
both regions.

A long-lasting feature of the third food regime has
been the persistently high prices of commodities,
including food, and their price volatility. The period
between 11-2003 was marked as the longest, most
inflationary, and most inclusive commodity boom
of the twentieth century (Moore 2010, p. 232 as
quoted in Bush and Martiniello 2017), with 2008
representing the initial peak and another occurring
more recently in 12-2011. Moore's explanation
for this is that rising costs of production are
connected to natural resource depletion and,
more significantly, to the growing hegemony of
finance capital over the entire global agricultural
value chains. Economic liberalization and growth
in the Middle East have often benefited only a
few politically connected businessmen close to
the respective regimes. This has fueled a new rush
of speculation, with finance capital flowing into
commodity markets, land grabs, and primitive
accumulation aimed at stripping resources rather
than investment in productive assets promoting
new speculation and sustaining volatility in
commodity markets (Bello 2009; Ghosh 2010;
Akram-Lodhi 2012; Isakson 2014).



Land grabbing has surged after the 2008 food crisis.
Hundreds of millions of hectares of acquired land
re-oriented the landholding structure of many
African countries towards large-scale cash crops
agriculture for export (Martiniello 2013; Borras and
Franco 2013; White et al. 2013). This has had major
implications on farmers’ livelihoods, in terms of
ecological damages and small-scale family farming.
Since the oil crisis of the 1970s, several land-poor
countries, including GCCand Egypt, started toinvest
in close neighboring countries richly endowed
with agricultural lands but prone to famine, like
Ethiopia and Sudan. Within pro-market reforms,
investments from the Gulf countries towards North
African countries emerged in the 1990s (Woertz
2017). To increase its foreign reserves, the Egyptian
government has actively pushed for a more export-
oriented agricultural model that took off with the
support of Gulf investments. Since the 2008 food
crisis, GCC states preferred to increase investments
in raw products (cereals, fodder, oilseeds,
livestock, and vegetables) abroad through more
land grabbing in Asia and Africa to avoid market
dependency (Shepherd 2014). Foreign direct capital
investments are mainly derived from Sovereign
Wealth Funds and directed towards agro-industrial
complexes. This has allowed Gulf oil-monarchies to
diversify their business portfolios and food supplies
into what McMichael (2013) calls «agro-security
mercantilism».

While purchasing power in countries targeted by
land grabs is lower than in Gulf countries, their
consumption potential, along with a growing
population, makes them profitable markets to
conquer with fast food franchises and international
brand processing industries (Vignal 2016). This
expansion in GCC food industry groups has a
double movement: on the one hand, it exploits the
resources needed for their business, such as raw
agricultural products that are integrated into the
production chains controlled by the Gulf groups;
on the other, countries which have become object
of land grabs constitute privileged markets for the
products processed by the same agro-industrial
groups. As noted by Adam Hanieh (2018), this
accumulation of capital in the hands of few ruling
families is linked to the presence of hydrocarbon
resources in the region. Also, part of GCC capital
portfolio are supermarkets, hypermarkets, and
malls. Many of these retail companies, namely from
Saudi Arabia and the UAE, are owned by the same
large corporations that are active in other parts of
the commodities circuits (ibid). In addition to the
exploitation of land and labor abroad, corporate

capital is taking over traditional commercial
structures threatening the existence of local
economies. By shaping global food supply networks,
diet patterns, and culinary cultures, supermarkets
are not only dislocating the ties between society
and nature, they contribute to the profound
disturbance in human health by encouraging the
over-consumption of food, calories, and energy
(Goodman and Sage 2016).

There is a clear rise in diet-related chronic diseases,
micronutrient deficiencies, and obesity in all social
groups in the region (Fahed et al. 2012). Since
the mid1960-s, per capita supply of calories in the
MENA region has increased from 2200 pc kcal/day
to over 3000 in the late 1990s and is expected to
reach almost 3200 pc kcal/day in 2030 (WHO and
FAO 2003). However, it is not the number of calories
that is important, but the sources of nutrients.
What Otero et al. (2015) call the «neoliberal diet»
holds perfectly as a nutritional shift in the region.
As Otero et al. (2015, p.35) note: “Neoliberal diet is
characterized by inequality of access to quality food.
Unable to afford quality diets and with insufficient
time to prepare healthful food, the working classes
are the most exposed to this diet's low cost yet
energy-dense (high fat and empty calorie) traits.»
As a result of an «industrialization of the diet,» the
region has progressively lost its traditional diet in
favor of increased consumption of animal-based
products, pre-processed foods, sugars, and fats
(Fahed et al. 2012). This shift has been linked to
multiple factors, which include dietary changes
brought by rapid economic development, notably
from oil rents, cultural westernization, urbanization,
and a sedentary lifestyle with low physical activity
levels. The dietary regime in the region has
massively moved away from the traditional, namely
the Mediterranean diet based on consuming
dairy products, olive oil, non-processed foods,
fresh vegetables and fruit, legumes, whole wheat
bread, and fish, to mostly processed foods high
in saturated fats and refined sugar, with a hike in
meat consumption (Badran and Laher 2012). This
coincides with what Otero et al. have defined as
an alignment to neoliberal diets and consumption
patterns (Otero et al,, 2015).

According to the Brazilian Beef Exporters
Association (ABIEC 341,660 ,(2018 tons of cattle
meat was shipped from Brazil in 2018 to 15 out of
the 22 existing Arab countries, representing %20.8
of country's meat export. As reported by EuroMeat,
despite the fact that Saudi Arabia’s population is
only a third that of Egypt’s, in 2016, the Kingdom
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imported %50 meat in 2016 than the North African
country (EuroMeatNews 2018). In order to cope
with this rising demand for meat, Brazil's total meat
production increased eleven-fold between 1961
and 2010 and meat exports quadrupled between
2000 and 2010, becoming now the largest exporter
of beef (Weis 2013). This growth is based on both
a highly competitive industrial grain-oil seed-
livestock flexi-crops complex and expansive cattle
ranching and soybean culture that razed great parts
of the Amazonian rainforest (Weis 2013; North and
Grinspun 2016), which shows that the ecological
impacts of the regional food system are not only
local, but also imported from faraway geographical
areas.

Marx noted that there is a metabolic symbiotic
relationship between the social and nature, which
is at the core of all relationships, defining the labor
process as «the metabolic interaction between
men and nature» (Goodman and Sage 2016, p.132).
Central to political ecology studies, the concept
typically focuses on the relationship between
a depleted biosphere and exploitative social
relations, on resource degradation at points of
production and pollution at points of consumption,
leading to disruption and rupture of natural
regenerating cycles (Foster and Magdoff 1998). At
the heart of the metabolic rift theory is the capitalist
relationships of production and the antagonistic
separation between the periphery and the center,
in other terms, the depleted countryside and the
concentrated wealth in the city (Harvey 2006). For
Marx, restoration of the metabolic relationship
would only be possible through a strong «synthesis
between city and countryside» (Moore 2000;
McClintock 2010; Foster and Holleman 2014).
This widening separation of rural producers from
urban consumers has disrupted traditional nutrient
cycling, causing extensive soil fertility depletion
and dependence on imported fertilizers, which
started with guano from Peru in the 1830s before
the development of chemical fertilizers (Foster
1999).

Dixon, Hattersley, and Isaacs (2014) present the
disrupted exchange between social and natural
systems in the contemporary metabolic rift as
propelled by four major ecological ruptures. We
find them very compelling to the analysis of the
MENA region: 1) agro-ecological depletion due to
an unsustainable food production and distribution
system, which can be perceived in the region at
different scales, e.g. the depletion of aquifers to
produce cash crops for exports, the decreasing soil

fertility of the Nile riverbeds, the establishment of
water-intensive oases in many North African and
GCC countries for date production, or even the
more distant effect of meat consumption on the
Amazonian forest. There is also much evidence
about the impact of climate change on the
region through increased temperatures coupled
with erratic rainfall patterns, which are affecting
agricultural production and food availability. 2)
An erosion of food sovereignty at the nation-state
level mainly due to a configuration of corporate
food supplies with new food retailing systems as
well as to land dispossession of small farmers. Vivid
attention mustalso be attributed to theintroduction
of genetically modified crops in the region, in
which Monsanto is continuously trying to conquer
a promising market, especially for its drought-
resistant grain varieties. 3) The erosion of cuisines,
which is very consistent in the region, where the
penetration of corporate interests is eradicating
knowledge and skills of preservation, cooking,
and provisioning. This is noticeable in shifting
away from the Mediterranean diet. 4) Stressed
human metabolic states, this is happening with
the affordable and easy access to dietary energy
consumption of processed food coupled with a
lack of physical activity. The corporate restructuring
of local food environments has reduced options for
obtaining ‘good nutritional  diversity.

The concepts of agroecology and food sovereignty
are at the heart of the need to heal the socio-
natural metabolism to counter the dominant food
regime (Holt-Gimenez and Patel 2012; Martiniello
in this number). Inherent to both, there is a need to
recognize that diet and agriculture have co-evolved
in their specific original ‘local environmental
conditions. Locality and traditional food are
ecologically relevant issues with health benefits.
Regularly acclimatized to high temperatures and
climate change, the Mediterranean diet has been
shown to be the world’s best standard for human
health (Dernini et al. 2017). This should be central
to any prospects of the right to food in the region.
There is a very interesting causality to be further
explored in contemporary food systems between
what is a metabolic syndrome in nutritional health
and medical jargon and Marx’s notion of metabolic
rift.

In summary, neoliberal interests have praised
entrepreneurial ~ farmers,  considering  that
corrections between supply and demand will
provide competition and favorable market
conditions to producers and consumers. In this



neoliberal mode of regulation, the role of the state
is to promote the internationalization of food trade
and its increasing commercialization under free
competition. Neoliberal capitalism is characterized
in particular by the erosion of the remaining social
welfare in favor of a market-organizing State, the
liberalization of capital flows, goods and services,
andtheemergence offinanceasthe dominantsector
of the economy. It is in this context of the capitalist
mode of production that James O'Connor (1998)
refers to a second contradiction of capitalism, an
ecological one, which is the problematic interaction
between nature and capitalist dynamics. It is not
the existence of environmental barriers which limit
the material possibilities of the existence of human
societies in a Malthusian sense, but the degradation
of the environmental conditions with intensive
capitalist mode of production. The extractivist
nature of capitalist uses and abuses of nature
constitute a need for the accumulation regime,
by degrading environmental systems, as long as
capitalism has the means to quasi-free access to
raw materials to maintain itself.
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5. Conclusion

|
This article examined the different historical
moments of the political economy of food in the
Arab region using the concept of food regimes.
The uneven agrarian and social relations to food,
enacted by the dynamics of state formation over
time and space, has long been pivoting around
the interplay of local and world powers. States’
hegemonic maneuvering of agriculture and food
consumption by means of controlling labor and
natural endowments have crafted historical and
contemporary periods in the Arab world. Central
to the first food regime, there is the introduction
of land property reforms and the creation of an
agrarian and urban bourgeoisie developed upon
the imperialist need of industrial crops, notably,
cotton and silk. The dislocation of communal
lands in the Mashreq and the Maghreb during the
ottoman tanzimat and mandates period paved the
way to privatization of land tenure, colonization,
and the conversion of farmland into industrial
production. This set new means of control of
agriculture and food production in the region in
the early phase of development of the capitalist
world economy. Despite the shift towards intensive
agriculture since the Cold War Green Revolution,
countries in the MENA region have failed to
attain food self-sufficiency - Syria being the only
exception, though the beginning of neoliberal
reforms and the current war have erased it (Matar
and Kadri 2018). Beyond being marketed as social
reforms, land tenure during the second food regime
has mainly been beneficial to large landowners,
consolidating the power of private property rights.
With US wheat dumping policy, the MENA lost its
ability to grow its required staple food and became
dependent on food aid, which played a major role
in the wheatification of diets. During the third
food regime, wealth became highly concentrated
in the region in oil-countries. Neo-liberal reforms
engaged in government budget cuts and trade
liberalization under the auspices of international
financial institutions.

Structural adjustment programs implemented by
authoritarian regimes in the region have resulted
in the marginalization of rural areas by cutting
subsidies and introducing unfair competition in
access to land and water resources. There is a wide
outrage over neoliberal policies and the circle
of power it created or reproduced in the region.
Syria, Tunisia, and Egypt are good examples, with
aggressive liberalization, accompanied by budget

cuts and pro-market policies to attract international
private capital to profit a small politically-
linked business network. In parallel, small-scale
farmers suffered from the removal of subsidies,
international food price volatility, and unfavorable
climate change conditions for agriculture in recent
years, which are expected to worsen. The current
dominant corporate-led food regime has to be
challenged.

As Wittman (2011) notes, there is a need to shift
to a food paradigm where the food sovereignty
model is centrally founded on agrarian citizenship
and ecologically sustainable local food circuits,
in contrast to the actual large-scale, capitalist,
export-based agriculture in the region (as per
the Nyéléni Declaration, Mali, February 2007).
There is an urgent need to exit the productivist
agricultural paradigm inherited from the Cold War
Green Revolution. We believe that engaging in a
shift towards food sovereignty should go beyond
the rural-urban dichotomy. While only %3 of the
continuously growing Egyptian population live
in the countryside, two-thirds of Sudanese and
Yemeni live in rural towns, villages, and hinterlands
(FAO 2017). As David Harvey argued (2006), cities are
spatial concentration of wealth that are the product
of the world capitalist system. Without overlooking
the challenges faced by small-scale farmers,
exploring urban-based food movements must
also be a priority. The right to food must be used
in context-specific struggles and mobilizations,
without reproducing liberal slogans of economic
freedom, entrepreneurship, and individualism, but
instead standing with food systems that respects
diversity, heritage, and solidarity.
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1. Introduction
|
According to the global report on food crises
almost 127 million people across 51 countries
faced acute levels of food insecurity in 2017. Four
countries situated in the Middle East have been
affected by protracted conflict and have registered
very high numbers of food-insecure people: Yemen
17 million, while Syria, Iraq and Palestine together
accounted for over 10 million (FSIN 2018, P. 3-2).
There is little doubt that war represents the main
driver of food insecurity in major complex political
emergencies. However, this conjunctural analysis
discounts long-term dynamics that have generated
and reproduced food insecurity in the Middle East.
For example, skyrocketing global food prices in
2008-2007 and the ensuing emergence of food riots
by poor urban masses (Bush and Martiniello 2017)
eventually fueled Arab Spring movements in which
one of the main popular demands was access to
bread and justice.

Suchalarmbell has sounded with a particularvigorin
countries of the Middle East and North Africa region
which have in the last decades become incredibly
dependent on international markets and food aid
for the daily consumption of their growing urban
populations, particularly for grains and other key
agricultural commodities. Middle East governments
import about a third of globally traded grain (Woerz
2014), and the region has become the most food-
dependent region in the world (Harrigan 2012).
These events have massively contributed to the
re-emergence of debates over food questions and
in particular the question of food dependency in a
context of commercial concentration in the global
food trade especially of global grain markets which
are dominated by a small number of key exporting
countries and corporate agro-industry: %70 of
global grain trade and meat is carried out by huge
transnational corporations, the big Four: Archer
Midlands, Bunge, Cargill and Dreyfus (Zurayk 2012).

Such conditions of food insecurity and dependency
have been further exasperated by persistent military
and political conflicts in the region along with
ecological devastation and climate change which
contributed to worsen prospects of food security
particularly for smallholders and the poor rural
dwellers who have experienced increased hardness
in reproducing their livelihoods (Bush 2016).
Rahnema (2008) also proposes that the region faces
“radical Islamism” emergent in “several parts of Asia,
often in the context of failed developmentalism

and corrupt and authoritarian regimes” (quoted in
Veltmeyer 2011, P.236)

Though with enormous differences in relation to
land and water use and availability, and ecological
systems, Arab countries have significantly
responded though a variety of means to the threat
of food insecurity. In the face of these growing
food security challenges, Arab governments
have attempted a variety of responses to the
tremendous oscillations of global food prices,
ranging from food subsidies such as in Jordan and
Lebanon, incentives to the producers like in Iran,
increase of food storage, to more aggressive forms
of large-scale land acquisitions abroad especially
in Sub-Saharan Africa by countries such as Saudi
Arabia, Qatar, Emirates (Harrigan 2014: ch.3).
Other attempts to counter worsening prospects
of food security include a plethora of technical
fixes such as agricultural intensification, expanding
irrigation, value chain development, and other
sets of interventions that aim to further specialize
the agricultural economies of many Arab countries
into niche markets such as fruits and vegetables for
which, we are told, they enjoy higher comparative
and competitive advantages. They are therefore
advised by international financial institutions to
use the revenues generated from these activities
to purchase grains on the international markets. In
this context, food security is increasingly seen as
something involving purely technical challenges:
how to match new technologies with the best
management practices, how to refine more sound
value chains and interconnect different localities.
This approach silences the question that food
security is embedded into social and political
relations (see Sen 1981). A focus on technical fixes
prevails among technocrats and international
organizations and in discourses of companies with
ulterior motives of sales maximization in seeds and
pesticides.

And yet, attempted solutions to the food crisis
via agricultural modernization strategies seem
to reinforce a trade-based approach to food
security and the preeminence of export-oriented,
commercial, capitalist agriculture based upon the
extensive use of chemicals, agro-toxics, hybrid
seeds and severe water pumping with little or no
attention to issues of improved land access for
smallholders, land redistribution, environmentally
sustainable and rain-fed agriculture. These short-
term interventions fail to tackle the questions at the
heart of food crisis experienced by MENA countries.



Many accounts of the current food crises in the
region elude questions of how and why the region
once known as fertile crescent, and fairly recently as
a self-sufficient region and food basket, has become
so heavily dependent on long-distance food
trade. This contrast with what is known from time
immemorial about the region's cereal production
surplus which attracted European countries to the
conquest of North Africa (El-Ghonemy 1993, p. 452).
Itisimportantto noticeinfacthow the phenomenon
of food insecurity is in fact relatively young and has
been driven by the region’s incorporation in the
world capitalist economy and the related processes
of capitalist restructuring of land and agriculture
(Issawi 1982, Owen 1981). The current status of
severe food dependency resulted in fact from the
structural and historical transformations in food,
agricultural and land policies in the region which
inhibited countries in the region to adjust domestic
food production to growing internal consumptions
needs (EI-Ghonemy 1993).

Already in 1981 a report by the United Nations
Commission for West Asia, The Food Security Issues
in the Arab Near East, had emphasized the fact that
the growth of food production in Western Asia did
not match population growth (%3 per annum) and
therefore largely fell short of domestic food demand
which amounted to %4.5 per annum. It stressed
that a relatively high dependence on imported
food together with concentration of food imports
in few foreign supply sources represent the basic
threat to Arab food security (Sherbini 1981, p. 225).

This chapter explores the ways in which the national
food and agricultural systems of the region have
increasingly become globalized and subjected
to the imperatives of international markets as
an antidote to the current lack of explanation of
the major drivers and causes behind the current
state of food dependency in the region. It does so
analyzing the role of MENA region within changing
international food regime and the implications
for food security. It then provides a genealogy of
the concept of food sovereignty analyzing the
evolution of ideas around food starting from the
post-war period and the challenge it represents
for the current food regime. It also analyzes the
obstacles and opportunities for a shift towards
more socially and ecologically sustainable modes
of organization of production, circulation and
consumption of food in the region. Final section
of the chapter identifies the already existing cases
of virtuous agro-ecological practices in the region
that point towards alternative cognitive horizons

that counter the hegemony of currently corporate
driven global food regime.

2. Food Sovereignty: Genealogy
of the Concept

]
A useful way to approach the research question
mentioned above is to propose an historically
informed analysis of the changing international
food regimes and the place of MENA region
within it. The notion of food regime, elaborated by
McMichael and Friedman (1989), refers to a mode
of food production, circulation and consumption
on a global scale pivoted around the interlinked
roles of market and state in the context of general
capitalistic development. As shown by Riachi and
Martiniello (this volume) the progressive integration
of the region within the international food regime
contributed to molding a specific division of
agricultural labour across three different food
regimes. Through the implementation of land and
agricultural reforms that facilitated the emergence
of private property rights and propertied classes
in the countryside’s and the simultaneous extra-
version and channeling of agricultural produces
towards international markets, countries in the
MENA region have contributed to the exasperation
of what is today known as a condition of structural
food dependency and insecurity. This capitalist
model of development which maximized the use
of external inputs and led to intensive patterns of
utilization of land and water resources, contributed
to creating a particular form of agricultural
specialization across time, away from rain-fed
cereal production towards fruits and vegetables
markets particularly in the Gulf countries. The
promotion of industrial agriculture enhanced the
use of monocultures, generated loss of biodiversity,
pollution and contamination of resources
contributing to greenhouse gas emissions and
aggravating issues of social and environmental
reproduction for the approximately twenty million
family farmers in the region.

Riachi and Martiniello aptly show that the current
condition of food insecurity of the region is not
simplistically the product of natural causes (not
enough waterorarable land, semi-arid territory), nor
it is only determined by current military conflicts.
It rather results from conscious long-term choices
of economic politics, which consolidated a trade-
based approach to food security pivoted around the
role of corporate-driven global agricultural value
chains. In sum, three phases of integration of the
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MENA region within the international food regime
have progressively advanced the logics of capitalist
profit to agriculture and intensified the degree
of incorporation of the region’s land, water and
agricultural resources. The capitalist food regime
rapidly transformed the core ideas regulating the
control, access and use of food. As Polany (1956)
would have put it, capitalist transformation of
agriculture transformed food into a fictitious
commodity, one that could be bought and sold
as any other commodity. These ideas have been
consolidated by the neoliberal project, but they
have not always been hegemonic. The following
section will explore the evolution of core ideas
around food after WWII and the continuity and
discontinuity with the concept of food sovereignty.

The notion of food self-sufficiency emerged in
the immediate aftermath of the decolonization
process, when several African, Asian, and Latin
American countries framed food self-sufficiency
(and productivity) as the primary objective of
development. The principle of food self-sufficiency
identified by Mao Zedong as a central element
in the transformation and renewing of Chinese
society (Chun 2013), and emerged in Latin America
in the context of radical redistributive land reforms
of the 60-1950s (Boyer 2010), spread in Africa and
the Middle East under the push of theories of
dependenciaand uneven development (Amin 1976)
which had caught the attention and imaginary of
the populations and leaders of the decolonized
world. Increasingly aware of the political use of
food aid by the United States through the PL 480
(See McMichael 2006) and of the challenges that
recurring droughts and famines posed to national
food needs (Raikes 1988), African and Arab
governments found themselves at a crossroads:
accepting food policies increasingly regulated
by the laws of supply and demand defined by
the international markets; or defining policies
oriented to the control of the national agro-food
system in order to reduce the dependency from
the international markets and ex-colonial powers.
The notion of food self-sufficiency represented
therefore the pillar of broader strategies of
endogenous and auto-centered development
opposed to extraverted models (Amin 1976; Bayart
and Ellis 2000). In this sense the concept had a
markedly political valence as it aimed to highlight
the existence of power relations within the world
capitalist economy and the international division of
labour.

The political content of the food question was

further emphasized by the powerful intervention of
Amartya Sen (1981), which marks a turning point in
the debate over poverty and hunger in the world.
In his studies Sen proposed an approach to the
capabilities arguing that the origins of famines in
developing countries had little to do with questions
of bad harvests but that had more to do with issues
of social injustice and failing institutions. While
droughtscould beconnectedtonatural occurrences,
famines were politically manufactured. In other
words, the deficit was not one of food supply but
of democratic advancement. The kernel of the
food question combined therefore expectations
of wealth redistribution and democratic
reconstruction. And yet countries such as Algeria,
Egypt, Tanzania, Ethiopia, Burkina Faso and Nigeria,
just to mention a few, made serious efforts to set up
national systems of food self-provisioning (Founou-
Tchuigoua 1990). The United States grain embargo
to Soviet Union enacted by Jimmy Carter in 1980
was an example of how food aid was being utilized
as a key instrument in pursuing expansionary
foreign policy. In such politico-diplomatic and
intellectual context the Lagos Plan adopted by
the Organization of African Union in 1980 posed
at the core of the political agenda the question of
food self-sufficiency claiming that the dependent
integration of the African continent within the
global capitalist economy for various centuries
represented the main cause of under-development
of the periphery of the system. Despite the Plan did
not under contain discussions over the democratic
content of the food question, it represented a
significant advancement in the coming together
of a common view by African bourgeoisies over a
variety of issues, among which food provision was
central.

In response to the radicalization of analyses over
the control, distribution and consumption of food,
and to the worsening of food crisis and famines, the
World Bank argued instead that the policies that
aimed at the autonomy of the agro-food system
represented an hindrance to development rather
than its vehicle (World Bank 1981). Two major
specialist reports influenced the debate: African
Agriculture: the Next 25 Years (FAO 1986) and
Poverty and Hunger: Issues and Options for Food
Security in Developing Countries (World Bank
1986). The former proposed a series of ‘technical
adjustments with an emphasis on agricultural
commercialization, which aimed at paving the
way for foreign investments in agriculture and for
the modernization of ‘traditional agriculture. Such



productivist view was echoed by the World Bank's
emphasis on the liberalization of markets as a
privileged instrument to stabilize the availability of
food.

Both views agreed that the persistence of poverty
in rural areas was mainly caused by the poor rates
of agricultural commercialization and by the
lack of ‘'opportunities’ to be economically active
(Cliffe, Pankurst and Lawrence 1988). However,
none of them addressed the question of why food
producers are the first to starve during famines,
and what are the larger set of forces that contribute
in reproducing poverty. They also reflect the
attempt to forge a single ‘package of measures
of intervention for all the continent failing to take
into account the diverse conditions and needs of
different African countries. Moreover, the typology
of agricultural production to be instantiated does
not emanate from the food needs of the country
but are rather established according to the law of
comparative advantages. Finally, these programs
of intervention mainly focus on export agriculture
ignoring cereal and rain-fed agriculture which are
the main domains of activity of poor family farmers.

Through these interventions the notion of food
self-sufficiency gets replaced by a market -driven
concept of food security which is increasingly
framed within the register of the comparative
advantages. The notion of food security becomes an
essentially economic rather than political question:
a function of the maximization of production and
optimization of the circulation of food at global
level. Seen from this angle, the notion of food
self-sufficiency empties itself of its more politically
eminent attributes —the role of the state, the choices
of agricultural and land policy, and the international
hierarchy of power — and becomes declined in
narrowly defined economistic terms. Such detour
provides us with the concept of food security as we
know it today: every nation must adopt a strategy
that is consistent with its resources and capacities
to achieve its individual objectives and at the same
time cooperate at regional and international level
with the aim of organizing collective solutions to
questions of global food security (FAO 1996).

Today, the notion of food security is also understood
through the prism of availability, accessibility and
affordability. These notions put the emphasis on
the mechanisms through which food must be made
available to consumers, whether through trade, aid,
or other humanitarian interventions. This notion
of food security becomes ancillary of the notion of

global value chains given that the former can only
be achieved through the fine-tuning of the latter,
knowing little of farming and agrarian system, the
forms of labour, the use of pesticides or GMOs.
More recently the notion of food security has been
articulated at the individual and household level
through nutritional lenses. In such perspective the
question of access to food is reduced to a series of
transactions or choices that economically rational
actors or households make in relation to food
which are measured in terms of caloric intake,
further abstracting households from the structures
of power and wealth at national and international
level that shape the reproduction of food insecurity
and dependency.

In recent years, the notion of the right to food,
which emerged in international law with the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights but had
been somehow downplayed, and revamped at the
World Food Summit in 1996, has given impetus
to the growth of food democracy movements.
Governments understood that the technological
advancements of the green revolution in Asia and
Latin America had not actually reduced the problem
of hunger people. The right to food began gaining
visibility in international law with the work of the
Committee on Economic Social Cultural Rights of
the United Nations. In 2004, the committee’'s work
produced the voluntary guidelines for action that
government must take in order to implement
the right to food. It produced three obligations
for government to implement the right to food:
respect the right to food; protect right to food
(control private actors and TNCs or speculators),
fulfill the right to food. A mandate for a Special
Rapporteur on the Right to Food was established.
The right to food is a legal concept which obliges
states to act in order to foster the right to food for
poor and low-income households through school
meal programs, social programs to assist people
and so on.These legal instruments have been useful
in some occasions as examples in India and Brasil
show in protecting peasants from dispossession
and enacting social programs and monitoring
governments activities, in the attempt to keep them
accountable. Movements for food democracy linked
to the right to food emerged also in condemnation
of the massive impact of the industrial food system
on the ecosystem and on human and animal health.
By showing the nefarious implications of the
corporate industrial food system such as increased
greenhouse gases, polluted water and eroded soil,
reduced biodiversity, and deteriorating organic
matter of the soil, it put in motion an embryonic
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and challenging process of democratization of the
food system. Attempts at making the food system
bottom-up require a transition from boosting
volumes and cheap calories to taking into account
sustainable and ecologically sound agricultural
practices and health conditions, as well as increase
social and environmental protection programs.
Reforming the food system is necessary but not
easy to achieve given that there are technological,
infrastructural, cultural, economic and political
obstacles to change.

3. Food Sovereignty vs Food
Security

|
In the face of the current political, economic and
ecological challenges, critical scholars have started
to look for a new developing paradigm for the
MENA region. This section explores the ways in
which the concepts and notions elaborated in the
food sovereignty paradigm represent an alternative
to the dominant corporate-based food paradigm.
It analyses the ways in which food sovereignty
distances itself from the current paradigm of trade-
based food security. It asks, what are the challenges
and opportunities of food sovereignty in the region
and if it can enhance a shift in the ways in which
food is produced, exchanged and consumed, and
therefore analytically framed.

As we have seen, food security in the hands of
the IFls and other development agencies has
concentrated on the ability of countries to purchase
food on global markets; to liberalize domestic and
international food markets and get local prices
right (World Bank 2016, as quoted in Bush and
Martiniello 2017). The emphasis of IFls policy toward
food insecure economies has been to promote
the weary policy of comparative advantage: even
poor countries should try and generate income
that will enable food purchases on global markets
rather than focus inward on generating greater
autonomy and food sovereignty locally. Seen from
this perspective, the notion of food security is
merely interpreted through economistic lenses and
it loses all its more politically eminent attributes,
such as the role of the state, the choice of food and
agricultural policies, and the international power
relations in food systems.

The modern world food system has commoditized
food to the extent that the hungry can only access
sufficient nutrients for survival if they can purchase
food. Food as a commodity has both an exchange
and use value. Yet because it is a commodity that
is both essential for life and stretches across many
commodity chains, poor people are vulnerable to
the uncertainties that surround access to it. These
vulnerabilities are acute if the state under which
they exist fails to ensure adequate local production
or cannot purchase and then distribute food at
prices that are affordable for the hungriest (Bush
and Martiniello 2016). If the country is poor and its
territory ecologically marginal, there is likelihood
of recurrent and persistent food crises and



accompanying political opposition as occurring
nowadays in the case of Yemen.

The strongest reaction to the hegemony of food
security has emerged under the heading of
food sovereignty. This term refers to the right of
nations and people to control their food systems,
their markets, modes of production, food habits,
and environment (Holt-Gimenez, 2011; Wittman,
Desmarais, & Wiebe, 2010, p. 2). In 1996, La Via
Campesina, the transnational umbrella gathering
peasant organizations all across the world, defined
food sovereignty as the right of each nation to
maintain and develop its own capacity to produce
its basic foods respecting cultural and productive
diversity (La Via Campesina 1996)

Food sovereignty has been characterized as an
attempt to develop a strategy that will reconstruct
economic and ecological diversity and supersede
homogeneity of the exchange value regimes
(McMichael, 2013). Food sovereignty sets itself
apart from the idea and practices of food security
that are rooted in notions of international trade, free
markets and price equilibrium. Food sovereignty
represents an epistemic fracture from previous
intellectual traditions placing at its core the political
character of the food question (McMichael, 2014).
Political discontent has mounted with a modern
food system that has been so dependent upon
uniformity, capital intensity, GMOs and green
revolution technology, and the food sovereignty
paradigm provides opportunities to define
alternative modes of thinking about food beside
possibly helping to solve of its major challenges
(Bush and Martiniello 2017).

The pivot of the food sovereignty narrative is the
centrality it gives to the rural world and the role
of smallholders’ knowledge and practices in it
running against developmentalist narratives that
posited the disappearance of the peasantry and
the inevitability of urban futures. In doing so, it
values food producers as the subjects of social and
political change (see Zurayk 2012). It remembers
us that smallholder farmers globally produce more
than %60 of food calories, yet they occupy only
%30 of all agricultural land (Samberg et al 2016).
This data is particularly significant in the light of
the feminization of agriculture as although women
produce most of the food in the global south, their
role and knowledge are often ignored, and their
rights to resources and as agricultural workers are
violated. Food sovereignty asserts food providers’
right to live and work in dignity.

Moreover, according to the French National
Centre for Scientific Research, the environmentally
devastating agro-toxics used in the corporate-
driven food production food generated %75 loss
of plant genetic diversity on farms in the past 100
years. Connected to that is the right to food which
is healthy, ecologically sustainable and culturally
appropriate, which is the basic legal demand
underpinning food sovereignty. Guaranteeing it
requires policies which support diversified food
production in each region and country. In the food
sovereignty framework, food cannot be treated
simply as any another commodity to be traded or
speculated on for profit. Food must be seen primarily
as serving the sustenance of the community and
only secondarily as something to be traded. Under
food sovereignty, local and regional provisions take
precedence over supplying distant markets, and
export-orientated agriculture is rejected. The free
trade’ policies which prevent developing countries
from protecting their own agriculture, for example
through subsidies, tariffs and public policies, are
also inimical to food sovereignty. Food sovereignty
emphasizes locality and the control over territory,
land, grazing, water, seeds, livestock and fish
populations on local food providers. Privatization
of such resources, for example through intellectual
property rights regimes or commercial contracts,
is explicitly rejected. It therefore stresses the
importance of anchoring control of food system
within local communities and their ability to
build upon existing indigenous and traditional
knowledges and skills needed to develop localized
food systems. It therefore contests corporate
oriented research and the produced technologies
such as genetic engineering.

La Via Campesina’s vision of food sovereignty
emphasized ecology, entailing the sustainable
care and use of natural resources especially land,
water and seeds. In doing so it helped opening
social enquiry to socio-ecological interactions and
to the synergisms with biological components
as a foundation for sustainable agro-ecological
systems. The debate was advanced further with
the popularization of the ideas of agro-ecology
and ecological farming. In this regard, Vandana
Shiva has argued that the paradigm of industrial
agriculture has been rooted in war. The twin laws
of exploitation and domination she argues ‘harm
people’s health and the environment” (Shiva
2016, p. 2). Her response has been to advance
the importance of strategies that expand agro-
ecology or relationships that link and embrace the
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interactions between soils, seeds, the sun, water
and farmers. Her analysis elaborated now for more
than 30 years, is to remind policy makers that
‘Taking care of the Earth and feeding people go
hand in hand” (Shiva, 2016, p. 12). Food sovereignty
therefore requires shifts in the food production
and distribution systems in order to protect natural
resources and reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
avoiding energy-intensive industrial methods that
damage the environment and the health of those
that inhabit it.

Such call for agro-ecological practices has been
made more urgent in the light of the catastrophic
effects of climate change whose implications
are massively felt by smallholder producers who
depend on nature for their livelihoods. Even FAQ,
the organization that has promoted the green
revolution paradigm for the past 50 years, started to
cast doubt over the ecological viability of this model
of production. José Graziano da Silva, FAO Director-
General, argued at the 2018 second international
symposium on agro-ecology in Rome: “the world
keeps producing food according to Principles of
Green Revolution of the 1960s and soils, forests,
waters and air quality keep degrading. We need a
transformative change”

In his view, a focus of increasing production at
any cost has not been sufficient to eradicate
hunger, despite we produce more food to feed
the humanity. Agro-ecology embodies such
necessary epistemic shift by helping to promote a
transformative change in the global food system
while simultaneously preserving the environment
as it enhances the resilience of farmers, boosts
local economies, safeguards natural resources and
promotes adaptation and mitigation of climate
change,andvalueslocalandindigenousknowledge.
It is important to note that agro-ecology and
food sovereignty are interlinked. There is no food
sovereignty without agro-ecology and the latter
is the agronomic technique of food sovereignty.
Food sovereignty is thus embedded in larger
questions of social justice and the rights of farmers
and indigenous communities to control their own
futures and make their own decisions emphasizing
local control and autonomy. As Windfuhr and
Jonsen have argued: “food security is more of a
technical concept, the right to food a legal one, and
food sovereignty is essentially a political concept”
(Windfuhr & Jonsen 2005).

The concept of food sovereignty in fact helps

reframing and re-politicising the food question
contributing to open up the democratic space for
food producers in the global South in a context
where the policy space for agriculture is crowded
with philanthro-capitalist and aid agencies which
by and large, are promoters of commercial and
market led agriculture. That is, despite a significant
number of farmers wishes to move out of agro-
chemicals and hybrid seeds, they are locked into
the system because of the absence of alternative
modes of production that support agro-ecological
perspectives. This would help to create a resilient
farmers economy where there is little or no support
by donors who often value market led commercial
agriculture over production of local food or food
availability.

The 2007 Nyéléni Declaration LVCs official
conference statement, detailed the negative nature
of imported technics - their role in safeguarding
the interests of others, particularly the interests
of the monopolies, above those of the people. It
criticized ‘technologies and practices that damaged
local capacities, including the environment and the
soil within which metabolically sound agriculture
can take root. Against this top-down agricultural
revolution, LVC values, recognizes and respects
diversity of traditional knowledge, food, language,
and culture. It defends and advances a peasant
path to modernity and development by stressing
the right of peoples, communities, and countries to
define their own agricultural, labour, fishing, food
and land policies which are ecologically, socially,
economically and culturally appropriate to their
unique circumstances. It includes the true right
to food and to produce food, which means that
all people have the right to safe, nutritious and
culturally appropriate food and to food-producing
resources and the ability to sustain themselves
and their societies. Food sovereignty means the
primacy of people’s and community's rights to
food and food production, over trade concerns
A food sovereignty approach can be helpful
toward defining and implementing agricultural
investments that support the active realization of
the right to food (and associated rights) by placing
those most impacted by hunger and food insecurity
at the centre of decision making. Or, put differently,
‘employing a food sovereignty framework can
help to address how the right to food can be
fulfilled in a given context and thus can serve as an
important tool for envisioning—or reenvisioning—
agricultural investment’ (Schiavoni et al 2018, p.3).



4. A paradigm shift to tackle
food security in the MENA
region?

The notion of food sovereignty developed in
Latin America under the impetus of rural social
movements that, especially in cases such as Brasil,
allied with progressive sections of the state. Food
sovereignty has become the political manifesto
that eventually helped to coalesce fragmented
peasant organizations into transnational agrarian
movement (see Borras and Edelman 2008). Food
sovereignty has ever since moved to East Asia and
to a certain extent in Africa, but its discourse did
not take root in the Middle East. And yet, some
critics of the current operation of the international
food system have started to reflect upon the
possible opportunities and challenges that the
food sovereignty paradigm offers for the analysis of
the food crisis and its possible solutions (Ajl 2018)
especially in region which still hosts 20 million
smallholders (Bush 2016).

Despite the appeal that the concept has to
highlight the salience of food questions in the
MENA region, the implementation of a food
sovereignty framework in the region is complicated
by persistent war, military conflicts, ecological
devastation, pauperization of water sources,
climate change, and mass migrations. As Ajl has
noticed food sovereignty may be a brilliant means
to melt the interests of rural landless people in the
Brazilian countryside and urban foodless people in
the favelas but in MENA, anti-systemic struggle is
often at the stage of securing sovereignty as in the
case of Palestine for example, rather than imbuing it
with social content and meaning (68 :2018). In other
words, given that the regionis wrappedinto multiple
military and political conflicts that have at their
core questions of political sovereignty in different
sites such as Syria, Yemen, Palestine and Irag, how
can food sovereignty supersede these barriers and
become as useful vector of transformatory politics?

Seen from the perspective of the nation-state,
the food sovereignty framework which initially
focused on the right of nations, provides a strategy
to tackle food insecurity and dependency in
a context of rampant food concentration and
increasingly volatile prices. And yet though
the absence of organized peasant movements
(Palestine is the only exception) makes the

grounding of a food sovereignty vision and praxis
extremely complicated, as Ajl (2018) brilliantly
demonstrated, the food sovereignty concept
has some antecedents in the intellectual history
of the region. For example, in its call to detach
from the operation of food empires, the concept
re-evoke the appeal to the notion of delinking
elaborated by the Egyptian economist Samir Amin
(1990) and its attempt to move away from food
dependency from international food markets.
Moreover, these antecedents of food sovereignty
call for the significance of populist agronomy
especially in Tunisia where the attention to the
hydraulics problematique of the country pushed
to think and develop ecologically sustainable water
management technologies among others.

And yet, despite the MENA region faces huge
problems of man-driven water scarcity and
skyrocketing food imports, high vulnerability
to climate change and significant problems of
transboundary pest diseases, agro-ecology can
help tackling issues of management of freshwater
ecosystems which are essential to human health,
environmental sustainability and economic
prosperity. This is furthermore important in a
region where rain fed agriculture occupies %60 of
farmland. That is, there is room to revitalize rain-fed
agriculture via agro-ecology since it reduces the
risk of uncertainties by making the system more
resilient and smallholders less vulnerable through
diverse and multiple cropping patterns, water
conservation strategies and bio-diversity. This
might help improve the deteriorating soil fertility
in the region for example through supplementary
agro-forestry practices for smallholders. In order
to do so, new synergisms and investments need
to take place especially in facilitating farmers’ field
schools to provide a space that allows smallholders’
experimentation in order to deal with existing and
emerging problems.

That is, it should include multiple approaches such
as includes activists participatory research, field
research on farming systems that aim to ‘enable
local people to share, enhance, and analyze their
knowledge of life and conditions, to plan and to
act” (Chambers 1994, P. 963-935). Participation
should be more inclusive and holistic to farmers
perspective. And for participation to become more
transformative, Giles Mohan (2007) argues that
we need to see it as a form of citizenship in which
political processes are institutionalized and people
can hold others accountable” (p.799). This expresses
the exercise of power both at the individual to the
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collective which local farmers seem to lack. The
projectization of agriculture often comes with the
unorthodox language of empowerment (Rahnema
2010) mainly practiced by development agencies
as an alternative savior for ‘development. There is a
need to question whether empowerment is farmers
driven and for what purpose.

To improve the scale up in the practices of agro-
ecology, there needs to be a backing of policy
makers with totally viable alternatives that should
be smallholder friendly and environmentally
considerate. Policies need to see agroecology
as a holistic approach that can contribute to the
betterment of health issues, among others.
The above cannot be effective unless there is a
democratic space that cater for the needs of the
poor. And yet, agro-ecology is not just a series of
technical prescriptions, it is rather an approach
that values farmers political participation and
social movements in decision making. The greatest
obstacles scaling up in agroecology emanate
from the power and influences of Transnational
Corporations over public policies and research,
especially the pesticides and seeds company. In this
sense, agroecology poses a tremendous threat to
corporate power over food and farming systems.
It is thus through the legal, legislative and policy
mechanisms that corporate agribusiness power
poses the biggest road blocks for agroecology
neglecting issues of good health and the
environment itself. Since agro-ecology pushes
against the corporatization of food and farming
systems, it explains why peasants and other
smallholder farmers are facing huge repression
from government and other transnational
corporations repressive food chains. The third
food revolution or supermarket revolution (Lang &
Heasman 2004) indeed has a lot exposure to food
waste that exposes us more to ecological footprint.
This may bring us to a call for “food governance-
how the food economy is regulated and how food
policy choices are made and implemented” (Lang &
Heasman 2004, P.3).

There is also need to incorporate agroecology in
the regulatory (policy) and legislative frameworks
of sustainable agriculture. Thirty countries have
already adopted legal frameworks to promote
and facilitate the role of agro-ecology in rural
development policies.

5. Existing Agro-Ecological
Practices and Struggles in the
Region

|
Despite the current dominance of food empires, it's
worth noticing the existence in the MENA region of
pockets of virtuous and sustainable agro-ecological
practices and democratic struggles championing
the local right for food and land that emerged as
responses from below to the challenges imposed
by neoliberal agricultural restructuring. As shown
in the documentary Palestinian Seed Queen by
Mariam Shahin, Vivien Sansour, started initiatives
of recuperation of heirloom seeds varieties that
were disappearing in occupied West Bank. Israel's
illegal occupation of the West Bank has dramatically
damaged the Palestinian sector. Farmers have been
deprived of access to land, water resources and
markets. Dark wheat, called Abushamra in Arabic,
was selected and promoted given that it grows
with little cost. The increase in cases of cancer in
the north pushed many people to try and go back
to more traditional lifestyles. After harvest one
third of the seeds is kept by one farmer while the
remaining is divided among two other farmers, so
the network expands. As a local farmer put it in a
meeting with other participants pointing to the
deterioration of nutritional content of industrial
food: Bread has become like eating spoons of sugar
and does not taste like bread anymore’. The idea is
to revitalize rain fed agriculture and bring it back
traditionally grown food to our markets, kitchens
and tables. Vivien's heirloom seed movement is
challenging Israeli agribusiness monopolies in
the Palestinian occupied territories. In a context in
which everything traditional is labeled as primitive,
the network emphasizes the role of peasants in
seeds preservation and recuperation of terraced
land. The journey of going back to eating healthy
food starts with the preservation of heirloom seeds
varieties such as mulukhiya, foul (fava beans), and
so on. Food is successively cooked and then shared
with people to taste. The network has in other
words become a platform to share agro-ecological
practices and learn from each other.

The Palestinian local farmers groupings in the
West Bank is one case example of this. Often in
collaboration with civil society groupings (either
informally or formally organized), NGO's and
international organizations trying to enhance agro-
ecological practices, Palestinian smallholder farmers



are successfully trying to alleviate the problem of
land degradation by using a mechanism of land
reclamation to retain soil fertility and produce
higher yields. In the Palestinian West Bank, local
farmers are “bringing more land into cultivation by
reclamation of mountainous areas” and thorough
selection of plants fit for the topography of the
land such as “fruit trees, the dominant crop forming
%91 of the cultivated land” of which “olive trees and
stone fruits are most preferred to farmer” (ANERA
2013, p.3-2).

Other virtuous initiatives promoting food
sovereignty and agro-ecologically sustainable
environmental transformation include the food
sovereignty days promoted by the Observatoire de
la Souverainete Alimntariere e de LEnvioronment
(OSAE) based in Tunis. This innovative NGO brings
together an array of activists, researchers and family
farmers in the attempt to raise public awareness
about issues such as agro-ecological practices, the
preservation of heirloom seed varieties and the
struggles farmers are raising against genetically
modified seeds. Yet these initiatives also pointed
to the enormous challenges’ family farmers are
encountering in a context of subordinate and
uneven incorporation into local markets and
growing power of food empires and big pharma.

Similarly, in Egypt, there has been cases of deploying
“agroecology as a weapon” and one that “can serve
as solution!” One farmer who “joined the small
organization of farmers in his village, to improve
the quality of his produce” commented: “I buy
supplies with colleagues to save money, and we sell
our production together to reach the highest price.
This makes us stronger together, to resist high
prices and the weakening of the Egyptian pound”
(ibid). Egypt however continues to face dwindling
space for agriculture for urbanization purposes and
many impoverished farmers have had to change
professions to sustain their families in absence of
a system that protects smallholders from global
prices fluctuations.

In Lebanon, local farmers market of Souk El Tayeb,
renowned for their organic food, that started with
“10 producers offering provisions and traditional
food” to currently “over 106 registered producers”

1 Sawan, Ahmed. 2016. “From Egypt to Palestine,
agroecology as a weapon: COP22 from Rhetoric to Action’,
Orient XII, Accessed July 18, 2018. https://orientxxi.info/

magazine/from-egypt-to-palestine-agroecology-as-a-weap-

on,1555

and sellers of processed food products? is another
agro-ecological  successful story within the
region. Other NGO's like Arcenciel have provided
trainings in conservation management and
better agroecological practices of conservation
agriculture. Local Lebanese organizations such as
Buzurna Juzurna are managed through farmers
social networks and provide employment to
local farmers such as hiring of Syrian refugees for
gardening and selling their vegetables produce
every week in Beirut at Haven for Artists in Mar
Mkhael (ibid, p.5). Other agroecological trainings
carried out also tend to focus on the “importance of
preserving good open pollinated seeds’, “growing
vegetables between the trees and orchards
and planting aromatic culture at the edges of
terraces” (ibid, p.6) despite that much of historical
agrobiodiversity has been lost in Lebanon, and
the apple varieties are limited to just three or four
(ibid, p.7). These initiatives are also trying to raise
awareness on the meaning of agro-ecology and
what it entails in terms of agricultural practices in a
context in which there is, reduced access to healthy
unpolluted commons and natural resources such as
seeds, soils and water which are all scarce resource
around the Mediterranean Basin, increasingly
grabbed by corporate actors removing it from the
hands of smallholders who are the most able to use
them sustainably (ibid).

And yet, despite the challenges that the region
presents from an ecological point of view, it is
somehow surprising to learn from a recent article in
The Guardian, that

“Syrian seeds could save US wheat from climate
menace!” With the Syrian conflict taking its toll,
Lebanon’s Beeqa region became the transitory
station for a seedbank, one that is idealized that
“could help feed the warming planet” * From

2 URGENCI and Terre & Humanism. 2017. “To-
wards a Mediterranean LSPA Nertwork! Learning Journey
to Lebanon. November, 22-25th 2017

3 Schapiro, Mark, 2018 “Syrian seeds could save
US wheat from climate menace” The Guardian, Accessed
July 18, 2018. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/
jul/06/syrian-seeds-could-save-us-wheat-from-climate-
menace

4 Sengupta, Somini. 2007. “How a Seedbank,
Almost Lost in Syrias war, Could Help Feed a Warmng
Planet” The New York Times, Accessed July 18, 2018.
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/10/13/climate/syria-seed-
bank.html
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generational species of wheat, barley to animals
such as goats, both the original and transitory
station foci is “in preserving and researching seeds
in hot, dry areas- conditions now being faced by
many of the Earth's food-growing regions” (ibid).
Syrian agriculture thus provides learning potential
on crop resilience to diseases and our changing
climate. For instance, the Syrian domesticated wild
wheat - ‘Syria Aegilops tauschii- has resilient genes
that have survived over thousands of years and
was shown to be pest and fungal resistant (such as
Hessian fly) amidst increasing temperatures and too
much rains which the US and Mexico currently face
(ibid). So, whether these seeds’ genetic patrimony
can be employed to boost industrial agriculture in
the US, it seems legitimate (through provocative)
to ask, what about using them to construct the
base for a project of food sovereignty in the MENA
region? Such initiatives should go hand in hand
with re-invigorating research and development
of mountain agriculture, marginal terraces, oasis
and other forms of rain-fed agriculture along with
agricultural practices and traditional irrigation
management habits that have helped people to co-
habit with the environment for long time.

Another key component of struggles for the right
to food include women’'s mobilizations to access,
use and have a control on water for irrigation
in Tunisia showing us the extent of patriarchal
relations and feminization of agriculture in the
Middle East. Reportedly, women have contested
their absence from decision making in issues
concerning agricultural production and the use
of water (Moumen, 2013) by forming a collective
by sticking to their female informal groupings to
gain support, power and as a way to combat their
invisibility. This also emanates from the fact that
water in Tunisia has been so political since the
1990s, with the intervention of the World Bank
and the disengagement of the state from direct
water management of irrigated areas, measures
[that] have been taken (like price incentives and
water saving irrigation techniques) to enable better
management of operating costs of irrigation and
water resource conservation, but have failed to
incorporate irrigator organisations who were not
involved in the rules that govern the operation
of the schemes (ibid, p.2). Women smallholders
continue to lack warranty on land, which limits
their access to credit, are disadvantaged in on-farm
production due to gender biases of agricultural
knowledge transfer from their families and have
poor information systems. The Nadhour Women'’s

protest from their village farms to the city directed
at CRDA (Regional Commissionary for Agricultural
Development) was in approach against this
“clientelist practices in the use of water and how
they aggravate inequalities” alongside the “norms
of patriarchy” (ibid) that quite exists within the
region.

The cases mentioned above point us to the possible
directions of progressive social transformation in
the region, but also the inherently political and
social character of food questions in the region.
This helps us going beyond questions of technical
fixes treating them as questions of entitlement,
food production, access to food supplies, food
distribution, etc. According to Misra (2017) to solve
malnutrition within the Asian region, it “involves
facilitating the rural poor's access to nutritious
diets through democratizing and reorganizing the
agriculture sector in a manner that is eco-friendly
and unconstrained by market imperatives” (p.1).
And whereas countries such as Lebanon and its
neighbours are praised for its Mediterranean diet,
the MENA region’s reliance on mainly genetically
enhanced cereals or grains such as rice and
wheat is still at large while promoting better
healthier lifestyles is still missing in both policy
and practice. The evolution of community health
kitchen in Lebanon, Jordan, Yemen and others
is a counterproductive mechanism to combat
malnutrition during times of crisis. Community
health kitchens have provided a safe sphere for
vulnerable communities via community feeding
gatherings, and have provided an opportunity
for women to generate income while “preserving
traditional/health food, and enhancing social
rehabilitation for both host communities and
refugees in context of a crisis””> And though many
might debate that there is enough food, this does
not over rule the fac that “%50 more food will be
needed by 2030 (Godfray et al. 200b as quoted in
Ingram 2011, p.428) and there will be concerns
that the risk of food insecurity will likely grow”
depending on the simultaneous needs to reduce
negative environmental feedbacks meets these
demands (ibid).

5 Anid, Dominique. 2018. “The Healthy Kitchens”
ESDU, Accessed on July 20, 2018. http://www.karianet.org/
uploads/local_food/11518604861Healthy%20Kitchens%20
-%20ESDU_Karianet.%2019.1.18.pdf



Conclusions
|
This chapter explored the roots of contemporary
food security challenges in the MENA region
through an historical analysis of the international
food regimes and the ensuing transformation of
land and agricultural policies. It then discussed
the emergence of the food sovereignty paradigm
and its critique of the current neoliberal corporate
food regime from a theoretical point of view. It
also discussed the challenges to the grounding of
questions of food sovereignty and agro-ecology in
the MENA region as possible solutions to mitigate
pressures of climate change, soil deterioration, and
water scarcity.

In MENA most food is imported to meet the
market demand which has a negative impact on
the nutritional component (preservatives may
be added to increase the shelf life). Second, the
smallholder farmers do not have enough support
from the governments compared to middle large-
scale farmers who practice large monocropping
agriculture. Thus, the “economic narrative” of
agricultureisthatitis”“merely aninstrument towards
promoting economic growth” (Rivera-Ferre as
quoted in Misra 2017, p.5) where “agriculture’s role
in transitory economy is to generate surplus food
and capital to accelerate capitalist development
through urbanization and industrialization” (ibid,
p.5). Third, agriculture or food production in Most
Arab countries is limited “by severe shortages of
waterand arable land, leaving the region dependent
on food imports and vulnerable to weather and
market fluctuations” (Khouri et al. 2011, p.2). And
finally, the economization of agriculture to fit into
industrialization and globalization model remakes
it to “become technology and capital intensive
[hence] generating an abiding anti-smaller bias;
leads to a standardized monoculture; artificially
depresses the rural economy; and, become
detrimental to both population and planetary
health” (Misra 2017, p.5).

Given MENA's limited natural resources made
particularly scarce through over-extraction of water,
the region is presented with particular challenges
whenitcomesto cultivatableland.Khourietal (2011,
p.S1) asserts that “the only option is to increase
productivity” should not be limited to research
and development but as well as targeting the focal
areas that can aid in improving food security in the
Arab countries. And although the authors propose
a lean work relationship between public-private
partnerships, they acknowledge that the region

must seek to enhance ‘agricultural production in
each country in ways that are economically, socially
and environmental sustainable” while “reducing
exposure to market volatility by improving local,
short-distance supply chains that enhance the
horizontal networks of the chain and consolidate
cooperative of small producers (ibid, p.52)

As argued by FAO officials, development experts,
and academics at the above-mentioned symposium
on agro-ecology; the ecological limits of the
Green revolution model have become now clear.
And this is particularly evident from the Middle
East perspective given the relative scarcity of
resources. In Mr Stéphane Le Foll, French Member
of Parliament (TBC) argument:

The model imposed around the world which uses
a lot inputs, chemistry, machines at the hearth
of Green Revolution that FAO once supported, it
came at the end of the cycle. Aimed at building on
nature itself, we need a doubly green revolution;
we need local knowledge, and a dialogue between
indigenous and scientific knowledge as well. We
also need to govern the process. Major international
bodies are at the heart of the issues ensuring that
these debates can take place. Yet it is important
to set up major lines of public policies which are
important to achieve other objectives.

This talk raises contemporary issues facing the
food sovereignty paradigm. It raises questions in
today's paradigm shift of food policy praxis, the
significance of local farmers and their organizations.
It posits us to ponder how prominent governments
handle the changes local farmers face. promoting
instead a focus on local knowledge, social justice
and social economy of the rural areas. This could
be a way to counteract the level of inequalities of
which the countryside both exposed to unequal
power relations in terms of gender gap and wealth
distribution itself. In the words of Shi Yan, there is
need to recognize that agriculture is not an industry
(agriculture without farmers) close to capital
strategy rather than people. Examples from China
show political practices that have aimed at rural
re-generation. This is to add that there has been an
agro-ecological civilization tending towards solving
agrarian problems that local farmers have been
facing over generations.
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