
Revista de NutriçãoRev. Nutr. 2019;32:e180193

GOVERNMENT-SUBSIDIZED RESTAURANTS    1 http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1678-9865201932e180193

1 Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, Centro de Ciências da Saúde, Programa de Pós-Graduação em Nutrição. Campus 
Universitário Reitor João David Ferreira Lima, s/n., Trindade, 88040-900, Florianópolis, SC, Brasil. Correspondence to: 
CG GABRIEL. E-mail: <cristine.gabriel@ufsc.br>.

2 Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, Centro de Ciências da Saúde, Departamento de Nutrição. Florianópolis, SC, 
Brasil.

 Support: This research was funded by the Secretaria Nacional de Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional (Food and Nutrition 
Security Department)/Ministério do Desenvolvimento Social (Ministry of Social Development). Public notice No.01/2013.

 Article based on the thesis by JTC OLIVEIRA, entitled “Avaliação dos Restaurantes Populares no âmbito da Segurança Alimentar 
e Nutricional”. Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina; 2018.

 How to cite this article

 Oliveira JTC, Gabriel CG, Machado ML, Réos MF, Soar C, DKR Venske. Government-Subsidized Restaurants as promoters 
of the realization of the Human Right to Adequate Food: Proposal of an evaluation model. Rev Nutr. 2019;32:e180193. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1678-9865201932e180193

CC
BY

   ORIGINAL

Government-Subsidized Restaurants as 
promoters of the realization of the 
Human Right to Adequate Food: Proposal 
of an evaluation model

Restaurantes Populares enquanto promotores 

da realização do Direito Humano à 

Alimentação Adequada: proposição de 

um modelo avaliativo 

Juliana Theodora Cunha de OLIVEIRA1       0000-0003-4671-372X

Cristine Garcia GABRIEL1       0000-0002-5413-0826 

Mick Lennon MACHADO1       0000-0001-7550-1692

Marinez Fregulia RÉOS2       0000-0002-2280-9420

Claudia SOAR2       0000-0002-7079-2360  

Débora Kurrle Rieger VENSKE1       0000-0002-8726-8899

A B S T R A C T

Objective

This article presents an evaluation model for Government-Subsidized Restaurants within the framework of the 
National Food and Nutrition Security Policy. 
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Methods

This is an evaluation study. The Evaluation Matrix was elaborated from five stages: systematized revision for 
elaboration of the theoretical-logical model; immersion process; construction of the preliminary theoretical-logical 
model; consensus workshops, through the traditional committee technique; elaboration of the evaluation matrix 
proposal; and external consensus with specialists in the subject and in the implementation and management of 
Government-Subsidized Restaurants. 

Results

The proposed matrix contemplates two dimensions: Political-Organizational, with the subdimensions: 
Management, Structure and Target Public; and Technical-Operational, with the sub-dimensions: Adequate Food, 
Food and Nutrition Education, and Extended Public Assistance. Twenty-four indicators and 29 measures were 
listed. 

Conclusion

The findings point to the need for advances in evaluation methodologies that contemplate Food and Nutrition 
Security as the guiding principle of the actions performed by Government-Subsidized Restaurants. Thus, the 
evaluation matrix presented aims to contribute to the improvement of the GSR as a multifunctional tool, 
promoter of Food and Nutrition Security and the realization of the Human Right to Adequate Food within the 
National Food and Nutrition Security Policy.

Keywords: Food and Nutrition Security. Restaurants. Public Policy.

R E S U M O

Objetivo

Apresentar um modelo de avaliação para os Restaurantes Populares no âmbito da Política Nacional de Segurança 
Alimentar e Nutricional. 

Métodos

Trata-se de um estudo de avaliabilidade. A Matriz Avaliativa foi elaborada a partir de cinco etapas: revisão 
sistematizada para elaboração do modelo teórico-lógico; processo de imersão; construção do modelo teórico-
-lógico preliminar; oficinas de consenso, por meio da técnica de comitê tradicional; elaboração da proposta da 
matriz avaliativa; e consenso externo com especialistas na temática e na implantação e gestão de Restaurantes 
Populares. 

Resultados

A Matriz proposta contempla duas dimensões: Político-Organizacional, com as subdimensões: Administração, 
Estrutura e Público Frequentador; e Técnico-Operacional, com as subdimensões: Alimentação Adequada, 
Educação Alimentar e Nutricional e Assistência Ampliada ao Público Frequentador. Foram definidos 24 indica-
dores e 29 medidas. 

Conclusão

A literatura científica investigada apontou a necessidade de avanços em metodologias avaliativas que contemplem 
a Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional enquanto norteadora das ações executadas pelos Restaurantes. Assim, a 
Matriz Avaliativa apresentada visa contribuir para a melhoria dos Restaurantes Populares como ferramenta 
multifuncional promotora da Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional e da realização do Direito Humano à Alimentação 
Adequada dentro da Política Nacional de Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional.

Palavras-chave: Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional. Restaurantes. Política Pública.

I N T R O D U C T I O N

Government-Subsidized Restaurants (GSR) are the oldest public equipment related to food, 
nutrition, and the fight against hunger in Brazil, dating from the 1940s. They aim to facilitate access 
to healthy and adequate food, through the provision of free or low priced meals, prioritizing the 
population in social vulnerability [1-3].
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Other countries have government programs aimed at promoting access to food for vulnerable 
populations, such as Peru (Government-Subsidized Kitchens), Spain (Social Kitchens), Argentina 
(Community Kitchens) and Canada (Community Food Programs). Still, “soup kitchens”, similar to 
communal kitchens, are found in countries such as Mexico, Peru, Uruguay, the United States of 
America and Colombia [4].

A comparative study carried out between the Brazilian GSR system and the Spanish soup 
kitchens showed similarities in their objectives, i.e., the distribution of meals to populations with little 
access to adequate food, aiming to fight hunger and malnutrition [5]. However, when compared 
to international experiences, the Brazilian proposal has broader characteristics in the use of this 
equipment, mainly because it is applied as a Food and Nutrition Security (FNS) action, under the 
spotlight of the Human Right to Adequate Food (HRAF) [6].

Since 2003, the Government-Subsidized Restaurant Program has been part of the Zero 
Hunger Program, being governed by the then Ministry of Social Development and Hunger Reduction 
and, since 2019, it has been allocated to the Special Office for Social Development of the Ministry of 
Citizenship [1]. Since 2006, GSR have been a part of the Sistema Nacional de Segurança Alimentar 
e Nutricional (SISAN, National Food and Nutrition Security System), which has been included in the 
Equipamentos Públicos de Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional (EPSAN, Public Equipment of Food 
and Nutrition Security), which includes communal kitchens, food banks, supply centers, distribution 
centers family-based farming, city fairs and public markets. In this context, they aim to guarantee the 
realization of the HRAF and the promotion of FNS [7,8].

In 2014 there were 204 government-subsidized restaurants in Brazil, with the Southeast 
region accounting for 50% of these. In that year, these restaurants served about 209,000 people 
with meals served on at least five days per week, at an average cost of BRL1.70 per meal [9]. Despite 
the expansion of GSR, from 99 units in 2009 to 204 in 2014, these restaurants present a history of 
constant instabilities, often marked by a temporary character with fragmentation of their actions, 
depending on the political prioritization and management profile.

However, considering the panorama of social inequalities in Brazil, they remain necessary and 
urgent [7] and, therefore, should be strengthened as a public policy [9]. When well structured and 
with a committed management, they contribute to local development and to the local economy, 
going further than a simple compensatory strategy [10]. Also, if well conducted, they represent real 
alternatives to guarantee the HRAF [11] and to improve levels of Food and Nutrition Insecurity (FNI) 
[6,8].

From this perspective, concluding that Brazilian GSR are equipment exclusively dedicated 
to offering low-cost meals [7] is a short-sighted perspective. In addition, they are highly complex 
equipment that should promote other actions of social development, employment and income 
generation, and strengthening citizenship principles, characterizing themselves as a multifunctional 
structure within the Política Nacional de Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional (PNSAN, National Food 
and Nutrition Security Policy). Thus, their implementation demands compliance with the assumptions 
of FNS actions and programs, involving economic, social, environmental and cultural aspects [3]. 

Considering the potential of GSR in promoting the implementation of the HRAF and the lack 
of evaluative studies with this focus, the objective of this article is to propose an Evaluation Matrix 
for restaurants in the context of the PNSAN. In this regard, it is worth noting that the quarterly 
monitoring of government-subsidized restaurants by the Ministry of Citizenship is still carried out 
in a timely basis, and not in a very thorough manner. Thus, this proposal is also supported by the 
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understanding of the evaluation as an activity that must occur in a parallel way to the other actions 
and inherent to the Program, aiming to qualify the management of these equipment [12]. 

M E T H O D S

It is an evaluation study, which is characterized as a preliminary and systematic evaluation 
process allowing a thorough understanding of the program, and a prior assessment of the various 
evaluation possibilities. As a result, an evaluation plan which is appropriate to the needs of all 
stakeholders is sought [12].

One of the essential components of the evaluation plan is the Evaluation Matrix. Its construction 
considered the academic interest of this evaluation and started from the assumption of the GSR as 
an equipment of the PNSAN and, therefore, an intervention that assumes the objective of promoting 
the HRAF. In addition, the Evaluation Matrix was prepared based on the evaluation of the normative 
type, which has the objective of allowing an evaluation on any interventions relating to their norms 
and criteria [13]. The Evaluation Matrix was constructed from five stages, based on the components 
proposed by Trevisan & Walser [14] (Figure 1).

The first stage consisted of a systematic review and analysis of the current legislation on 
EPSAN and, specifically on GSR, in a process of conceptual conquest of the reality of the object to 
be evaluated [15], and with the objective of developing an initial theory regarding the program [14]. 
This database search was carried out until April 2018, in the Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de 

Figure 1. Flowchart of methodological steps. Florianópolis (SC), Brazil (2018).

Consensus on the Evaluation Matrix

Systematized review

Construction of the theoretical-logical model

Immersion in a Government-Subsidized Restaurant

Proposal of an Evaluation Matrix
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Pessoal de Nível Superior (CAPES, Coordination for Higher Education Staff Development), Science 
Direct, Scientific Electronic Library Online (SciELO), Virtual Health Library (VHL), Scopus, Directory 
of Open Access Journals, Database of theses and dissertations, Brazilian Digital Library of Theses 
and Dissertations, and Google Scholar databases. The search strategies used were: [(“restaurante 
popular” OR “cozinha comunitária” OR “banco de alimentos” OR “equipamentos públicos de 
segurança alimentar e nutricional” OR “comedores populares” OR “comedores sociais” OR 
“comedores comunitários” OR “government-subsidized restaurant” OR “community restaurants” 
OR “soup kitchens” OR “community canteens” OR “government-subsidized restaurant program”) 
AND (avalia* OR evalua*)].

Articles, theses and dissertations published in the databases between January 2007 and April 
2018 were included in this study, which involved aspects related to the organizational and institutional 
context of the EPSAN. The criteria for the exclusion of the documents were: duplicated documents; 
documents without an abstract; documents not fully available; and documents specifically referring 
to hygienic-sanitary aspects. Paper selection started from reading titles and abstracts. Subsequently, 
the complete documents were read, with the selection of those of interest. Two researchers were 
responsible for reading and selecting these articles.

The second stage involved the construction of the proposal of the Theoretical-Logical Model 
(TLM), as a representation of the Program and its movements and relations, translating the theoretical 
and practical propositions of the object to be evaluated into a figure. Also considering the importance 
of the TLM as a tool to guide the Evaluation Matrix, the third step of the methodology involved a 
one-day immersion process in a GSR located in the state of Santa Catarina (South of Brazil). Among 
the advantages of immersion, the researchers highlight the possibility of comparing theoretical data 
with reality, as well as the contemplation of unexpected facts [16]. The choice of this restaurant was 
for convenience, considering aspects of interest, namely: the recent structural reform of this GSR in 
2017, the fact that it presents scales of values for access, and for serving about 600 people per day. 
From the immersion, it was possible to verify if the TLM had the proper similarity with the object of 
study.

In the fourth step, a proposal for an Evaluation Matrix was made, containing dimensions, 
sub-dimensions, and evaluation indicators of GSR with their respective rationales. This proposal was 
discussed and agreed in three consensus workshops, in a total of 12 hours, through the traditional 
committee technique [17]. The consensus allows the elaboration of a reference, involving technical 
aspects of the analyzed question and considering the ethical and political elements [15]. It is essential 
in order to generate recommendations for the evaluation proposal, increasing its plausibility [14]. Four 
Ph.D. professors and three postgraduate students with FNS and public policy evaluation expertise, 
participants of two research groups with experience in health assessment and FNS.

In the last step, the Matrix was evaluated by specialists outside the research group, with 
experience in the implementation and management of GSR. A representative of the Conselho 
Nacional de Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional (CONSEA, National Council for Food and Nutrition 
Security), two representatives of the General Coordination of Public Equipment of the National Food 
and Nutrition Security Office (an agency under the umbrella of the MDS), two nutritionists who are 
certified GSR technicians, and a general coordinator with GSR management experience. An e-mail was 
sent to the specialists with the proposal of an Evaluation Matrix, requesting suggestions for its adequacy.

These suggestions were evaluated by the researchers considering their relevance to the 
objective of this assessment, the TLM and the rationales. All the specialists received the adjusted 



Revista de Nutrição Rev. Nutr. 2019;32:e180193

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1678-9865201932e1801936    JTC OLIVEIRA et al.

Evaluation Matrix, with the justifications for the changes made, being questioned if they all agreed 
with this new proposal. Upon agreement between all specialists, the Matrix was approved.

This research was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the university, Protocol 
No.1.160.850.

R E S U L T S

The systematized review allowed an initial identification of 102 studies. After applying 
the inclusion and exclusion criteria, 29 studies were selected, of which, twenty articles and nine 
dissertations. The study objects included public equipment in Brazil (83.0%), Argentina (6.5%), 
Canada (3.5%), Peru (3.5%) and the United States of America (3.5%).

The review evidenced that in the literature, most studies are focused on the profile and user 
satisfaction, with an important focus on the evaluation of hygienic sanitary aspects and/or the analysis 
of the nutritional composition of the menus. Although the review was extended to all EPSAN, the 
majority (86%) of these studies had Brazilian GSR as their object of study. Also, it is noteworthy that 
only 17% of the studies were related to international public equipment and/or programs.

The studies included mainly the analysis of the socioeconomic indicators of the public, 
anthropometric measurements and eating habits. Also, some authors included psychosocial indicators 
of satisfaction, related to the nutritional composition of the offered menus, governmental subsidies 
and the participation of the public in other social programs. Few advances have been found in terms 

of the evaluation of these equipment as strategies of the PNSAN [11].

Theoretical-logical model

Figure 2 presents the model based on the systematized review, the historical retrieval of the 
object studied, the documentary analysis of laws, norms, decrees and standards that govern the 
PNSAN, especially the Law No.11.346/2006, the Lei Orgânica de Segurança Alimentar e Nutricional 
(LOSAN, Organic Law of Food and Nutrition Security), and the Decree No.7.272/2010, which establish 
the intersectoral and expanded concept of FNS, define the HRAF as a guiding principle and establish 
the SISAN [18,19] in the country. The main implementation and management tool of the PNSAN is 
the National FNS Plan [18], which reinforces the importance of the expansion and optimization of 
GSR [20]. The TLM was exposed and adjusted during the consensus workshops, as well as after the 
immersion process. These stages allowed the construction of a TLM that presents the flow of action 
between the theoretical proposal and the intervention.

Despite the importance of the recognition of GSR by the PNSAN as a Program to promote the 
implementation of the HRAF, these have specific norms established by the MDS prior to the Policy 
itself, including a manual (2004) and an implementation roadmap (2007) [1,3,18]. These documents 
were also used in the construction of the model, since they guide the construction, structure, location, 
menu, actions of socialization and food and nutritional education, access prices, meal volume, food 
purchasing processes and meal production, sizing of human resources, as well as strengthening 
aspects of citizenship principles with the target public.

The last arrow in Figure 2 indicates the objectives to be achieved by the GSR considering the 
perfect functioning of the TLM, its dimensions and subdimensions. In summary, it represents what 
is expected of the object of study, that is, that GSR act as a multifunctional structure within the 
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Figure 2. Theoretical-logical model of Government-Subsidized Restaurants. Florianópolis (SC), Brazil (2018). 

HRAF: Human Right to Adequate Food; FNE: Food and Nutrition Education; LOSAN: Organic Law of Food and Nutrition Security; MDS: Ministry 

of Social Development; GSR: Government-Subsidized Restaurant; FNS: Food and Nutrition Security.

perspective of the PNSAN, through the production and distribution of meals, social development and 
the generation of employment and income [1].

Evaluation Matrix

The matrix is composed of 2 dimensions, 6 subdimensions, 24 indicators and 29 measures 
(Chart 1) described in the sequence. Dimensions are the parts of the evaluated object, identifying 
how it should be structured and which items are critical to the composition of the study object. 
Other studies have already used these dimensions, such as the management evaluation model of the 
Programa Nacional de Alimentação Escolar (PNAE, National School Feeding Program), an important 
program in the area of FNS [21].

Subdimensions are the parts of each dimension. The option of using subdimensions depends 
on the complexity of the object and the theoretical reference. The indicators express the variables, 
characteristics or attributes capable of synthesizing or representing the evaluated object. The 
measures are the measurable versions of the indicator. And, after these items, the parameters and 
the value judgment for each of the items of the evaluation matrix are defined, composing the final 
evaluation of the object studied [22,23]
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Chart 1.	Evaluation matrix of the actions developed through Government-Subsidized Restaurants in the scope of Food and Nutrition 

Security. Florianópolis (SC), Brazil (2018).

Political-Organizational Dimension

Subdimension Indicator Measure

Management

1. Availability
1.1. Operating days

1.2. Number of people served per day

2. Human resources
1.3. Employees related to the production of meals

2.1. Employee training

3. Financial resources 3.1. Source of food resources

4. Pricing
4.1. Tiered pricing system

4.2. Price of meals

5. FNS Articulation 5.1. Existence of articulation with other FNS actions

6. Waste 6.1. Waste disposal

7. Assessment and monitoring
7.1. Existence of a local assessment and monitoring 

mechanism

Structure

1. Location 1.1. Location Suitability

2. Physical structure
2.1. Minimum operating structure

2.2. Total capacity of the restaurant

3. Maintenance 3.1. Maintenance of equipment

Target public

1. Target public 1.1. Characterization of the target public

2. Prioritization of care for specific 

populations

2.1. Priority assistance for socially vulnerable populations 

and FNI

Technical-Operational Dimension

Subdimension Indicator Measure

Adequate food

1. Nutritional planning of menus 1.1. Nutritional adequacy of the menu

2. Food security 2.1. Application of safe food production processes

3. Supply of food and/or regional 

preparations

3.1. Inclusion of food and regional preparations

4. Prioritization of food produced 

through family-based agriculture

4.1. Acquisition of foods originating from family-based 

agriculture

4.2. Agriculture and food supply partnerships

5. Volume of meals produced for the 

public

5.1. Adequacy of food production in relation to the 

demand

6. Public satisfaction with the food 

offered

6.1. Conducting customer satisfaction surveys

Food and Nutrition Education 1. FNE related to FNS 1.1. FNE actions for the public 

Extended Public Assistance

1. Promotion of other social assistance 

actions

1.1. Application of incentive actions about the participation 

of the public in other social welfare actions

2. FNS situation after the 

implementation of the GSR

2.1. Investigation of FNS conditions after the implementation 

of the GSR

3. Socialization activities 3.1. Promotion of socialization activities

4. Intersectoral actions 4.1. Existence of intersectoral actions

5. GSR visibility 5.1. External disclosure of GSR actions

Note: FNE: Food and Nutrition Education; FNI: Food and Nutrition Insecurity; FNS: Food and Nutrition Security; GSR: Government-Subsidized 

Restaurant.
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Dimension 1: Political-organizational

The management of GSR is the responsibility of public administration, which may, among its 
management options, outsource it. However, this equipment continues to have a public character 
and is in compliance with governmental regulations [1,3]. It must take place in partnership with 
several municipal departments, guaranteeing the supply of nutritionally balanced meals, originated 
from safe food production processes, in a comfortable and easily accessible place, at affordable prices 
and, preferably, to the socially vulnerable public [1,3].

The political-organizational dimension presents the administrative and functional parameters 
in which the manager must act. It is arranged in three subdimensions.

The “Management” subdimension consists of activities of related to the planning, 
organization, direction, and control using human, material, and technical resources [1,3]. It is 
composed of seven indicators. The “Availability” indicator refers to the process of producing 
meals, and the working hours of the operation [3]. “Human Resources” aims at the dimensioning 
of personnel for the work of producing and distributing meals [1,24]. “Financial Resources” 
assess the sustainability of GSRs in the medium and long term [1]. The “Pricing” indicator refers 
to the price of meals being sold [1]. “FNS Articulation” indicates the level of articulation of 
the restaurant with other actions of FNS [1]. The “Waste” indicator evaluates the incentives to 
biological treatment actions of organic residues [1]. The “Assessment and monitoring” indicator 
refers to GSR services, even in cases of an outsourced administration. It also includes the social 
control of public administration [1].

The “Structure” sub-dimension evaluates whether GSR are strategically located. It also 
includes the basic infrastructure for the operation, and the possibility of restaurants to work as 
multipurpose spaces [1]. It has three indicators. The “Location” indicator refers to the location of 
the GSR, prioritizing regions with high numbers of formal and/or informal low-income workers, and 
also in peripheral areas where there is a higher concentration of population in conditions of risk or 
food and nutrition vulnerability [3]. “Physical structure” refers to the process of adapting the GSR to 
the standards for establishments producing meals and the basic urban infrastructure: public water 
supply and electricity supply networks, sewage and rainwater collection, and the physical access to 
the GSR [1,3]. The “Maintenance” indicator refers to the scheduled and periodic maintenance of the 
restaurant equipment [1].

The “Target public” sub-dimension refers to the public served by the GSR, which should 
prioritize populations in situations of social vulnerability [1,3]. It has two indicators. The “Target 
public” indicator refers to the characterization of the potential public, their socioeconomic profile, 
dietary habits, level of income, occupation, among others [1]. “Prioritization of care for specific 
populations” is understood as the actions developed to guarantee adequate care to the recipients of 

the Social Assistance Policy [1,25].

Dimension 2: Technical-Operational

The technical-operational dimension aims to demonstrate the commitment of the GSR 

management to provide an adequate and affordable meal and also to enable a multifunctional space 

to strengthen citizenship principles, being arranged in three sub-dimensions.
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The sub-dimension “Adequate Food” analyzes the food and nutritional quality of 
meals. These must be nutritionally balanced, originated from safe food production processes, 
predominantly with regional products, at affordable prices, served in appropriate and comfortable 
places, in order to guarantee the dignity of eating. This subdimension includes six indicators. 
The indicator “Nutritional adequacy of the menus” refers to the nutritional adequacy of meals 
and the need to have a nutritionist responsible for them [1,24]. “Food Security” evaluates 
the production of food through the use of safe processes, according to the adequate food 
handling practices [1,26]. The indicator “Supply of food and/or regional preparations” refers 
to the supply of foods that stimulate the biodiversity of species, the recognition of the cultural 
heritage and historical value of food, as well as foods that promote the region’s typical cuisine 
[1]. “Prioritization of food produced through family-based agriculture” evaluates the process of 
buying and using food from local and/or regional family-based farming. The indicator “Volume 
of meals produced for the public” refers to the volume and its adequacy to the number of 
diners attending the GSR [1]. The indicator “Public satisfaction with the food offered” analyzes 
the adequacy of the menu to the preference of the public being served, observing the local 
eating habits [1].

The Subdimension “Food and Nutrition Education” (FNE) refers to the need of the GSR to 
promote a continuous and permanent, transdisciplinary, intersectoral and multiprofessional practice 
that aims to promote healthy eating habits in an autonomous and voluntary way [27]. This sub-dimension 
is composed by the “FNE related to FNS” indicator, which refers to the promotion of FNE actions, to 
the preservation and recovery of food culture, to combating waste, and to the promotion of health. 
It also includes activities aimed at stimulating society to fight hunger and to adopt healthy eating 
habits [1].

The sub-dimension “Extended Public Assistance” rescues adequate eating habits as a 
fundamental right of the human being, inherent to the dignity of the individual and indispensable 
for the realization of constitutional rights, and the public authority must adopt the policies and 
actions that are necessary to promote and guarantee FNS for the population [18]. This sub-
dimension involves four indicators. “Promoting other social welfare actions” is an indicator 
which refers to the partnerships that can be established with GSR, with emphasis on the Social 
Welfare Office, through guidance on social programs developed by the city in which the GSR 
is located [1]. The “FNS Situation after the implementation of the GSR” indicator evaluates 
the capacity of actions of social development and generation of employment and income [3]. 
“Socialization activities” is the indicator which addresses the functionality of the GSR as a 
multipurpose space for various activities, contributing to the strengthening of socialization and 
citizenship principles [1]. The “Intersectoral Actions” indicator evaluates partnerships that can 
be established at different layers of the government and with other entities, such as with 
municipal departments, councils, universities, among others [1]. The “GSR Visibility” indicator 
evaluates the disclosure of GSR actions, aimed at a greater adherence of the society to the 
processes [1,3].

D I S C U S S I O N

Despite the constant evolution of the FNS concept, the review showed that most studies 
are still focused on the nutritional evaluation of the menus and/or the hygienic-sanitary regulations 
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of the place of food production. Food and Nutrition Security covers several dimensions belonging 
to different socio-organizational levels, so that it exceeds the capacity to measure only one or two 
indicators [28]. The recognition of the different meanings of FNI will allow the objectives to be 
broadened so that the focus is no longer on food, but individuals and human dignity, with the goal 
that FNS policies are directed and integrated into the inalienable right to adequate food [29].

The proposed theoretical-logical model aims to place GSR as EPSAN, linked to the PNSAN 
and promoters of the HRAF. In this scenario, modeling is an important step for the questioning to be 
adequate and accurate, aiming for more precise contributions. In this way, the evaluation process can 
contribute more effectively to decision-making [30]. In the model, the GSR function was interpreted 
from the perspective of two dimensions: Political-Organizational and Technical-Operational.

The Evaluation Matrix synthesizes the theory of the evaluated object, based on the existing 
literature and the current legislation. For greater consistency and relevance, the proposal was 
discussed in consensus workshops with specialists. The realization of the consensus workshops 
and the submission of the Matrix to external specialists was important, especially in the face of a 
scenario of scarce publications about the evaluation of GSR, within the scope of interest. According 
to literature, the choice of participants for consensus is a successful and productive device that allows 
the shared development of an evaluation tool, as well as the protagonism and clarification of these 
representatives on the context of the object of study of which they are part [17].

In this process, it is up to the researcher to incorporate or not the suggestions and the 
compilation of contributions. This method is very important for the validation of instruments [31]. 
Considering the detail and depth of each stage, the originality and relevance of the constructed 
Evaluation Matrix is highlighted, which provides a broad evaluation of the object of study.

With regard to evaluation, it should be able to ascertain to whom and in what way the 
interventions are planned and intended, as well as the results and impacts generated [32]. Specifically 
within FNS, the evaluation is admittedly a complex and challenging action, since it involves 
determinants, needs and interests that fall into different spheres of society [30]. Considering this 
complexity (intersectoral, participatory and interdisciplinary), it is necessary, in addition to discussing 
the limits of traditional methods of assessment, to advance the construction of integrative theoretical 
and methodological approaches [21,32,33].

In view of this scenario, it is accepted that, as important as the existence of the equipment, 
is the existence of constant monitoring mechanisms that subsidize the evaluation of the results, 
the optimization of the performance of these mechanisms, the existing political and administrative 
challenges and the impact of the policies in the FNS of the population [28,34]. A research on 
community kitchens performed in Mexico in 2011 identified the need for continuous evaluations 
to improve customer care, verify compliance with objectives, and analyze the health effects of the 
food in the public. The lack of methodological tools to estimate the contribution of this program to 
improving the food situation of the beneficiary population was also observed as a limiting factor in 
the Mexican program [35].

Thus, the need for studies that contemplate FNS as a compass to guide the actions performed 
by the EPSAN is highlighted. In addition, the evaluation of GSR must be understood as a strategy 
inherent to the program itself, fundamental for measuring the benefits of the program and ensuring 
that it achieves its objectives, in more effective and efficient ways [12]. Improvement measures for 
GSR lead to their optimization as tools for coping with hunger, contributing to better FNS scores and 
the guarantee to the HRAF [7,36].
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It should be noted that, when incorporated into the PNSAN [19], the GSR have their objectives 
broadened while also responding to the concept of FNS. In this line, the intersectoriality, a central 
element of the PNSAN, must also be analyzed as an element of the GSR itself. The intersectoriality 
in FNS is consecrated as a strong strategy to contemplate actions related to the production, 
commercialization, supply, access and consumption of food [37]. Government-subsidized restaurants 
incorporate all these actions on a daily basis, from the acquisition of food produced in family-based 
farming systems to the correct use of their organic waste.

The intersectoriality of Community Food Programs, developed in Canada through the 
integration of food banks, soup kitchens and social welfare centers stands out for recognizing that 
the FNI encompasses broader sociocultural challenges. Therefore, the approach to these programs 
should extrapolate food supply and include other intersectoral actions that assist in the social, cultural, 
financial, and health equity of the population served [38].

In addition to a healthy and adequate diet, GSR should guarantee dignity to the act of feeding, 
strengthening citizenship principles of the most vulnerable groups, also from the involvement of 
different sectors of government and society. In this context, the role of GSR as agents of a critical FNE 
and as constructors of citizens who are aware of their rights is highlighted. This expanded function of 
GSR in Brazil differs from the assumptions of the Peruvian Popular Kitchens, where the performance 
of these equipment is focused solely on improving the nutritional status of the most vulnerable 
groups, functioning as a low-cost food supply network [39].

Considering these reflections, it is important to highlight that the construction of active 
citizenship principles, in which the population understands the HRAF, depend on FNE actions that 
stimulate an affective learning process, considering the social representations and socioeconomic 
conditions of those involved [11]. This is because food practices do not only refer to the human need 
to eat, but they mainly permeate cultural, social, family traditions, values, beliefs, time, and preferred 
forms of food preparation [7]. It should also be pointed out that FNE actions in the equipment have 
the potential to reach different kinds of audiences, allowing the expansion and foundation of the 
rights, as well as the promotion of healthy food practices, through a collective and participative work 
with the community [40]. 

The GSR program should be an educational one – stimulating the defense of human rights, 
and emancipatory –, aiming at the autonomy of the subjects [41]. The existence of policies and 
programs for direct access to food should follow premises that are essential to a good performance, 
such as: focus, strong references to human rights, good communication with other social policies 
that beneficiaries participate in, and the promotion of healthy habits.

In the international context, it is noted that most countries that have achieved important goals 
regarding reducing hunger have stable and strong social protection policies targeting vulnerable 
population groups. In these countries, the commitment to fight FNI has achieved satisfying results 
despite problems such as population growth, market volatility and rising food and energy prices, 
rising unemployment rates, and the economic recessions of the late 1990s and 2008 [42].

Preliminary results from a soup kitchen study in the United States have shown that the food 
and nutritional needs of populations in social vulnerability have long been perceived as a public 
health problem. The results also suggested that improving the quality of meals, of FNE and of food 
policies as a whole, helps to give people in social vulnerability the dignity of the opportunity to 
restore their health and quality of life. The researchers said that improving access to adequate food 
is beneficial and viable [43].
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Despite the relevance of strategies to fight hunger and misery as proposed by the GSR 
program, the records of periods when several units throughout the country had to be closed are 
something to be worried about, and the instability sometimes experienced by the equipment, which 
recently had its information and guidelines taken from government websites. Still, one can wonder 
about what could be the cause for a certain ‘invisibility’ of the theme in the available literature [6].

The strengthening of the existence and continuity of GSR as a right should be emphasized, 
since it is a tool that allows vulnerable populations the access to food, and contributes to the 
guarantee of the HRAF and FNS. It is important to emphasize the need to broaden the understanding 
of this program beyond a welfare practice, but as a promoter of social emancipation through the 
exercise of a human right and strengthening social control [11].

C O N C L U S I O N

Based on the above, evaluative studies that contemplate EPSAN, especially GSR, are still 
necessary, as an integral part of the PNSAN. It is understood that evaluations with this design 
are important to give visibility to these equipment and to strengthen them as elements that 
promote the accomplishment of the HRAF and the qualification of the Brazilian indexes of FNS. 
It is also pointed out that the evaluative process of social programs such as the GSR should be an 
integrative approach, since its isolated use disqualifies the intersectoral and multifunctional nature 
of the same.

In this sense, it is important to highlight the relevance of this study, since it presents an 
Evaluation Matrix that contributes to the appreciation of GSR as a multifunctional tool within 
the PNSAN, increasing its potential beyond the provision of nutritionally adequate meals. This 
Evaluation Matrix, by locating limits and potentialities in the implementation of GSR, contributes 
to the optimization of their actions, expanding the scope and the impact of their actions. Another 
contribution to be highlighted is the potential for national and international dissemination of the 
expanded implementation of GSR and their potential, considering its scope and the decades of its 
existence.

It is hoped that the proposed Evaluation Matrix can be qualified and applied in different 
contexts, contributing to minimizing regional disparities in the number of GSR and stimulating 
scientific production in this field.

Among the limiting factors of this study is the absence of the definition of “value judgment” 
for the components of the Evaluation Matrix. However, it is believed that this model can be adapted 
to each reality, according to the specificity of each country and its population. Likewise, it is also 
accepted that the proposed model did not elaborate on aspects such as the financing issues or the 
impact of GSR on the public. However, it is reinforced that the proposal focused on the construction of 
an Evaluation Matrix for the characterization of the actions that should be prioritized by the managers 
of the GSR, seeking to obtain an outlook that could support future deepening into the subject.
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