
 
 

 
 

 

 

"Urban agriculture as a sustainable livelihood strategy in 

Khayelitsha, Cape Town: A critical appraisal of the 

Harvest of Hope marketing project" 

 

 

M.Sc. Integrated Natural Resource Management  

Denise Didem Wachholz 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

HUMBOLDT-UNIVERSITÄT ZU BERLIN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Life Science Faculty 

Albrecht Daniel Thaer-Institute of Agricultural and Horticultural Sciences 

 

 

"Urban agriculture as a sustainable livelihood strategy in Khayelitsha, Cape 

Town: A critical appraisal of the Harvest of Hope marketing project" 

 

 

M.Sc. Integrated Natural Resource Management  

Denise Didem Wachholz 

Student No.  568791 

 

 

         

PD Dr. sc. agr. Heide Hoffmann 

Life Science Faculty 

Albrecht Daniel Thaer-Institute of Agricultural and Horticultural Sciences 

Humboldt Universität zu Berlin 

 

Dr. Abdulrazak Karriem 

The Faculty of Economic and Management Science 

Institute for Social Development 

University of the Western Cape, Cape Town 



i 
 

 
 

Acknowledgment  

I would first like to thank my thesis advisor Dr. Abdulrazak Karriem of the Institute of 

Social Development at the Faculty of Economic and Management Science at University 

of Western Cape. The door to Dr. Karriem office was always open whenever I ran into a 

trouble spot or had a question about my research or writing. He consistently allowed 

this paper to be my own work, but steered me in the right the direction whenever he 

thought I needed it.  

I would also like to thank PD Dr. sc. agr. Heide Hoffmann of the Albrecht Daniel 

Thaer-Institute at the Life Science Faculty at the Humboldt Universität zu Berlin. She 

could give me a lot of support and motivation, even though she went through a very 

rough time herself.  

I would also like to thank the experts who were involved in the validation survey for 

this research project. Mainly the staff members of Abalimi Bezekhaya and Harvest of 

Hope. And most of all their farmers. Without their passionate participation and input, 

the validation survey could not have been successfully conducted. 

I would also like to acknowledge all my friends who took the time to read and give their 

very valuable comments on this thesis. Thank you for all your support, love and positive 

energy. 

Finally, I must express my very profound gratitude to my family and to my big spoon 

for providing me with unfailing support and continuous encouragement throughout my 

years of study and through the process of researching and writing this thesis. This 

accomplishment would not have been possible without them.  

Thank you 

Denise Didem Wachholz 

 

 



ii 
 

 
 

Abstract 

More than half of the worlds´ population presently lives in urban areas. Increasing 

population growth, migration to urban areas, environmental degradation and lack of 

economic growth have contributed to higher levels of unemployment and less secure 

livelihoods. Urban agriculture is one of the strategies that tackle these problems and 

improve livelihoods in poor or disadvantaged communities. Often socio-economic and 

political situations are the reason for many people to pick up urban agriculture. However, 

stakeholders have identified multiple hurdles limiting urban agriculture success 

including unstable access to money, labour, land and water. Furthermore, institutional 

and governmental support including local policy concerning urban agriculture is lacking. 

Studies say that South Africa is able to provide enough food to feed its population; 

however, almost half of all South Africans live below the poverty line, are food insecure 

and experience malnutrition. Recent problems such as droughts have led to rising food 

prices, crop disasters and reduced production on agricultural land. Moreover, the impact 

of HIV/AIDS and rapid urbanization have placed people living in urban areas in a very 

difficult situation. The City of Cape Town is one of the largest urban centres in South 

Africa and has the highest annual population growth rate, resulting from natural birth 

rates and in-migration from other provinces and abroad. All these factors have resulted 

in urban agriculture becoming an important tool to tackle socio-economic difficulties. 

This is especially the case in so-called “black townships”, which are characterized by a 

poor socio-economic situation and where people live under low standards and quality of 

life. People would prioritize different jobs over farming, but often there is no opportunity 

for them to work or generate any income. Therefore, urban agriculture is a survival 

strategy for many South Africans. 

Abalimi Bezekhaya, a NGO in Cape Town, established a project called Harvest of Hope, 

which supports poor people from townships such as Nyanga and Khayelitsha to engage 

in urban agriculture to improve their livelihoods and quality of life. This is done through 

training and supply of farming equipment. The organisation created a development 

continuum, which describes the different levels farmers should go through in order to 

succeed. It starts with the production just for self-consumption and proceeds towards 

working with Harvest of Hope and selling vegetables to local restaurants in order to 

generate income, save money and eventually turn it into a job. 
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The present study triangulated diverse data sources and methods to reduce bias and 

advance the convergent validity of the results. Questionnaires, in-depth interviews and 

secondary research gave a big scope of information as well as data which was analysed 

qualitatively and quantitatively. The study found that practicing urban agriculture in the 

townships of Cape Town is a primary livelihood strategy for a certain group of people. 

Applied by Harvest of Hope members it functions as a tool towards a sustainable and 

food secure livelihood. All capitals included in the Sustainable Livelihood Framework 

are enhanced, foremost the social and human capital. However, the degree of dependence 

of the farmers on the organisation is very high and brings concern of their sovereign 

activity in the future. In addition, the mission of Abalimi Bezekhaya shifted from food 

security projects and tight cooperation with home gardeners towards production 

gardens. Funding is defined as a major problem, which inhibits the organisation to shift 

back to home gardens, improvements of garden centres, and focus on food security 

programmes. 
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Part One 

The first part will introduce the topic of urban agriculture. It will further shed light on the 

socio-economic situation in South Africa, specifically in Cape Town and clarify the 

possible impact of UA on these conditions. The background information to the case study 

area and organisation section will describe Abalimi Bezekhaya, its functions and 

struggles they have been encountered with. This section will conclude with a report of 

the Harvest of Hope project, which will be focused on in this present study.  

 

1. Introduction 

More than half of the worlds´ population presently lives in urban areas. Increasing 

population growth, migration to urban areas, environmental degradation and the lack of 

economic growth have contributed to higher levels of unemployment and less secure 

livelihoods (World Bank, 2016). The causes and solutions for the problems still have not 

been presented appropriately. Even though the world has abundant food to feed its 

population, many countries, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa, cannot feed their people 

(World Bank, 2016; Hunger Notes, 2016). 

In many countries, even with GDP growth, unemployment and poverty rates are on the 

rise. Therefore, major objectives of the global agenda are food security, food sovereignty 

(Shattuck & Holt-Gimenez, 2010) and poverty alleviation (May & Rogerson, 1995). 

Economic, cultural and political life is influenced in some way by the security of food as 

an initial point. If the security of food is lacking, opportunities cannot be taken. When 

people lack necessities, they are most likely living in unstable conditions. If a country is 

food insecure or prone to be, the political agenda presumably will raise strategies to 

ameliorate the situation. The cultural life will be influenced too, when the major purpose 

of each day is to feed yourself and family.  

So far no unifying solution for solving these problems of our current world exists, though 

urban agriculture (UA) has been mentioned as one of many potential ones. UA could have 

a vital role in tackling the food problem of the growing urban population and increasing 

food insecurity (May & Rogerson, 1995; Pasquini, 2006). 

Agriculture remains very important in modern economies (Small, 2007a) and food 

production in cities is not a new phenomenon in developing or developed countries 
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(Pasquini, 2006). Different stakeholders, from hobby farmers to commercial farmers, 

from young to old are involved in UA on various scales. However, it is mostly practiced 

by low-income men and women for self-consumption on small plots with little to no 

external support or protection. In many cases these plots for agricultural activities are 

often not even owned by the urban gardeners (Mougeot, n.d.). 

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO, 2016) explains that 

around 800 million people are involved in UA. Low-income urban residents can save 

money on food purchases with being engaged. UA has many benefits, although it is still 

informal and illegal in many countries (FAO, 2016). The foremost advantage of UA is 

the improvement of the socio-economic position of the poor (May & Rogerson, 1995) as 

well as contributing to the livelihoods of the poor (de Satgé & William, 2008). UA can 

be related to several Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) (Game & Primus, 2015) and 

offers a wide range of benefits (Pasquini, 2006). With implementing UA, urban food 

security can be influenced and the people involved have the chance to take up 

entrepreneurship opportunities. This can potentially result in decreasing hunger and 

poverty (SDG 1 & 2). Beside this, with applying sustainable food production patterns 

(SDG 12 & 15), climate change related greenhouse gas emissions can be reduced. 

Furthermore, adopting environmentally sustainable practices, such as waste management, 

nutrient recycling and energy recycling, would support the integration of environmental 

values in development (SDG 15) (Game & Primus, 2015). 

There is a clear distinction between UA and various other forms of agriculture, e.g. rural 

agriculture, visible in the literature. It can be defined as the sowing of seeds and keeping 

animals within and around cities (RUAF, n.d.). It is often connected to economic 

activities, and understood as a key resource of complementing incomes in the cities (May 

& Rogerson, 1995). Its special feature is the integration into the urban economic and 

ecological systems, as well as incorporating the people (Mougeot, n.d.). Researchers 

defined UA in several ways. Depending on the researcher’s background, the emphasis 

was set upon a different aspect of UA (Mougeot, 1996). A widely accepted definition for 

UA was given by the FAO (2007, p.1) which is as follows 

“Growing of plants and the raising of animals for food and other uses within and 

around cities and towns, and related activities such as the production and delivery 

of inputs, processing and marketing of products.”  
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Furthermore, the organisation divided UA into Intra-urban agriculture and Peri-urban 

agriculture (FAO, 2007). Depending on where in the world UA is looked at, different 

ways of interpreting and implementing it can be observed. Specht et al. (2013, p.1) defines 

“Z-Farming” (Zero Acreage Farming) as a subtype and specification of general UA. It 

ranges from creating rooftop gardens, indoor farms to other building-related forms and it 

aims to add up to the food production on a large scale within urban areas. In countries, 

such as South Korea, Japan and Singapore, and cities like Chicago and Vancouver they 

describe vertical farms as “urban farming 2.0”. For this kind of UA, people use 

hydroponic systems in cavernous warehouses (Despommier, 2013).  

Beside the many approaches, and definitions, to UA, the reasons for participating in it 

vary as well. In South Africa, the socio-economic situation is the principle reason that 

many people pick up on UA. South Africa’s economic and social situation is marked with 

a low GDP growth of 1.5% with a downwards tendency, and a high unemployment rate 

of 25.3%. Furthermore, the poverty rate overall is 16.6% and almost a fifth (18.9%) of 

the population is infected with HIV (World Bank, 2016).   

Even though it is claimed that South Africa can provide enough food for its inhabitants, 

almost half of all South Africans live below the countries poverty line, which describes 

the required income for a specified amount of food (UNESCO, 2016). This poverty line 

lies in South Africa at ZAR 515 per month (Gumede, 2010). Furthermore, people are food 

insecure, experience malnutrition, and unemployment (Bourne, 2007). Rising food prices, 

crop disasters and too little production on agricultural land, as well as the increasing 

impact of AIDS and rapid urbanization could lead to difficult situations throughout the 

country. Therefore, solutions tackling these issues are needed.  

The data shows that South Africa has managed to reduce poverty, although poverty rates 

are still high (WCPT, 2014). Historical circumstances are generally referenced as the 

cause. The time of Apartheid led to a separation of the society and impacted the 

opportunities of the Blacks. In addition, the current government has proposed many 

strategies to improve the quality of life, but is often not capable of putting them into 

practice. A lot of research has been done concerning the impact of UA. Small (2004) 

claims that it has a positive impact on livelihoods. In addition, it functions as a buffer 

against political or economic shocks and hence creates a social safety net in the Western 

Cape Province and South Africa (FAO, 2007). 
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People around the globe, including South Africa, perceive UA as a way to tackle poverty, 

food insecurity and malnutrition (Pasquini, 2006). It is increasingly seen as a major means 

of supplementing incomes and the expression of love for gardening in the cities of South 

Africa (May & Rogerson, 1995). In addition to this, many connect UA to social benefits 

such as trust, social interaction and network (Dunn, 2008). It also seeks to ameliorate 

situations in crisis management when markets are not working and can create 

employment while improving physical and psychological health due to increased physical 

activity (Lock & van Veenhuizen, 2001). Beside these social and economic features, it 

offers environmental benefits, such as improved waste recycling or improved soil 

composition (Pasquini, 2006).  

Today, South Africa has a population of 54 million people, of which 64% live in urban 

areas with an increasing tendency. Through the ending of influx control in 1986, big 

townships have been created, which led to a decline in livelihood opportunities in the 

formal economy and an increase of UA activities (Reuther & Dewar, 2005). In 2011, 

16.6% of the population lived on less than $1.9 per day and around one quarter of all 

inhabitants lived in townships. These areas have an on average higher number of 

unemployment, criminality and chronic illness rate than elsewhere (World Bank, 2016). 

Overall, UA has very low returns. Many studies show that if a farmer could take up 

another job with regular and balanced income, he/she would prioritize this job over 

farming; but often there is no other option, and hence it is a survival strategy for many 

South Africans (Reuther & Dewar, 2005). With all its advantages and disadvantages, the 

future predictions and potentials for UA are therefore uncertain (Reuther & Dewar, 2005).  

Several studies and UA projects recorded in the Western Cape show positive outcomes 

(Small, 2004). To broaden this positive drive, the municipalities in the Western Cape 

Province formulated the theoretically “best practice” in form of the local policy in 2007, 

to promote and support the urban agricultural movement in the city of Cape Town. 

This analytical research aims to offer valuable clues to understanding the urban 

agricultural situation in Cape Town, specifically the transition towards a commercial level 

and its associated advantages and disadvantages. The main incentive for this research is 

to explore the project Harvest of Hope, which works tightly with urban farmers from the 

townships and offers them an opportunity to sell their produce. What is the project´s 

strategy, and who is profiting? To what extent does it influence the livelihood of engaged 

farmers? 
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Having said that, the thesis will be structured as follows: The first part will give an 

overview about the background to the study area and organisation. It will be expanded by 

contextual information about relevant literature and the current debate on food security, 

UA and farmer´s livelihood as well as the study of the NGO, Abalimi Bezekhaya, and its 

project Harvest of Hope. The second part will lay down the rational and significance of 

the study, clarifying its aims and research questions. Further, the theoretical framework, 

followed by the research design and methodology. Reasons for the chosen methods, their 

advantages and disadvantages will be exhibited. The third part will summarize the results 

obtained from the qualitative and quantitative analysis, as well as the discussion and 

conclusion. 

 

2. Background to the case study area and organisation 

The case study area is found in townships of South Africa, particularly Philippi, Nyanga, 

Gugulethu and Khayelitsha. They are located north-east of the Cape Town CBD and 

comprises a population of approximately 1 million inhabitants (Ndegwa , Horner, & Esau, 

2006; CCT Cencus, 2016). The region is most prominent for its sandy plains of the Cape 

Flats. The so called “black townships” are characterized by a poor socio-economic 

situation. High rates of unemployment, great number of infected people with HIV/AIDS, 

high criminal rates and economic inequalities, result in low living standards and quality 

of life (CCT Cencus, 2016; al+hdc, 2016). Statistical numbers generally reflect averages 

of unemployment, educational level or income for all of Cape Town. But if looking at 

these numbers separately, for CBD on the one side and the townships on the other, a major 

difference is evident. A key example is the finance and business service which creates the 

city´s major economic sector, contributing 32.4% of Cape Town´s Gross Value Added 

(EPIC, 2015). However, the investigation of the informal sector workers shows that 

labour is relatively unskilled and people often encounter barriers (e.g. entrepreneurial 

initiative, access to capital, and business expertise) for starting a business (EPIC, 2015). 

This results in just a small fraction of people from the informal sector contributing to the 

major economic sector, the finance and business service.  

Around one quarter of South Africans are jobless, Cape Town counts 23.9% of 

unemployed people. In comparison, the average unemployment rate of the named 

townships is 40.25%, almost 15% higher than the average for the country and the total 



6 
 

 
 

rate of Cape Town (World Bank, 2016; WCPT, 2014). Over 80% of the one and a half 

million Capetonians are engaged in the formal sector, whereas just about 11% in the 

informal (EPIC, 2015). The matric pass rate, i.e. number of people satisfying the 

minimum requirements to enter university, lies at over 80% in Cape Town City. However, 

the majority (48.4%) of the population in the named townships has an educational level 

of “some secondary” education (WCPT, 2014; CCT Cencus, 2016).  

The “Socio-economic Profile City of Cape Town” created by the Western Cape 

Government Provincial Treasury (2014), shows that in 2011 the largest fraction of 

households in the Cape Metro had an annual average income of ZAR 19.601 and ZAR 

307.600 (1$ = R13.74, Exchange Rate Feb. 2017). This would result in an average 

monthly income ranging from ZAR 1633 up to ZAR 25.633. The same study showed a 

high proportion of the population living without any income. This proportion is 13.7 % 

and 20% for Cape Town and the townships, respectively. The average household size in 

the townships is 3.33 and the monthly income lies between ZAR 1 and ZAR 1600. The 

poverty income describes the amount of money which is necessary to sustain a household, 

it differs depending on the size of the household (WCPT, 2014). The definition of the 

poverty income is based on the Bureau of Market Research’s Minimum Living Level. In 

2010, ZAR 1315 was needed for one person, ZAR 1626 for two, ZAR 2544 for four and 

ZAR 4729 for eight (WCPT, 2014). The poverty rate is described as the percentage of 

individuals living in households with an income lower than the poverty income. Putting 

these numbers together with the average household size in the townships, it will result in 

a high number of people living under the poverty rate. In Cape Town City, the poverty 

rate is 22.1%, but higher in the townships. About 70% of all households lived below the 

Household Subsistence Level (CCT Cencus, 2016; al+hdc, 2016). 

As mentioned before, UA offers strategies to improve these conditions. Abalimi 

Bezekhaya is one of the four leading organisations working with urban low-income 

people in Cape Town. It has played an important role in promoting UA in the socio 

economically neglected townships since the early 1980s (Small, 2007c; Olivier, 2015). 

This study will investigate to what extent Abalimi Bezekhaya has helped poor township 

residents to find an occupation, generate income and create sustainable livelihoods. South 

Africa with Cape Town area highlighted can be seen in Figure 1. Additionally, Figure 2 

shows Cape Town with the townships Philippi, Nyanga, Gugulethu and Khayelitsha 

(Ward 95, Kuyasa and Enkanini) marked.  
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Figure 2: Map of Cape Town 

 

Source: Battersby, The state of urban food insecurity in Cape Town, 2011, p.4 

 

Figure 1: Map of South Africa highlighted Cape Town 
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Abalimi Bezekhaya aims to establish sustainable organic micro urban agricultural 

projects on marginal land to improve the given conditions in this area (Small, 2007c). 

Incentives of the organisation are connected to alleviating poverty: sustainable food 

security, nature conservation, physical and psychological health, development of social 

fabric, skills development. The two main objectives are to eradicate food insecurity and 

enable farmers to develop sustainable livelihoods (Wits Siyakhana Initiative, 2014). Their 

mission is to turn unused land into community gardens with the production of organic 

vegetables to bring freedom from hunger, improve health, bring empowerment, create 

friendship, and a way of supporting others in the community (n.n., 2008). Through 

supporting employment, giving people occupation, Abalimi Bezekhaya leads a positive 

movement towards decreasing criminality and gang activity. It encourages “people to 

leave the streets and use their backyards to create a sustainable livelihood” (Murray, 2006, 

p.125). Abalimi Bezekhaya started a project called Harvest of Hope, which works with 

community gardens and sells their produce. Urban gardens which have been supported 

by this project are situated within a range of about 20 km around the office base at the 

Agro-Business Place Philippi in Cape Town, illustrated in the Figure 3 below (Rogerson, 

2010). Harvest of Hope will be the focus of this present study. 

Figure 3: Map of Townships in Cape Town with marked Harvest of Hope gardens 

 

Source: https://www.google.com/maps/d/viewer?mid=1G2GYhmSSVSP7dCT6FTQZ2Z4yyK4&ll=-

34.000571105540864%2C18.605306420898387&z=12 

https://www.google.com/maps/d/viewer?mid=1G2GYhmSSVSP7dCT6FTQZ2Z4yyK4&ll=-34.000571105540864%2C18.605306420898387&z=12
https://www.google.com/maps/d/viewer?mid=1G2GYhmSSVSP7dCT6FTQZ2Z4yyK4&ll=-34.000571105540864%2C18.605306420898387&z=12
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3. Literature Review  

The megatrends in the current world have implications for sustainability. Growing 

population and increasing urbanization are major factors, especially visible in developing 

countries (Relx Group, 2016). In South Africa, already 60% of the population lives in 

cities. Poverty rates will increase and meeting food security needs is and will continue to 

be an urban challenge (Frayne, Battersby-Lennard, Fincham, & Haysom, 2009; 

Battersby, 2011). A high number of undernourished people will negatively influence the 

economic and social development of the city and country. Therefore, a major focus should 

be laid upon the food system to work, particularly for the poor. This will have a positive 

impact on the country´s economy, employment, environment sustainability and health 

costs (Battersby, 2011). Most people in rural areas are employed and generate their 

income in the agriculture sector. It provides the livelihoods for 40% of the current world’s 

population (Relx Group, 2016). Therefore, it is important to support smallholder farmers 

to ameliorate the food security status and nutrition for the poor, further the food 

production for local and global markets. The connection between UA and food security 

has been recognised for many years, and that it can contribute in fighting urban hunger 

and malnutrition by providing access to fresh, nutritional food for fair prices (Crush, 

Hovorka, & Tevera, 2011). But the provision and security of food should be practised 

without compromising the social aspects nor the environment. The crop diversity on 

farmers´ field has been decreasing dramatically already. Advanced methods and practices 

can increase the environmental protection and nutritious level of the diet. Furthermore, it 

can improve livelihoods of the involved communities and make them more resilient, as 

well as promote sustainable farming systems (Relx Group, 2016). 

UA, specifically urban farming is an integral part of the urban economy, social and 

ecological system. It utilises urban resources and provides for urban citizens. The 

conditions in cities and the impacts on the urban system affect UA. UA composes a 

significant element for sustainable development management (FAO, 2007). The vision of 

UA goes along with the concept of sustainability, which includes self-reliance, support 

of the local economy, and reduced environmental harm (Hsin 1996, cited in Robertson, 

2013). 
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3.1 From Sustainable Development to Sustainability  

The Brundtland Commission has defined sustainable development as development that 

meets “the needs of the present without compromising the ability of the future generations 

to meet their own needs” (United Nations, 1987, p. 43). It stresses the importance of the 

needs of the world´s poor, and makes clear that technology and social organisation alone 

will not be able to replace environmental resources for current and future generations 

(United Nations, 1987). The foundation of sustainable development forms the 

interdependence between the continuing stability of the environment and economy 

(Emas, 2015). It describes the dependency of humanity on the environment and explains 

that environmental issues are global (Hopwood, Mellor, & O`Brien, 2005). In order to 

achieve sustainable development, economic, environmental and social concerns have to 

be incorporated in all decision-making processes in an integrated way and fragmentation 

has to be removed (Adams, 2001; Emas, 2015). It is worth mentioning that authors, such 

as Giddings, Hopwood and O´Brien (2002), say the term `sustainable development´ gives 

a lot of room for interpretation. Development is often too closely linked to the situation 

in the western capitalist societies in the past and present (Redclift, 2000). Therefore, they 

suggest to change it to sustainability or sustainable livelihoods to avoid 

misinterpretations, and instead place emphasis on human needs and the environment 

(Giddings, Hopwood, & O´Brien, 2002).  

There are different dimensions of sustainability. Conway (1986, p. 23) describes the 

sustainability of an agro-ecosystem or environmental sustainability as “the ability of a 

system to maintain its productivity when subject to stress or perturbation”. He explains 

that productivity, stability, sustainability and equitability form the properties of agro-

system; however, they are easy to define, but difficult to measure (Conway, 1986). Beside 

this, economical sustainability is most often connected to two economic paradigms, i.e. 

the weak and the strong sustainability. Neumayer says that in an economic concept, 

development is described to be “sustainable, if it does not decrease the capacity to provide 

non-declining per capita utility for infinity” (Neumayer, 2003, p. 7). So-called capital 

form the capacities to provide utility (Neumayer, 2003).   Within the theories of weak 

sustainability, natural capital can be exhausted considering building up man made capital 

in exchange. In contrast to that, in strong sustainability theories, natural capital is not 

substitutable (Neumayer, 2003). This study looks upon all three aspects (economic, 

environmental and social), but focuses on the social dimension. Social sustainability is 

changing over time and is influenced by external effects (e.g. change of local authority or 
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an airport extension). Economic, environmental or political change can impact social 

sustainability (Dempsey, Bramley, Power, & Brown, 2011). Various authors defined 

what a sustainable community is. Despite different explanations, they all refer to the 

“collective aspects of social life”. Inter-related measurable aspects are defined in Table 1 

below to analyse such social life, which are the following (Dempsey, Bramley, Power, & 

Brown, 2011): 

 

Table 1: Inter-related measurable aspects 

Social interaction/social network in the community 

Participation in collective groups and networks in the community 

Community stability  

Pride/sense of place 

Safety and security  

 

Sustainable systems can only be created if awareness and knowledge in the present 

society exist. People need to know how megatrends impact the earth’s resources and 

systems and that they influence the economy, social aspects and the environment 

(Mullinix, Fallick, & Henderson, 2009). With increasing urbanization people lose their 

connection to ecological engagement. Nevertheless, an increased agricultural production 

is needed, the global supply chain should be advanced, food losses and waste should be 

reduced and everyone who is experiencing hunger and malnutrition needs access to 

nutritious food (United Nations, 2015). 

 

3.2 Food Security in South Africa 

South Africa has been developing politically and economic since 1994. Nevertheless, the 

disadvantageous conditions, concerning for example unemployment and poverty, create 

difficult socio-economic situations in certain areas (Labadarios, et al., 2011). This puts 

South Africans in a problematic situation, since they are struggling to meet their basic 

household needs. Therefore, Labadarios et al. (2011) suggest an appropriate definition for 

“food insecurity” and the development of measures for the South African context. The 

notion of food security describes not only the availability of, but rather the access to food 

and includes the necessity of healthy food (Cofie, van Veenhuizen, & Drechsel, 2003).  
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The World Food Summit defined in 1996 (FAO, 2006) that:  

 

Food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical and economic 

access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and 

food preferences for an active and healthy life. 

 

Four key dimensions are connected to this definition: availability, stability, accessibility, 

and utilization. A food system can be described as weak, if one or more components are 

lacking (FAO, 2008). Moreover, if a household has no access and difficulties to adequate 

food, food insecurity is present (Labadarios, et al., 2011). 

 

Even though availability is shown as one of the key dimensions in cities, Battersby says 

that it does not cause food insecurity. Instead the lack of access to food markets (formal 

and informal), employment patterns and “spatial configuration” of the city does. Both, 

financial access, i.e. food prices and income, as well as physical access, i.e. distance and 

cost of transport, represent constraints (Hoornweg & Munro-Faure, n.d.). People´s diets 

in urban areas are shaped by geography, and access decides what they will have on their 

plates. There are two “hungry seasons”, which are January and the winter months. They 

are characterised by higher household outflow and lower income (Battersby, n.d.; De 

Cock, et al., 2013). The latter is due to seasonal employment, which declines during these 

months. Furthermore, Battersby (n.d.) argues that urban poverty differs to rural poverty 

in Sub-Saharan Africa and that therefore the needs of cities should be analysed and 

reflected in different ways than in rural areas. The research conducted by Ahmed et al. 

(2007) shows that the food insecurity situation in urban areas was the same or higher than 

in rural areas, regardless of the higher income of urban households. This is also due to the 

higher cost of living and the severe dependence on market dynamics for food in cities 

(Battersby, n.d.).  

 

De Cock et al. (2013) analysed the determinants of food security at the household level 

in rural areas in Limpopo province, South Africa. They found (I) human capital (mainly 

education, age of the household head, household size and dependency ratio), (II) 

household income, and (III) location as the most important determinants of household 

food security (De Cock, et al., 2013). To mention two examples, their findings confirm 

that education can contribute to improving food security levels, as well as labour markets. 
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De Cock et al. (2013) say that policies should be intensive on creating “dynamic rural 

labour markets with sustainable employment opportunities” (p. 280). On the other side, 

their research displays that the coefficients of food production and access to land are very 

close to zero, i.e. do not seem to be determinants of food security. They construed that 

participating in any household food production activity does not lead to a higher food 

security status (De Cock, et al., 2013). Furthermore, households with less members with 

elder and well educated household heads, as well as household with higher income are 

less prone to be food insecure (De Cock, et al., 2013). In contrast to this, Battersby (2011) 

explicates that there is no strong relation between food security and household size, nor 

age. 

 

South Africa is a food secure nation, nevertheless around 26% of the households are food 

insecure (Wilkinson, 2006; Labadarios, et al., 2011). The distribution in rural and urban 

areas is presented in Figure 4 below.  

 

Figure 4: Food insecurity in urban and rural areas according to three national 

survey spanning 1999-2008, South Africa 

 

Source: Labadarios, et al., 2011 

 

The South African poverty situation is marked by inequality in income and asset 

ownership. Historical circumstances, such as Apartheid, created an unclear situation 

concerning policy measures towards tackling poverty and food insecurity, as well as 
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launching the connection between poverty, incomes and food security (De Cock, et al., 

2013). South Africa has not found a selective method to identify food security neither to 

monitor the food security status of its population (De Cock, et al., 2013). The Food 

Gardens Policy in Support of Poverty Alleviation and Reduction (2013) displays the 

correlation between food security and poverty (CCT, 2013). In 2002 “The vision of the 

Integrated Food Security Strategy [was] to attain universal physical, social and economic 

access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food by all South African at all times to meet their 

dietary and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (IFSS, 2002, p. 6). This is still 

a major challenge, especially in urban areas. But to tackle the challenges related to 

poverty and food insecurity in African cities, The African Food Security Urban Network 

(AFSUN) was established in 2007. Their first task was to create and enforce a baseline 

urban food security survey eleven cities in nine Southern African Development 

Community (SADC) countries in selected areas. This study gives information about the 

food security situation in Cape Town.  

 

3.1.1 Food Security in Cape Town 

Challenges such as increased prices for food and basic assets, such as electricity, as well 

as insistent unemployment and lack of skills will likely lead to more households suffering 

from food insecurity. Households in Cape Town defined losing their employment, deaths, 

illness and accidents, as well as losing/reducing income as factors which impact their 

ability to feed their families (Battersby, 2011). The food security status is influenced by 

various other aspects.  

 

Living in shacks increases the chance to be severely food insecure by about 20% in 

comparison to houses dwellers. This is probably due to the distance to formal markets, 

which influences the geographical access to less expensive food. They might also have 

less room for storage and buy smaller amounts which bear higher costs. Overall it is 

visible that malnutrition rates are increasing in urban areas (Battersby, 2011). Considering 

the results of the Household Food Security Access Scale (HFIAS), which analysed the 

situation in 1060 households in Ocean View, Brown´s Farm in Philippi and Enkanini and 

Kuyasa in Khayelitsha, 80% of the study population are measured to be moderately or 

severely food insecure, in Khayelitsha even 89%. The average shows that just 15% are 

defined as food secure, in Philippi and in Khayelitsha less than 10% (Battersby, 2011). 

The study showed that 71% of the respondents did not have sufficient amounts of food 
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within the household the previous year. Beside this, another 88% explained that it 

occurred that they could not afford food in the last 6 months, while it happened to 44% 

once a week or more.  

 

The household income influences the food security status. 80% of the people earning very 

little money (>ZAR 1200) were severely food insecure (Figure 5). Income can influence 

food insecurity in a significant way (Battersby, 2011). Still there are other determinants 

beside income in poor communities. Households spend in average about 28,5% of their 

income on food. Only 26% of those interviewed said that the price increase did not 

influence their supermarket run, another 35% was influenced about once a month, as well 

as another 35% more than once a week. Eleven percent of the study population said that 

they did not have adequate food due to the food price every day. The Food Gardens Policy 

in Support of Poverty Alleviation and Reduction (2013) displays the correlation between 

food security and poverty. Four out of ten households in Cape Town´s poor areas (e.g. 

Khayelitsha, Philippi and Ocean View) cannot afford to buy food at least once a week. 

People living in Cape Town often receive social protection in the form of grants. 

Nevertheless, the study shows that grant receiving households are not much more likely 

to be more food secure (Battersby, 2011).   

 

                   Figure 5: Food security status by income 

 

Source: Battersby, The state of urban food insecurity in Cape Town, 2011, p.18 
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It has been said that applying several livelihood strategies can increase the resilience and 

stability of households and therefore a desertification of strategies is often visible 

(Battersby, 2011). However, in Cape Town this is not evident. Half of the study 

population had no further livelihood strategy apart from their main source of income. 

Still, farming in urban areas is regularly adapted as a secondary livelihood as people often 

work part-time only (FAO, 2007). But less than 5% of disadvantaged households in Cape 

Town are involved in UA, and obtained food by growing it; this is a relatively low number 

compared to other Sub-Saharan cities (Battersby, 2012). This is often the case with 

female-headed households, because they are disproportionately affected by poverty, 

which results in a higher vulnerability towards food insecurity (CCT, 2013; de Satgé & 

William, 2008). 

 

In summary it can be said that South Africa is overall a food secure country, however the 

living condition in urban areas, especially in the townships of Cape Town, show a 

different reality. In fact, up to 80% of the people are food insecure.  

 

3.3 Urban Agriculture  

Almost everywhere, small-scale entrepreneurs emerged over time and the development 

of UA progressed. They produce food explicitly for sale and not for home consumption 

(Crush, Hovorka, & Tevera, 2011). The access to markets for small-scale urban producers 

got tougher due to the increase in market share for obtaining fresh produce by 

supermarkets. Many of the urban producers do not meet the quality criteria of 

supermarkets nor can supply regularly. Nevertheless, farmer´s markets link informal 

urban farmers to formal market systems (Robertson, 2013). Growing food does contribute 

to food security to some extent. It increases the nutrient level of diets (especially when 

planted in an organic way), as well as local production, it ameliorates the urban self-

sufficiency and “sustainability of household food sourcing and gardeners´ overall health 

and well-being” (Kortight & Wakefield, 2010, p. 1). One aim of UA is to reconnect 

consumers with the producers (Steel, 2008). Table 2 below summarizes relevant reasons 

to start urban farming and its benefits, given by authors such as Mougeot (n.d.), May and 

Rogerson (1995), Rogerson (2010), Game and Primus (2015), FAO (2007) and Orsini 

and Kahane (2013). 
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Table 2: Motivations for and Benefits of Urban Agriculture  

Reasons to start urban agriculture Benefits of urban agriculture 

Employment opportunities  Food security and increasing quality of food 

Poverty Income and saving opportunities  

Food insecurity and Nutritional quality Entrepreneurship opportunities  

Making productive use of urban open 

space 

Social networks, improved livelihoods and 

gender relations 

Treating and/or recovering urban solid 

and liquid wastes 

Conservation of natural habitats and 

organisms, as well as climate change 

impact mitigation 

Management of freshwater resources 

 

Overall it has been analysed that UA is a more socially orientated activity with therapeutic 

goals for vulnerable groups in cities (Sanyé-Mengual, Anguelovski, Oliver-Solá, 

Montero, & Joan, 2015). The motivation behind UA for women is to save money because 

it is not spent on groceries in shops. Therefore, it can be saved or used for other purposes 

such as education fees for children (Webb, 1998). 

 

UA draws down a high complexity with all its constraints and benefits, therefore it is 

complicated for policy makers and other actors to support and engage with the possible 

advantages of UA in a productive manner (Webb, 2011) 

Stakeholders identify multiple hurdles limiting urban farm success including unstable 

access to money, labour, land and water (Albertson, 2012). Further, financing machinery, 

transportation, crop security and the need for support services are challenging (de Satgé 

& William, 2008). Moreover, the success of UA is negatively affected by the lack of 

institutional and governmental support, including local policies (Albertson, 2012; 

Rogerson, 2010). It has been identified that UA could threaten public health, have 

environmental impacts, risks of contamination and pollution (Mougeot, n.d.; Rogerson, 

2010; May & Rogerson, 1995; Orsini & Kahane, 2013; Bryld, 2003). These negative 

aspects include contamination of crops with chemical residues, heavy metal and 

pathogens, soil degradation, contamination of groundwater and surface with agro-

chemicals, problems connected with land and water issues (Pasquini, 2006). 
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Probably the main constrains for urban farmers in South Africa is access to land and 

legality (Bryld, 2003). The low degree of formal organisation of urban producers will 

decrease the possibilities to improve farming systems and marketing opportunities. 

Further, low agricultural productivity and profitability will lack (Crush, Hovorka, & 

Tevera, 2011). Bryld (2003) says that urban farmers who have no legal access to land 

tend to plant short-term seasonal crops, which might reduce soil quality and the ecological 

diversity. The aspect of sustainability will be affected too. When urban farmers fear threat 

of theft, slashing or eviction, the motivation in investing is greatly contracted (Bryld, 

2003).  

 

The focus of UA is the creation of sustainable livelihoods (Wits Siyakhana Initiative, 

2014). UA has been claimed to be a “sustainable solution for dealing with gaps in the 

local food system, and proponents often highlight many social, environmental and 

economic benefits” (Cook, Oviatt, Main, Kaur, & Brett, 2015). Independent of age, 

gender, and ethnicity, gardening is a preferred form of exercise, yet older individuals 

participate in gardening more frequently than younger ones. It is worth mentioning that 

gardening is not always captured as exercise, but rather as leisure or labour activities. 

Further, researchers showed that in various places in the world many individuals practice 

gardening in order to share the produce and activity with friends, families, neighbours, 

and/or disadvantaged members of the community. This results in bringing people 

together, community-building and improvement of neighbourhoods. Furthermore, it has 

been shown that it associates positively with personal attention to health and wellness 

(Bellows, Brown, & Smit, 2004). 

 

The government in South Africa supports UA; nevertheless, the means through which the 

policies are being executed is left ambiguous (Robertson, 2013). Battersby explains that 

household food production and social safety nets alone cannot realize the right to food. 

Therefore, knowing and tackling the causes for food insecurity at the food system and 

their connection to greater processes of social, spatial, political and economic exclusion 

is essential. Hence, Battersby points out that the “development of an explicitly urban food 

policy, which goes beyond UA, and responsibility for the realisation of the right to food 

to be partially devolved to the City scale” is essential (Battersby, n.d., p. 22).  
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Crush et al. (2011) indicate that across Southern African cities urban food production is 

driven by household survival rather than commercial income generating opportunities 

(Crush, Hovorka, & Tevera, 2011). 

 

Yet, findings of De Cock et al. (2013) show that the food production in household does 

not contribute to an advanced food security status. They say that “currently households 

who might have weaker access to external income are not able to compensate by 

producing food for subsistence purposes” (De Cock, et al., 2013, p. 280). Another study 

showed that the outputs in urban areas were lower, since they were unable to deliver 

sufficient amounts of obtained inputs to hold soil nutrients. Furthermore, they argue that 

in order to receive a steady food supply through UA the application of intense fertilizer 

imports and/or nutrient recycling is necessary (Enete & Achike, 2008). While some 

believe that UA is destructive for the environment, others suggest that it could be the 

answer to environmental problems (Binns & Lynch, 1998). For example, organic UA, 

creates less environmental costs, since it is grounded on ecological and biological 

principles. There is no reasonable difference found between organic agriculture yields 

compared to conventional farming systems (Vasilikiotis, 2000). In addition, organic 

farming seeks natural sustainability and is easily applicable by the poor; just a few days 

of training is necessary in order to learn the basic techniques and practices. However, the 

major problem is the consumer mind-set, associated with lack of investment, skills, 

subsidies and chronic illnesses (Small, 2007a). 

 

The study by Crush et al. (2011) shows that 77% of households in Southern African cities, 

which engage in urban food production as an additional livelihood strategy, turn out to 

be food insecure. Crush et al. (2011) explain that in some cases UA could ameliorate the 

worst aspects of food insecurity for a few households to become food secure, but it does 

not presently solve the problem. Further, informal trading and selling are shown to be the 

major means of making a livelihood and trying to mitigate food insecurity (Crush, 

Hovorka, & Tevera, 2011). The paper claims that UA is not as widely practiced as it 

sometimes appears. It is practiced by a small minority who have access to land and inputs 

“and those who lack regular access to wage income and the ability to meet their needs 

through food purchase” (Crush, Hovorka , & Tevera, 2011, p. 298). People having the 

power over several important assets can pull the household out of poverty (Bergdegue & 

Escobar, 2001). But trying to push households into engaging with it without these assets 
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means pushing them deeper into poverty. Crush et al. (2011) say that 96% of the 

population in targeted areas by local NGOs in Cape Town have never eaten home garden 

food, which leads to the assumption that UA does not contribute significantly to food 

security (Crush, Hovorka, & Tevera, 2011). But they also claim that it does not mean that 

urban cultivation could not have a larger positive impact on food security of the urban 

poor (Crush, Hovorka, & Tevera, 2011).  

 

To understand the link between food security and poverty, a livelihoods approach which 

contemplates the extent of household resources and their food security strategies is 

valuable (Battersby, n.d.) and beside all described constraints, UA has been proven to be 

successful in many cases. People consider UA as a livelihood strategy. For that, UA needs 

financial and political power. Governments are starting to support farmers politically, but 

they often lack access to credit. Again, the access to assets is essential. This means, to use 

UA as a poverty alleviation strategy or livelihood strategy, various factors, all defined 

specifically for each given area respectively, including access to assets/resources, 

governmental involvement, and market availability must be considered (Robertson, 

2013). Overall it can be said that to address poverty through UA, access to financial 

resources, knowledge/training, as well as material is required (Enete & Achike, 2008).  

Different aspects, including environmental or financial, should be considered to enable 

people to engage in UA. The following section will lay these out for Cape Town, 

specifically for the townships, with Khayelitsha as an example.  

 

3.3.1 Urban Agriculture in Cape Town 

The problematic social situation in the townships of Cape Town may turn UA into a 

possible alternative livelihood strategy, or at least a part of such a strategy. The majority 

of people undertaking UA are applying it as a survival strategy with gardens in their 

backyard to add up their real income. It allows household to manage risk and cut 

vulnerability, they can feed themselves to a certain extent. However, studies conclude 

that the harsh environment, potential land shortage and various other factors may show 

significant uncertainty about the potential in Cape Town (Reuther & Dewar, 2005). 

 

It can be said that its potential is dependent on the given biophysical and social 

characteristics. These include the availability of land, which is often believed to be the 

main constraint (Reuther & Dewar, 2005). A high competition about the land use exists 
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in Cape Town. It could be used for housing development (e.g. schools, church property), 

nature conservation areas and ecological corridors and recreation areas (Reuther & 

Dewar, 2005). Furthermore, it includes the availability of labour and the prospect of 

sufficient returns in comparison to alternative livelihood chances. In 1998, Eberhard 

suggested that people could earn ZAR 1.60 per square meter, with ZAR 0.25 per hour 

return for labour work. The author further stated that the level of poverty is not dramatic 

enough to make it viable, because the low return will not be attractive enough to the 

people (Eberhard, 1998, cited in Reuther & Dewar, 2005). Furthermore, there was little 

interest in UA found in the communities (Beaumont, 1990, cited in Reuther & Dewar, 

2005). Beaumont further expresses that this is due to low economic benefits, the absence 

of organizational resources, high pressure from the land competition and additional 

aspects such as employment and housing (1990). Beside these aspects, the given 

environmental conditions impact the persistence of UA. These are harsh in Cape Town, 

especially in the townships. Particularly the informal settlements have soils, which are 

sandy and poor on nutrients, and lack land and water (Thorgren, 1998, cited in Reuther 

& Dewar, 2005). 

 

However, despite the described difficulties, various home and community gardens show 

that UA can be feasible in Cape Town (Fermont, Van Asten, Keet, & Van Boom, 1998) 

(Fleming, 2003 cited in Reuther & Dewar, 2005). They explained that initially the gardens 

will make a loss, yet a committed farmer could overcome the initial problems and earn at 

some point R1200 a month from a 600m2 (Fleming, 2003; Fermont et al., 1998 cited in 

Reuther & Dewar, 2005). Still, both studies showed that people left the community 

gardens when they fund regularly paid jobs. 

 

In addition, the social support facilities and possible networks play a major role (Reuther 

& Dewar, 2005). The City of Cape Town developed an Urban Agriculture Policy and an 

Urban Agricultural Unit within the Economic Development Facilitation Unit in order to 

respond to food insecurity (CCT , 2007). Several stakeholders are involved in the overall 

movement of UA in South Africa. These are for example, the Department of Economic 

Development, which takes care of the Urban Agriculture Policy for the city, the 

Provincial Department of Agriculture which supplies food gardens with grants, and the 

National Department of Rural Development and Land Reform which supports food 

garden projects. Moreover, the Provincial Department of Social Development and the 
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National Department of Social Development assist in identifying food security 

programmes. Additionally, NGOs, CBOs, FBOs, businesses, and research organisations 

may be consulted concerning food gardens and food security (CCT, 2013).  

 

3.3.2 Urban Farming Policy in the City of Cape Town 

The following information is cited from the Urban Farming Policy in the City of Cape 

Town published by the Economic and Human Development Department in 2007. Since 

then the policy has been changed multiple times, but none of the revised versions has 

been published.  At the end of this section information to the latest revised version of the 

policy (2012, unpublished) will be added, it was received from a member of the Urban 

Agriculture Unit in 2016. Integrated stakeholders mentioned in the policy are the 

Department of Agriculture, the Provincial Department of Agriculture, the National 

Departments of Health and Education and the National Department of Land Affairs. 

 

The Urban Farming Policy from 2007 aims to develop an integrated and holistic approach 

for the effective and meaningful development of UA in the City of Cape Town.  It focuses 

on agricultural activities by the poorest of the poor within the urban (built) areas. UA is 

defined as:  

(…) the production, processing, marketing and distribution of crops and animals 

and products from these in an urban environment, using resources available in 

that urban area for the benefit largely of residents from that area (CCT , 2007).  

The overall purpose of the policy is to work “collectively to create more real and 

sustainable opportunities”, and it aims to support the “recognition and status to urban 

agriculture in Cape Town” (p. 1). The vision is to achieve a prosperous and growing urban 

agricultural sector through different strategic goals. These goals mainly target 

disadvantaged people and their ability to engage in UA. Furthermore, the intention is to 

create commercially sustainable economic opportunities, through promoting jobs and 

generating income. This shall not only be put into practice through the programme of the 

Department of Land Affairs, which is dealing with the land reform. And which will 

manage to give farmers privately owned land, creating an opportunity to become 

commercial. But also with the establishment of an Urban Agricultural Unit and urban 

agricultural resource centres, to spread UA in Cape Town and show governmental 

support. 
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The City of Cape Town supports and promotes UA within the context that it will not 

degrade the quality of life of citizens, will not be harmfully to public health or the natural 

environment, and contribute to the social and economic well-being of people. Its approach 

is to focus on household food security and income creation. It supplies survivalist 

gardeners with a start-up kit. But overall, the assistance for practitioners depends on the 

type and scale of activity they are committed to, i.e. home or community gardens, micro 

or small emerging farmers. The policy states that the contribution of the urban agricultural 

activity concerning food security, survival income and related issues shall be evaluated. 

Assistance will just be given if a proper business and management plan, indicating its 

feasibility in the short and its sustainability in the long term. The area people plan to be 

planting their crops will be analysed, concerning environmental health impacts, visual 

impacts, character of the specific area and more. Beside this, practitioners are advised to 

act according to the principles of the Integrated Development Plan (IDP), Spatial 

Development Framework, the Integrated Environmental Management Plan, Economic 

Development Strategy and Water Services Development Plan.  

The 2007 policy states that, “the city believes that agriculture can play a pivotal role in 

poverty alleviation and economic development [and] the city will follow a dual approach 

with the focus on household food security and creation of income” (p. 2). Hence, strategic 

imperatives were created, including the creation of linkages with other strategies or 

building strategic partnerships, as well as including UA in land use management and 

physical planning. Table 3 lists all strategic imperatives of the Urban Farming Policy 

from 2007. 

Table 3: Strategic imperatives concerning urban agriculture´s impact on poverty 

alleviation and economic development  

Strategic Imperatives 

Include UA in land use management and physical planning  

Create linkages with other strategies 

Build strategic partnerships 

Release municipal land for urban agricultural purposes 

Provide subsidized water for vulnerable groups 

Specific strategy for livestock keeping 

Introduce a support programme for urban agriculture 

Integrate urban agriculture into commercial agricultural industry 

   Source: CCT, Urban Agricultural Policy for the City of Cape Town, 2007 
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Beside these strategic imperatives, the clarification of the role and responsibilities of 

stakeholders, as well as the introduction of consultative forums, an institutional 

framework and the determination of an urban agricultural assistance programme form 

objectives. Furthermore, key implementations actions of the Urban Farming Policy 2007 

were formulised. The following actions are worth mentioning: 

 

 Establish and maintain a comprehensive database for all stakeholders 

 Introduce and maintain research programme 

 Design land release / utilization plan for urban agricultural purposes 

 Develop and introduce monitoring and impact assessment tools and mechanisms  

 

Concerning the revised policy from 2012, the National Department of Rural Development 

and Land Reform was a new active associate. Within the policy an additional problem 

statement which is to grow “local recognition that urban agriculture can contribute 

towards a sustainable and resilient city, studies and reality show that comparatively few 

poor households in Cape Town are involved in UA as an element of their livelihood 

strategies” (p. 1) was formulated. The emphasis was not laid upon on the dual approach 

anymore, which was household food security and creation of income. It was rather related 

to the benefits of UA on social, economic and ecological dimensions. These dimensions 

are summarized in the following Table 4. The social dimension attributes to subsistence 

oriented urban agricultural activities, whereas the economic dimension to market oriented 

activities. The ecological dimension describes a multi-functional approach, i.e. the 

importance of UA in environmental management.  

Table 4: Benefits of urban agriculture on social, economic and ecologic dimensions 

Social (Inclusive City) Economic dimension 

(Productive City) 

Ecological dimension 

(Green and healthy City) 

Improved food security 

and nutrition 

Income generation Urban greening 

Poverty alleviation Employment creation Recreational services 

(Sport and education) 

Social inclusion Enterprise development Productive use of urban 

wastes 

Community-

building/social cohesion 

Market chain development Reduction of the urban 

ecological footprint 

HIV-AIDS mitigation  Improved urban-micro-

climate 
 

Source: Revised unpublished Urban Farming Policy from 2012 
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Instead of aiming to clarifying “the role and responsibilities of stakeholders”, the revised 

policy tries to clarify “the role and responsibilities of the municipality in relation to other 

role players and stakeholder”. Overall, it makes it clearer that many stakeholders are 

involved in the movement of integrating UA in the city. Beside this, it refers to “the 

diversification and up scaling of urban agriculture in the city”, whereas the policy from 

2007 just generally talked about the “development of urban agriculture”. The compilation 

of a multiyear comprehensive development agenda for UA in the city formed a new 

objective. It has been developed already, but is still unpublished. Furthermore, the revised 

policy strives an evaluation of the importance of UA, to form it into a realistic competition 

equal to other practices for improved resource allocation.  

The 2007 policy explains to “acquire commonage land for the purpose of UA through the 

Land Reform Programme of the Department of Land Affairs (DLA), i.e. grant funding 

from the DLA will be used to purchase commercial farm land which will be made 

available (leased to) to the emerging city farmers through a permit system” (p. 5). The 

revised version refers still to the leasing system but does not mention grant funding in any 

way. Instead it added the information of the legal framework of the Municipal Finance 

Management Act (Act 56, 2003) as reference for financial assistance.  

Before engaging in UA and starting a home or community garden, preconditions for 

receiving support should be met. Interested people should create a project brief, a written 

approval from the land owner where they plan to farm, and a confirmation of access to 

water. In case people want to start a community garden, they should provide formal 

information on all participating members. 

The revised policy refers to the “current context of rising unemployment, high food price 

inflation and growing food insecurity” and that it therefore focuses “on how to [upscale] 

significantly the scale (higher volumes of production) and scope (more types of UA 

activities)” (p. 15). Key drivers are described to achieve this objective. First, with a 

broader service through capacity-building, skills development programmes and 

alignment of interventions. Second, through advanced resources to improve the urban 

agricultural development programme, including staff and financial resources. Third, with 

concentration on home gardens and raise awareness and spread knowledge on how to 

grow own food in the current economic situation. Lastly, through connecting to further 

networks and external development assistance, i.e. banks or agribusinesses, parastatal and 

overseas agencies.  
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The revised policy includes additional Key Focus Areas (KFA). These describe the aim 

of raising awareness and promoting UA, with the objective to inform people about the 

support Cape Town is offering them regarding UA.  Another added KFA aims to “create 

flexibility to address critical enabling issues as and when they arise” (p. 18). Beside these 

points, the involvement of the youth, the role of UA in the food system of Cape Town 

and progressing a sub-strategy for livestock keeping in urban areas was imposed.  

Before and after introducing the Urban Farming Policy in the City of Cape Town various 

organisations have been trying to provide precisely these needed assets and resources to 

support people in disadvantages urban areas to help them out of poverty and ameliorate 

their food insecurity level. An example is Abalimi Bezekhaya. This organisation has been 

part of many research projects, related to topics on UA, for example the impact of home 

gardens or social benefit of community gardens. Its main project Harvest of Hope 

functions as a bridge to the commercial level and markets. There is a lack of research 

looking specifically on this part of the organisation. Its function, purpose, aims and 

process have changed over the last six years and needs to be analysed. Therefore, it will 

be used as the case study in this thesis. To my knowledge, there has not been any research 

conducted, which looks at the change from the livelihood level to the commercial level, 

their connected economic and social impacts with Harvest of Hope as case study. In the 

next section the organisation Abalimi Bezekhaya and the project itself will be described 

in more detail.  

 

3.4 Abalimi Bezekhaya and Harvest of Hope 

In contrast to most provinces in South Africa, urban areas in the Western Cape are home 

to people who live in extreme poverty (de Satgé & William, 2008). The Western Cape is 

the second largest urbanized area in South Africa and experienced an annual population 

growth rate of 2.6% in the period of 2001-2011 (Kok, O’Donnovan, Bouare, & van Zyl, 

2003; WCPT, 2014). This high number is also due to inter-provincial and international 

migration - where people are moving to the Western Cape with the expectation of finding 

employment and improved living standards (WCPT, 2014). These aspects have been 

connected to the shift of poverty into urban areas (de Satgé & William, 2008).  

Abalimi Bezekhaya was established in 1982/83 in order to fight against poverty and to 

improve the social and environmental situation in the townships. As a civil society 
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organisation, it aimed to create and restore green areas in the socio-economically 

neglected townships and has become one of the most prominent urban agricultural 

organisations in Cape Town. It builds up and supports sustainable organic micro urban 

agricultural projects on marginal land. In this regard, it is important to know that they are 

not certified and the term organic is not protected in South Africa. To do so the 

organisation embodies and focuses on the seven core activities, summarized in the 

following table. 

Table 5: Core Activities of Abalimi Bezekhaya  

Project implementation 

Resource supply 

Training 

Community-building 

Partnership and Networking 

Research, Monitoring and Evaluation 

Organisational and Financial Sustainability   

Source: Small, 2009 

In addition to this, it concentrates on the four pillars of agriculture support, which include 

access to agricultural inputs, the provision of training and extension, access to guaranteed 

fair price markets and providing capital to start up and grow. Furthermore, a Development 

Continuum helps to create sustainable community gardens and farming projects. It has 

been adapted to Abalimi Bezekhayas structure and describes step by step the pathway to 

a successful project outcome (Small, 2007b). The Continuum distinguishes four phases 

or levels, starting with the Survival level, where the farmers produce for their own 

consumption, grow their seasonal vegetables and spend very little money on essential 

inputs. The farmer could also be subsidized permanently. The second is the Subsistence 

level, the farmers are still producing for their own consumption and grow seasonally but 

the farming is intensified with regular surplus of crops; here selling becomes more 

important and the money earned goes to supplement household income. This level is 

followed by the Livelihood level, where production is still for own consumption but is 

intensified and continuous, the savings are stable and regular and are used in order to 

reinvest in the garden, to generate profit and savings (Kirkland, 2008). Other occupations 

become often side activities at the livelihood level. Here stability and sustainability 

should be shaped. Project vulnerability is minimized due to mutually supportive actions. 
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Finally, at the Commercial level, farmers still consume their vegetables but a large portion 

of produce is sold. But the aim here is to stabilize production, sell enough in order to save 

up, reinvest and gain profit, and eventually turn it into a formal job (Kirkland, 2008).  

External support, through Non-Governmental-Organisations such as Abalimi Bezekhaya, 

which seek to benefit previously disadvantaged people (D´Hease & Kirsten, 2006), is 

often needed for development programmes. Programmes should be reflected carefully, 

created with simple and explicit targeting mechanisms, which can be monitored. 

Moreover, they should be created on objective criteria, should promote transparency and 

minimize political interference concerning resource allocation (D´Hease & Kirsten, 

2006). Within the analysis of the linkages between the expert´s knowledge and the 

decision makers within boundary organisations it has been shown that Abalimi 

Bezekhaya in fact goes deeper than normal education, monitoring and evaluation or 

marketing strategies; it gives room and methods for epistemological, cultural, and 

interpersonal boundaries for UA experts and farming practitioners (Albertson, 2012). 

Abalimi Bezekhaya works with single producers, who are most of the time people with a 

home garden and producing for own consumption; as well as community gardens. These 

community gardens are usually bigger and not home gardens; they are often divided in 

different sections which are managed by multiple people. The produce is for own 

consumption and sale. Each garden, depending on its capital assets combination, is 

dedicated to a certain level in the development continuum (survival, subsistence, 

livelihood, commercial level). Generally small-scale producers face constraints in 

marketing products due to high transaction costs in the market chain. Further, they have 

imperfect access to physical and financial resources, which limits their scale of 

production. They also often lack sufficient skills, training and information (Kruijssen, 

Keizer, & Giuliana, 2009). The combination of capital assets (social, physical, natural, 

financial, and human) is overall lacking or unsatisfactory. Small urban agricultural 

projects have a low chance to survive, therefore many people group up and become 

community projects.  

In 2008, Harvest of Hope started as a project by Abalimi Bezekhaya in corporation with 

the South African Institute of Entrepreneurship (SAIE), the business Place Philippi, and 

the Pick´n´Pay foundation (Heyman, 2008). “Harvest of Hope is the organic vegetable 

box structure run by Abalimi Bezekhaya. It provides an AFN [alternative food network] 

for organically produced vegetables of small-scale commercial urban agricultural projects 
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located in the Nyanga and Khayelitsha areas of Cape Town” (Kirkland, 2008, p. 83). 

Some farmers only produce for self-consumption, while others produce enough food to 

join Harvest of Hope (Posthumus, n.d.). It functions as a social enterprise with the aim of 

ensuring marketing opportunities for the vegetables of the Abalimi Bezekhaya business 

and to bond farmers to consumers (informal conversations and observation, 2016; 

Posthumus, n.d.). Through Harvest of Hope, Abalimi Bezekhaya started to provide an 

out-grower model, which explicitly contracts participating farmers to grow organic but 

uncertified vegetables (de Satgé & William, 2008). Nevertheless, initially it was focused 

on training farmers to comply with organic certification standards. But the focus shifted 

towards the output of enough quantity of vegetables from the farmers through the Harvest 

of Hope pack house and to the market (de Satgé & William, 2008).  

Abalimi Bezekhaya is linked to donors, volunteers (local and international), businesses 

and organisations. Their marketing strategy to connect to donors is managed through their 

newsletter and tours to gardens, garden centres and the Harvest of Hope pack shed. A 

local retailer represents one of the key funders; he believes that Abalimi Bezekhaya 

strengthens low-income individuals and connects them with the environment. Their 

connection to local commercial farms gives them the opportunity to source inputs such 

as manure, and outsource organic produce. Abalimi Bezekhaya is also linked to other 

organisations, which share the same focus. For instance, SEED (School Environment 

Education Development) is a non-profit organisation that boosts schools to teach UA 

(Olivier, 2015). 

There are around 38 gardens that deliver to Harvest of Hope (Status: April 2016). Every 

week field workers go to these gardens with the aim of checking the availability and 

quality of the crops in order to create a so-called picking list for the following week. When 

the vegetables have been picked up from the Harvest of Hope farmers, they are washed 

and packed in the pack house in Philippi. The delivery to the consumers takes place the 

same day. The consumers are mainly families connected to Cape Town City primary 

schools. The record shows that around 15 restaurants get vegetables boxes from Harvest 

of Hope farmers. Harvest of Hope – on average – delivers 450 boxes of agricultural 

produce per week (Abalimi, Harvest of Hope, 2016). If there is any surplus of harvest 

collected by Harvest of Hope, it is given to local organisations in order to support 

disadvantaged people (e.g. clinics or soup kitchens).  
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Harvest of Hope farmers receive 50% of the bag price, the other half of the profit goes 

towards Abalimi Bezekhayas operational costs (de Satgé & William, 2008; Abalimi, 

2009). Even though profits are small, the funds are used to train more farmers and 10% 

is going to charity each week (Abalimi, 2009). The consultancy Just Think suggested that 

Harvest of Hope should be recognized as a profit organisation, with shares distributed as 

follows: 21% grower, 38% Abalimi staff, 25% Abalimi, 8% Just Think, 5% project 

manager and 3% marketer (de Satgé & William, 2008).  

Harvest of Hope supports community gardens and creates opportunities for the projects 

to stabilize and develop. Without its support, the community gardens would probably 

have no access to markets (Kirkland, 2008). Working with Harvest of Hope gives an 

incentive to work harder, smarter and more efficient in order to strengthen capital assets, 

which are necessary to generate a stable situation. Farmers contracted by Harvest of Hope 

are frequently in contact with field workers and therefore have better access to expert 

knowledge, and hence are better able to convert it into on-farm practice (Kirkland, 2008). 

But this leads to a focus on Harvest of Hope gardens with a disproportionate amount of 

Abalimi Bezekhayas time and effort, and results in an overshadowing of other projects 

and farmers (Kirkland, 2008). This pushes Harvest of Hope and commercialisation, 

meaning the growing of cash-crops and their sales in the forefront. Home gardeners as 

well as evolving farmers, are losing consideration, further connected issues such as 

poverty alleviation, food insecurity and survival.  

 

The research by Kirkland (2008) showed that Harvest of Hope influenced capital assets 

of engaged farmers. Even though analysed farmers did not extend their farms, they did 

increase their production (natural and physical assets). They improved skills which lead 

to success in their gardens and therefore to higher motivation (human assets). Some 

gardens started to have joined saving accounts; and the relationship between the 

community gardens and Abalimi Bezekhaya, as well as to the costumers improved (social 

assets). Kirkland (2008) explained that the amount of vegetables consumed by the farmers 

themselves is relatively low due to the great area (over 50%) on the farms explicitly 

producing for Harvest of Hope, causing a negative social impact (Kirkland, 2008). This 

results in a higher income, but often spend on big amounts of low nutrient food and other 

aspects such as school fees. Still, farmers created an income source through the project 

(financial assets), hence it contributes to the livelihood strategy of the farmers (Kirkland, 

2008). However, it has been questioned, at which point of time an organisation should 
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move back from its support to allow independent community projects to form (Kirkland, 

2008). It is worth mentioning the continuous subsidy farmers receive. These subsidies 

include a 50% reduction of the costs for manure and 25% for the seedling from Abalimi 

Bezekhayas side, or free inputs from the Department of Agriculture (informal information 

received from Abalimi Bezekhaya staff). Considering these aspects, Small (2008) 

explains that skipping a level in the Development Continuum is not possible; however, 

Kirkland (2008) advances the view that the process can be accelerated, depending on the 

people´s capacity and willingness. She adds that most gardens “involved with Harvest of 

Hope are now subsistence gardens in transition towards livelihood by virtue of the fact 

that they are able to save and reinvest with the potential for profit earning in the future” 

(2008, p. 124). Kirkland (2008) explains that a project can move up the Development 

Continuum even if not all is totally sustainable at one level. Nevertheless, Small (2008) 

further adds that social benefits will be reduced at commercial level; but that there is a 

need to create a model which does not decrease social benefits and still reflects the reality 

of commercialization. Additionally, Kirkland states that Harvest of Hope gardens should 

create a higher level of sustainability in order to become independent from Abalimi 

Bezekhaya at a certain point, because it cannot provide a constant level of subsidy for an 

indefinite period (Kirkland, 2008).  

 

Many journals, magazines or leaflets written by Rob Small, a member of ABalimi 

Bezekhaya and an activist, as well as other members of the organisation, give an overview 

of their organisational structure and their aim: Assist people in the socio-economically 

neglected townships of Cape Town to create jobs, sustainable livelihoods, poverty 

alleviation and environmental renewal through permanent organic food growing projects 

(Small, 2004; 2009). The analysis of “The personal and social motivations behind 

participation in urban vegetable gardens for participants themselves” by Bourne (2007) 

showed that the intention of Abalimi Bezekhaya, a collective one, aims to improve all 

aspects of life regarding quality, community-building as well as personal growth and 

development of self-esteem (Young, 2003). Abalimi Bezekhaya staff expressed that they 

are conscious about the drivers of the organisation being mainly social, but they also 

stated that they are forced at every opportunity to emphasize that it is focused on jobs and 

money (Bourne, 2007). This is, even though the material benefits (i.e. cash incomes, 

supplies of food) can be weak and not regular. Therefore, they are often dependent on 
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access to external sources of income. Bourne´s study shows that the farmer’s motivation 

is rooted from social, associational, and convivial benefits (Bourne, 2007).  

To obtain a positive outcome of UA implementation, research and education (social, 

environmental and economic) should be the first point of focus followed by policy (Game 

& Primus, 2015). The aim of the organisation is to support the farmers until they reach 

the commercial level, become a part of Harvest of Hope and focus on the preparation of 

growers to fulfil organic certification standards; however, the focus subsequently moved 

to ensuring the quantity of adequate volumes of vegetables from the producer groups, the 

pack house and to the market (de Satgé & William, 2008). Furthermore, a focus on only 

commercial activity would let the benefits for community shrink (Moodley, 2009). The 

step from subsistence and livelihood level towards the commercial level has raised 

concerns over the sustainability of the farmer’s situation, because it has been claimed that 

the “Harvest of Hope model resulted in a net outflow of food to specialized middle class 

market” (de Satgé & William, 2008). This describes the middle class as the consumer of 

Harvest of Hope vegetables, and the crops, which are planted are according to their 

cuisine, and not to the indigenous one. 
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Part Two 

This section builds upon the given background information about the study area and the 

project Harvest of Hope. It will explain the aims and objectives of this research. It will 

lay down the research questions and clarify how they emerged. It will be supported by 

the definition of the Sustainable Livelihood Framework, which functions as theoretical 

background. This section will close with the description of the research design and the 

applied methods.  

 

1. Rationale, Research Question and Aims of the Study 

1.1 Rationale and Aims of the Study 

This study seeks to analyse commercial small-scale UA as a livelihood strategy and its 

linked outcomes. To point out a certain livelihood, the identification of given livelihood 

resources, influences and assets is obligatory. Furthermore, it is necessary to tag possible 

positive or negative livelihood strategies and their outcomes (Scoones, n.d.). Necessary 

capital asset combinations within the organisation Abalimi Bezekhaya shall be identified 

in order to point out those relevant for UA success. For example, greater age diversity 

with young farmers with higher formal education could possibly empower gardeners to 

accomplish a greater level of self-sufficiency (Albertson, 2012).  

The objective is to create a bridge between the informal and formal sectors in Cape Town. 

Therefore, this present study will evaluate whether urban gardens generate permanent or 

part-time jobs (Fleming, 2003). 

Beside pinpointing necessary assets for commercial small-scale UA success, this study 

will also try to show which level of sustainability and independence the Harvest of Hope 

farmers have achieved towards Abalimi Bezekhaya. An analysis of the Abalimi 

Bezekhaya project Harvest of Hope will give the chance to identify its functions and 

potential impacts. The perception of different stakeholders involved in the project shall 

be captured. It shall demonstrate the strengths and weaknesses and possible 

improvements of Harvest of Hope. Those findings could be used to ameliorate and sustain 

urban farmer livelihoods in the future and define how Harvest of Hope contributes to food 

security of its farmers. 
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The study tries on the one hand to give a complete picture of Harvest of Hope in order to 

identify where their future place is, in development aid or the market respectively. On the 

other hand, it analyses UA as a possible livelihood strategy. As a result of doing this, new 

information concerning the social benefits of UA and a positive outcome and tool will be 

created for the NGO. To accomplish this, triangulation will be used with both qualitative 

and quantitative methods. 

 

1.2 Research Question 

Information drawn from scientific papers and studies, as well as talking to members of 

Abalimi Bezekhaya and Harvest of Hope, formed assumptions, hypotheses and finally 

research questions for this study. An overall focus will be laid upon Harvest of Hope and 

its members. The purpose, function and development of Harvest of Hope, creates the 

focus of the first research question. It furthermore analyses UA as a possible livelihood 

strategy within Harvest of Hope. In addition, the Sustainable Livelihood Framework will 

be applied. The second research question analyses the level of food (in-)security of the 

members of Harvest of Hope with the help of the Universal Household Food Insecurity 

measurement tool (Coleman-Jensen, Nord, Andrews, & Carlson, 2011). There are 

formulated as follows:  

 

RQ 1:   “Is Harvest of Hope just a commercial institution or does it support urban 

agriculture as a sustainable livelihood strategy?”  

RQ 2: “How does Harvest of Hope contribute to the level of food security of the farmers? 

 

1.3 Study Hypotheses 

Literature claims that NGOs have limited power to change the economic situation in terms 

of generating real income increases, due to for example 'competitive' macroeconomic 

policies (Mitlin & Satterthwaite, 2004). The results of studies show different impacts of 

Abalimi Bezekhaya and Harvest of Hope towards farmers. It has been stated “that market 

initiatives that support access to alternative food networks can positively affect the 

stability and sustainability of small-scale community urban agricultural projects” 

(Kirkland, 2008, p.1). By contrast, Bourne (2007, p.5) states that success is “often 

dependent on participants having access to regular sources of income outside the 
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gardens”. In addition, Albertson (2012) raised the question of the core skills (capital 

assets) for success in UA and the perception of the different stakeholders. 

 

Based on a literature review on UA, Abalimi Bezekhaya and Harvest of Hope, several 

assumptions arise. First, that the increased number of members joining Harvest of Hope 

over the last six years resulted to a positive effect on their livelihoods. This caused many 

community members in the townships to take up UA as an answer to poverty and hunger. 

Second, it was assumed that the members of Harvest of Hope are more skilled than home 

gardeners or have additional financial income outside of the project. Third, it was 

assumed that at commercial level, UA can have an unsustainable impact on their 

livelihoods. These assumptions shaped my three hypotheses: 

 

1. The project Harvest of Hope has a major influence on farmer´s livelihood. 

2. Basic organisational knowledge and professional skills form the core of urban 

agriculture success. 

3. NGO´s have limited power to change economic situation in terms of generating 

real income increases. 

 

2. Theoretical Framework 

The literature review on UA in the world, Africa, South Africa and Cape Town shows 

that UA can influence disadvantaged people in “black townships”, but its success can be 

weakened through natural, social and institutional aspects (Olivier, 2015). Studies in Sub-

Saharan Africa have described market gardening as a “particularly successful farming 

system driven by market opportunities”, and a “largely sustainable livelihood strategy, 

especially for poor urban dwellers” (FAO, 2012, p. 19). Hence, a theoretical framework 

is necessary to contextualise the influencing factors and multitude of effects on farmers´ 

lives. A theoretical framework functions as a guide while reading through different kinds 

of literature (Kumar, 1994). The Sustainable Livelihood Framework provides those 

aspects. This study utilised the SLF in order to evaluate the livelihood assets farmers of 

Harvest of Hope use. It also evaluated the factors that positively or negatively affect the 

livelihoods of urban gardeners. Through the SLF, this study gained more information 

about the farmers´ lives, the resources they use, and especially the resources responsible 

for their success.  
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2.1 Sustainable Livelihood Framework 

Before sustainable livelihoods were incorporated in the Brundtland Commission on 

Environment and Development in 1987, poverty was only concerned with material flow, 

i.e. income and expenses (WCED, 1987; Olivier, 2015). At the conference, poverty was 

reframed as multidimensional in order to include physical and social welfare (Chambers, 

1988). Following this, the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 

1992 created the Agenda 21 (Krantz, 2001), which states that an “opportunity to earn a 

sustainable livelihood” should be given to every individual (Olivier, 2015). Drawing on 

Chambers and Conway (1992), Scoones argues that: 

 

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material and social 

resources) and activities required for a means of living. A livelihood is sustainable 

when it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks, maintain or enhance 

its capabilities and assets, while not undermining the natural resource base. 

(Scoones, n.d.). 

 

In order to analyse a certain livelihood, the identification of given livelihood resources, 

or the combination of various ones, is obligatory for pointing out livelihood strategies 

(Scoones, n.d.). The poorest of the poor hardly participate in UA because they lack 

resources, e.g. access to land on which to grow plants (Partridge, 2005), to purchase tools 

and seeds, and lack additional financial means, as income from agriculture is unsteady 

across the year (Webb, 1996). Despite these challenges, the literature on UA in different 

parts of the world and, especially in the Cape Town area, still show many benefits towards 

farmers´ livelihoods.   

 

The Sustainable Livelihood Framework (SLF) puts humans at the centre of the 

investigation and aims to improve the understanding of their livelihood, predominantly 

the livelihoods of the poor (DFID, 1999). The framework draws out the important issues 

and the ways they are linked to each other, the core influences and processes as well as 

the possible interactions between factors and their effects on livelihoods. This shall help 

stakeholders with different perceptions to find collective and suitable entry points to 

support livelihoods. Therefore, a suitable analysis is necessary in order to understand a 

certain livelihood and to identify appropriate focus points to improve them. The SLF 

concentrates on the assessment of the most important livelihood assets of the households, 
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the livelihood strategies households apply with given assets, their vulnerability to stresses 

and shocks, the constraints and opportunities, and the support they obtain from local 

institutions and policies (FAO, 2007). Figure 6, which was developed by the Department 

for International Development, shows an illustration of all major factors within a SLF 

(DFID, 1999). 

Source: DFID, Sustainable livelihood guidance sheet, 1999 

Source: DFID, Sustainable livelihood guidance sheet, 1999 

 

The external area is described as the Vulnerability context, which is influenced by trends, 

shocks and seasonality. The aspects, which influence the Vulnerability context are 

important because they stand in direct contact to people’s assets. The factors are 

responsible for many hardships for the poor, which brings them into a vicious circle. 

Hence, they are not able to cope with stress due to their inherent fragility, which leads to 

a higher level of vulnerability. Even if circumstances change in their favour, they usually 

lack assets and institutional support to take chances. The Vulnerability context can be 

altered through activity at the level of Transforming structures and processes, i.e. changes 

of policies. Examples are the Land Reform in South Africa or the Policy of Urban 

Agriculture in the City of Cape Town. The core aim is to support people to become more 

resilient through enhancing their assets (Olivier, 2015). The mentioned policies enable 

Figure 6: Sustainable livelihoods framework 
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the people to, referring to the Land Reform, access land and lease land easier than before. 

The Policy of Urban Agriculture provides the people with services and resources such as 

a starting kit, training and seeds. These aspects can alter the Vulnerability context. How 

resilient a livelihood is, depends on the level of access and nature of the five assets 

individuals have access to. Thus, livelihood resilience will be influenced positively 

through greater access to higher quality assets (Olivier, 2015). All assets can be 

influenced positively. The social assets play a crucial aspect in building up resilience, the 

cultural repertoire, i.e. the knowledge, interest and experience can influence household or 

even communities (De Haan & Zoomers, 2005). Building up relationships of trust can be 

beneficial too. Peru functions as a good example. In its capital city Lima, meetings and 

training programmes for traders from the market and firemen and women solve 

misunderstandings amongst all of them and improved the situation of reacting towards 

fires severely, and so the situation of all, traders and firemen and women (Sanderson, 

2000).  

The Livelihood assets are positioned at the core of the livelihood framework within the 

vulnerability context. The asset pentagon aims to present visually the information about 

people´s assets and the inter-relationships between various assets. There are five 

distinguishable capitals in the SLF which are human, natural, financial, physical and 

social capital. The centre points of the pentagon represent no access to assets. This means 

that access to various assets form differently shaped pentagons. It is necessary to include 

a time dimension and to collect information on trends in overall asset availability. 

Furthermore, the definition of the groups gathering certain assets, how they keep or lose 

these assets and reasons for it. “Social exclusion” often leads to people already being 

poorly endowed with assets becoming even more marginalised over time.  

The relationships within the framework can be distinguished between sequencing and 

substitution. Sequencing asks if certain combinations of assets lead to success. For 

example, will sufficient financial and social capital lead to a successful escape from 

poverty. Substitution asks if one asset can be substituted by another (DFID, 1999). 

Livelihood strategies with more assets tend to have a greater tendency to secure their 

livelihoods. Therefore, access to assets is crucial to erase poverty, and different asset 

combinations lead to different livelihood outcomes (DFID, 1999). 

In this framework, the assets can be destroyed and created within the Vulnerability context 

through shocks, trends and seasonality. Natural hazards and illnesses are examples. For 
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this study, it is important to reflect that the urban poor is often living at environmental 

instable locations, including land in bad quality, edges of ravines or flood prone 

embankments. Natural hazards can destroy infrastructure, influence national budgets and 

international development funds (Sanderson, 2000). Furthermore, HIV, malnutrition and 

illnesses caused through pollution are influencing people´s health, hence their assets. 

They are further affected by institutions and policies of the Transforming Structures and 

Processes (e.g. policies, legislative, institutions, culture, power relations). This means 

that they create assets, determine assets, and influence rates of assets accumulation. 

However, individuals and groups are capable of strongly influence the development of 

institutions and policies Transforming Structures and Processes. This means that they 

themselves influence assets; the greater their asset endowment, the more influence they 

can employ.  

In this study the Transforming Structures and Processes are framed by new institutional 

economics (NIE). NIE studies the governance/organisation of transactions between 

companies. NIE describe how people have different preferences and individual rationality 

exists, even though they are bounded (North, 1992). In other words, individuals have 

criteria, values, habits, want to maximize profit and have autonomous thinking which 

depends on individual position and on the system, where sanctions and rewards are 

possible and might influence individuals´ behaviour. There is a diversity of actors and the 

economic transactions are fundamentally shaped by limited information, which allows 

opportunistic behaviour and a change in transaction costs. Further, institutions function 

as devices shaping the information problem. New institutional economies would shape 

the theoretical framework for governance and institutional focus (Trienekens, 2011). This 

study will not go into detail on this sector of research, it is just worth mentioning that 

value added is often dependent on governance.  

The framework illustrates that with more assets a greater variety of possibilities and an 

ability to shift between multiple strategies to protect their livelihood exist. In order to do 

so, the analysis of asset combination of the Harvest of Hope garden communities has been 

constructed with the aim of understanding which assets are needed to succeed in UA. The 

adapted scheme for my research could be illustrated as shown in Figure 7 below. In 

addition, the benefits and disadvantages of UA as a possible livelihood strategy will be 

shown. The study will investigate the livelihood outcomes of UA in order to see if it leads 

to more income, increased well-being, reduced vulnerability, improved food security, or 
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more sustainable use of natural resources base. Rakodi (2002) says that low-income 

households tend to have more than one source of cash income, such as state grants and 

temporary labour, with activities that replace the need for cash, such as UA. Therefore, 

other possible livelihood strategies of Harvest of Hope farmers have been captured to 

describe their independence. Connected to those two aspects the level of food security of 

the farmers has been measured.  

To bring these information together selected research methods have been conducted. The 

following section will shed light on these methods, their advantages and disadvantages, 

as well as their limitations in the field of this study research. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: DFID, Sustainable livelihood guidance sheet, 1999 

 

 

3. Research Design and Research Methodology 

This study aims to provide well-structured, reliable and detailed information about UA 

and related topics, so further researchers can use its results and structure as comparison 

or background information. The analysis of the project Harvest of Hope was used here as 

a case study. This helped to get familiar with the farmers and gardens, as well as to explore 

the function of Harvest of Hope towards farmers´ lives. This approach helped to identify 

common themes along the community for the analysis of the qualitative data, and how 

Harvest of Hope operates. Both, qualitative and quantitative research methods have been 

applied to answer the previously formulated research questions.  

Figure: 7 An adapted scheme for sustainable livelihood framework 
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A literature survey was firstly applied. The aim was to classify equivalent and present-

day information in this field and to create a frame of references to avoid it from being 

myopic (Karaan & Mohamed, 1998). 

There is a wide debate amongst the advantages and disadvantages of qualitative and 

quantitative research methods. Criticism on qualitative methods was for example raised 

by Auerbach and Silverstein (2003), who argued that qualitative research investigates 

subjective experience and hence could be unreliable and therefore invalid. But these two 

approaches simply produce very different things. Quantitative methods describe 

quantifiable, numerical and statistical data sets and analyses, whereas qualitative methods 

describe the reasons behind behaviour, attitude or opinions (Sheragy, n.d.). Qualitative 

research is good for exploratory purposes, it provides depth, detail and richness of 

information which is not possible with quantitative data only. The aim of qualitative 

research is to understand, not to explain (in statistical manner). That is why observation 

and reflection are appropriate methods of data collection (Olivier, 2015). At the same 

time, it can give flexibility concerning time and location, since not many people have to 

be conducted at the same time. It can also be less expensive than other methods. With 

qualitative research methods, no solid statistic model can be created. The data cannot be 

generalized, and it might be susceptible to bias and personal subjectivity 

(Researchoptimus, 2013). Quantitative research methods on the other side, can be 

generalized, it is supposed to be quicker referring to data collection and analysis, and 

more cost effective to execute. Furthermore, quantitative methods can be anonymous, 

which is an advantage when it comes to sensitive subjects. The data has usually a big 

study population and the research is therefore often repeated and supposed to be 

trustworthy. With data, resulting from quantitative methods, it is difficult to review the 

answers. Researchers reasoned that formulating hypotheses and analysing them 

descriptively or testing them in a quantitative way would not give enough data to generate 

eloquent hypotheses that precisely capture participants lived experience (Auerbach & 

Silverstein, 2003). Another potential bias is that people participating in a study may not 

share the required characteristics of the audience (Sheragy, n.d.). 

In this study the aim is to assess farmers´ most important capital assets, which strategies 

they individually apply to achieve a stable and sustainable livelihood and how Harvest of 

Hope influences them personally. Therefore, a combination of both, quantitative and 

qualitative research methods, was applied in this study. The complement of both give a 
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more nuanced analysis of Abalimi Bezekhaya and Harvest of Hope and of the struggle to 

build livelihoods by its members. This multi-method design was practiced to accomplish 

triangulation, increase the validity and reliability of the data, as well as integrate the data 

to formulate an overall conclusion and get a better understanding of the results 

(Robertson, 2013). Data integration is a crucial element in mixed methods analysis and 

conceptualization. It has three principal purposes: illustration, convergent validation 

(triangulation), and the development of analytic density or “richness” (Fielding, 2012). 

The data acquisition in this research is based on five research instruments: literature 

review, key informant interviews, questionnaires with Harvest of Hope farmers, online 

survey with Abalimi Bezekhaya staff, and participant observation. Additionally, 

secondary research was done to identify the main functions and aims of Harvest of Hope. 

Documents provided by the Abalimi Bezekhaya staff members were analysed and 

relevant information were collected, for a first understanding of the situation. The 

different research instruments will be described in the following section. 

 

3.1 Data Collection 

3.1.1 Participant observation 

Participant observation is a rather unstructured way to collect data (Bourne, 2007). All 

social research is in a way a method of participant observation, because we would not be 

able to analyse the social world without being part of it (Robertson, 2013). Hence, it is a 

form of putting yourself, as a researcher, in the characteristics of the study in order to see 

and understand what participants do (Robertson, 2013). While being in Cape Town, I 

visited several urban gardens with and without Abalimi Bezekhaya members. This helped 

me to get an overview about the location, the people and their struggles and successes, as 

well as the way the farmers work in their gardens. Meeting Harvest of Hope farmers 

before conducting interviews/questionnaires allowed them to get to know me and feel 

comfortable.  I attended an Abalimi Bezekhaya staff meeting and a “farmers meeting”, 

which showed me how the participants interact with each other, as well as how they 

handle and discuss problems. I also joined a “basic training”, which highlighted and 

illustrated how Abalimi Bezekhaya trains the farmers and how the farmers absorb the 

information. In addition to this I followed the “volunteer programme” and went with 

Abalimi Bezekhaya staff members to the gardens to create the so-called picking list; this 

means checking the availability and quality of the crops for the following week. I helped 
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to pick, pack and deliver the vegetables. While working in the pack shed, I had the chance 

to talk to the women and gained insights into their socio-cultural background. Informal 

conversations added to this insight.  

 

3.1.2 Key informant Interviews 

In-depth interviews are loosely structured with a free flow of ideas and information (U.S., 

1996). The order of questions is not important, even though one may start with factual 

questions before asking for someone's opinion. Questions can be added during the 

interview and should be phrased carefully to evoke detailed information (U.S., 1996). The 

main objective is to figure out the interviewee's point of view; in my case the person´s 

perception and opinion of Harvest of Hope as a commercial entity and how it contributes 

to improving the level of food security and livelihoods, as well as their opinion on UA. 

In - depth interviews are normally carried out with around 15 - 35 people and it should 

not entail more than 15 open-ended questions (U.S., 1996). I am not able to speak Xhosa, 

therefore there was a language barrier which limited me in the field research. In addition, 

due to the lack of time, in – depth interviews were only conducted with specific key 

stakeholders from the government (See Appendix III) and Abalimi Bezekhaya, Harvest 

of Hope (See Appendix IV). All interviewees are kept anonymous; the aim was to protect 

the identity of the staff members and farmers and hence give them more room to voice 

necessary criticism. In-depth interviews with farmers could not be conducted due to the 

constraints mentioned above.  

In-depth interviews can be carried out on more than one occasion, and are adjustable in 

relation to time, location, and interviewee. They also create a more comfortable situation 

(Boyce & Neale, 2006) and are inexpensive and simple to conduct (U.S., 1996). The 

interviews are usually recorded and then transcribed. Advantages of recording the 

interview are the possibility to listen to it again, that it provides a complete and accurate 

record of what the person said, allows the interviewer to maintain eye contact, and to 

speak freely and to answer more rapidly (Kendall & Kendall, 2002). I recorded the 

interviews and decided against only note-taking to not make the interviewee hesitate to 

speak when notes are being taken. This led to a consistent flow of the conversations. In-

depth interviews have various advantages. They provide very detailed information 

directly from knowledgeable people (Boyce & Neale, 2006; U.S., 1996). This is 

important in order to gain data about people's thoughts and behaviours (Boyce & Neale, 
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2006). At the same time, these kinds of interviews are used to encourage a conversation 

and to allow participants to give their own opinion. This method gave me the flexibility 

to explore new ideas and issues not anticipated during the planning of the study, and the 

possibility to ask follow up questions in case of unclarity (U.S., 1996). In-depth 

interviews or interviews in general are often used to provide context for other data for the 

sake of offering a more complete picture. Which is the case in this study. The information 

collected through the interviews enriched the statistical results, with more detail and 

depth.    

 

3.1.3 Questionnaires with Harvest of Hope farmers 

The plan was to conduct a self-administrated questionnaire with closed-ended questions 

with farmers of Harvest of Hope (See Appendix I). The aim was to receive knowledgeable 

information about UA and Harvest of Hope. The advantage of closed-ended 

questionnaires is that it is easy, quick to answer and less costly to analyse. It is possible 

to compare the answers with other respondents or questionnaires; it advances the 

consistency of responses. On the opposite side, the fact that it is closed ended might 

condition the answer, even if the participant does not necessarily agree with any of the 

options. This could place ideas into the respondents´ thoughts, or confuse the respondent, 

or even make them choose something even though they do not have an opinion on the 

specific topic. In addition, closed-ended questions provide no actual information whether 

the respondent understood the question (Wyse, 2014).  

With the questions, data about their demographical background was captured and their 

assets (capabilities), i.e. what they can and would do to improve their level of food 

security, were figured out. Furthermore, applied livelihood strategies were identified. At 

the same time their level of food security was analysed with the Universal Household 

Food Insecurity measurement tool. This tool is much more complex than used in this 

present study. The guidelines for the official measurement tool are following: 

- Household which had difficulties at any time of the year to provide enough food 

for all members due to lack of recourses are classified food insecure 

- Food secure households have no, or highest two “food-insecure” conditions 

- If households report three or more “food-insecure” conditions, they are classified 

as food insecure 
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- Separation between a. low food security and  

b. very low food security: Household are classified very low 

food secure if members reduce their food intake and change 

their eating patterns due to insufficient money or other 

resources for food. To be classified as b, household without 

children, must report six or more “food-insecure” 

conditions; household with children eight or more “food-

insecure” conditions 

The questions in the questionnaire conducted with the farmers to define their food 

(in)security level were party based on the Universal Household Food Insecurity 

measurement tool structure.  

Due to a strong language barrier between me and the farmers and the difficulty for the 

farmers to read English, a translator was needed. However, the translator had difficulties 

to translate academic language in the field. The translator did not understand certain 

words/expressions and I needed to explain them. Examples being sustainability, nutritious 

value, environmental improvements or entrepreneurship opportunities. Likewise, the 

farmers themselves did not understand properly the meaning of these words. It was 

problematic to find the right words for everyone to understand, nevertheless the language 

barrier led to more communication and information flow. The translator wanted to 

understand everything very detailed, so I figured out gaps of knowledge, but also interest 

and facts. At the same time farmers often provided information not directly related to the 

questionnaire, shared personal stories and gave examples, which enriched my data. 

Because of this the planned self-administrated questionnaire resulted in semi-structured 

interviews (in total 48). To clarify unclear questions, receive complete answers and 

provide or receive additional information after checking the questionnaires/semi-

structured interviews, I was present while people filled in the questionnaires.  

Overall a high flexibility is needed in this kind of research. While I planned to administer 

closed-ended questionnaires, language difficulties meant that I had to revert to partly 

open-ended questionnaires. The change from closed-ended questions to more open ended 

questions permitted a more unrestricted range of answers and exposed how the farmers 

think about various topics and questions. I, as the interviewer, had the possibility to clarify 

and expand on responses. One of the disadvantages, however, was the time issue; it took 

longer than expected due to the partial control I had over the length and quality of the 
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responses. Some answers lack rigour, and some participants had difficulties to express 

their view or opinion. The analysis of open-ended questions needs coding which can be 

difficult, costly and time consuming (Wyse, 2014). Nevertheless, the flexibility in the 

field allowed me to collect much stronger and in-depth data on the livelihoods of the 

respondents.   

3.1.4 Online survey with Abalimi Bezekhaya /Harvest of Hope staff members 

The online survey with Abalimi Bezekhaya/Harvest of Hope staff members was a self- 

administrated questionnaire with open-ended questions based on a SWOT (Strengths-

Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats) analysis (See Appendix V). The aim was to enrich the 

data in order to answer the research questions of this study. To do so, information about 

the member’s background at Abalimi Bezekhaya/Harvest of Hope and their opinion of 

how the organisation contributes to improving the livelihoods of urban farmers was 

collected. Their perception on the farmers´ food security needs and how the organisation 

empowers the farmers to farm in a more sustainable way was analysed. 

The SWOT analysis shall give insight of the positive and negative circumstances faced 

internally and externally of a business. Its function is to support the progression in making 

strategic plans and decisions. (ECLKC, 2015). Strengths (S) are characteristics of the 

organisation that give an advantage over others, weaknesses (W) are characteristics that 

place the organisation at a disadvantage relative to other businesses, opportunities (O) are 

elements that the organisation can use to access advantages, threats (T) are elements in 

the market that can cause trouble for the organisation. The aim of this approach was to 

identify and rank the “businesses” goals and the subsequent strategies to realise them. 

Overall, strategies which will guide to use the strength to take up the present 

opportunities; or to overcome the weaknesses of the organisation which impede them to 

take up the opportunities. Furthermore, reducing the threats by using the strength, and 

addressing the weaknesses which could make the threats reality (Ommani, 2011).This 

analysis can give Abalimi Bezekhaya the chance to build on their strengths, minimize 

their weaknesses, seize opportunities and counteract threats (ECLKC, 2015). 
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3.2 Triangulation 

Triangulation is aimed to expand and broaden one´s understanding (Olsen, 2004), it seeks 

to reduce bias and advance convergent validity (Wolframe Cox, 2008). It functions as an 

approach to capture and fix social occurrences in order to grasp a more accurate analysis 

and explanation (Olsen, 2004). There are different kinds of triangulations defined in the 

literature, Norman Denzin (1978) distinguished between following three triangulations: 

 

a. Data triangulation 

b. Methodological triangulation 

c. Theory triangulation 

 

In this study, data will be composed at different times and from different sources, various 

methods of data collection will be applied (qualitative and quantitative) (Olsen, 2004). 

I decided to look at this study from a constructivist point of view. In this sense, I support 

the idea that social phenomena and their meanings such as the increasing number of urban 

farmers in the Western Cape, are shaped by social actors. The way we perceive and 

understand nature and natural processes is constructed through different and 

interconnected social trends (Hurd, 2008).  

 

In this sense, Abalimi Bezekhaya/Harvest of Hope and other similar initiatives have 

constructed an image of what it means to improve livelihoods and the role that UA has. 

Their campaign suggests that UA is a way to alleviate poverty and may therefore trigger 

action among civil society without fully understanding the scientific reasons behind it.  

 

3.3 Ethical statement  

People involved were informed about my research, the methods applied and potential 

consequences as I developed it. Each participant was asked to be part of the research on 

a voluntary basis and that they could withdraw at any point of the research. Furthermore, 

the research did not aim to harm the participants in any way, and therefore results are 

handled anonymously and confidential. Respect, manners and cultural adaptation was 

exercised. There were no conflicts of interest and the independence of research was and 

is clear. In addition, permission was given by professors in charge from the Humboldt 

University Berlin and University of the Western Cape. 
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Part Three 

The following part is divided into four parts: The first section describes the data analysis 

and explains the approach taken to analyse the field data in the best possible way. The 

second section summarizes the results. It is separated in various parts which are 

designated descriptively and are supported by graphs and tables. Following the results, 

the discussion brings the information together, both the collection from the literature and 

the interpretation of the results. The last section gives a reflection of the whole study, 

suggestions for further research and closes with a conclusion.  

 

1. Data Analysis  

The statistical software STATA/IC 12.0 was used to analyse the quantitative data. To 

illustrate the results from the questionnaires administered to Harvest of Hope farmers, 

descriptive statistics was applied. The range of analysis entails topics like demographics, 

assets owned by the study population and their income, the benefits urban agriculture 

(UA) brings and the motivation for engaging in UA and the Harvest of Hope project. In 

addition, the level of food security and livelihood strategies were investigated.  

The themes and codes were designed for the qualitative data analysis while conducting 

participatory observation, administering questionnaires and conducting interviews. The 

questionnaires were partly guided by the assets defined in the Sustainable Livelihood 

Framework. The assets were further divided and codes were attached, including, for 

example networks, trust or community for social capital; knowledge and empowerment 

for human capital; income and costs for financial capital; natural hazards, soils and 

(organic) cultivation methods for natural/physical capital. Table 6 is an adapted scheme 

from Olivier (2015) and gives a detailed summary of the division of all themes and codes. 

It was possible to write a report on the funtion of Harvest of Hope, the food security levels 

of its member and how UA functions as a sustainable livelihood startegy. This was 

possible by putting the themes and codes together with the information gathered from the 

literature review and theoretical framework 
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Table 6: Detailed list of themes and codes for the qualitative analysis 

Assets Urban 

Agriculture 

Harvest of Hope Food Security Livelihood 

Strategy 

Social: local 

networks, trust, 

relationships 

with 

neighbours, 

family 

members and 

NGO or 

government 

Employment 

status 

 

Still following the 

basic principles: food 

security, “green”, 

healthy/nutritious/fresh 

food, small-scale 

farmers, improve 

socio-economic 

situation of people in 

townships, focus on 

home gardens 

Universal 

Household 

Food 

Insecurity 

measurement 

tool 

 

Aspects 

influencing 

performed 

tasks 

 

Human: 

knowledge, 

empowerment 

Influence on 

income 

 

Commercial 

tendencies   

Influence on farmers: 

economic situation 

(full/part-time job), 

lifestyle 

Daily diet 

 

Applied 

livelihood 

strategies 

 

Financial: 

economic 

aspects of 

cultivation, 

ability to save 

money 

Influence on 

persons  

Influence act on 

community 

 

Connection to 

community 

Access to 

sources of 

income 

outside of 

gardening 

Natural: home 

garden (natural 

resources 

employed by 

cultivators) 

Stability and 

sustainability 

Core skills for success 

 

  

Physical: home 

facilities, 

cultivation 

methods and 

the technology 

 Stability and 

sustainability 

  

Source: Adapted from Olivier (2015, p.118) 



50 
 

 
 

2. Results  

This following section shows all results, quantitative and qualitative. In total four in-depth 

interviews have been conducted, the interviewees are kept anonymous and are therefore 

named Interviewee I, II, III, IV. The Harvest of Hope members will be named according 

to their questionnaire/semi structured interview number (F1 – F48).  

 

2.1 Demographics 

Defining demographical information of a specific sample population helps an 

organisation or business to determine whether to follow certain strategies and objectives. 

It sheds light on the most important target group, how they live and act, which could be 

useful for improving future implications and policies. In this case Harvest of Hope 

members have been analysed. It gives the managers and other important stakeholders of 

the project the chance to adapt to the analysed information.   

The study population consisted of 73% female and 27% male farmers, from whom just 

20% came originally from Cape Town. The majority of the sample population migrated 

from the Eastern Cape to Cape Town. Most households had three to four members (38%), 

with one to two children (58%), being between 6 and 13 years old (44%) (see Appendix 

II: Table 12). About over a quarter was living in shacks (27%), while everyone else lived 

in houses (73%). More than half of the farmers working with Harvest of Hope were over 

50 years old (62.5%). The age distribution amongst all Harvest of Hope farmers in this 

study showed that the minority was between 35 and 40 years old (4%) and just around 

8% of them were between 19 and 25 years old (See Appendix II: Table 17). The marital 

status presented that almost 40% of the farmers were married or had a domestic partner, 

one quarter was single and had never been married before, 23% were widowed, only 4% 

divorced and 8% separated. Just one farmer received tertiary education at a university. 

The majority (almost 82%) went to primary school and some secondary/high school, but 

did not receive any diploma. The current employment status of the farmers was mainly 

being employed full-time in urban food garden projects (Harvest of Hope) or being 

retired. The questionnaire showed that none had an own business, was a skilled worker, 

a student or unable to work. It is worth knowing that some people did have jobs as for 

example F10 who is a construction side worker, but is not officially registered. Because 

of that he did not write it on paper, but just talked about it (See Appendix II: Figure 18). 
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Participants could tick several options to describe their current employment status. In 

total, 83% of the farmers were employed full-time in urban food garden projects (Harvest 

of Hope), out of these, 33% have been retired, 4% were salaried employees and another 

4% were unemployed at the same time (See Appendix II: Table 13).  

 

2.2 Assets 

Various questions were posed in order to evaluate the assets of Harvest of Hope farmers. 

Table 7 distinguishes the assets between physical, human, financial and natural capital 

and gives a summary of the statistical results. These assets have not been the focus of this 

study but form a major part of the sustainable livelihood framework and are therefore also 

analysed in a minor way.  

Table 7: Overview of statistical analysis of given assets of Harvest of Hope farmers 

 Description Percent 

Physical asset Electricity in their home:  

- YES  

- NO 

Transportation to markets:  

- own car/motor bike 

- public transport 

- With a friend 

- Bicycle 

- Walk 

- Other 

 

94 % 

  6 % 

 

  2 % 

77 % 

 4 % 

 0 % 

27 % 

 8 % 

Human asset Number of people in household who can read and write 

- None 

- Between 1 and 2 

- Between 2 and 4 

- Between 4 and 6 

- All 

Contribution to household income by ALL household 

members 

- Yes 

- No 

 

 2 % 

23 % 

30 % 

13 % 

32 % 

 

 

33 % 

67 % 

Financial 

asset 

Able to save money 

- Yes 

- No 

- Prefer not to answer 

 

46 % 

44 % 

10 % 

Natural asset Home garden 

- Yes 

- No 

 

40 % 

60 % 

 
Source: Field work 
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Worth mentioning is that almost all members received electricity at their homes and used 

public transportation to get to markets, which represent physical assets. Another physical 

asset is the application of cultivation methods. The interviews showed that farmers do not 

apply these to its fullest extent. Even though the farmers have sufficient knowledge from 

the training programmes. 

Human assets include knowledge and other abilities. The study displayed that in 32% of 

the families all members in their household could read and write. They gain their 

knowledge from training in low cost resource centre, training centres and demonstration 

gardens by Abalimi Bezekhaya. The information flow is mainly from field workers, who 

are from the Xhosa speaking communities in which Abalimi Bezekhaya is active. These 

field workers have most of the time more knowledge and attended more training 

programmes, like F32 explained. F21 stated that through Harvest of Hope he receives 

knowledge about agricultural practices. This leads to trust and community building.  In 

addition, farmers transfer knowledge horizontally. F11 explained that he gets information 

from the Mamas, whereas F34 stated that she can show others her learnt skills. One of the 

field members (F32), who is also a member in a community garden, explained that she 

learns more while training other farmers. She added that they exchange knowledge. 

Beside these human assets, farmers improve their abilities to make own decisions due to 

the possibility to choose what they want to plant. They can ask for advice of what is 

appropriate in various seasons and further what is feasible and possible. The NGO tries 

to give them responsibility and in turn create even more trust. Empowerment is realised 

through teaching organic practices and a good understanding for organic farming, so that 

the farmers can farm in a more sustainable way. In addition, campaigns try to raise 

awareness about organic practices and food security. Nevertheless, the practices of 

sustainable agriculture seem to be implemented inconsistently. Habit and necessity were 

named for this inconsistency, and show therefore a lack of this human asset.  

Financial assets are primarily related to income. Farmers expressed the difficulty in 

finding and keeping a regular job. In 67% of the households not every member 

contributed to the income, but still almost half of the sample population could save money 

(46%). Harvest of Hope provides a platform for selling produce, which in turn leads to a 

possible added income. As an active member, farmers have entrepreneurial opportunities. 

This can improve their financial and human asset. But plots in the community gardens, 

specifically for own production, are very small and of poor soil quality which leads to 
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much less produce. This leads to weaker financial assets. Various farmers commented 

these opportunities. F40 and F37 think about various entrepreneurial opportunities but 

they work so much in their current garden that they do not have enough time for other 

options. F16 and F18 explained that they took the opportunity to sell the vegetables and 

trade to other places. Others have further ideas and plans. Like F22 who aims to open his 

own shop. F32 would like to save money, go back to the rural areas in Eastern Cape and 

export organic vegetables. The same farmer explained that she would like to expand and 

keep livestock but the lack of land inhibits her. In contrast, F2 explained that she wants 

to stay with Harvest of Hope and does not aim to expand.  

40% of the Harvest of Hope members explained that they also have a home garden 

(natural asset). A small portion of the sample population who have home gardens, 

explained that they grow flowers rather than crops, for example F9.  

Several stakeholders named different core skills for the success or failure in urban 

gardening. Farmers who are keen on making UA work for them, do reach the commercial 

level and earn more than average wage. In addition, the internal spirit, commitment and 

knowledge received in training programmes, as well as professional skills were aspects 

to success. Beside personal attributes, the size of the plots plays a role (physical/natural 

asset). 

 

2.3 Livelihood strategy 

Harvest of Hope farmers explain in different sections of the questionnaire that they apply 

different livelihood strategies in order to be more food secure or improve their lives. In 

this regard, almost all named the fact of getting food from urban gardens (93%). Half of 

the people named the trade of fruit and vegetables as an applied livelihood strategy. 

Interviewee III described it as a livelihood strategy for “people who had no or very little 

opportunities to take action and to start to empower themselves”.  

Almost one quarter said working part-time or being part-time contracted is a livelihood 

strategy they apply. Informal selling was a strategy chosen by 13% of the study 

population. And a small fraction of 4% said that “no work” is a strategy. The farmers 

evaluated different aspects which make them more food secure, they could choose more 

than one answer. They are listed in descending order in Table 8. The professional skills 

enable them to farm more successfully and in turn harvest more. They explained that good 
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health is required for farming activities and give them the possibility to work harder and 

longer in the gardens. The ability to have new ideas, plan them and put them into practice 

allow them a long term thinking. All farmers expressed that their will-power gives them 

energy to work in the garden continuously. 

Table 8: Aspects impacting Food Security 

Professional skills (52%) 

Good health (50%) 

Innovation/planning (37%) 

Will-power (26%) 

Others (17%) 

Courage (15%) 

Organisational knowledge (13%) 

Source: Field work 

 

Farmers named other aspects, which make them more food secure. Examples are 

encouragement, encourage others, love for the garden, working in the garden and getting 

strong, help from Abalimi Bezekhaya and passion. To understand their reasons and 

improvements received through UA they were asked to explain how their participation 

helped them. The improvement of their health (79%) was the most important one. With 

almost half of the study population (46%) choosing improvement of their self-esteem, as 

well as improving their food security needs and increasing their income as a main reason. 

Almost half of the study population (40%) named the improved ability to handle problems 

and increased well-being. Another 19% said it helped in a healthier use of natural 

resources. Many farmer’s express other aspects (see Table 9 below). Worth mentioning 

is that one quarter said that they have less stress and problems.  
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Table 9: Additional aspects acknowledged through the participation in urban 

agriculture 

Less stress; Peace 

Feel fresh; and do not have a hump anymore 

Help other people 

No part of discussions within the community; not bothered by problems while being in 

the garden 

Encouraged to do exercise 

Stronger, meaning to show other people how urban gardening works, learning from it 

and feeling happy to give knowledge 

Training for pain in body; Strength for body and mind 

Garden is my friend 

Source: Field work 

 

Many people also applied migration beside UA as a livelihood strategy. As Interviewee 

III said “[People] who had grown up in the Transkei where gardening and farming were 

part of their lives before relocating to the cities.” 

Those people are used to having bigger field in rural areas, so they have been aiming for 

this in the city. He supported this statement by adding the information that the size of the 

plots around the city did increase from around 1000m2 – 5000m2 to the largest one being 

10.000m2 in and around the townships. 

 

2.4 Urban Agriculture and Harvest of Hope 

The interviewees had different perceptions concerning the focus of Harvest of Hope going 

in line with the mission of Abalimi Bezekhaya. In order to refresh the reader’s knowledge: 

The mission of the organisation is to improve the socio-economic as well as 

environmental situation in the black townships in Cape Town, to do so they support urban 

agricultural projects and try to fight against poverty and food insecurity.  

Interviewee II said that the focus of the organisation is going back to the point it was at 

when it started, and that it has a clear mission and it did not change severely, they even 

enhanced. He further said that the mission was not put in place before, but is now. He 

added that they have been helping farmers to grow vegetables and supporting them to 
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reach an entrepreneurial stage. But the same interviewee said at a different point that 

initially Abalmi Bezekhaya started out with home gardens, over the time it got “side 

tracked”. He explained that the gardens which grew faster received more attention and 

support. Referring to this, he pointed out that therefore the focus should be laid upon the 

home gardens again as soon as the funding comes in.  

At the same time, Interviewee I, another member of the Abalimi Bezekhaya team said 

that it did change over time. He describes the development from a more greening and 

environmental work to a partly funding driven food security work. Further, he said that 

the mission is training and providing equipment to the farmers. He describes the evolution 

of Abalimi Bezekhayas approach from one that focused on sustainability issues (garden 

centres and home gardens) in the past to the contemporary work on production gardens. 

He adds that it aims to go back to a most likely donor driven work on food security, pursue 

the donors interest and focus on food security.  

Further, Interviewee III described the mission as working with poor people, teaching them 

how to grow their own vegetables to improve their food security situation. He mentioned 

that the focus on income generation was included in the vision of Abalimi Bezekhaya (the 

organic approach and working in nature to have healthy and nutritious food). All 

interviewees agreed that the home gardens and the garden centres have been the focus of 

Abalimi Bezekhaya, but need more attention today.  

Concerning Harvest of Hope, Interviewee III said that the movement started by the 

farmers by asking for bigger plots. Then these farmers started to grow “excessive crops 

for which they could not find a market”, so crops were wasted. This, Interviewee III said, 

provided the incentive for Abalimi Bezekhaya to find marketing possibilities for the 

surplus organic produce in 2007. The project Harvest of Hope with the organic vegetable 

box system was conceived and is still in process. Interviewee II described the project as 

a “major enhancement of Abalimi”.  

Relating to Harvest of Hope ensuring the basic principles of Abalimi Bezekhaya the 

interviewees´ opinions drifted apart. The basic principles are, beside the overall 

objectives mentioned above, the agricultural support, the access to inputs, training and 

access to fair price markets. In addition to this, a basic principle is to produce for own 

consumption and to improve farmer´s stability and sustainability. Interviewee III said that 

it is the same, just more training, mentoring and infrastructure is provided. Further, 

production planning, creating the picking list and training in quality control, as well as 
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ongoing development of Harvest of Hope and marketing of farmer´s produce is needed 

to make the project work. On the other side, Interviewee II said that Abalimi Bezekhayas 

existence is due to improving food security and livelihoods. Still, the same person states 

his opinion in making clear that through Harvest of Hope food insecurity can be 

eliminated, while talking about “all gardens”, he refers to the 120 members of Harvest of 

Hope. He did express that the focus needs to shift in the future towards home gardens 

again, but he also says that they  

need Harvest of Hope sales to grow, being the commercial side of Abalimi, it 

means we need more farmers to grow and therefore we are looking at home 

gardeners that can start out or we will help them to start out, and then progress.  

But at the same time, he said, that they do not aim to turn all home gardens into Harvest 

of Hope gardens, they want to give each farmer the choice of the level they want to reach. 

The latter statement was supported by the two other interviewees from Abalimi 

Bezekhaya, saying that they offer enough service for the farmers to reach each level 

(survival, subsistence, livelihood, commercial level), even though many do not aim to 

reach a commercial level, which two Interviewees justified with their culture (their 

opinion). But the farmers whose intention is to be a commercial small-scale farmer get 

the needed support. These were in 2016 about 120 farmers in 38 gardens. 

A clear statement of Interviewee II was that Harvest of Hope is a commercial movement, 

but not “just business commercial”. He makes clear that they offer them market access 

and added that Harvest of Hope provides them a guarantee to take their produce, in 

comparison to selling it on the side of the road. Regarding this, Interviewee I said 

contradicting that “Harvest of Hope mission is not to do those things [food security], it is 

only to supply and outbid for their produce.” He adds that not all vegetables will be taken 

due to lack of demand or sufficient quality. Harvest of Hope has contracts with other 

organic farmers in Cape Town who are contracted “to fill in what we know our gardens 

will not produce”.  

Interviewees, both governmental and Abalimi Bezekhaya staff, agreed that the farmers 

do not see the possibility of selling their vegetables and adding up their income. They 

said that they offer support to make them see this opportunity. Further, Interview I stated 

that it is visible that the more they grow for the market, the more they grow for 

themselves. 
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Most members of Harvest of Hope migrated from the Eastern Cape to the Western Cape 

and brought years of farming experience with them. Almost 70% of the farmers had 

experience before, with an average of 31 to 45 years of experience. Figure 8 shows the 

distribution of years of experience by Harvest of Hope farmers. The curve of people 

joining Harvest of Hope between 2008 and 2016 follows a decreasing trend, it is a 

wavelike shaped curve, with 2010 and 2013 happening to be the years when the least 

number of people joined the project (see Figure 9). Overall, Interviewee II said that young 

people do not aim to engage in any physical labour, including farming, they would rather 

work in an office. Nevertheless, Abalimi Bezekhaya decided to launch an 

“Apprenticeship programme” for just young people, aiming to reach the whole 

community with no age limitation. 

 

 

Source: Field work 
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Source: Field work 

 

Farmers have several sources of income, including social grants and urban gardening (See 

Appendix II: Figure 18). The distribution is shown in Figure 10 below. It is visible that 

the majority, almost half of the study population (48%), has an income level between 

ZAR 1201 and ZAR 2500. Notable is also that 24% of the farmers earn between ZAR 

301 and ZAR 800 per month. Most people are engaged in UA in various forms, each and 

one of them earns different amounts with their activities.  
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Out of all farmers who are engaged, 77% gave information on their income received 

through UA. The average income that farmers earn through Harvest of Hope is only about 

ZAR 974 per month. Worth mentioning is the big gap between farmer’s answers: From 

earning “between ZAR 120 and ZAR 300”, to “between ZAR 125 and ZAR 1300”, to 

“between ZAR 1200 and ZAR 3000” (see income breakdown in Figure 11 below). Also 

relevant, Interviewee I stated that the aim of Abalimi Bezekhaya is to enable the farmers 

to make a “liveable income” from their crops and Interviewee II stated that the NGO 

makes “sure that they [the farmers] get money, which they deserve for that crop”. He 

further said that farmers can increase their income from  

now at ZAR 2000 or ZAR 4000, some of them over ZAR 10.000 moving into 

commercial. That shows us how we have grown in enhancing farmer´s situation” 

through “learning with the field team [and] with additional farming implements.  

The latter statement does not go with the quantitative results, because none of the farmers 

stated an amount that high. Furthermore, Interviewee II said that the money coming from 

Harvest of Hope “goes predominantly back to the farmers” and “the bulk of it, going back 

to the farmers, obviously”. Someone else said that not many Harvest of Hope farmers are 

making a lot of money. 

Regarding the price of the vegetables boxes and the amount farmers received, the 

following information was given: In 2016 an increase of the bag price was established, 

and farmers started to receive 50% of the earned money. The rest is kept by the 

organisation. Interviewee I, II and III mentioned that farmers do receive many services 

for free, such as start-up kits and various inputs, or highly subsidized, manure or compost, 

for example. Regarding this situation, Interviewee III said that “As farmer´s income 

increases the subsidy decreases”. 

 



61 
 

 
 

Figure 11: Income through Harvest of Hope 

Source: Field work 

 

Beside economic factors such as income, farmers have been asked about the benefits of 

community gardens, their motivation for joining Harvest of Hope as well as how much 

produce they give them. In addition, their attended training, amount of time they spent in 

the community gardens, and the places they receive their main inputs for the garden were 

analysed.  

Farmers asked for their benefits from community gardens and motivation for joining 

Harvest of Hope had several options to choose from, and could tick more than one option. 

One single person said that he did not benefit from the community garden, all others did. 

The topmost three benefits the study population chose, were to meet food security needs 

(77%), improve livelihoods (73%) and increase the quality of food (70%). Others were 

social networks (67%), income saving opportunities (54%) and environmental 

improvements (48%) (See Appendix II: Figure 19). Just 31% of the people named 

entrepreneurship opportunities as a benefit received from the community gardens. The 

main reason for joining Harvest of Hope was to receive more food (56%). Many farmers, 

in total 42%, said that the love for gardening was the reason to join the project. Others 

were to generate income (38%), to increase income (35%), to improve the nutritious value 

of diet (25%) and to improve nature (8%). As additional reasons for joining Harvest of 

Hope several farmers mentioned that they do not like staying at home, that they can give 

people fresh food, that it is a form of exercise, and it keeps them healthy and strong. 
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Furthermore, another main reason to embrace gardening was the interviewees´ interest in 

it and also in order to increase their knowledge and improve their skills. Many said that 

they do it to make their children happy, referring to providing fresh food. Moreover, 

farmers said that they need something to do, that they are unemployed and some even 

said that they work with Abalimi Bezekhaya because the previous company they worked 

with does not exist anymore.  

In total, almost 90% of all Harvest of Hope members attended training programmes or 

workshops provided by Abalimi Bezekhaya/Harvest of Hope. The clear majority did the 

3-day basic training workshop (79%). Figure 12 illustrates the percentages of people who 

visited certain courses. As “Others” the following training programmes were named: 

“Agriculture regular workshop every year”, “Developmental workshop”, “Plant disease”, 

“Pest and disease workshop”, “Vegetable garden”, “Record keeping” and “Budget 

training”.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Farmers sustain the community gardens mainly through the income earned via Harvest 

of Hope and 47% of the farmers buy their inputs in the gardens centres in Nyanga or 

Khayelitsha. Many named Shoprite Supermarket, “normal shops”, Agriculture 

Department or Agri-market Philippi, as their main source for inputs. Three farmers said 

that they produce their seeds themselves and use it for planting, but do not sell them. To 
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Figure 12:  Training received from Abalimi 
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say if people work full or part-time in a certain job, the amount of days and hours were 

evaluated. Most of the study population (45%) spend between four to five days a week in 

the Harvest of Hope gardens, another 39% spend more than five days there. More than 

half of the studied farmers (58%) spend working six to eight hours per day (See Appendix 

II: Figure 21 and 22). Worth mentioning is that for example, F5 stated that she works 

only on weekends in the community gardens, due to her full-time job at Harvest of Hope. 

To understand how commercially developed the project Harvest of Hope is, the amount 

of produce sold and how much the farmers keep for themselves is crucial (Figure 13).  

 

Source: Field work 

 

 

The statistical analysis showed that 66% sell more than half of their produce and 13% sell 

everything to Harvest of Hope. The trend is an increasing one towards selling the 

vegetables rather than using them for own consumption. F9 says that she sometimes does 

not consume any produce and sells all to Harvest of Hope. The information of how much 

money the farmers spend every month on food is value adding. While looking at the 

amount of money farmers spend on food weekly, 61% spend between ZAR 101 and ZAR 

500. Another 13% spend more than ZAR 1001 for food per week. Table 10 gives the 

detailed overview of how much money the farmers spend on food every week.  
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Table 10: Money spend on food per week 

South African Rand / per week Percent % 

Up to ZAR 100 

Between ZAR 101 and ZAR 300 

Between ZAR 301 and ZAR 500 

Between ZAR 501 and ZAR 700 

Between ZAR 701 and ZAR 1000 

More than ZAR 1001 

Prefer not to answer 

6 % 

42 % 

19 % 

10 % 

8 % 

13 % 

2 % 

 

 

 

 

2.5 Stability and Sustainability  

Abalimi Bezekhaya is attractive in the townships and various communities due to its 

“consistent business” structure. Other projects were started but broke apart quickly. 

Abalimi Bezekhaya gives them the chance to create a way to form stability for themselves 

and their family and farm in a sustainable way. In order to do so, the organisation goes 

into the communities and analyses the needs and interests of the people and tries to 

improve these. On the one hand, it has been said (Interviewee II) that Harvest of Hope 

guarantees the farmers to take all vegetables they are harvesting, on the other hand there 

are high quality standards for the vegetables to be sold (Interviewee I). The organisation 

advises them to use vegetables which do not fulfil the quality requirements more locally, 

meaning to sell it in their community. Farmers say that some of the produce goes to waste 

because Harvest of Hope is not buying all vegetables, and they often do not know what 

to do with them. Interviewee I, a Abalimi Bezekhaya member, said: 

Harvest of Hope wants as many different vegetables as possible for their business 

model (vegetable box). Abalimi at the same time, wants its farmers to be as diverse 

and climate resistant as possible. Which means you need as many varieties and 

vegetables as possible, and also providing for the biodiversity in the garden. 

Thankfully at the moment those two things are the same. 

Source: Field work 
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The organisation creates a kind of stability for farmer´s lives. Nevertheless, farmers are 

highly dependent on their free and subsidized services, including check-ups of water or 

soils and repairing things such as boreholes or other facilities without any charge. Farmers 

can choose which vegetables to grow, but the organisation gives strong recommendation 

and takes the dominant position and leads. Furthermore, farmers express that they benefit 

from the garden but only when produce is high enough. For example, F11 stated that due 

to theft and water supply problems their produce is reduced. This leads to a decrease of 

their financial benefits. Concerning this, the aspect of follow up training plays a major 

role regarding dependence on the organisation. Interviewee I says that the aim is to 

connect the farmers to further markets for future independency, they want the farmers to 

be “independent of Harvest of Hope [and] self-sufficient […] and have their own 

markets”. At the same time, he stated that it “is not to separate from Abalimi, but 

eventually that they use as little as possible […] to be self-sufficient from Abalimi.” Worth 

mentioning is that there is no garden yet independently from Abalimi Bezekhaya 

working.  

In addition to all above-mentioned aspects, the organisation conducts so-called 

Sustainability Indices (SI) or Resilience and Sustainability Indices. The aim of the SI is 

to analyse every single garden under certain criteria concerning for example physical 

conditions, production skills and practices, self-evaluation and record keeping or Harvest 

of Hope income rating. Gardens could reach 280 points, depending on their ratings, which 

shows how sustainable a garden is and puts each garden in a category (survival, 

subsistence, and livelihood). Access to data from August 2014 and July 2015 was 

provided by the Abalimi Bezekaya staff members. Only ratings for Harvest of Hope 

gardens were found. The latest SI resulted in twenty gardens put in the category below 

livelihood, one mid livelihood and seven early livelihood gardens. Interviewee II said that 

the SI process includes asking and checking farmer’s knowledge. The process is described 

to be very detailed and shall also help to fill in knowledge gaps; furthermore, it gives a 

chance to observe farmers and analyse how optimally they work. 
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2.6 SWOT – Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats 

Various people participated in the online survey based on a SWOT analysis, including 

Abalimi Bezekhaya staff member, volunteers and people in charge at Harvest of Hope. A 

summary of results of the analysis for the organisation Abalimi Bezekhaya with the focus 

on Harvest of Hope is provided in Figure 14. 

Abalimi Bezekhaya is well known in national and international arenas and has an overall 

positive reputation. It is located within its target group communities and offers 

development aid and services, which is adopted with certainty. Its staff is passionate and 

the majority is originally from the target group, which is a strength. Nevertheless, they 

often underperform, are not knowledgeable enough, and there are too few employees. 

Former “community centres” (garden centres) form no incentive anymore to farmers 

living around them. The lack of funding plays a major role. The analysis showed that this 

is often due to the lack of leadership, as well as the resulting inability of taking 

opportunities, which are present. Interviewee I described the organisation as weak in 

developing partnerships and collaborations. Furthermore, it is trying to be involved in 

various grounds simultaneously, which leads to a lack of focus. This might mean their 

different activities within Harvest of Hope, trying to increase the member number of 

Abalimi Bezekhaya as well as the size of the field team, being present at farmer’s markets, 

aiming to concept a food security programme and further plans. 

They could improve and extend the structure of their training. The structure and system 

of the vegetables box scheme could include options for vegetables and marketing ideas, 

which could advance its image. Correspondingly, to keep up with the competition from 

other organisations, promoting more innovative vegetables box schemes. Beside this, the 

current condition of the garden centres does not fulfil its origin purpose, which was a 

centre where farmers would receive information and input (such as seeds, seedlings and 

manure) about and for their gardens. There are opportunities to cooperate and collaborate 

with other national and international projects. A focus should be laid upon home gardens 

and young farmers to open doors to new entrants and enriching possibilities in the future. 

The Department of Agriculture in Cape Town offers financial support for small-scale 

farmers, which could be seized by the members of Abalimi Bezekhaya. As mentioned 

before, the current office is in the community of their target groups. However, the lease 

contract is about to expire. Beside this, the absence of several possible trading markets, 

as well as funds, if they fail to appear, will form a threat for the farmers. The current 
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governmental situation, including an understaffed Urban Agricultural Unit, and the 

overall lack of sufficient support from their side shapes a threat, especially for young and 

newly emerging farmers. Further threats are the criminality and the climate in South 

Africa. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14: SWOT Analysis 
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2.7 Level of Food Security 

In order to analyse the level of food security, the questionnaire´s aim was to investigate 

the consumption patterns of the self-produced vegetables from the community gardens. 

Furthermore, it gained information about their current and past food situation with the 

help of the analysis strategies from the Universal Household Food Insecurity 

Measurement Tool (Coleman-Jensen, Nord, Andrews, & Carlson, 2011). 83% of the 

farmers answered with yes, when they were asked if they included the produce of the 

community in their daily meals. Follow up questions to receive more detailed answers to 

their usage of the produce from the community garden gave a slightly different picture. 

For example, only about half (48%) said they consumed it every day while another 6% 

consumed the produce between five to six days a week. Furthermore, 29% said they 

consumed it between three and four days a week, 15% between one and two days and 

only 2% said they never include the produce form the community gardens in their meals. 

But F16 for example said that her family never consumes any produce from the garden 

in the beginning of the month, just about twice at the end of the month when money is 

too little to get food from shops. Worth noting is that almost all farmers (98%) supply 

others with the produce from the community gardens. These are for example family and 

friends, chronically ill or old people as well as donating it to day care centres or others. 

In addition, F18 explained that they prepare large meals for visitors which often leads to 

a lack of food afterwards. When asking about their main source of food, 65% of the study 

population said they buy it at supermarkets and local shops, 63% said they received it 

through community urban food gardens. A group of 9% of the farmers separately decided 

to choose “own grown fruit/vegetables” as one of their main food sources. Out of these 

groups, 4% of the farmers explained that they grow their own fruits and vegetables and 

work in community urban food gardens. Just 2% named their family as a source. Several 

farmers described how they grow vegetables the whole month and give all to Harvest of 

Hope, and just included the vegetables in diet at the end of the month when money is too 

little to go to the shop. In contradiction, for example, F38 tries to include the produce as 

much as possible but is not possible at the end of the month. F35 stated that once you get 

used to eat organic vegetables it is unlikely to skip back to conventional produce 

vegetables, nevertheless, she struggles at the end of the month and shares food with 

neighbours so all have something to eat. 72% of the farmers explained that they provide 

their own food. Beside this, they said that they receive support from their family (46%), 

from neighbours (17%), and associations (15%). Just 4% said that they do not receive any 
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community support. Additionally, they described that they borrow food from neighbours 

who own shops and pay it when they have money again. This is for examples described 

by F11 and F16. Both women borrow food from neighbours and small shops. As their 

main economic resource half of the people who named the income from full-time work, 

15% from part-time and 35% from social grants. Another 54% ticked the option “Others” 

and named “urban garden”, “Harvest of Hope”, “pension”, “child money”, “rent out 

shacks to the community”. 

The Universal Household Food Insecurity Measurement Tool asks for certain 

circumstances concerning food habits and structure to categorise food insecurity levels. 

Figure 15 illustrates the distribution of answers the farmers gave. Worth mentioning is 

that 37% of the study population, which is formed by Harvest of Hope members only, 

worry that their food will run out. Furthermore, 24% of the farmers eat less than what 

they should because of lack of food. 20% cut the size of their meals or skipped meals, as 

well as not being able to afford a balanced meal. Another 13% of the farmers did not eat 

for a whole day. Concerning the last three months, 2% of the study population said that 

they did not eat for a whole day, another 9% said they did cut or skipped a meal, the same 

number of people expressed that they lost weight due to not eating.  

 

Figure 15: Food Security of Harvest of Hope Farmers  

(Universal Household Food Insecurity measurement tool) 

 

 

37%

20%

20%

24%

9%

13%

9%
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Did you at any time worry that your food will run out?

Could not afford a balanced meal
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Did not eat for a whole day
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Source: Field work 
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In this part, all answers were put together to receive an overview of the food security 

situation of Harvest of Hope farmers. In addition, cross-combinations have been 

measured to see how many people reported certain “food insecurity” conditions 

combinations. Table 11 shows the cross-combinations of these conditions. Respondents 

referred worrying about food running out and eating less that they should due to lack of 

food was one of the main combinations (20%). Another example is people explaining to 

worry about food running out and cutting size of the meal or skipping a meal (17%). In 

total, out of the other 22 combinations, half are reported under 10%, and the other half 

even under 5% of the study population. 

Table 11: Cross-combinations of “food insecure” conditions 

 Could not 

afford a 

balanced 

meal 

Cut size of 

meal or 

skipped a 

meal 

Ate less than 

what you 

should 

because of a 

lack of food 

Cut or 

skipped a 

meal in the 

past 3 

months 

Did not 

eat for 

a whole 

day 

Lost 

weight 

due to 

not 

eating 

Did not eat 

for a whole 

day in the 

past 3 

months 

Did you at any time 

worry that your food will 

run out? 

 

15% 

 

17% 

 

20% 

 

9% 

 

9% 

 

7% 

 

2% 

 

 

Could not afford a 

balanced meal 

  

13% 

 

11% 

 

 

7% 

 

9% 

 

4% 

 

2% 

 

Cut size of meal or 

skipped a meal 

   

15% 

 

9% 

 

9% 

 

7% 

 

2% 

 

Ate less than what you 

should because of a lack 

of food 

    

9% 

 

9% 

 

4% 

 

2% 

 

Cut or skipped a meal in 

the past 3 months 

     

7% 

 

2% 

 

 

2% 

 

Did not eat for a whole 

day 

      

4% 

 

2% 

Lost weight due to not 

eating 

       

2% 

 

Source: Field work 
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When asked for a definition for food security, one Abalimi member answered that “no 

person in the house [should] get to bed hungry”. The second Abalimi member said that 

food security means “just getting people into the soil, into the dirt, because the culture is 

generally against farming and such”. The third Abalimi member expressed that he thinks 

food security means “that everyone can get the chance of eating healthy food every day. 

Three interviewees said that the function of Harvest of Hope influences food security 

indirectly. Farmers earning money and spending it on other purposes such as school fees. 

Beside this, Interviewee I and II (Abalimi members) said that if funds improve, the project 

will go back to having food security as its focus.  

Furthermore, Interviewee II says that  

Abalimi has made progress in eliminating food [in]security for those individuals 

[working] with Harvest of Hope [but] we are not making significant impact in 

those [other] people´s lives [who are not with harvest of Hope].  

The same person says that the aim is to increase the sales and then work outside of the 

120 Harvest of Hope farmers in order to tackle food insecurity. 

 

2.8 Government position 

The Agriculture Unit consists of only one person, whose focus is the enhancement of the 

Urban Agriculture Policy in the City of Cape Town. Further, the Unit assists in tax 

management (property taxes) of the farmers. The aim is to expand the scale and scope 

and raise awareness, particularly concerning food security. The Interviewee from the Unit 

explained that they want to make them understand how selling within the community and 

earning money is essential. Furthermore, clarifying that the money can be used for other 

purposes, and not for fresh crops only. He points out that they want to “make them 

economic […] get them sustainable” through producing and selling within the 

community and addressing markets. Connected to this aspect, they provide training, 

which is mostly based on organic practices. The Unit frequently helps participants to start 

a garden, but no regular assistance is provided. Farmers must approach the Unit to receive 

support. Furthermore, they connect farmers to other stakeholders. Overall, the aim is to 

help farmers to reach a commercial level. On their way towards commercial level, at a 

certain point in time, they connect them to NGOs, which provide better assistance and 

better infrastructure. Currently there are around 500 food gardens associated with the 
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Unit, of which two are commercial. Other departments, such as the Department of Urban 

Agriculture and the Department of Rural Development and Land Reform, work with 

bigger (small-scale) farms and emerging farms (5-10 ha). The Interviewee explains that 

UA must play a bigger role in Cape Town. Now, only 40% of the vegetables are produced 

in the Philippi Horticulture Area, the rest is imported. 

He described people migrating from rural areas and being used to do agriculture their 

whole lives. The biggest problem is infightings among farmers; it is usually the reason 

why community gardens fall apart. Infighting meaning disagreements among farmers in 

their community gardens. Elder people are engaged in UA, but the focus is put on 

encouraging the youth to farm, which has proved to be very difficult. Commitment and 

habit were named as core skills necessary for the success of UA. Connected to this, the 

Interviewee explained, referring to UA as a livelihood strategy that  

we suggest that they do their own thing, in their own time, in their own region. So, 

you can get an income from your food garden, or give a transaction. For example, 

I give you a beetroot and you give me potatoes, or I just sell it.  

He describes community gardens as “distribution centres” and the need to concentrate on 

them. Community gardens are located within the community, farming there will 

automatically involve the surrounding residences, which will most likely reach home 

gardeners too. Participants within the community gardens can bring knowledge and 

services to home gardens. 

To improve the overall socio-economic situation in Cape Town, the interviewee 

explained that other departments are formulating policies too, e.g. Policy of Social 

Development with Poverty Evaluation and Re-education and Reduction, Fruit Growth 

Policy, and the Food Strategy (tackling insecurity of food, availability of food, access to 

food). All these movements will be influencing the new Urban Agriculture Policy for the 

City of Cape Town. 

All the above mentioned results and data received through conducting this research 

provide a picture of the food security situation of Harvest of Hope members, it also 

provides information about the development of Abalimi Bezakaya and its project. In order 

to reflect and put the results in relation to other studies, the following section will discuss 

and conclude the most important data. 
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3. Discussion  

Urban agriculture has a legal status in Cape Town. The Agriculture Unit established the 

Urban Agriculture Policy for the City of Cape Town in 2007, giving UA recognition as a 

beneficial strategy for improving livelihoods and contributing to food security. In theory 

people receive support and service, and do not encounter limitations connected to legality 

issues nor interference with the government. But still, urban farmers are faced with 

challenges within their practice.  

Only 5% of the people in Cape Town gain their food by growing it themselves (Battersby, 

2011). This study looks at a small fraction of the population of the south-east area of Cape 

Town. It looks at people who are commercially emerging small-scale farmers working 

with Abalimi Bezekhaya and being member of Harvest of Hope, who receive specialized 

training and follow up support.  

Abalimi Bezekhaya diverged from its original focus. Which has been fighting against 

poverty, improving the social and environmental situation in the socio-economically 

neglected townships through sustainable organic micro urban agricultural projects on 

marginal land. The focus moved towards production gardens, which resulted in 

overshadowing other (smaller) projects and farmers. Now, their aim is to shift back 

towards supporting home gardens again, but due to lack of funding it is not possible at 

present. The focus of the organization lies upon Harvest of Hope gardens. The project 

shows a strong commercial tendency and it is questionable if it should move from being 

a social enterprise to a profit organization. Nevertheless, it improves capabilities, assets 

and activities needed for a means of living.  

This study displays that the income received is occasionally low and irregular, which has 

negative influences on the practice of UA. This differs from Oliver (2015) who states that 

bigger formal groups produce a consistent income through Harvest of Hope. On the other 

hand, Karaan and Mohamed (1998) say that small-scale farming is not financially viable 

if all expenses are included. The contract of Harvest of Hope states that the farmers should 

water the vegetables everyday all year around, which implies that their activity is 

associated to a full-time occupation. This study shows that engaged farmers spent as much 

as a full-time worker in their gardens and receive an income. Similar to this result is the 

study from Olivier in 2015. Where he defines the (Harvest of Hope) group to have a 

cautious commercial incitement and use UA as a full-time job. Both studies show that 

Harvest of Hope improves the unemployment status overall in the townships. In 
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contradiction to this study, Tembo and Louw (2013) state that no income, increased 

savings, nor jobs were created for Harvest of Hope farmers.  

This study shows that the commercial farmers at Harvest of Hope have mostly an 

agricultural background and more experience. This is different to other study populations, 

for example, according to Kirkland (2008) the farmers did not originate from the 

agricultural sector. In addition, the sample population in this study attended more training 

programmes compared to home farmers in the same area. They earn an additional income 

through Harvest of Hope, which is an input to their livelihoods.  

Most members of Harvest of Hope do not worry about food. Nevertheless, the amount of 

highly nutritious crops consumed from the gardens leads to the question if they are also 

food secure regarding nutritious levels. They often buy high amounts of low nutrient food 

from supermarkets from the earned money. 

 

3.1 Study Population 

This present study population is no different to many other examples analysing Abalimi 

Bezekhaya, as 73% of the farmers are women and over 50 years old, and originally from 

Eastern Cape, like in the studies conducted by May & Rogerson (1995) and Olivier 

(2015). While comparing it to the home gardeners from the study by Breitenberg & 

Schmuurmann (2013) on average Harvest of Hope households are smaller and many more 

are living in houses rather than in shacks. Their average education level is higher than 

from people living in rural areas, (De Cock, et al., 2013), and higher than the general 

population in Khayelitsha and Nyanga (Karaan & Mohamed, 1998). And an education 

level as high as the level of home gardeners, i.e. the majority has some secondary/high 

school without diploma.  

 

3.2 Urban Agriculture as a Livelihood Strategy within Harvest of Hope 

There is low demand for local produce on a broader scale, specifically in the townships. 

However, on small-scale, the project Harvest of Hope managed to establish access to a 

market where farmers from the townships can sell their produce to a middle-class 

consumer group (Olivier, 2015). The question is if the demand within the communities 

for a profitable market is low or has just not been taken so far. Overall, it is positive that 

farmers have access to markets, because this is often described as one of the major hurdles 
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in UA. This was made possible through Abalimi Bezekhaya as an NGO managing to 

build up the project Harvest of Hope which created economic viability. Other commonly 

mentioned hurdles connected to UA are faced by this present study population. Unstable 

money access is one of them. As mentioned above, Harvest of Hope members generate 

an income, which is irregular and strongly dependent on farmer’s commitment. It is 

considered as an additional income source. Studies show that NGOs have limited power 

to change the economic situation in terms of generating real income increases (Mitlin & 

Satterthwaite, 2004). Like in the study by Olivier (2015) or Bourne (2007), the farmers 

complained about the insufficient and irregular income but claimed at the same time that 

UA plays a vital role in their daily survival through savings and sales, as well as access 

to their social and recreational space. While this is true, F10 and F18 explained that saving 

money is very hard. As many farmers state, working in the gardens is an opportunity to 

escape from the community and associated problems. 

The study resulted in an average monthly income of ZAR 974 earned through UA. In 

order to compare, the average monthly income in 2011 in Cape Town was between ZAR 

1633 and ZAR 25.633 (Western Cape Government Provincial Treasury, 2014). In the 

socio-economic context of South Africa, with high unemployment, food insecurity and 

political problems, almost 75 US$ and the ability to consume the fresh produce 

contributes in significant way to their livelihood. Figure 11 (p. 61) shows the income 

earned through Harvest of Hope. Webb (1998) analysed that women practicing UA spent 

the additional income on other things rather than food. This study shows that the money 

is often used for household commodities, including electricity or school fees. But it is 

uncertain if it is appropriate and sufficient for what they are achieving and producing. 

The amount is lower that other studies show. Olivier (2015) stated an average monthly 

income of ZAR 1000 - 3000 per Harvest of Hope farmer. However, the range of income 

is very diverse. In this research, some farmers earn between ZAR 120 and ZAR 300 while 

others earn between ZAR 1200 and ZAR 3000. How much the Harvest of Hope farmers 

in fact earn, should be analysed with the account information from the office and related 

to the work they put into the project. The payment system from Abalimi Bezekhaya works 

as follows, they provide inputs first and take the price for the inputs off the earnings at 

the end of the month. The farmers earn 50% of the whole income through the vegetable 

boxes, the other half is used for running costs of the organisation. 
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But the farmers often do not see this calculation. They find it hard to account for their 

income received through UA as it always took them a while to give an amount, which is 

similar in the study conducted by Olivier (2015). This study assumes that they often only 

stated the amount they received on their bank accounts. This goes along with Karaan and 

Mohamed (1998) findings who explain that not many are aware of the actual costs 

acquired in farming. The farmers are blamed for having insufficient knowledge of input 

and outflow, which might result in farmers not seeing their real economic situation, as 

well as economic opportunities.  

Beside the money access, labour plays a major role and functions as a constrain since 

very little young people want to practice agriculture. Therefore, Abalimi Bezekhaya 

created a programme for the youth in 2015, the Youth Apprenticeship Project. This 

research showed that every farmer who is ambitious to reach a certain level in the 

Development Continuum, let it be commercial level, will be supported by the NGO or 

Harvest of Hope. As F19 said that they can choose what to plant and how much and will 

receive the best practice training from the field team. The organisation does not force or 

push them in some direction, a view also shown in Kirkland´s (2008) results. However, 

staff members stated that there is a big need to enlarge the number of Harvest of Hope 

farmers and the size of their community gardens, which in turn would lead to more 

produce.  

Beside the mentioned limitations (money access and labour), aspects such as land access, 

water supply and crop security are faced by the members of Harvest of Hope. They have 

difficulties to access, lease and expand their land. Water supply is often difficult, since 

their boreholes need inspection or the water is contaminated. F11 explains that her harvest 

is reduced due to water supply problems and high rates of theft.  

UA is accepted as a sustainable livelihood strategy among many researchers.  However, 

in Cape Town it is evident that this is only for an explicit group of people. Applying 

multiple livelihood strategies is assumed to lead to more stability and resilience (DFID, 

1999). Harvest of Hope farmers apply only two strategies: formal trade of vegetables and 

fruits through markets and informal trading. These two strategies are both related to 

producing crops, which was also the result in the study conducted by Crush et al. (2011). 

He explained that informal trading and selling creates the major means of making a 

livelihood and trying to mitigate food insecurity.  
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The theoretical framework in this study is the Sustainable Livelihood Framework (SLF). 

As mentioned in Part II 2.1, within this framework the external area (Vulnerability 

context) is influences by trends, shocks and seasonality. These three aspects can influence 

peoples’ assets. Transforming structures & Processes can influence the Vulnerability 

context. Peoples assets are key factors for the resilience of livelihoods.  

While looking at South Africa, in comparison to many other countries in Africa, the 

number of people engaged in UA is small. The lack of sufficient governmental support 

or interest could be the reason. Creating a policy with the aim of forming real and 

sustainable opportunities through UA, as well as commercial sustainable economic 

opportunities through jobs and generating income is positive. With this process the policy 

aims to enhance food insecurity levels and income creation. Having these objectives on 

paper is a start but political action and support has been too little and actions should be 

put in practice. These aspects represent the Transforming structures within the SLF. It 

influences the external area where people practice UA. They are influenced or even 

limited in their actions. Furthermore, slowly emerging outcomes could be a reason. In 

addition, many farmers outside of Harvest of Hope do not consider the long-term vision, 

rather living from day to day because it is urgent to feed one’s family. These features 

represent farmer’s human capital. It restricts them in their capabilities and therefore 

influences their livelihood.   

Albertson (2012) raised the question of the core skills (capital assets) for success in UA. 

She named organisational knowledge and professional skills as the most important ones. 

This present study shows that the majority of farmers had more experience (in years), and 

attended more training programmes in comparison to other studies investigating for 

example home gardeners (Breitenberg & Schuurman, 2013). The farmers in this study 

show strong human capital to this regard. This leads to the ability to cope with harsh 

environmental conditions, whereas the application of mainstream or traditional farming 

techniques sometimes does not work. This ability leads to a higher level of resilience 

because they are able to deal with and overcome environmental shocks. These results are 

similar to Olivier´ (2015). He states that all cultivators in Cape Town said that without 

training they could not practice UA. He adds that exclusive methods should be applied 

and that NGOs therefore play a major role in creating human capital for farmers in Cape 

Town (Olivier, 2015).  Beside this, a high level of commitment is visible while looking 

at the time they spent in the garden (human capital). Harvest of Hope farmers mostly 
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spend between 4-5 days and 6-8 hours per day in the community gardens. Alongside, the 

reasons why they started UA, namely more food and love for gardening, are driving 

forces. These aspects, along with the ability to see the long-term outcome and 

commitment, lead to urban agriculture success within Harvest of Hope. This study shows 

that various farmers are having plans, for example F42 aims to enlarge her plots, F32 

wants to build up an export system, F22 desires to have her own shop.  

The farmers named improved food security levels and livelihoods as benefits of UA. 

Almost half of them stated that income saving opportunities (financial capital) is a benefit, 

and therefore a motivation to continue, which is supported by Reuther and Dewar (2006) 

and Karaan and Mohamed (1998). They painted a picture which does not differ too much 

to todays: sufficient income as an incentive to remain active in UA and farmers, having 

an understanding for the expenses connected to farming, see the surplus production and 

income generation as a motivation (Karaan & Mohamed, 1998). For example, F 11 states 

that they only feel the benefit, when income is high enough. It can be assumed that 

Harvest of Hope farmers formed income increase as an incentive for staying in UA over 

time, and it was not their initial motivation.  

Almost 80% of the sample population sell more than half or all their produce, with an 

increasing trend. This shows a strong commercial tendency. F9 says that she sometimes 

does not consume any produce and sells all to Harvest of Hope. In her research on Harvest 

of Hope, Kirkland similarly finds commercialisation of produce to be a long-term trend. 

For example, in a study written in 2008, she found that Harvest of Hope farmers sold 

excess produce on the market rather than meeting their own food security needs. Kirkland 

explains that in June and July even the crops which are not contracted are being taken for 

sale from Harvest of Hope. This leads to more money but less food for the households 

and community (Kirkland, 2008). Beside this, Crush et al. (2011) said that small scale 

urban farmers mainly produce for sale and not for own consumption. Still, almost all 

farmers supply others (98%), seemingly regardless of how much they take home. This 

supports the overall community and shows again strong human capital. As mentioned in 

Part I 3.4, the commercial level in the Development Continuum aims to produce for own 

consumption, as well as selling a large portion. The aim at this level is to stabilize the 

vegetable production and sell enough to save up to reinvest and gain profit. And turn the 

UA activities eventually in a formal job. 
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The contract between Harvest of Hope and the farmers specifies that they should dedicate 

10% of their produce for themselves. All farmers have separate plots for their own 

production in the community gardens, but these are rather small and often of lower quality 

and result in little produce than the rest of the gardens. 40% say that they have a home 

garden, which leads to the assumption that they use these vegetables for own 

consumption. These descriptions show the state of farmer’s physical capital. To produce 

Harvest of Hope contracted vegetables the soil is of higher quality, their own plots lack 

this quality. This study shows that there are a few farmers who do not integrate their 

produce in their daily meals at all. Furthermore, some, for example F9 or F16, included 

it just at the end of the month when money is too scarce to buy groceries in supermarkets. 

When they are not able to buy food, they often borrow it. According to Battersby (2011) 

this reduces household resilience. Still, F11 and 16 for example, describe various 

situations where they had to borrow food from small shops or neighbours. Karaan and 

Mohamed (1998) claim that there are more farmers making a surplus and income than 

there are farmers who merely do it for home consumption. Furthermore, they say that 

Harvest of Hope farmers generate more income through informal selling of crops from 

their own plots (Karaan & Mohamed, 1998). This leads to a even bigger concern of how 

much they actually consume. These aspects, namely the amount of consumption of crops 

from the garden and spending the income for groceries in the supermarkets, bring up 

uncertainties. For example if farmers buy similar vegetables like those they produce or if 

they only buy things they cannot grow. Furthermore, it is unclear if they would prefer to 

rather just get the money than to grow vegetables for their own consumption.   

Through this study, it was assumed that many people were not aware of the nutritious 

value of the food they produce. It could be that they might only see the need for food and 

therefore buy bulk food from supermarkets through the income earned through Harvest 

of Hope. Nevertheless, it should be clear that half of the study population integrated the 

produce in their daily diets. While the majority obtains their food from supermarkets, this 

is not different for home gardeners and the overall population in the townships, including 

those who are not involved in UA (Breitenberg & Schuurman, 2013; Battersby, 2011).  

FAO (2007) described UA as a part-time secondary livelihood strategy in urban areas, in 

addition to this De Cock et al. (2013) said that activities in UA cannot compensate the 

lack of external income and that people’s food insecurity level cannot be enhanced 

through participating in any household food production activity. This is different in this 
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study where UA is clearly a primary livelihood strategy for Harvest of Hope farmers who 

try to turn it in a full-time occupation. Furthermore, their participation gives them the 

chance to produce their own vegetables and either consume or sell it which leads in a 

direct or indirect way to an enhancement of their food insecurity level.  

 

3.3 The Market, Farmers Motivation and Success 

Producing for a middle-class consumer market entails producing new varieties of 

vegetables. This is good for the environment, but Harvest of Hope has high quality 

standards and sometimes does not take all cash crops because of lack of demand and/or 

quality. Harvest of Hope emphasise their guarantee system, which “selling over the 

fence” is not able to offer. Nevertheless, it continues to occur that they do not buy all 

contracted vegetables form the farmers. Vegetables not collected by Harvest of Hope, are 

most likely wasted, even though they advise the farmers to plant them. Farmers do not 

know what to do with them, which is a concern. F47 said that she is planting many crops 

she does not know how to prepare. Producing these cash crops does not contribute in any 

way to food security, even worse it creates waste, Tembo and Louw (2013) analysed a 

similar scenario. They state that crops grown for commercial purpose rot if they are not 

sold, because the farmers do not like them or do not know what to do with them (Tembo 

& Louw, 2013). In addition, it might put pressure on the farmers, knowing that they need 

to fulfil the quality requirements to gain money with their farming activity. A range of 

indigenous crops, crops with known commercial value, or re-launching cooking classes, 

which show them the value and usage of these vegetables, might improve the situation. 

Regarding the SLF, it would also decrease project vulnerability, in social and 

environmental aspects (Kirkland, 2008) 

The income is, as mentioned above, dependent on farmer’s commitment. Their 

motivation, will power and what a role UA plays in their lives matters in this regard. In 

addition, farmers receive knowledge and training but are not applying it properly. 

Furthermore, services and resources are provided, as well as guidelines and useful tips, 

including record keeping, asking for price lists and more. Nevertheless, the application of 

knowledge and practices is inconsistent, which impede them from developing and 

improving. They have either insufficient knowledge or are not using it properly. In result, 

they impact their own asset development in a negative way. This replicates the finding of 

the home garden survey by Breitenberg and Schuurman (2013) who explain that for 
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example compost practicies are not applied as taught or not at all. Furthermore, Kirkland´s 

(2008) statement that the “core institutional elements of Abalimi Bezekhaya are limited 

by weak development of farmer organizational and management skills” reinforces the 

assumption. 

Another concern is that both Abalimi Bezekhaya staff member and the Urban Agriculture 

Unit member say that farmers do not see opportunity and possible positive outcome in 

selling the produce and gaining money. This, and to an extent low incomes from UA, are 

most likely a reason for people leaving agriculture when there is another job opportunity. 

People’s expectations and reasons for starting UA might be an explanation too. They 

assume returns right from the start, and many do not see the long-term progress and 

possible positive outcome (Bourne, 2008; Tembo & Louw, 2013).  

Harvest of Hope farmers mainly started UA because of lack of food and love for 

gardening. The study by Bourne (2007) shows that the sample population named extreme 

poverty and starvation as the main motives. This shows that farmers name social reasons 

for engaging in UA first, before the economic ones, including the generation or increase 

of income. This might be a reason for their success. F34 said that she started UA in order 

to keep herself healthy, F44 explained that that one major reason was to give people 

healthy food. Furthermore, F5 described the fact that she wants to make her children 

happy with fresh food as a motivation to engage in UA. Bourne´s statement that success 

in UA is “often dependent on participants having access to regular sources of income 

outside the gardens” (2007, p.5) does not correlate with the results of this study. 35% of 

all farmers receive social grants, but less than 10% are using the money to sustain the 

community garden. This is much less than for example in rural areas where 75% of the 

people indicated to receive some kind of social grant (De Cock, et al., 2013). But, the 

little usage of social grants within Harvest of Hope ranks, might be related to receiving 

loans from Abalimi Bezekhaya. This assumes that farmers might use the money from 

their social grants in order to start UA, but stop using it as soon as they generate an income 

through their production of vegetables. Then they start using this income to sustain their 

gardens, and their social grants for other purposes. In conclusion, for Harvest of Hope 

farmers UA is one of a few livelihood sources beside for example social grants. 
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3.4 Stability and Sustainability 

Being sustainable and less vulnerable is dependent on useful developed assets. It is 

important through what kind of influences assets are changing and becoming stronger 

(Kirkland, 2008). Harvest of Hope farmers receive help to create valuable assets. For 

example, they are receiving much more and intensified training and workshops which 

lead to more success and, in turn, more motivation (human asset). F21 explained that she 

received all her knowledge from the field workers, and every week when they come to 

her garden she has the opportunity to ask questions. Beside this, farmers receive heavily 

subsidized manure/compost and seedlings, which improves the natural capital but will 

not lead to more sustainability. The community gardens should be able to buy or produce 

the manure/compost or seedlings themselves, for example F35 and F40 do, this would 

lead to stronger assets and in turn to sustainability and independence. Kirkland analysed 

the situation of Harvest of Hope farmers in 2008. Similar to my results, she explains that 

the farmers are very dependent on the knowledge and information flow from Abalimi 

(Kirkland, 2008). 

City of Cape Town (CCT) uses a figure of ZAR 2800/month to determine whether a 

household is indigent, three quarter of the farmers in the study conducted in Ocean View, 

Philippi and Khayelitsha are below this amount (Battersby, 2011). In this present study, 

not households were looked at, but single people; 50% of the people have an income 

between ZAR 1201 and ZAR 2500, 24% ZAR 301-ZAR 800, the rest earns more than 

ZAR 2500. Some Harvest of Hope farmers would be classified as indigent. But it should 

be kept in mind that the in- and outflow in household is connected to all members, it is 

not that one salary belongs to one person, but a strong support mechanism is present 

(Olivier, 2015).  

 

Harvest of Hope tries to make farmers self-reliant and sustainable. This is managed in 

various ways. People have known the organisation for a long time, it has a stable and 

consistent appearance in the community which appears trustworthy. In addition, the 

project aims to put people and their well-being as their major focus. Through their training 

programmes, assistance and follow up visits to the garden, the Harvest of Hope farmers 

gain more knowledge and support in comparison to members of other, smaller projects 

of the organisation. This increases their stability and sustainability level. In addition, the 

Sustainability Index (SI) was predominantly undertaken in Harvest of Hope gardens, 

which leads to even more knowledge flow, information and assistance. The procedure of 
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the SI shows also weak points of the gardens, which can be tackled and improved. But 

these conditions lead in turn to overshadowing smaller projects and home gardeners 

especially. This results in Harvest of Hope farmers taking up an unreasonable amount of 

Abalimi Bezekhayas time and effort. Comparable to my result, Kirkland says in her study 

(2008) that Abalimi Bezekhaya focusses on Harvest of Hope farmers and pays less 

attention on other projects. 

Sustainability is built on three pillars: natural sustainability, economic sustainability and 

social sustainability (Adams, 2001; Emas, 2015). Harvest of Hope farmers are 

empowered to work in a sustainable way. Farmers apply organic cultivation methods and 

are generating an income. In addition, while conducting questionnaires and interviews 

farmers showed attributes such as building up relationships (social cohesion), mixed 

tenure, fair distribution of income and increased self-esteem, which are also forms of 

capital in the Sustainable Livelihood Framework. Harvest of Hope is giving the farmers 

a hand towards social sustainability, identical to the study by Dempsey et al.  (2011). 

Their study illustrates a summary of non-physical and predominantly physical factors 

which influence the urban social sustainability (Dempsey, Bramley, Power, & Brown, 

2011). Nevertheless, the farmers in this study still lack predominantly physical factors 

such as decent housing and accessibility.  

Olivier (2015) states that it is less complicated for NGOs to negotiate private agreements 

concerning leasing land. Abalimi Bezekhaya works with people who approach them with 

already existing lease contracts or similar contracts which allows access to land; the 

organisation does not predominantly support these negotiations. This leads to a 

continuous difficult situation of leasing land. Yet, the government did not solve this 

hurdle either. Karaan and Mohamed say that the government struggled with it in 1998 

and according to today´s Harvest of Hope farmers it still does. Farmers complained about 

the difficulty to expand their farming land, F32 for example, would like to keep livestock 

but the land issue inhibits it. 

Highly subsidized services do not give a permanent solution for long-term self-reliance. 

There is a need to find a balance or a way to gradually reduce these subsidies. One 

Abalimi Bezekhaya member claimed that with higher income, the subsidies will decrease. 

Which should increase gardens independence and self-reliance. Beside this, Tembo and 

Louw (2013) state that low return and inappropriateness of seedlings are defined as causes 
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for instability, which is to some extent the current situation. With enough income, 

communities could purchase their inputs themselves.  

Harvest of Hope encourages farmers to have their own markets. But not a single garden 

is nearly independent from the organisations support yet. de Satgé and William (2008) 

claims that all farmers they interviewed referred to their dependence on Abalimi 

Bezekhaya. Already in 1998, Karaan and Mohamed analysed high dependence rates of 

farmers on the organisation. Farmers might not be able to survive without any external 

support from the organisation. They stated that farmers obtaining their inputs from other 

sources (but with higher costs) are less dependent (Karaan & Mohamed, 1998). Almost 

ten years ago, Kirkland (2008) already explained, that Harvest of Hope tries to catch up 

the lag between improved financial capital and the stability and sustainability of 

community gardens.  

While conducting this research, it emerged that farmers do not have sufficient knowledge 

about environmental circumstances. Furthermore, they do not know what influence these 

environmental circumstances and their practices might have on their produce or body. 

Applying various (specifically organic) production methods is beneficial for the 

environment, applying it without appropriate knowledge can have negative consequences 

on the environment and on productivity. These aspects differ from Olivier´s (2015) 

results. He explains that farmers were unaware of the functions of an ecosystem before 

attending Abalimi workshops, and that in turn now they have more understanding of the 

value of a functioning ecosystem. Based on this study it is clear that people still need 

more awareness of these issues and that the existing training have not been enough. 

Farmers often follow the instruction of the field team members without questioning their 

applied methods. They often rely too much on the field staff, which shows their strong 

dependence. Albertson (2012) shows that farmers wait for further instruction of field team 

members and often do not act independently.  

Beside these aspects, she and other researchers name that high rates of theft reduced the 

produce for sale and income, water supply problems lead to a lack of quality, dying crops 

or diseases, which will sequentially result in less stability (Albertson, 2012; Karaan & 

Mohamed, 1998). As mentioned above, this is also the case in my study, farmers complain 

about decreased harvest due to theft. However, it was visible that the water supply 

problems were positively improving with reparations of water tanks, as well as 

improvements of boreholes and water check-ups for diseases. These aspects represent a 
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range of shocks, which influence farmers’ assets in the Sustainable Livelihood 

Framework. 

Empowering people in townships is important. But it is very difficult due to social 

isolation and the “legacy of traditional development by telling people what they should 

think” (Olivier, 2015, p.38). Speer et al. (2001) say that UA can be effective in 

empowering in the way that it will improve social cohesion and people will be encouraged 

to work together. It boosts social cohesion by inspiring people to work together, which 

often leads to tight (following no formal agenda) relationships. This can be connected to 

the SLF, social capital forms one of the core livelihood assets. Small explained in his 

report in 2008 that the social benefit will be reduced at commercial level. This is not 

visible in this study. 

Thus, the Harvest of Hope farmers would have little prospect to survive in the structure 

they are right now without the existence of the organisation. While analysing physical 

and social benefits of urban agriculture projects run by NGOs in Cape Town, Olivier 

(2015) came to a similar result, he described Harvest of Hope farmers as very dependent. 

The sustainability of the whole organisation is highly dependent on funding, which is a 

major problem currently, and is maybe also a reason for the lack of independence status 

of the gardens. Most often, NGOs navigate their projects in favour of the donors, which 

could lead to an unintended focus (Olivier, 2015). This is also to some extent visible 

within Abalimi Bezekhaya, mainly due to their dependence of donors and no other 

income source. 

In order to not rely on these donors, Harvest of Hope tries to be self-sustainable and make 

profit. But this is not completely compatible with its non-profit status, therefore moving 

towards a profit organisation should be considered. The consultancy Just Think suggested 

that 21% of the profit should go to the growers, 38% to the Abalimi staff, 25% to Abalimi, 

8% to Just Think, 5% project manager and 3% to marketer (de Satgé & William, 2008). 

But this would not be appropriate, I believe the growers should receive the major amount 

and not the Abalimi Bezekhaya staff.  
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3.5 SWOT Analysis  

Abalimi Bezekhaya improved in various ways, including through awareness programmes 

in order to expand their outreach. In addition, they started a youth apprenticeship 

programme aiming to change young people’s perception of agriculture. This program has 

been implemented successfully so far, which averagely 10 to 20 young people getting 

trained and skilled for urban agricultural practices. They have been continuously creating 

work relations, encouraging people to start UA and improving community-building. But 

its focus shifted from greening/environmental to partly funding driven food security work 

to production gardens and enlarging Harvest of Hope gardens. Now, the staff and farmers 

see this shift as a concern. It should shift back to home gardens and garden centres. 

Through the SWOT analysis various strategies can be formulated. These go along with 

many points raised in the document Abalimi field program goals and objectives.  

The major problem stems from the lack of funding. They could try to get funding from 

the Department of Agriculture, an option that exists, but they have not been chosen yet. 

This could lead to new (long term funding) cooperation in order to focus on home gardens 

and garden centres again. Concentrating on a handful of project thoroughly, and not on 

many ineffectual should be aimed. In addition, accurate opportunities and expectations 

should be stated. The marketing of the organisation and activists such as Rob Small, 

attract people on the one hand with the realist impacts UA can have on their livelihood. 

On the other hand, they create an illusion of very high income. In this study a staff 

member talked about an income of over ZAR 10.000 if that is not the case. Tembo and 

Louw (2013) support this point of view, they state that an understanding and what is 

´realistic´ should be created. 

Recommendations for the organisation included improve outreach, focus on advice, 

training, extension and the garden centres, as well as avoiding unsustainable subsidisation 

(Karaan & Mohamed, 1998). Back then, the performance of the training could be 

improved and the provision of seeds was inadequate, very similar to today´s situation 

(Karaan & Mohamed, 1998). Nowadays, they should employ more people and qualify 

them. The problem of underperforming and people not being knowledgeable enough 

might be overcome by taking up these opportunities, for example by strengthened training 

and qualifications. 

There is the need to extend their office contact or try to find a new accommodation within 

their target community to stay in close contact with the farmers. This could eventually 
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also lead to an establishment of a “real market” in the communities, which probably forms 

the biggest challenge to date. The Abalimi field program goals and objectives, raising the 

need for clear communication and transparency between AB management, administration 

and field team management and workers, could tackle the weakness referring to the lack 

of leadership.  

 

3.6 Food security 

Farmers mentioned professional skills, good health and innovation/planning as the main 

aspects that make them more food secure. This might be connected to better practice in 

the garden; if good skills can be applied, with new ideas and a sense for planning in a 

more advanced way than others, who aren’t innovative nor able to put things into action. 

Beside this, being outside in nature, makes them feel healthier and exercises their whole 

body and mind, which leads to strong human assets. Various farmers (for example 

F2,4,7,14 and more) explained to be more relaxed since working in the garden. They do 

not have to worry about anyone’s problems, the conversations in the community or 

similar issues because they are in their gardens in peace.  

The Interviewees defined food security in their own words, summarizing their definitions 

it can be said that food security means to get people into agriculture to give them the 

chance to eat healthy every day and do not have to go to bed hungry. In comparison, the 

FAO (2006) definition said that if people have physical and economic access to sufficient 

and nutritious food always which meets their dietary need and food preferences for an 

active and healthy life, food security exists. Both describe the physical access to food. It 

seems like the Interviewees have the opinion that people are responsible for enough food 

themselves, whereas the FAO definition sees it as a given necessity. 

The current food security status shows that overall 63% do not worry about food. This 

draws a positive picture in comparison to studies in rural areas (14.5% food secure) or 

even the whole population in townships (15% food secure). Still, due to difficulties at a 

given time of the year to provide enough food and due to the lack of resources, 37% of 

the sample population is still described as food insecure. Thus, it can be claimed that 

Harvest of Hope does contribute to the food security of its members.  

Staff members say that increasing sales will improve food security levels even more 

because farmers will produce more for themselves too. In volumes, this is very likely; in 
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nutritious quality, it is not certain. This uncertainty of the real nutritious value is also 

noted by Tembo and Louw (2013) and Crush et al. (2010). The assumption that Harvest 

of Hope can eliminate food insecurity overall, cannot be confirmed as it was not part of 

this study. For the future of Abalimi Bezekhaya they planned to implement a food security 

programme. This includes a shift back to the garden centres as a base and developing and 

growing a vendor programme. This might influence the current food security status of the 

Harvest of Hope farmers. Farmers might start to understand the nutritious difference 

between supermarket food and garden food, they might understand how organic practices 

influence the environment and home gardeners might reach a certain commercial level to 

enlarge the Harvest of Hope group. 

 

 

4. Reflecting on the study 

Various aspects impacted or influenced the interpretations of this study. Therefore, it was 

beneficial to reflect the study to indicate limitations and considerations. Generalisability, 

the possibility to generally apply study results and conclusions, is often mentioned as an 

aspect to consider. This study investigated an issue in a specific population of a locality 

in a focused context; generalisability does not form a problem for the present study but 

perhaps for researcher using the findings in other cases. In addition, the study can be 

applied in practice and measures used to collect data can be replicated. However, certain 

formulations and the way the research was conducted should be slightly enlarged. The 

results of this study giving information about the income should be put in relation to 

secondary data of salary statements. The representative sample size was formed with 

57.8% of all registered 120 Harvest of Hope farmers. More than half of the population 

was analysed; cases occurred which showed a very different trend compared to most 

instances. Enlarging the sample size would ensure if it is a trend or exceptions. While 

conducting qualitative research, subjectivity plays a major role. People´s perceptions are 

influenced by their emotions and most notably their incentives.  

The limited range of literature on UA in South Africa refers mainly to Abalimi Bezekhaya 

as a case study, due to its reputation and recognition in national and international context. 

This can relate to the “halo effect”, where people describe everything in an “exemplary 

fashion and participants are motivated to show off" (Patton, 1990, p.1202). Applied to 
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this study, it might mean that farmers describe their situation, working with Harvest of 

Hope, much more beneficial than they realize it to be. In addition to that, report it in a 

more beneficial way to other people, for example me as a foreign student. Just a few 

participants mentioned negative aspects in regard of being a member of Harvest of Hope, 

the majority only described benefits. Beside this, key participants claim to not profit from 

it, explaining that they spend time contributing to the research and not receiving much in 

return.  

People within this study were mainly Xhosa speaking people. The language barrier 

influenced the research. Due to organisational and time issues the original external 

translator was replaced with a Harvest of Hope member, which may have influenced the 

farmers to not speak about negative points. For the future research working with an 

independent translator, who is not involved in the project should be considered. Beside 

this, access and availability to secondary data was difficult due to a computer crash at 

Harvest of Hope in the beginning of 2015 and lack of organisation and sufficiency of 

documents. Additionally, the access to the study area was limited. Working in South 

African townships as a European woman is not always easy, it can involve difficult 

situations in relation to moving freely in the area.  

Overall, difficulties have been logistic, i.e. transportation and navigation, and weather 

conditions. My stay was between April and July, which overlaps with the winter season 

in South Africa. This meant that, a limited number of crops were planted, and on very 

cold days, no one was working in the gardens, or just for a short period per day. 

 

5. Future Research  

Further research concerning UA specifically practiced in South Africa is needed to get a 

larger picture of the situation. Environmental studies related to soil, water and waste 

management as well as plant and disease management in consideration with 

planning/strategy plans of the government in Cape Town are necessary. In addition, the 

value chain regarding its organic aspect should be analysed. Coupled with this the stage 

of organic food certification could be investigated. Given financial services, supporting 

UA should be more transparent. The lack of key markets calls for an analysis of existing 

types of (in)formal channels of trade (markets) and how they work. The problem of group 
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externalities or social dilemmas connected with common pool resources and public good 

problems could be investigated.  

Furthermore, people expressed their wish of exporting vegetables. Research could 

identify contact persons who could help them figure out to which extent this could be 

possible. Monitoring and evaluating all UA projects/NGOs in Cape Town and figuring 

out their different visions, strategies and implementations could help to find a mutual 

beneficial structure.  

In addition to that, the situation of vendors should be looked at. Currently there are just a 

small number of vendors at Abalimi Bezekhaya. Does the small number of vendors result 

from a lack of motivation or lack of information? And where does it originate from? It 

could be that possible systems, e.g. creating new garden centres which give farmers 

shorter travel ways, would change the current situation. Related to this, a study on the 

distance between the home and the community garden and if this has an impact on 

farmer’s behaviour and motivation. Analysing the Sustainable Index investigation of 

Abalimi Bezekhaya and supporting the administration the farmers register is desirable. 

Farmers should receive more knowledge on the nutritious value of the crops and usage of 

cash crops, in case that Harvest of Hope does not buy the vegetables from them. Beside 

this, the perception of the consumers/costumers of Abalimi Bezekhayas products should 

be captured. Lastly it is important to analyse the position of the government and if it 

supports the urban agricultural movement in a thorough way. 

 

 

6. Conclusion 

Community gardening programmes might appear straightforward at first glance, but 

thorough inspection quickly shows that they are far more complex. Most literature 

connects urban agriculture with poverty alleviation and improved food security. Its 

functions and impacts have been analysed in various parts of the world with overarching 

positive consequences. In Cape Town, however, urban agriculture is not as prominent as 

in many other places.  

Researchers investigated the urban agriculture situation in Cape Town regarding its 

economic, social and environmental aspects and came to diverging conclusions.  
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Crush et al. (2010) says that some household generate income from urban agriculture; 

Reuther and Dewar (2005) explain that it has low returns and Karaan and Mohamed 

(1998) explain that considering in - and outflow of all connected expenses urban 

agriculture does not verify to be financial worthwhile. Bourne (2008) analysed Harvest 

of Hope gardens and concluded, that the project does not create jobs, nor substantial 

income. Webb and Kasumba (2011) concluded, that employment and income generation 

benefits are moderate.  

Most researchers agree that social grants are forming the primary source for household 

income generation and that the motive behind gardening projects are social rather than 

economic. Various inquiries state that urban agriculture empowers people, improves the 

role of women, increases the household food consumption level, supports community-

building and has a positive effect on a city´s ecology. 

Harvest of Hope´s goal to give farmers access to markets and increase their income has 

been the target of investigations before. Kirkland (2008) described that it has a beneficial 

influence on its members, but overshadows the smaller projects and less fast growing 

farms and farmers. de Satgé and William (2008) argue if the project should turn into a 

profit organisation, since it generats profit and aims to be self-relient and independent 

from donors.  

My research results, in combination with several other studies, challenges the picture of 

small-scale commercial urban agriculture projects in Cape Town. Urban agriculture has 

benefits. People state that they start to practice urban agriculture due to social benefits 

rather than economic. And that these social benefits increase over time and lead to an 

improvement of their assets. With the application of the SLF it was possible to figure out 

that it carries more than just a food source, urban agriculture has a holistic potential. 

Farmers improve their capital assets, mostly their human (social) and financial 

(economic) ones. Hence, it could make them more stable and sustainable and might create 

a long-term contribution on food security and livelihood strategy. Consequently, 

enganging in urban agriculture and working with Harvest of Hope can be considered as a 

sustainable livelihood strategy.  

Farmers explain that they generate income, which in numerous cases has a considerable 

influence on their overall livelihood. It creates full time jobs and is beneficial in various 

ways. It is a respectable start for turning informal jobs eventually to formal ones. 

Household income increases, and in turn their food security status inproves. In respect to 
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this aspect, people who are members of Harvest of Hope are capable of saving money or 

spending it for other things rather than food. It makes its members more food secure as 

well, however, it is uncertain if their diet is more nutritous.  

Concerning the organisation Abalimi Bezekhaya overall, the literature creats a positive 

picture. And this present research supports all its positive aspects, including supporting 

disadvantaged people from townships, give them prospect and empower them to produce 

their own food and help them in certain extent out of poverty. Nevertheless, its focus 

shifted towards Harvest of Hope solely, which looks on the supply and outbid for farmers 

produce. This dwarfs the importance of smaller projects and inpugns its NGO status. The 

project is commercialy concentrated and should be strongly separated from Abalimi 

Bezekhaya, because its focus lays upon marketing and all aspects connected to enlarging 

commercial gardens and membership size. One possibility would be in conjunction with 

the Pick 'n Pay Pack Shed Initiative, like Bourne already suggested in her study from 

2008. If Harvest of Hope would become self-reliant it could focus on the improvement of 

their main weaknesses, including the increase of knowledge and turning the gardens into 

independent and self-reliance communities, as well as making farmers aware that Harvest 

of Hope is not a life time long solution and continuous support source. Along with this, 

the government should produce a policy for urban agriculture as means of income and 

not only for obtaining food. This might result in Abalimi Bezekhaya being able to build 

up new cooperation with donors to receive funding in order to focus again on food 

security related aspects. 
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Appendix  

Appendix I: Questionnaire  

 

Self-administrated questionnaire with members of Harvest of Hope 

The purpose of the Research Questionnaire is to assess the outcomes of Harvest of Hope as a 

livelihood strategy. 

 

Please try to answer all the questions without hesitation. If you do not understand something or 

something is unclear, please do not hesitate to ask. 

 

Kindly CIRCLE your answer 

Demographics 

1. What is your gender? 

Female 0 Male 1 

 

2. Are you originally from Cape Town? 

Yes 0 No, where are you from? 

 

1 

 

3. What is your age? 

Up to 18 0 46 – 50  5 

19 – 25 1 51 – 60 6 

26 – 34 2 Above 60 7 

35 – 40  3 Prefer not to answer 8 

41 – 45  4 

 

4. What is your current Marital Status? 

Single, never married 0 Divorced 3 

Married or domestic partner 1 Separated 4 

Widowed 2 Prefer not to answer 5 

 

5. What level of schooling or higher education have you completed? 

No schooling completed 0 Some college credit, no degree 4 

Primary school 1 Trade/technical/vocational training 5 

Some secondary/high school, no 

diploma 

2 Tertiary education (University)  6 

High school graduate, diploma 3 

 

6. What is your current employment status? 

Own business (e.g. shop) 0 Unemployed 6 

Salaried employee (e.g. teacher, 

nurse etc.) 

1 Retired 7 

Skilled worker (e.g. technician, 

mechanical) 

2 Unable to work 8 

Domestic worker or unskilled 

labour 

3 Others, please specify: 

 

 

9 

Student 4 

Employed full-time in Urban food 

garden projects (Harvest of Hope) 

5 Prefer not to answer 10 
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7. What is your source of Income? 

Full time employment 0 Social grants 

Pension  

Disability 

Child support 

4 

Part time/casual employment 1 Urban Gardening 5 

Contract worker 2 Others, please specify: 

 

 

6 

Family members 3 Prefer not to answer 7 

 

8. If Urban Gardening is a source of your income, how much is it monthly? 

 1 

 

9. What is your total monthly income including income from Urban Gardening? 

Less than R300 0 Between R2001 and R2500 5 

Between R301 and R800 1 Between R2501 and R3000 6 

Between R801 and R1200 2 More than R3001 7 

Between R1201 and R1600 3 Prefer not to answer 8 

Between R1601 and R2000 4 

 

10. How much Rand do you spend on food per week? 

Up to R100 0 Between R701 and 1000 4 

Between R101 and R300 1 More than R1001 5 

Between R301 and R500 2 Prefer not to answer 6 

Between R501 and R700 3 

 

11. How many people live in your household? 

1 – 2 0 More than 6 3 

3 – 4 1 Prefer not to answer 4 

5 – 6 2 

 

12. How many children live in your household? 

1 – 2 0 More than 6 3 

3 – 4 1 Prefer not to answer 4 

5 – 6 2 

 

13. What is the age group of the children in your household? 

Younger than 2 years old 0 19 – 24 years old 4 

Between 3 and 5 years old 1 Older than 24 years 5 

6 – 13 (Primary School) 2 Prefer not to answer 6 

14 – 18 years old (Secondary/High 

School) 

3 

 
14. What kind of housing are you living in? 

Shacks 0 Apartment building 2 

House 1 Prefer not to answer 3 
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Urban Agriculture and Harvest of Hope 

15. Why did you join Harvest of Hope? 

To generate your income 0 To improve the nutritious value of 

your diet 

3 

To increase income 1 Love for gardening 4 

To get more food 2 To improve nature (soil, water use 

etc.) 

5 

If others, please specify: 

 

6 

 

16. When did you become a member of Harvest of Hope? 

  

 

17. Did you have farming experience before starting to work with Abalimi/Harvest of 

Hope? 

Yes 0 No 1 

 

18. If yes, where did you gain the experience and how many years of experience do you 

have? 

Where: 0 Years: 1 

 

19. Have you attended any training programmes or workshops provided by 

Abalimi/Harvest of Hope? 

Yes 0 No 1 

 

20. What kind of training did you do with Abalimi/Harvest of Hope? You can tick more 

than one option 

3-day Basic training 0 Focussed market garden 

workshops                                                     

3 

Organizational workshop 1 If others, please specify: 4 

Agriplanner workshop 2 

 

21. How many days do you spend working in the community garden? 

Between 1 and 2 0 Between 4 and 5 3 

Between 2 and 3 1 Between 5 and 6 4 

Between 3 and 4 2 Between 6 and 7 5 

 

22. How many hours do you spend working in the community garden per day? 

Between 0 and 2 0 Between 6 and 8 3 

Between 2 and 4 1 More than 8 4 

Between 4 and 6 2 

 

23. How do you pay to sustain the community garden? You can tick more than one 

option 

Through own income 0 Through Social grants 3 

Through income earned via 

Harvest of Hope 

1 Others, please specify: 

 

 

4 

Through loans 2 
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24. Where do you buy inputs for the community garden? 

Garden centre (Nyanga or 

Khayalitsha) 

0 Others, please specify: 1 

 

25. Do you apply composting techniques to fertilize the community garden? 

Yes 0 No 1 

 

26. Do you benefit from the community garden? 

Yes 0 No 1 

 

27. If so, in what sense do you benefit from the community garden? You can tick more 

than one option 

Meet your food security needs  0 Social networks 4 

Increasing quality of food  1 Improved livelihoods 5 

Income and saving opportunities 2 Entrepreneurship opportunities 6 

Environmental improvement   

(e.g. Conservation of natural 

habitats and organisms) 

3 Others, please specify:  7 

 

28. How much of the produce goes to Harvest of Hope? 

Nothing 0 More than half of the yield 3 

Not a lot (around a quarter)  1 Everything 4 

Half of the yield 2 

 

 

Assets  
29. Do you have electricity at your home? 

Yes 0 No 1 

 

30. How do you get to the market?  

Own car/motor bike 0 Bicycle 3 

Public transport 1 Walk 4 

With a friend 2 Other, please specify: 

 

5 

 

31. Number of people in the household who can read and write? 

None 0 Between 4 and 6 3 

Between 1 and 2 1 All 4 

Between 2 and 4 2 

 

32. Does everybody in the household contribute to the household income? 

Yes 0 No 1 

 

33. Are you able to save money? 

Yes 0 No 1 

Prefer not to answer 2 

 

34. Do you have a home garden? 

Yes 0 No 1 
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Level of food security 

35. Do you include the produce of the community gardens in your daily meals?  

Yes 0 No 1 

 

36. If yes, what kind of vegetables to you include in your daily meal? Please list 

 

 

0 

 

37. How often per week is the produce consumed in your household? 

Never 0 Between 5 and 6 days per week 3 

Between 1 and 2 days per week 1 Every day 2 

Between 3 and 4 days per week 2 

 

38. Do you supply anyone with the produce or sell it? 

Yes, please specify:  

 

0 No 1 

 

39. What are your main sources of food? 

Buy at the supermarket/local shops 0 Own grown fruit/vegetables  3 

Food from neighbours 1 Community feeding schemes 4 

Food from family  2 Community Urban Food Garden 5 
 

40. How food secure is your household? You can tick more than one option 

Did you at any time worry that  

your food will run out? 

0 Cut or skipped a meal in the past  

3 months 

4 

Could not afford a balanced meal 1 Did not eat for a whole day 5 

Cut size of meal or skipped a meal 2 Lost weight due to not eating 6 

Ate less than what you should 

because of a lack of food  

3 Did not eat for a whole day in the 

past 3 Months 

7 

 
41. What food is included in your daily diet? You can tick more than one option 

Bread 0 Meat 3 

Maize 1 Fruit 4 

Vegetables 2 Others, please specify: 

 

5 

 

Livelihood strategy  

42. Which of the following aspects do you think can help to be more food secure? 

Organizational Knowledge  0 Good health 4 

Professional Skills  1 Courage  5 

Will-power  2 Others, please specify: 6 

Innovation/Planning 3 

 

 

 

43. What community support do you get to be more food secure?  

Family  0 Association (clubs) 4 

Friends 1 Neighbours 5 

None  2 Others, please specify: 

 

6 

Provide my own food 3 
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44. What economic resources do you have to be more food secure?  

Income from full-time work 0 Social grant 2 

Income from part-time job 1 Others, please specify: 

 

3 

 

45. What livelihood strategies did your household adopt to be more food secure? You 

can tick more than one option 

Get food from Urban Food 

gardens 

0 Professional/Business 5 

Informal selling (clothes, etc.)  1 Small livestock (chickens, sheep) 6 

Work part-time/contract  2 Fruit and vegetable trading  7 

Labourer 3 No work  8 

Get food from Feeding schemes 

project 

4 Government service job  9 

 

46. How has your participation in urban farming helped you?  

Improved my self-esteem  0 Improved my health  4 

Increased my income 1 Improved my food security needs  5 

Increased my well-being  2 I am better able to cope with 

problems 

6 

More healthy use of natural 

resources base 

3 Others, please specify: 

 

 

7 
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Appendix II: Tables and Figures 

 

Table 11: Household size and number of children in household 

 People in household (%) Children in household (%) 

Between 1 and 2 

Between 3 and 4 

Between 5 and 6 

More than 6 

15 % 

37 % 

29 % 

19 % 

58 % 

29 %  

6.5 % 

6.5 % 

Source: Field work 

 

Figure 16: Age Distribution of Harvest of Hope Farmers participating in this study 

 

Source: Field work 

 

Table 12: Summary of current employment status combination of participating 

Harvest of Hope farmers 

 Employed full time UG Unemployed others 

Salaried employee 4 % - 2 % 

Employed full time UG - 4 % - 

Retired 33 % - 6 % 

Source: Field work 
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Figure 17: Current employment status (UFGP - urban food garden projects) 

 

Source: Field work 

 

Figure 18: Source of income 

 

Source: Field work 
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Figure 19: Types of Benefits from the Community Garden 

 

Source: Field work 

 

Figure 20: Days Farmers spent in Harvest of Hope Community Gardens 

 

Source: Field work 
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Figure 21: Hours per day Farmers spent in Harvest of Hope Community Gardens 

 

Source: Field work 
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Appendix III: Interview Guidelines 

Interview with the stakeholder from the Urban Agriculture Unit in Cape Town, South 

Africa 

1. Can you please tell me about your work in the City´s Urban Agriculture Unit? 

2. How many people work in the City´s Urban Agriculture Unit? 

3. What is the City of Cape Town´s vision for Urban Agricultural? 

4. How many urban/community gardens are there in Cape Town? 

5. How many urban gardens does the Urban Agriculture Unit support? 

6. What support does the city provide to urban gardens? 

7. Could you please briefly explain the primary objectives of the UAPCT and 

clarify if they have been implemented. 

a. Creating a common vision for urban agriculture in the City of Cape Town 

b. Identify key enabling imperatives and strategic objectives to guide urban 

agricultural development 

c. Clarifying the role and responsibilities of stakeholders 

d. Introduce consultative forums for stakeholder participation and 

consultation 

e. Establishing an institutional framework that can facilitate the 

development of urban agriculture 

f. Determining an urban agricultural assistance programme by the City 

8. Urban food insecurity is a major problem. How does the City of Cape Town 

define food security and what policies interventions has it undertaken to reduce 

food insecurity levels? 

9. The vision of the UAPCT is supported by certain strategic goals. My question is  

- How does the City ensure that the poorest of the poor use urban 

agriculture as a survival strategy?  

- And further how do you enable them to create commercially 

sustainable economic opportunities? 

- How do you enable them to participate in the land redistribution?  

10. Please describe how the the UAPCT impacted the situation of poverty, nutrition 

status of people (household food security) and economic development (income)?   

11. Was the implementation of the household level food production assistance 

programme successful?  
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12. The policy says that “in order to improve and make urban agriculture more 

sustainable it is necessary to give it a formal status”. How would you describe 

the development of urban agriculture since 2007 towards becoming “formal”? 

13. Concerning the assistance provided by the Department of Agriculture 

Community gardens are supported the most, is there a reason for this? 

14. What do you think are the core elements/skills for success in urban agriculture? 
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Appendix IV:  Interview Guidelines  

Interview with the stakeholders from the organisation Abalimi Bezekhaya and its 

project Harvest of Hope 

Background 

1. Can you please tell me about your work at Abalimi and specifically in the 

project Harvest of Hope? 

 

2. Please point out, how Abalimi has been developing. It was established in 1983 

and you have been part of it a few years now. I would like to hear what its 

mission was and if it has been implemented and if the mission has been driven 

by needs or by donors, and if the mission changed over time. 

 

3. How does Abalimi contribute to improving the livelihoods of urban farmers? 

 

a. Does Harvest of Hope contribute to improving the livelihoods of urban 

farmers in any additional way? 

 

Big picture 

4. What do you think are the strengths of Abalimi/Harvest of Hope? 

 

5. What do you think are the internal weaknesses within Abalimi/Harvest of Hope 

that slow down its growth and development? 

 

6. In your opinion: Does Abalimi/ Harvest of Hope has opportunities which it has 

not been taken so far? 

 

7. Could you describe the external threats that adversely impact the development of 

Abalimi/Harvest of Hope? 

 

Perception 

8. Do you think that Abalimi/Harvest of Hope helps its members to meet their food 

security needs? Please define food security in your own words before answering 

the question.  

 

9. To what extent does the organisation empower the farmers to farm in a more 

sustainable way? 

 

10. How do farmers understand the practise of sustainable agriculture and how do 

they implement it in their farming life? 
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Appendix V: Online Survey 

 

Online Survey with staff members of Abalimi/Harvest of Hope 

Conducted within the research proposal for the award of a Master of Science 

Degree in Integrated Natural Resource Management 

 

1. Can you please tell me about your work at Abalimi and specifically in the project 

Harvest of Hope?  

2. Please point out, how Abalimi has been developing. It was established in 1983 and 

you have been part of it for a certain time now. I would like to know what its mission 

was and if it has been implemented and if the mission has been driven by needs or by 

donors, and if the mission changed over time.  

3. How does Abalimi contribute to improving the livelihoods of urban farmers?  

3a. Does Harvest of Hope contribute to improving the livelihoods of urban farmers in 

any additional way?  

4. What do you think are the strengths of Abalimi/Harvest of Hope?  

5. What do you think are the internal weaknesses within Abalimi/Harvest of Hope that 

slowdown its growth and development?  

6. In your opinion: Does Abalimi/ Harvest of Hope has opportunities which it has not 

been taken so far?  

7. Could you describe the external threats that adversely impact the development of 

Abalimi/Harvest of Hope?  

8. Do you think that Abalimi/Harvest of Hope helps its members to meet their food 

security needs? Please define food security in your own words before answering the 

question.  

9. To what extent does the organisation empower the farmers to farm in a more 

sustainable way?  

10. How do farmers understand the practise of sustainable agriculture and how do they 

implement it in their farming life?  
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