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I.
Introduction

The present methodological proposal for analyzing Interventions in urban agriculture (UA) in Latin America was designed to serve as a tool for NGOs and other institutions involved in promoting UA to systematically analyze interventions in this field and determine the effects of these interventions on farming families.

The methodology also aimed to draw lessons from previous experiences to enhance the sustainability of actions carried out in this field.

The methodology was prepared within a project executed by the Asociación Recursos para el Desarrollo, REDE, with funding of the International Development Research Centre (IDRC), Ottawa, Canada.

The general objective of the project was to “design and apply a methodology that not only measures and evaluates UA interventions in countries representing the different social and political contexts of production systems in Latin America and the Caribbean, but also takes into account the impact of these interventions in social, economic, nutritional, and environmental terms, especially regarding the subsistence of poor sectors of the population.

The project research team and specialized national and international consultants helped prepare this methodological proposal.

II.
Conceptual Framework of Urban Agriculture

Urban agriculture in Latin America has become increasingly important since the 1980s, being mainly concentrated in overcrowded cities with limited food resources. Factors contributing to this phenomenon include rapidly expanding cities, the demographic growth, and high birth rates.  The rural population, attracted by urban culture, services, and employment opportunities, constantly migrate to urban areas.

Different models, strategies, and alternatives have been designed to tackle food insecurity, lack of employment, and social anonymity, all of which have become even more accentuated because of neoliberal ventures and market economy. Urban agriculture in its multiple forms is one of the strategy used to ensure family subsistence.

Urban agriculture is a comprehensive concept and includes plant production, husbandry of small animals, and transformation and reuse of solid and liquid wastes (recycling of refuse, compost, and reuse of wastewater). According to Mugeot (1999), the key characteristic defining UA is the degree of integration of production within the urban environment in terms of access to inputs, technology, and products. Urban agriculture has a typically “urban” nature because it depends on proximity to markets and access to urban-based resources such as organic wastes or water.

This concept includes the following activities, among others:

· Horticulture, which includes the cultivation of vegetables, legumes, and aromatic and medicinal herbs 

· Fruit growing, in its different modalities 

· Breeding of small animals for human consumption—such as poultry, rabbits, and Guinea pigs—as subproducts and as pets, and, at some sites, breeding of larger animals such as cows, goats, and sheep 

· Fish farming for human consumption and for ornamental purposes 

· Beekeeping, which includes breeding and gathering of produce 

· Urban forestry, with its multiple environmental, social, and economic benefits; growing of flowers and other materials for gardens, such as plants, trees, and shrubs, and for use as manures, and others. 

· Waste management, both solid (compost and green manures) and dual-purpose liquids, as well as recycling materials for productive purposes 

· Postharvest management to transforming produce into various finished products

· Marketing of produce in local or regional markets 

III. 
Research Constraints 

Urban agriculture can also carried out by large commercial producers in cities or by municipal authorities in public embellishment and environmental protection programs in urban and peri-urban areas. The present project is primarily interested in UA-related activities carried out by the urban poor, which basically involve the production of food for self-consumption and for sale.  Horticulture and breeding of small animals, two major activities of UA, offer a series of advantages for the urban poor. Although the access to land and water can be quantitatively limited and expensive in some cases, the resources required to engage in these activities are usually low cost.

Production can be carried out at different scales—in small plots near the house or in larger units.  It can be taken on as a secondary activity, together with other subsistence strategies, or it can become a principal activity.

Also, the produce generated by these activities can be consumed on-farm or sold in urban markets. Even if exclusively intended for self-consumption, this activity proves advantageous in terms of freshness of food, nutritional value, and reduced marketing costs (transportation and intermediaries).

The project therefore focuses on food production in cities carried out by farmers often located in peripheral areas, little villages, slums, hamlets, districts, and/or new or peri-urban towns near cities. These farmers use the same local resources— labor, space, water, and organic and chemical solid wastes—and services to generate products for self-consumption and also for market sale.

According to Nugent (1999), recent studies indicate that urban and peri-urban agriculture worldwide provides large amounts of food for urban markets. Part of this food enters formal marketing channels and another part is bartered, given away, or consumed by producers. This food, under certain conditions and among specific groups, plays an extremely important role in the well-being and food security of the urban population.

Because of the differences in population density and the traditional social behavior, the cities in process of urbanization in many African countries still present large areas of open space where small herds of cattle are raised for family consumption.

In Asia we can find two types of cities when referring to UA: those relatively industrialized with high population density and those with open spaces, green belts, agricultural vocation, and areas dedicated to agriculture and animal husbandry.

In the case of Latin America, Nugent (1999) suggests that UA is more important in peri-urban areas where it has a greater effect on employment and a minor effect on food security.

Nugent (1999) also points out that population density is only one of the factors that make a city apt for UA.  Climate is decisive in determining the role played by local production in the urban food market. Multiple production cycles are possible in the humid tropics and in temperate areas with adequate water supply, providing fresh products year-round. Production is more seasonal in arid or semiarid areas.

Urban populations the world over face a combination of factors, such as climatic conditions, resource availability (which can either stimulate or discourage agricultural production), and decisions taken by each household, that determine the level of effort dedicated to agriculture at a given site.

As indicated by Nugent (1999), food production can suddenly become important for a city when an emergency arises, whether due to problems of civil unrest, adverse climatic conditions or macroeconomic setbacks, combined with a high incidence of poverty, inaccessibility to an adequate food offer, and poor production conditions.

In addition to critical conditions, some urban populations have a long-standing tradition in urban food production (for example, in Cairo and Nairobi) and others farm on a regular basis because of social or economic incentives (for example, in Havana and London) that obey different factors.

One such factor is the increase in urban poverty.  Most of the food consumed in cities must be purchased and families spend from 60% to 80% of their income on food and still face food insecurity.

In Latin America, UA has evolved as a survival strategy for many families during the crisis of the 1980s. But, because the economic situation is improving in several countries, many families could now abandon this form of activity.

The present study proposes, however, that UA is not only justified in crisis situations.  Despite the fact that UA implies a high land cost, some forms of agriculture could compensate for this impediment, given the advantages of lower transportation costs for perishable products such as vegetables, the use of unexploited spaces, the access to part-time labor with low opportunity costs, and the access to technology.

In Latin America, UA has drawn the attention of numerous analysts and public and private organizations because of the potential role it can play in poverty relief. Many therefore promote UA, with different levels of success.

Given the vast experiences in Latin America, it is imperative to study these processes to answer the many questions that arise regarding achievements, degree of replicability of successful projects, scope, and sustainability of results achieved.

Promoting Urban Agriculture

A first component in the promotion of UA is to make sure that interventions are based on an adequate understanding of the producers’ strategy to take advantage of pertinent opportunities.

Interventions in UA should also a have clear comprehension of the obstacles and opportunities conditioning the success of these strategies and identify any changes required.

There are several agents of change that favor UA: municipal governments, universities and research centers, NGOs and/or state institutions. The interventions favoring UA can include urban planning, recycling of solid and liquid wastes, research and technological extension, training, market development, quality control, and micro-credit.

It would seem evident that these different interventions would undoubtedly have a better outcome if the various executing agents worked in a coordinated fashion. To prove this, the effectiveness of integrated programs favoring UA at those sites where they are being implemented should be assessed, for example Havana (Cuba), Cuenca (Ecuador), or the Pro-Home Garden program in Argentina.

Our project strives to make an input to this discussion and has concentrated its research efforts on a specific type of intervention. Although we are aware of the need to achieve a holistic comprehension of the conditions leading to successful UA, given the scope of the universe to analyze, our research project concentrates on the interventions of public and private organizations and/or institutions that have directly supported poor farmers in urban areas. Our goal is shed light on the conditions favoring this type of intervention to facilitate future research work.

Urban Agriculture and Family Economy

Nugent (1999) indicates that, theoretically, households should tend to increase their income by devoting their efforts to those activities that generate greater income return.  Likewise, they would produce their own food when it is less expensive than buying it (in terms of time and money). However, interviews with urban farmers reveal that households differ in both the way they behave and the economic changes that occur within. The author also points out that the model indicated above does not capture all the types of behavior of urban farmers, even within the same city and culture. The efforts invested in UA do not have a predictable relationship with income, wages, prices, or employment opportunities. Other factors, such as perception of risk, cultural factors, or power/authority relationships within the family, intervene in these decisions.

Case studies conducted by Nugent (1999) indicate the following reasons for carrying out UA:

1. Production for self-consumption

2. Increased income

3. Economic crisis

4. High market prices of food 

5. Diversification of income 

6. Supplementary employment

7. Conflict

8. Poor climate

One of the clearest patterns identified in these interviews is that urban farmers seek not only to increase cash income or obtain employment, but also to increase food availability, indicating that most urban farmers are aware of the risk of food insecurity.

Access to land is another factor that urban farmers consistently identify as a key factor in their decision to grow crops. Households rank other factors (for example, prices of food or inputs) as secondary in importance when deciding to produce food.

Curiously, social and cultural factors have a greater influence on households dedicated to UA than the opportunity cost of work.  Case studies indicate that UA is carried out in addition to other work (either as dependent or domestic) and that the seasonal demand for labor is managed with by employing friends and family members. If the man is the family member mainly dedicated to UA, then the wife usually is an additional source of labor, but the contrary does not always hold true.

Marketing clearly reflects a gender specialization, being mainly carried out by women. This would suggest that women have greater control over the income generated from this activity, but evidence shows that decisions regarding income are shared.

Because UA is seldom the sole or primary source of income, the income derived from this activity varies depending on other factors. For example, farm work is used to help poor families that suffer periods of unemployment from other seasonal jobs, for example construction.

An extensive survey in Russia indicated that, in 1995, urban farmers in three major cities earned, on average, 12% of their overall income from UA, while this percentage was lower in smaller cities (10.6%).

Rogerson (xxxx) points out that a series of arguments in international literature on UA suggests that groups of urban farmers should be seen as a type of small enterprise that could play an important role in alleviating urban poverty. In this sense, promoting UA is envisaged as a way of generating food security and opportunities for producing income, as well as a strategy directed toward helping the poorest of the poor in urban areas.

IV. 
Research Objectives

In this context of urban poverty, the present study has the following objectives:

General Objective 

To analyze the potential of UA interventions to alleviate poverty, taking into account that UA offers special conditions to achieve this objective, such as empowerment, minimum resistance to introducing the concept, intensive work, increased food security, and proximity to market places.

Specific Objectives

1. To evaluate the contribution of UA interventions to the alleviation of poverty in economic, nutritional, environmental, technological, social, and cultural terms as well as gender issues.

2. To identify factors favoring the implementation, development, efficiency, and sustainability of UA interventions to alleviate poverty.

3. To prepare methodological elements to understand the logic of UA interventions in the alleviation of poverty.

Questions We Seek to Answer with this Study 

1. How do UA interventions contribute to the alleviation of poverty, in both the short and long term, in four selected cities?

2. How does the target population perceive UA and those interventions oriented toward its promotion?

3. Based on the interventions studied, which factors favor the development of UA?

V. 
Study Approach

Geographical Coverage

This study is being carried out in four capital cities of Latin America: Lima (Peru), Santiago (Chile), Buenos Aires (Argentina), and Mexico City (Mexico). All four countries have undergone drastic restructuring, which, in many cases, has aggravated poverty and increased unemployment and underemployment in both urban and rural areas.

Although the advances in the development of human resources differs among these four countries, Chile and Argentina stand out because of their higher investment in social issues and in research and development.  Common characteristics shared by all four countries are the location of broad sectors of extreme poverty in rural areas, intense rural-urban migrations (especially to capital cities), and the resulting increase in urban poverty.

Therefore the present study attempts to analyze the contribution of UA interventions in the capital cities of these countries as a strategy to alleviate poverty.

The four cities selected for the present study present the following characteristics that could affect UA dynamics:

· Capital cities of countries that have undergone drastic restructuring 

· Subject to intense rural-urban migrations 

· Polarized income structure 

· An increase in urban poverty 

· High level of urban unemployment and underemployment 

· Located in different climatic zones 

Approach 

The lack of aggregate data on urban agriculture

The first step in designing the study consisted in identifying aggregate statistics on UA in Peru. The search confirmed the lack of aggregate statistics on UA, and there are no records on the experiences of UA in the country.

In Peru, for example, existing statistics do not disaggregate UA as such. Data are only broke down into urban and rural, based on demographic density. Furthermore, there is not uniformity in the way of presenting existing data. For example, the data on horticultural production (1974-1994) is given at the departmental level; the data on fruit production (Resultados del Primer Censo Frutícola, 1995) are organized by geographical valley; and the data on flower production (1996) are organized by district.

This lack of uniformity makes it necessary to reprocess basic information gathered by the Ministry of Agriculture, which would demand an unenvisaged effort on behalf of the project to reprocess statistical data. Similar restrictions probably exist in the other cities to be analyzed—Santiago, Buenos Aires, and Mexico City.

Need for mapping experiences with urban agriculture in each city

Because of the lack of aggregate statistical data on UA, the project must assume a pragmatic approach to be able to identify, from the beginning of the study, the universe of interventions that assist urban farmers in these four cities.

The project has therefore proposed, as its first activity, the mapping of several UA interventions carried out by public and private organizations and/or institutions in each city. This mapping will help determine the magnitude of UA in each city and will be carried out by the following consultants and local research institutions:

· Buenos Aires: Patricia Feliu (consultant)

· Mexico City: Pending definition
· Lima: AIDER and Yolanda Ramirez (consultant)

· Santiago: Juan Francisco Figueroa (consultant)

The mapping aims to identify and characterize the UA interventions carried out by NGOs in Santiago, Buenos Aires, Mexico City, and Lima. Data will be collected on the type of UA activities carried out, the number of families participating in each one of these experiences estimated, and the areas of possible impact identified.

The project will develop a methodology on how to carry out this mapping.

Case studies of interventions in urban agriculture and their selection

Once the initial mapping has been done, the study will focus on case studies of UA interventions to better understand the conditions favoring the development and implementation of UA on the basis of interventions. The project proposes the selection of two or three strategic cases in each city to draw lessons that can be applied to similar experiences in Latin America.

The project plans to hold a workshop in Lima, with the participation of IDRC representatives and UA experts. The mappings carried out in each city will be used to select cases of strategic UA “interventions” that have achieved different levels of success, based on the following eight criteria:

1. Enhanced food security

2. Large-scale production for marketing

3. Promotion of a new technological culture

4. Successful technological transfer

5. Greater gender equity

6. Improved urban environment

7. Social capital

8. Efficiency and replicability

Research considerations 

· Research should identify the degree of success achieved in terms of each criteria indicated above, in addition to the impact on farmers and their families. 

· Research should determine the main success factors for each criterion indicated above. 

VI. 
Success Factors

The success indicators proposed for each criterion are summarized below:

Enhanced Food Security

· Farmers produce frequently consumed foodstuffs and/or food of high nutritional value that are basic to their diets and health. 

· Feeding habits are created or recovered that improve the nutritional conditions of families dedicated to UA.

Large-scale Production for Marketing

· Urban agriculture generates an important complementary income (20% or more) or constitutes the main source of income of these households. 

· Technology transfer is facilitated and a production-oriented culture is promoted for the competitive positioning of farmers in the market. 

Promotion of a New Technological Culture

· Change of attitude of farmers regarding their capacity for organization, technological innovation, and establishment of contacts with institutional networks for increased market competitiveness and sustainability. 

Successful Technology Transfer

· Number of technologies transferred and adopted by farmers. 

Greater Gender Equity

· Women have access to income generated by UA and participate in decisions on expenditures. 

· Greater family and social recognition of the role played by women. 

Improved Urban Environment

· Use of beneficial traditional practices and “clean” technologies. 

· Organization of farmers to take care of the environment. 

· Coordination with local governments to manage solid and liquid wastes, and care for green areas. 

Social Capital

· Level of participation of the population in organizations and their access to institutional networks. 

Efficiency and Replicability

· Cost-benefit ratio of the project and number of UA farmers. 

· Development of UA approaches or intervention methodologies (used to assess replicability). 

VII. 
HYPOTHESIS

Although this study is basically exploratory in nature, the research team has identified a series of hypotheses to help explain the relative success of the case studies regarding each of the abovementioned criteria.

The general and specific hypotheses presented below are the backbone of the research project. Each hypothesis is accompanied by underlying arguments and the variables and indicators to make concepts operational. Indicators will serve to indicate whether expected outputs were achieved through project interventions, based on the information collected.

General Hypothesis

Argument

Interventions in UA in Latin America shift between two basic raison d'être: the first to achieve food security and the second to maximize benefits.

Although both fulfill the objective of alleviating poverty, our general hypothesis attempts to determine how UA interventions in Latin America have evolved to not only alleviate household needs for basic foodstuffs, but to also satisfy other household needs and even trigger changes in the economic scenario and behavior.

The specific hypotheses seek to determine the achievements of these UA interventions and identify facilitating factors.

The general hypothesis states that the economic rationality of UA has two explanations: 

· Increased food security:  The conditions of poverty of the poorest of the poor can be alleviated, with the help of UA interventions, by strengthening household food security. 

· Maximized benefits: As the population overcomes their situation of poverty, it will move from the search for food security towards the maximization of benefits. This shift will be initially supported by interventions and depend on external technology, but can become autonomous, without interventions and based on technological innovations at the sector’s own initiative. 

The shifting from one situation to another will depend on available resources, social capital, level of technology adapted, level of market integration, and capabilities, as well as the existence of a development-oriented culture (values, creativity, knowledge, abilities, skills, attitudes) and of farmer organizations.

This study will accordingly analyze the degree of influence of institutional intervention to ensure that UA promotes food security and that the target population shifts from one type of outcome (basically obtaining food for subsistence) to another outcome where farmers maximize the level of benefits obtained or achieve competitive advantages in the market. In other words, in addition to strengthening food security, farmers achieve efficiency, profits, competitiveness, and cumulated surplus.

Variables and Indicators by Type of Tool

	Interview to key informants to gather information on….
	Survey indicators
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Factors motivating UA, for example, have the State and other local private institutions supported the improvement of road infrastructure and basic services such as electricity and potable water?

· Have any institutions offered credit facilities, technology, and training to participating families

· Does a farmer organization exist for marketing issues? If so, is it located in an area favorable for marketing?

· Have favorable changes occurred in the economic scenario and behavior

· Have efforts been made to strengthen farmers’ capacities for transforming products and identifying markets? Have farmers’ negotiation skills been enhanced?
	· Destination of production: self-consumption and % of product destined to the market

· Level of per capita income/household

· Area of land available for planting, hydroponics, animal husbandry, etc.

· Land value or cost

· Number of household members belonging to associations

· Water availability (survey provides data on type of irrigation, source and type of water used (treated, supplied, potable, etc.)

· Level of technology applied (variables considered are technology used, productivity obtained, and cultural practices applied)

· % Interviewees who showed interest in innovating and adapting technologies, at their own initiative  
	· Resistance generated because of the application of new technologies

· Factors facilitating the innovation and adaptation of technologies, at the farmers’ own initiative

· Types of natural and formal networks established with family members, neighbors, and community associations and organizations; how these facilitate the transmission of knowledge and information; pilot scale production; the power of negotiation; and market positioning

· Changes in values (autonomy, identity, reciprocity, savings, investment, competitiveness), attitudes, perceptions, and desires


Specific Hypotheses

Food security

Underlying argument.   Risk aversion regarding food insecurity is one of factors underlying the development of UA as a survival strategy.  The urban poor, especially those living in extreme poverty, have limited possibilities of achieving a minimum income to subsist and, furthermore, this income is hardly sustainable over time. Urban farmers therefore face high risks of food insecurity, which they attempt to minimize by planting home gardens and raising small animals in their homesteads. 

Nugent (xxxx) suggests that food insecurity or the risk of food insecurity is a condition common to urban farmers. Case studies also evidenced a pattern in the level of income, which affects UA endeavors. 

Seeth (xxxx) also points out that household perceptions of the risk of food insecurity will affect the efforts to grow food because food production implies a component of "security". 

The specific hypotheses regarding food security seek to analyze the level of food contribution regarding type of food produced, continuity of production, dietary habits, and consumption. 

Specific hypothesis 1 

Urban agriculture interventions improve the nutritional level and healthiness of households, depending on the type of product, the continuity of production, the consumption habits, the destination of production, and the improvement of dietary habits as promoted by the institutional intervention. 

Variables and indicators by type of tool

	Interview to key informants and analysis of secondary sources
	Survey
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Review institutional documents on local nutritional status and dietary habits 
	· Year-round offer of food products generated by UA

· Frequency of use and percentage of food generated from UA according to nutritional contribution

· Frequency and use of UA products and health care practices
	· Components and value of the household food basket (HFB)

· Quantity and nutritive quality of UA products per household and destination of production

· Purchase and consumption of food

· Nutritional profile (food situation, dietary patterns, and nutritional deficiencies), dietary practices, and health care

· Assessment, knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions of farmers and consumers regarding the importance of food produced by UA in the HFB and in health care


Maximizing Benefits with the Support of Interventions and Depending on External Technology

Underlying argument.  Not all farmers have the means or the know-how/attitudes to maximize net profits, in other words to maximize the difference between total income and total costs. 

Farmers can pursue many different objectives. Some may seek to achieve only food security and others to maximize their income by improving their competitiveness based on the adoption of improved technologies, which, in turn, maximizes profits, minimizes costs, and maximizes sales.  No farmer, however, can indefinitely remain in the market unless he/she obtains some type of benefit and there is a constant supply on offer. 

The shifting from the search for food security to the maximization of benefits implies a change in decision-making and in the nature of the risks faced by farmers. Risk, in the case of food security, implies achieving a minimum income to subsist allowing farmers to cover or complement the costs of the basic household basket (food and other goods and services) and/or at least to adequately satisfy the household’s nutritional requirements. Risk, in the case of maximizing benefits, involves, for example, the implementation of new technologies that implies hand-on accumulation of knowledge instead of well-known and broadly applied technologies or the risk of market fluctuations, a rigid market structure, and competence, which in many cases is unfair. 

Specific hypothesis 2

Interventions in UA that allow farmers to shift from minimizing the risks of food insecurity to maximizing net economic profits lead to the following processes, which are, in turn, influenced by these interventions: 

· Changes in the technology used in the production process 

· Changes in the scale of production (from lower to higher)

· Changes in how market positioning is handled

· Specialization of the portfolio of crops and/or products (within the diversity), directed toward specific market segments 

Variables and indicators by type of tool

	Interviews to key informants gather information on…
	Surveys indicators
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Experiences, both successful or unsuccessful, of households shifting from a situation of food insecurity to one of maximizing benefits, with or without the support of UA interventions, at the farmers’ own initiative  

· How does this shifting occur?  How long does it take? How do interventions support this change and for how long? 
	· Gross and net income per product

· Total and net gross income from UA per household

· Income generated by other household activities

· Production costs

· Benefits per product and overall

· Production for self-consumption and for sale

· Rates of increase in production per household

· Amount saved regarding inputs

· Amount saved regarding labor

· Amount saved regarding food

· Time of use of applied technology according to level of per capita income/household
· % Use of new cultural practices and of new crops according to level of per capita income/household
· % Income from sale of new crops, species, or products versus total income from sales of agricultural products, according to level of per capita income/ household
· % Products destined to the market per type of market and origin of product 
	· Estimated production and income of farmers seeking food security as compared with households with surplus production

· Cultural and social aspects (individual, family, institutional and market) that promote or hinder the shifting from food security to maximizing benefits 


Maximizing Benefits without the Support of Interventions and with Technological Innovations of the Farmers’ Own Initiative

Maximizing benefits can occur spontaneously (without previous interventions) or be induced, in other words, as a result of one or more interventions during a given period. The latter case will be considered in this paper.

Underlying argument.  The continuity and evolution of maximizing benefits responds to changes in technological and cultural rationality. All investments made in training and extension during these interventions help induce cultural changes and strengthen human capital. Both activities take on their own dynamics once the intervention is over.

In certain cases, beneficiaries continue to invest in education and training of family labor to thus improve the future level of income of household members. 

Although technological changes are initially promoted by interventions, farmers will continue to make these changes on their own initiative (former beneficiaries), thus improving the organization of production, crop productivity, use of inputs, and production factors, which, in turn, increases net economic benefits. 

Farmers’ knowledge, their experiences, their resourcefulness, and their experiments are not always acknowledged because farmers seldom publish their findings and, even less, patent their inventions.

Specific hypothesis 3 

Once the period of supporting intervention ends, the maximization of benefits will take on its own dynamics, which implies not only cultural changes but also changes in technological rationality and farmers generate technological innovations and adaptations on their own initiative. Cultural changes could influence, for example, the way of positioning a product in a specific market segment or the approach used to establish socioeconomic networks. 

Variables and indicators by type of tool

	Interviews to key informants to gather information on…
	Surveys indicators
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Farmers who have succeeded in developing a strategy to maximize benefits without the support of an intervention and with technological innovations generated either by the farmer himself or induced previously

· Services provided by UA interventions to households with autonomous use of UA 

· Training, technology transfer, management, market information, and marketing, among other issues

· Information on the feasibility of farmers continuing to practice UA, in the short term, with a competitive approach, once the intervention ends (or, in some cases, has ended). Explain why.

· Register (probability analysis) the sustainability of the changes made 

· Duration of the activity without external support, attitudes necessary for adopting UA, type of technology used, organization, networking, and market links 
	· Number of households that autonomously manage UA

· Characteristics of households that autonomously manage UA

· Educational level of heads of households and cultural, technological, and economic factors covered by the project as well as the support it provides

· Factors favoring or hindering, depending on the case, the implementation of UA at the site and among households that autonomously manage UA

· Attitude toward change 

· Investment in family education

· Attitude toward face saving and investment 

· Financial culture and awareness of participants 
	· Institutional alternatives that beneficiaries have taken advantage of (or constraints identified) in the different markets—financial, agricultural, etc.

· Factors favoring technological innovation and adaptation at the farmer’s own initiative

· Cultural characteristics of farmers (values such as discipline, dedication, economy, collaboration, solidarity, etc.) and how they relate to the management and organization of production and marketing 


Hypothesis on technology

Underlying argument.  The hypothesis on technology seeks to provide input on factors facilitating or limiting technology adoption and replicability and the organization of production as proposed by the interventions. 

At this point, the study aims to determine the type of technologies successfully adopted by farmers (technological packages, specific technologies such as seed, inputs, crop management, irrigation systems), the transfer and extension system used (training, technical assistance, participatory methods, leadership training, amount of project investment), and cultural aspects that affect the adoption of technology. 

Also, project efficiency and replicability are fundamental for disseminating this poverty relief strategy. It is fundamental to understand the relationship between project cost and number of UA practitioners benefited, whether from a reduced risk of food insecurity, the sale of products in the market or a cultural change regarding innovation and competitiveness of products. 

The replicability of these initiatives will depend on the level of systematization or preparation of methodologies that promote UA. 

Regarding cultural factors, a controversy exists as to how much the perceptions and agricultural knowledge of rural-urban migrants weigh in their decision making, and as to whether this traditional background encourages or discourages the adoption and replicability of technologies and forms of organization pertinent to UA.  In other words, do these perceptions and traditional knowledge hinder or dynamize UA initiatives? 

Specific hypothesis 4

Increased productivity and efficiency of households successfully dedicated to UA are related to the type of technology proposed and adopted, the understanding of how new technologies are managed, the methodologies facilitating interventions in technology transfer, the amount of project investment, and cultural characteristics of stakeholders.

These factors determine, in turn, the replicability of UA in other households or communities.

Variables and indicators by type of tool

	Interviews to key informants to gather information on…
	Survey indicators
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Number and type of technologies proposed by the intervention

· Number and type of technologies adopted

· Technology transfer system

· Amount invested in the project to date

· Number of UA practitioners

· Methodologies to promote and transfer UA 
	· Place of origin (rural or urban)

· Time of residence in the city

· Level of education

· Type of innovation adopted

· Transfer mechanism

· Level of productivity and quality of products generated by UA

· Types of technologies used

· Amount and quality of production resources

· Distribution of sample according to types of UA farmer
	· Characteristics of technological change and relevant experiences

· Perceptions about the types of technologies proposed

· Perceptions about the technology transfer system

· Perceptions about factors determining adoption

· Forms of cooperation among family members or neighbors regarding UA

· Perceptions about and experiences in disseminating UA among new families and how they relate to the project’s methodology of intervention


Hypothesis on gender and generation equity

Underlying argument.   Urban agriculture is an activity usually related to food security and, in most cases, carried out near the homestead. The role played by women is important. 

Therefore this hypothesis seeks to determine how UA interventions contribute to gender/generation equity (other household members, children, young people and elderly). How do these interventions facilitate the participation, especially of women, in decision-making about the income generated by agricultural activities?

To what degree can women meet their expenses and how does this affect the social and family acknowledgment of women’s work? 

Specific hypothesis 5

Urban agriculture interventions contribute to gender equity because women and men participate on equal terms in production activities and/or in decision-making about income generated by these activities. Priority needs are served equitably, especially in the case of women who are more marginalized by society, and women achieve greater family and social acknowledgement for their work. 

Variables and indicators by type of tool

	Interview to key informants to gather information on…
	Survey indicators
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Women’s needs and how they relate to UA

· Workload of women and generation in UA

· Number of women included in work teams of UA projects

· Women organizations involved in UA 
	· Demographic characteristics of beneficiaries (origin, ethnic group, level of education, social strata)

· Characteristics of gender relationships in target population

· Participation of women in UA and in community activities

· Family division of labor regarding UA

· Access of women to services offered by the intervention (training, technical assistance), indicated as percentage of total

· Access of women to income generated by UA activities, indicated as percentage of total

· Participation of women and men in decision-making about how to spend the income generated by UA

· Expenditure categories of income generated by UA as indicated by women

· Family and social acknowledgement of women’s role in UA 
	· Women’s role in production and reproduction

· Women’s needs and expectations regarding UA

· Workload by gender and UA

· Family and social acknowledgement of women and UA

· Participation of women in community activities and in UA

· Beliefs, self-esteem, and other values; the importance of women, children, young people, and elderly in UA and the roles they play


Hypothesis on Environment

Underlying argument.  Environment-related issues are not only considered priority and difficult to manage, but also pointless in a context where the pressing need to serve the basic needs of the population is ranked as high priority.

Although environmental issues may be ranked as low priority in this context, the rapid urbanization in developing countries and the degradation of individual and collective spaces are closely related to health problems and the poor quality of life.

Because of the relocation of different groups in these countries during recent years, the organization of collective spaces in the periphery of large cities and metropolis should be taken into account.

The so-called spontaneous urbanization gave rise to chaotic, unregulated spaces that lacked basic services. These have given way to various forms of association among inhabitants and have increased the need for an active local government. Issues such as basic services (potable water, sewerage, and disposal of solid wastes) are gaining importance.

Therefore those UA interventions that facilitate the use of favorable traditional practices and environment-friendly technologies, organize the population regarding environment protection, and coordinate efforts with local governments are considered high priority.

Specific hypothesis 6

The improved quality of the environment in urban and peri-urban areas that results from UA interventions in family economies is related to the following factors: the use and management of natural and productive resources (soils, water, agroforestry) within an agroecological proposal in which agricultural practices favor a balanced ecology (types of seeds and inputs); the use of beneficial traditional practices; the degree of acceptance of environment-friendly technologies; the levels of community organization and their relationship with local governments; and citizen formation processes regarding environment issues. 

Variables and indicators by type of tool

	Interview to key informants to gather information on…
	Survey indicators
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Types of technologies proposed by the project

· Description of technologies proposed for each product

· Technology transfer system developed and used by the intervention

· Information on main environmental problems and alternatives carried out

· Initiatives carried out by the project regarding environment protection

· Local governments express concern about environmental issues

· Degree of coordination between UA administrative units and local governments
	· Biological control of pests and diseases

· Form of land preparation

· Type of water and irrigation used

· Type of chemical inputs used for fertilization and pest and disease control

· Types of drugs given to animals

· Planting of trees 

· Traditional practices used

· Environmentally friendly technologies used

· Treatment of solid wastes

· Treatment of wastewaters

· Management of green areas 
	· Participation in the development of green areas 

· Participation in environment protection entities

· Values and perceptions on the needs for environment protection

· Environment protection activities carried out 


Hypothesis on Social Capital

Underlying argument.  Social capital is increasingly valued in the fight against poverty. Social capital is formed by the network of personal and institutional relationships giving access to tangible and non-tangible goods that can contribute to the alleviation of poverty.

Thus, UA interventions become a means to access larger social and institutional networks, which, in turn, facilitates the access to more information and services that help alleviate poverty.

The present study therefore seeks to determine how UA interventions can help increase the social capital of these populations.

Specific hypothesis 7

Urban agriculture interventions make it possible to increase the social capital of farmers by participating in community organizations and establishing contact with an institutional network. This social capital, in turn, makes it possible to strengthen the possibility of UA successfully combating poverty. 

Variables and indicators by type of tool

	Interview to key informants to gather information on…
	Survey indicators
	Workshops and interviews to gather information on…

	· Description of local organizations and natural and formal networks

· Access of project participants to institutional networks

· Consensus-building between institutions to support UA

· Record of traditional and modern cultural practices related to local organizations
	· Participation in family, community (clubs or local associations), and formal organizations (state, religious, municipal)

· Programmed activities and participation in organizations

· Increased confidence and solidarity through participation in family and formal networks
	· Positive and negative experiences of participation in family, community, and formal organizations

· Farmers’ perception and assessment of the increase in social capital through UA interventions


VIII. 
Selection of Case Studies

The mapping done so far will let us identify interventions of special interest so as to draw lessons on what works and what doesn’t work in terms of UA and alleviation of poverty.

The method proposed for selecting case studies consists of the selection of three case studies per city: one belonging to the food security typology, the second to the transition phase, and the third to maximization of benefits or entrepreneurial activity. The rationale behind this selection is that the conditions leading to success are different in each of these situations.

IX. 
Tools 

The approved project proposes that a methodology be designed to study UA interventions in selected cities of Latin America.

Complementary tools have been accordingly prepared to obtain the quantitative and qualitative information necessary to assess the contribution of UA interventions in economic, nutritional, environmental, and social terms as well as gender-related issues in household economies. These will be complemented with participatory tools to determine the target group’s perception about these contributions as well as pertinent information on the processes.

The methodology proposes the combination of the following tools:

A.
Interview to key informants and gathering of secondary information

The interview to key informants will provide an initial insight of the reality under study and aims to situate UA within a specific context and obtain information on how to implement and upgrade UA interventions.  

Guidelines will be designed for the interviews to local government representatives, urban planners, representatives of environment entities, project leaders, farmers who are community leaders, and local authorities at those sites where UA interventions are made.

Based on the information collected from key informants and on the complementary secondary information obtained, the local institution responsible for executing the survey must present a report on the context in which the UA "experience" is carried out, the intervention and evolution development of the experience, and its characteristics.

Information on the context in which the urban agriculture experience takes place

1.  How do local authorities envision urban planning and what role does UA play within this planning? 

· Areas of the city where UA occurs and how they related to urban planning and city growth 

· Concepts of local authorities on environment protection, and the role played by UA within these concepts

· Concepts on the three types of production units and cost per square meter in selected experiences 

2.  Indicate the resources available at the locality where the UA experience is carried out.

· Land tenure structure and land cost and quality 

· Availability, cost, and quality of water

3.  Indicate the services available at the locality where the UA experience is carried out.

· Existing road infrastructure 

· Electricity services

· Water services

· Location of markets

4.  What is the history of UA interventions? 

· Reasons why UA began 

· Main actors

· Evolution of the number of UA practitioners and why 

· Dissemination of knowledge and expansion of services over time to make UA more efficient

· Role played by interventions in this process

· Sustainability of UA activities 

Economic information on the urban agriculture experience

1.  Indicate the economic characteristics of the locality where the UA experience is carried out.

· Average income and income related to other areas of the city

· Levels of poverty and their relationship to other areas of the city

· Indicators of unemployment and underemployment and comparison with other areas of the city 

2.  What natural resources are available at the locality where the UA experience is carried out and what are the main economic activities?

3.  What are the production costs involved in UA?

3.  Which products generate greater profits and why?

4.  How profitable is UA as compared with other activities and under what conditions?

5.  Are financial or non-financial services accessible?

6.  What are the positive or negative externalities of the UA experience?

Nutritional information on the urban agriculture experience

1.  Indicate food patterns and nutritional deficiencies?

2.  Which are the main health care practices?

Environmental information

1.  What are the main environmental problems?

Social and gender-related information 

1.  Indicate the main cultural and educational characteristics of the population. 

2.  How would you characterize gender relationships? 

3.  Indicate women´s practical and strategic needs.

B.
The survey

The quantitative survey will be applied to a group of UA farmers selected from the universe of beneficiaries or users participating in NGO activities or in the selected intervention. The sample must be statistically representative. 

Indicators resulting from interventions will be verified and compared. 

The survey will involve the design of a methodological guide that will include indications on how to select the sample, how to apply the survey, discarding and processing of data, tabulation, and reporting. The local institution responsible for the survey will process the data and prepare an initial report that analyzes each experience. 

C. 
Workshops and interviews

Workshops and interviews aim to gather the experiences, subjective appraisals, prospects, perceptions, and expectations of producers regarding UA interventions and activities, as well as their viewpoints on factors favoring the implementation, development, and sustainability of UA interventions. It is difficult to obtain this type of information through a formal survey. Two pertinent participatory workshops will be held: one directed toward leaders and operators and the second to UA farmers.

Workshops and interviews will be conducted according to previous established criteria: selection of participants, questions to be asked, information collection methodology, and orientations to prepare the report.

D. 
Methodological components and research organization 

The methodology shall include the following elements:

· Guidelines for mapping

· Guidelines for interviewing key informants

· Guidelines for applying the formal survey

· Guidelines for conducting workshops and interviews 

X.
Data Processing and Analysis

Data will be processed according to the type of tool used to gather information and will be analyzed on the basis of the hypotheses formulated.

Processing of Qualitative Information

Qualitative information will be obtained with two basic tools: the guidelines for interviewing key informants (leaders or executors of target interventions) and the guidelines for conducting workshops and interviews to selected participants.

The data obtained in interviews to key informants shall be processed in two ways: 

1.
Data obtained in interviews to institutional directives or representatives will be classified according to the list of topics included in the proposal presented by Marisela Benavides (see Inset 1).

This information will mainly serve as input to prepare the report on the context of institutional experiences (see INDEX).

2.
The information obtained in interviews to key informants (testimonies of different social and institutional actors) regarding the implementation of UA projects at each study site will also be included in the report on the context and in the hypotheses that exact this information, as indicated in the table following each hypothesis.

Data obtained with the guideline for conducting workshops and interviews to selected participants shall be classified according to how the data relates to each hypothesis, as indicated in the table below each hypothesis.

Qualitative Analysis

The sequence for this type of analysis (using the two abovementioned tools) is as follows:

Categorization and coding

Data obtained by applying the previous guidelines will be classified and, based on similarities, grouped into categories as indicated in the hypotheses and found in the topics of the INDEX.  The coding of data will abide by the most important categories integrating each hypothesis.

For example, a workshop participant may write a “letter” to a relative describing several issues, with one or more paragraphs referring to new technologies incorporated into UA by the project and the good results obtained with this technology, and indicate why these new technologies should be adopted, stressing that one of the main advantages of these new technologies is the increased harvest, without increasing planting area.

The main category correlated to this text (part of the letter) would be increased productivity, which is an element of Hypothesis 4 and the code would be Product H4. The text is as follows:

I used to use manure to fertilize my home garden, without any other treatment. But after the training course, I now process Guinea pig manure—I bury it in a hole,  mix it with residues from the previous harvest, add water ....and cover the hole with straw or plastic.... By using this new technique and others, my harvest is higher with the same land......

(Code:) Product./H4
This text is then grouped into titles or subtitles that appear in the INDEX, and given an analytical title. In this case, the title is:  14. Factors increasing productivity and household adoption of UA 

Qualitative matrixes

Qualitative matrixes similar to the quantitative analysis tables, will also be prepared.  Data will be synthesized to confirm the hypotheses. These matrixes will be filled with the most expressive texts (but that have been expressed similarly by most participants or interviewees) related to the main categories composing the hypotheses and classified according to the three case studies. For example:

General hypothesis

	Categories
	Case 1
	Case 2
	Case 3

	Produces surplus
	Text
	Text
	Text

	Raises prices
	Text
	Text
	Text

	Increases profits
	Text
	Text
	Text

	Allows savings
	Text
	Text
	Text

	Promotes investment 
	Text
	Text
	Text


Processing of Qualitative Information

Quantitative information mainly comes from surveys (some also comes from secondary information). The observation unit of is the interviewed individual (man or women), but the unit of analysis is the family; in other words, the interviewee informs about his/her situation and about the production system and family organization.

Survey data are coded and processed in a database using QPRO or EXEL software and then analyzed, to confirm the formulated hypotheses, using the following statistical methods: descriptive analysis, analysis of cause and effect; comparative analysis; bivariate analysis; and multivariate analysis. 

Descriptive analysis

This method will be used to characterize the families of the three case studies. The most important variables considered in each hypothesis will be analyzed, namely the farmers´ economic, social, cultural, and nutritional characteristics.

Statistical parameters preferably used should be percentages, averages, standard deviation, minimums, maximums, coefficients of variability, and percentiles.

The tables will simultaneously show the results of the three case studies. Likewise, the graphs will illustrate the main variables of each hypothesis thus allowing the case studies to be compared.

Cause-and-effect analysis and comparative analysis among case studies and groups

Independent variables are first selected, for example: institutional influence and factors facilitating change or justifying higher production, nutrition, market potential, or enhanced organization. Other independent variables are as follows:

· Types of technologies proposed

· Training

· System of technology transfer

· Famers´ own dietary habits and other introduced dietary habits

· Cultural characteristics of the target population

· Traditional and innovative practices

· Levels of organization

· Contact with institutional network

· Amounts of institutional investment

· Intervention methodologies

· Types of products

Dependent variables—outputs, impact, and effects—are as follows: 

· Production and productivity.

· Food produced, consumption, sales

· Maximized benefits

· Scale of production

· Forms of positioning in the market

· Gender participation

· Social capital generated

· Quality of environment

· Others

Various statistical methods were used to confirm the hypotheses, with the respective analysis of variables: 

· Correlation and regression analyses (simple and multiple, linear and curvilínear) to verify causes and effects on institutional intervention

· Comparative and factorial methods to confirm the influence of institutional intervention in each selected case

· Multivariate statistical methods such as principal components, cluster, and discriminatory analyses to identify the variables accounting for the differences, for example, among the three cases that presumably are at three different instants of the change from poverty to development:

Case 1.  Group of extremely poor families or families facing food insecurity

Case 2.  Mixed group or group in transition

Case 3.  Group already organized as small enterprise, producing surpluses or maximizing profits. 
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