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Summary
Background
“Jakarta is the capital of Indonesia and the largest metropolitan area in Southeast Asia with
tremendous population growth and a wide range of urban problems” (Rukmana, 2014).
Soaring land prices, housing shortages and huge inequalities are among these problems, as well as an
ever-increasing demand for food as a consequence of this population growth. The pressure on rural
areas is therefore higher than ever before, since the agricultural sector has always been a key
component of Indonesia’s economy. The expectation that supply cannot keep up with the increasing
demand means that more import is needed to compensate these shortages, meaning higher food
costs and increased pollution due to transport as well.
Successful development of agriculture and rural areas is therefore required to increase the
agricultural productivity so that self-sufficiency for a growing number of people can be established,
with increasing employment and welfare levels in rural areas. Especially the latter is assumed to be
crucial to develop, because rural development is claimed to be among Indonesia’s greatest problems
with structural inequality between urban and rural settings at the same time. One of the ways to
improve this situation is to integrate both settings in the same targeted policies instead of developing
two separate ones. On the one hand, stimulating rural residents to improve their skills in one thing or
another – in this case farming, contributes to strengthening of the economic base in these places,
while these people are in that way enabled to supply food to an increased clientele, among others in
cities. The concept of farming often raises the assumption of being a practice only taking place in
rural areas on huge plots of land. This practice however is seen to be adjustable in form and scale
according to someone’s own desires, intentions and priorities, adaptable by everyone.
In urban areas, local participation projects are seen to be an effective way to empower poor
and vulnerable through a bottom-up approach where joint effort contributes to development of both
individuals and collectives. These participation projects come in several forms, farming being one of
them; the concept of farming is seen as a vital element to utilize vacant space in order to achieve
improved living conditions. With the increasing pollution in urban areas due to concentration of
people, businesses and transport, there is a call for sustainable living in these places as well, with less
pollution around. Wider implementation of farming is one of the solutions to this, also with an eye
on reducing food imports and consequent pollution due to transport emissions, but more
importantly for achieving food security and potential income. This is assumed to differ in rural areas,
and also within urban settings, to be explained by the fact that different people set different
priorities in life, with farming positioned differently in someone else’s lifestyle. In this way, the ‘Size
of farming efforts’, ‘Diversification of livelihood’ and ‘Identity’ are key dimensions in this research for
determining the effects of farming on someone’s life, either on individual or collective basis. Farming
is a practice that has currently been leading to various benefits for an increasing number of people;
among others food security, income and employment, health and the environment could be
established or positively affected, although this depends on someone’s personal interests and state
of mind, the size of that person’s farming efforts and the potential livelihood diversification he or she
is able to achieve through it. This obviously is an interplay between variables, resulting in different
outcomes for different people, some more successful than others.
Summed up, urban life in the future could be less devastating for the environment when an
increasing number of people engages in own healthy food production, thereby contributing to
reduced pollution because no transportation is needed and also because of the absence of chemicals
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in produced crops. Additionally, internet access is assumed to accelerate knowledge transfer and
consequent implementation of this knowledge in someone’s own life, sometimes as innovation,
sometimes as alternative or addition to existing farming methods. People in all continents are able to
engage in food production, as long as they are aware of what exactly works and what does not work
in their location of living.

Research objectives
Present study aims to gain insight in the way how empowerment of residents in Jakarta, Bogor and
Cianjur relates to farming practices and contribution to local developments through this activity, with
a potentially increasing role for the internet in this interconnection. Jakarta-based startup Ur-Farm
focuses on rural farmers in Bogor and Cianjur through supporting them by providing an end to end
solution while marketing their products in Jakarta and on the internet. This in turn raises awareness
about farming benefits for own production, leading to more urban residents getting interested in the
concept of farming. In this research is determined how and why farming practices in different
contexts and different places within these contexts lead to particular outcomes. On the one hand,
urban residents are assumed to be engaging in farming practices to an increasing extent in the
future, with more people seeing the benefits of own food production. While they come up with
creative ways to implement farming on a limited plot of land, people in rural areas on the other hand
will ultimately learn about these alternatives and might come up with adjustments in their own
farming method to make it more efficient.
Furthermore, it is aimed to gain more insight in the interconnections between combating
poverty, empowerment and community development through farming, with an increasing role for
the internet. In this way, these insights will add to existing theories from Muljono (2011) and Foeken,
Sofer and Mlozi (2004) that describe how farming is used for gaining food security, income and
environmental benefits, with differences in advantages gained from farming. Other literature that
will be built upon is coming from UN Habitat (n.d. a & b), which states that farming should be
implemented in public space because the latter is able to promote social connectivity and diversity in
places, contributing to community cohesion, improved liveability and ultimately to increased
attractiveness for new residents or investors. Implementation of farming in public space makes it
that awareness about the benefits it brings about is raised among more people. Concerning rural
areas, this research aims to add on theories of Rahmaniar (2017) and LeCardin (2017) who described
how the role of the neighbourhood is highly relevant in achieving improved living conditions for both
individuals and groups, meaning that explicit attention should be paid to the community as a whole
instead of particularly focusing on development of individuals. Besides adding to literature
concerning these topics, this research aims to initiate policy interventions in this field as well, with
special attention for interactions between people in both rural and urban settings, leading to more
diverse outcomes than before.

Research strategy
Present study was conducted through qualitative in-depth interviews with residents of Jakarta, Bogor
and Cianjur and can be seen as phenomenological research. It took place in nine different case
studies, of which seven are located in Jakarta. Through additional literature of and observations in
these places, better understanding could be gained about how people position themselves and their
farming efforts within these specific locations, potentially leading to empowerment or local
development. These perspectives are believed to be strengthened through the use of internet.
I expected to achieve data saturation in 30 interviews up front; in reality this turned out to be
less, 28 respondents in 21 interviews, including one focus group meeting of six persons and two
interviews that consisted of two respondents at the same time. The number of interviews needed to
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reach data saturation could not be determined at the start of the project, but was evaluated during
the process of data collection and analysis; according to Quirkos (2016) the researcher can in that
way decide whether additional interviews are able to reveal new insights or not.

Results
It is shown that farming does not specifically count one definition, namely the one where farmers are
living in rural areas and do this work as a main income source. In order to fight this claim, the
heterogeneity in lifestyles and practices among residents in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur will be
portrayed extensively in these chapters. The respondents in this research showed that they engage in
farming for various reasons, not only to make a living out of it; some individuals told they mainly
engage in farming because they see it as a hobby, while others especially aim for achieving food
security or as a side income source. The impact that a certain farming initiative has on a group of
individuals is determined by the embeddedness of particular farmers in this initiative; the variation in
livelihood practices makes it that the respondents in this research are embedded in various types of
initiatives, and exactly this heterogeneity makes it that the observed initiatives are developing in
different ways and can be held against each other. A visualization of all case studies is provided,
accompanied by data achieved through observations. Through giving short descriptions about the
background of the case studies, similarities and differences are portrayed from the way the case
studies were perceived during the fieldwork and how they are built up.
The findings discovered during the fieldwork in Indonesia show that urban farming is more than only
a label given to a popular practice; in terms of the hype that urban farming brings with it, exactly this
hype makes it that more people are interested in this concept and want to try it themselves. This is
because they hear or see others improve, which makes them interested and in this way leads to
increased awareness about urban farming, whether it is used as tool for achieving empowerment,
food security, more financial freedom or to be doing something different than daily urban activities.
The outcomes of farming are not only dependent on people’s individual priorities; they also depend
on the amount of people in a certain area that are involved in a farming initiative and on the fact if
these people do it for individual or collective reasons, determining whether the impact of farming
mostly affects individuals or entire communities. In some case studies visited during the fieldwork,
groups or organizations were mentioned to be responsible for what is currently established in certain
areas, and that exactly the cooperation between local residents made this development possible – an
important motive among respondents to not move out of their neighbourhood whether they get rich
from farming or not. Exactly this change in mindset makes it that farming in urban areas goes beyond
a hype; it has become a means towards improved living conditions such as food security, economic
improvement, improved societal position or a healthy environment and surroundings, for some
people more than for others. It turned out that many people who engage in urban farming do not
consider themselves thoroughbred farmers, more as people who want to achieve food security with
healthier self-produced crops or to find a way to gain an income out of food production. This means
that farming practices will gain increasing attention in urban areas, and because of this
transformation, more people in the city think it is cool, trendy, and, at the same time functional,
because you can provide yourself or others with fresh crops – potentially making them join an urban
farming initiative in the end.
In rural areas on the other hand, farming has always been an important income generator
and food provider. Since farming is not specifically renowned for bringing about wealth, rural farmers
around the world are experiencing negative effects of a widening gap with people living in the city.
The rural farmlands in this research in Bogor and Cianjur are cultivated through different farming
methods and with differing knowledge about farming techniques, just as much as this varies among
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urban residents in this research. This knowledge in turn determines the outcomes of crop
production, and it is believed that through knowledge-sharing with people within and outside of the
community, these outcomes can be enhanced in order to improve the success of the farming
activities for both individuals and communities, on a bigger scale. Determining the best farming
technique may be a tough and lengthy decision that is seen to come with trial and error, it will bring
about stronger impact of local farming practices on the farmers themselves in the end. It has to be
mentioned that there is no such thing as a perfect farming technique; it all depends on the priorities
someone sets and the circumstances he or she has to take into account. Farmers in rural areas for
example might not specifically want to engage in large-scale hydroponic farming and probably aim
for premium-priced and purely natural organic crops. It sounds like a wise decision to cultivate at
least a share of the total production through hydroponic farming on the other hand, since this
technique is more reliable and less easily affected by weather conditions or vermin.
For urban farmers, hydroponics can be seen as the way to go because this technique does not
require much space and is therefore perfectly suitable in crowded places. The downside of this
technique however is that it is an expensive option – at least if you want to work with professional
equipment – recreating a hydroponic system is a cheaper alternative. Furthermore, hydroponics are
by some claimed to be less healthy than organic crops because of the artificial fertilizers used in the
process of crop cultivation, for many farmers an obstacle because the products are in that way not
totally natural. In that way, organic farming is the desirable alternative, also on smaller farmlands.
Self-sustainability in terms of producing healthy crops on a micro scale in particular – but also on
bigger scales, makes it highly valuable for people engaging in farming. This value can be translated
into either individual or collective success, which can be noticed in developments that take place in
people’s own life or in their neighbourhood. The accumulated added value of a certain project or
initiative for someone partly determines if that person will engage or continues to engage in farming
or not. This means that when the economic aspect may not specifically be the motivation for
someone to start or continue his or her farming efforts, the sense of community and cohesionbuilding through joint effort could be seen as most meaningful because that person desires to clear
his or her mind through these practices for example, or because of the fact that that person feels
better around other people in the community and is convinced to contribute to further development.
By making vacant plots of land available in certain areas of Jakarta, the government tries to motivate
local residents to turn this land into useful land, where urban agriculture is often a solution to use
this land functionally and to gain more security in life, in terms of food or revenue. There were also
private initiatives to be noticed, started by community members; the organization of these initiatives
consisted of one or a few individuals who began prioritizing a healthy and sustainable lifestyle some
time ago, seeing it as a core principle of how to become happy with what you achieve in a certain
place – in this case with crop production, higher earnings or community development.
Farming projects focusing on organic or hydroponic farming were established in order to
spread awareness about the benefits of these farming techniques among local residents. It depends
on the priorities set by an individual or collective how farming is implemented in a certain place, but
it certainly is the case that farming leads to improved living conditions in some way for the people
engaging in it. This indicates that there is no strict division between rural farming and urban farming;
these practices are interconnected in such a way – mainly because of the internet, social networks
and migration, that farmers in both settings learn from each other and contribute to further
development of their skill set and successful implementation of farming, with food security,
economic improvement and community cohesion and development as potential consequences.
Farming practices in both urban and rural contexts are converging in that way, as an increasing
number of people shares knowledge through the internet with each other in order to develop their
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own knowledge and skills. This knowledge transfer leads to a particular continuity of the concept of
farming, being applied in different ways depending on the specific setting someone is located in.
Through this process, farming practices continue to evolve and develop according to what turns out
the best method for a particular person or in a specific location, indicating that trial and error is a key
aspect of this knowledge transfer. Therefore, direct or indirect access to internet is assumed to be
crucial in developing skills and gaining knowledge, also when it comes to farming. It all comes down
to the fact that these people are engaging in farming practices in a particular way and with varying
outcomes, but the adjustments made because of encounters with other forms of farming make it
that this practice can be seen as a continuity that is transformative of character, creating possibilities
for everyone interested.

Conclusion
During the fieldwork in Indonesia it was noticed that people have been learning about farming in
various ways but in the end all engage in food production because they learned it is beneficial to
have control over the crops you eat yourself, and furthermore to have the feeling to live healthier
without paying a premium price. Engaging in farming collectively turned out to bring about more
consciousness about efficient methods in order to achieve more successful outcomes concerning
both farming and the lives of local residents. Economic benefits are lurking as well, however only to
those who are entrepreneurial and seize these opportunities, whether this is through the use of
internet and e-commerce or through offline sales.
The fact that the majority of respondents in this research engages in organic or hydroponic
farming techniques because of higher earnings and products of a higher quality than through
traditional farming, makes it that the practice suddenly becomes interesting for other people as well,
for example for lower-income residents who want to save money or people who prioritize a healthy
lifestyle. These farming techniques therefore have the potential to lead to food self-sufficiency
through high-quality crops and even to economic improvement if the producer is planning to sell
surpluses. The majority of respondents in this research have been experiencing improved living
conditions in the form of among others an improved position in society, food security, more
economic freedom, living healthy, caring for the environment, having a useful hobby, community
cohesion and community development. This makes it that these people have been noticing a form of
empowerment – social, economic or political (Eyben et al., 2008) – through implementing organic or
hydroponic farming in their lifestyle, leading to increased agency and an increased opportunity
structure in which they are participating in development processes and decisions that affect them; a
significant difference compared to how they used to live. The actual empowerment for urban
residents lies in the fact that several of these people have been experiencing the feeling to be
somebody in society compared to before, either because they are offered a platform to express their
ideas, but also for other reasons, for example because they have an increased social network, access
to more amenities, feel valuable for their family or neighbourhood through supplying healthy food,
income or contribute to public greenspace. Both their opportunity structure and agency are
enhanced because of the consequences of their farming-related activities, making these people
experience improved living conditions, financially or socially.
In rural areas, people were seen to be empowered by the fact that they are handed the
knowledge, training, equipment and (financial) resources to start converting from traditional to
organic farming and consequently gain higher profit from their sales and look after themselves.
Additionally, cutting the traditional supply chain with several intermediaries between producer and
consumer – taking profit that actually belongs to farmers, helps to improve the living conditions of
farmers in rural areas, with direct and voluntary producer-consumer transactions. Furthermore,
community cohesion grows due to jointly experienced improved living conditions because of the
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switch to organic farming, making the farmers’ families and fellow residents benefit from this as well,
something that was described by Muljono (2011) as community empowerment.
The consequences of empowerment through farming determine whether an individual or an entire
community is able to contribute to and benefit from local developments effectively or not. In the
conceptual model in figure 3, Local Developments is assumed to have a mutual relation with the
other main concepts; (Innovation of) Farming, Empowerment and Application of ICT. This is to be
explained by developments enabled by farming or the consequences of farming, with an important
role for the internet; in this research, local developments come among others in the form of
community centres, social projects, business partnerships or local organizations that focus on joint
effort to enhance the quality of the neighbourhood and the lives of its residents. The results vary
from greener neighbourhoods, waste-free streetscapes, upgraded housing or public buildings and
improved cohesion among residents. Farming in that way slowly becomes a social structure in urban
areas where an increasing share of residents decides to engage in this practice because of its
benefits, something that according to Giddens (1984; as cited in Bathelt & Glückler, 2014) leads to
economic relations in this institutional context between both individual and collective agents. The
question whether farming is really able to bring about institutional change or not does not withstand
the fact that it already comes in more efficient and economically beneficial forms that require less
effort, space or capital and bring about improved living conditions more easily.
Spreading awareness about own food production in cities through healthier, more profitable and less
labour-intensive methods seems to attract people because of the fact that people in this research
aim to eat as healthy as possible through their farming efforts, especially because they grow it
themselves instead of buy it on the market and save on their budget in this way. This makes it that
the stereotype of farming, being implemented in rural areas on huge farmlands, is more
comprehensive than it seems, with people finding different ways to implement this practice in their
lives for varying reasons and in completely different settings. With the majority of respondents in this
research seen to be stationary to their place of living, one of the long term effects of this process is
that a concentration of urban farming practices in a particular place means a concentration of
knowledge about food production and of ecological awareness due to farming. With the addition of
community cohesion, this knowledge is likely to reach people beyond the boundaries of the
neighbourhood itself, because successful farming practices and the initiatives in which they are
nested attract visitors and potential investors. This makes it that urban farming through different
techniques for achieving food security with consequential health, environmental and potential
economic benefits is assumed to gradually become a relevant part of a modern urban lifestyle, a
social structure. This transformative process is highly accelerated because of the internet, enabling
people to respond quickly to innovations happening in other places, although it reaches people
without internet access in the end as well. Altogether, this means farming engagement is claimed to
lead to improved living conditions in different ways and that this certainly brings about potential to
achieve empowerment for both individuals and communities through farming, especially when these
people are connected to the internet. It also means that future sustainability is sooner to be achieved
when more and more people see the benefits of own food production, not only for themselves but
for the environment and humanity in general at the same time.
Another crucial aspect to achieve improved living conditions is through the right policies,
because without targeting people, they do not know about what makes food production beneficial to
them – for example those who migrated from rural areas to the city to avoid farming and own food
production in the first place. Targeted policies that show people the benefits of farming concerning
multiple fields are likely to lead an increasing number of people to engage in farming in the future in
both urban and rural settings. It all starts with the actions of individuals however, and through own
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healthy food production a step towards future sustainability is already taken, also with an eye on
providing opportunities for lower-income people to achieve food security and to save budget. When
there are enough individuals and communities concentrated in cities focusing on food security,
improved living conditions and environmental action through urban farming, this practice is able to
become integrated in the social structure of urban residents. From then, impact on a bigger scale can
be established, with rural areas becoming more profitable and important for the entire country
because of their potential in cultivating organic crops on a large-scale for the economic benefits that
come with it – reducing structural inequalities on the long term.
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1 – Farming engagement as means for
empowerment and improved living conditions
“This farming initiative is like a mental evolution; our mindset definitely changed and led to an
improved community with bad people turning good, and the good people coming to help us on the
urban farm and in the community centre. That’s why I don’t leave this neighbourhood, I will stay here
no matter what and I would love to see this place grow.” – Mrs. Anita, urban farmer Karet Tengsin.
The concept of farming often raises the assumption of taking place in rural areas on huge plots of
land. This practice however is seen to be adjustable in form and scale according to someone’s own
desires, intentions and priorities, adaptable by everyone in both rural and urban areas.
Furthermore, farming is a practice that has currently been leading to various benefits for an
increasing number of people concerning among others food security, income, employment, health
and the environment, although to a different extent, depending on someone’s intentions with
farming on the one hand and depending on the social structure in which that person is positioned on
the other hand. Catalysing and restraining factors determine whether someone’s farming efforts lead
to positive outcomes in the form of improved living conditions or not, relatable to the concept of
empowerment and development. The internet in turn is certainly catalyst in the process of
knowledge transfer, for example about farming-related developments. It is assumed that people with
access to the internet have an advantage over people who lack this access, first and foremost
because of the enormous amount of information available on the internet to learn about anything
possible, but also in order to increase clientele among a larger geographical scale. Farming has in that
way become a practice that can still be implemented the traditional old-fashioned way in soil on rural
farmland but is also to be adjusted in form to any other surroundings, depending on the space
someone has available and the intentions that person has with farming. There are for example even
vertically grown crops in plastic bottles sliced in half and horizontally placed as crop carriers to be
seen, something totally different from the traditional way farming is implemented. It is the
assumption that these recent innovations in ways of implementing farming lead to an increasing
number of people engaging in farming in some way, because they notice benefits among other
people and realize that farming does not necessarily have to be as complex as they thought, making
them interested as well.
This first chapter will serve an introductory function; after drawing the contextual background of this
research at first, thereby providing a first look at the main concepts, the scientific and societal
relevance of the research are determined. The sections after that contain the main objectives of this
research, besides showing the research questions and providing a reading guide for the rest of this
thesis.

1.1 - Contextual background
“Jakarta is the capital of Indonesia and the largest metropolitan area in Southeast Asia with
tremendous population growth and a wide range of urban problems” (Rukmana, 2014, Introduction).
The population of Jakarta metropolitan region counted 4.47 million inhabitants in the 1980s and
28.02 million inhabitants in 2010 (Central Bureau of Statistics; as cited in Rukmana, 2014). According
to Rukmana (2014), this growth is mainly accountable to President Suharto’s New Order Regime that
lasted from 1967 to 1998. In this period, among others investment in the property sector grew
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drastically, with new and improved government buildings, commercial buildings, high rise
apartments and hotels, especially with the aim to put Jakarta on the global map (ibid.). By also
focusing on recreational projects and monuments, Indonesia’s capital city was destined to be the
‘greatest city possible’, at least in President Suharto’s vision (Cybriwski and Ford; as cited in
Rukmana, 2014).
Due to the increasing number of migrants that Jakarta metropolitan region attracted during
the New Order Regime, especially for economic reasons, new town development in Jakarta’s fringe
areas was a solution for urban expansion. The metropolitan region of Jakarta is also called
Jabodetabek, taken from the initial letters of its components Jakarta, Bogor, Depok, Tangerang and
Bekasi (Rukmana, 2014, Introduction). What must be noted is that this research mainly focuses on
Jakarta as a city itself, also known as Special Capital Region of Jakarta – besides focusing on Bogor
and Cianjur. This will be done in order to sharpen the focus of the research, and what must be noted
is that Jakarta’s core is characterized by processes and structures that heavily differ from those in the
new towns that arose to house the increasing population of the city (Firman, 2003). This is explained
by Firman and Silver (1999, 2008; as cited in Rukmana, 2014), who claim that the new towns
surrounding Jakarta were still heavily dependent on the central city, because they offered few job
opportunities and merely focussed on housing the influx of migrants. Large-scale housing projects
only further intensified this commuter interaction between Jakarta and its surroundings, furthermore
leading to major traffic problems to the city centre.
With an eye on increasing growth, Indonesia’s population is projected to have reached 258 million
inhabitants by 2025, leading to a dramatically increased demand for food as well (Muljono, 2011).
The pressure on rural areas is therefore higher than ever before, since the agricultural sector has
always been a key component of Indonesia’s economy. The expectation that supply cannot keep up
with the increasing demand means that more import is needed to compensate these shortages,
meaning higher food costs and increased pollution due to transport as well. According to Muljono
(2011), successful development of agriculture and rural areas is required to increase the agricultural
productivity so that self-sufficiency for a growing number of people can be established, with
additional employment and welfare levels in rural areas. Especially the latter is something crucial,
because rural development is one of the major issues that Indonesia has to deal with (Mubyarto,
2000; as cited in Kamaruddin & Monma, 2004), currently leading to widening disparities between
urban and rural settings. This is also why Rural-Urban-Nexus (n.d.) claims that integrated policies
concerning both dimensions are highly desirable, because these policies connect rural and urban
dimensions and consequently guide and develop them through the same policies instead of separate
ones. On the long term, sustainability in cities and rural areas could be achieved in this way – to start
with involving rural residents in decision-making more strongly, resulting in increasing benefits,
access to developments and participation in society for rural residents (Rural-Urban-Nexus, n.d.).
Stimulating local residents in rural areas to increase their skills in order to achieve improved
living conditions is assumed to be an important means to strengthen the economic base in these
places with agriculture as driver of local economies, providing food to people in cities as well
(Muljono, 2011). This furthermore means a decrease in the developmental gap between urban and
rural areas on the long term. Hayami (2006) claims that due to weak information capacity and
delayed knowledge transfer about farming-related developments, rural markets in low-income
economies are still highly imperfect and inefficient. Rural entrepreneurs are seeking ways to bridge
this gap through using their social network in the community to gain support and a reliable base, and
exactly through this community support and local success, it is believed that these people are able to
become valuable on a bigger scale; contributing to poverty reduction in the community through
cooperation with people further away (Hayami, 2006), for example in major cities like Jakarta. Exactly
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this is the reason why present study aims to conduct research on both urban and rural areas, since it
is believed that the interconnection between people in both areas is highly important in order to
achieve sustainable development, integration of all people in society and consequently more
equitable growth.
With the central city especially focusing on private investment and real estate projects to enhance
the competitive position of Jakarta, for lots of manufacturing companies this meant the need to
relocate to peripheral locations, former rural land (Rukmana, 2014). Former manufacturing centres in
the city transformed into centres of business and services while these manufacturing companies
either relocated or shut down and contributed to massive unemployment - even more after the
monetary crisis in the late 1990s (Firman, 1999a). Many of these unemployed people shifted into the
informal sector to become self-employed and started their own small-scale business (ibid.). The high
number of informal jobs in Jakarta is according to Rukmana (2007) considered an eye-sore for urban
authorities, as informality is related to undesirable activities that stand in the way of urban
development and disrupt the cleanliness of the city’s image – assumed to lead to less foreign direct
investment in the city.
The soaring land prices in the city centre are a direct result of massive urbanization and
consequent land shortages, resulting in widening disparities and increasingly unjust distribution of
land, resources and access to services and institutions between rich and poor as well (Firman,
1999a). The former having the most privileges and the latter being pushed back to peripheral
squatter kampungs¸ constructed as settlements to house poor native residents and migrants (ibid.).
Furthermore, with the establishment of major real estate projects in the city adjacent to crowded
neighbourhoods of urban poor, the available land shrinks and the poor are gradually cut off from
their neighbourhood and consequently neglected in terms of access to resources, developments or
employment (McCarthy, 2003). According to Firman (1997; as cited in Firman, 2003), this has mainly
to do with the fact that land development permits granted to private investors cannot be protested,
unless the investors allow the original inhabitants to remain in that location by formal consent.
Logically, the original inhabitants protest when they are obliged to leave their neighbourhood, or at
least demand fairer compensation (Firman, 2003), but they are often found powerless against the
private investors’ plans to realize their building plans in central locations (Firman, 1999a) – resulting
in the fact that poorer residents get evicted from central locations in the city. Leaf (1991, 1993; as
cited in Firman, 2003) stated that in the early 1990s, more than half of Jakarta’s available land
development permits were granted to real estate developers, marking the explicit presence and
control of these actors.
With this information can be argued that meeting the direct needs of urban poor used to be
less of a priority for city planners, since poor residents were considered a stain on Jakarta’s aim to
achieve global city status and beat its competitors on international scale – because they are mainly
operating in the informal economy (Firman, 1998; as cited in Rukmana, 2014). However, the
monetary crisis that hit Indonesia in 1997 - the krismon - turned out to be a big disadvantage of the
focus on attracting private investors. The crisis resulted in major disruptions on urban development
in especially Jakarta – transforming the ‘global city’ into a ‘city of crisis’ (Firman, 1999b), leading to a
further increase of the informal economy. The crisis resulted in a total downfall of the economy with
consequential major plots of abandoned land in especially the city centre, because the private
investors went bankrupt and could not develop their plans anymore (ibid.).
The long-time neglect of urban poor in Jakarta is according to Essex (2016) explained by the fact that
even for institutions who focus more directly on poverty reduction, the urban poor in Jakarta can be
difficult to immediately recognize, leading to mismanagement because of unclear knowledge of
poorer neighbourhoods. This lack of knowledge about poorer neighbourhoods is among others due
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to the neighbourhoods’ variable composition because a large share of their population is seasonal
and originates from rural areas (Essex, 2016). In that way, it is hard to make effective policies
regarding the exact needs of poor residents to improve their living conditions or upgrade their
neighbourhood (ibid.). One possible way to retain enlarging difference between rich and poor is to
focus on empowering local small-scale businesses in poorer neighbourhoods, which are often owned
by people who were forced to work in the informal sector because of a lack of demand on formal
labour - especially after the monetary crisis. By empowering local businesses in the informal
economy - which accounted for 64 per cent of Indonesia’s total employment back in 2004 (Rukmana,
2007), urban transformation is potentially accelerated. Poor residents in the informal economy are in
that way able to actively contribute to enhancement of life quality for themselves and their
neighbourhood, besides being capable to improve their position in society in both social and
economic sense (ibid.).
This approach much relates to understanding how the needs of poor people should be met.
Among others Dhongde and Silber (2016) claim that economic growth only is not sufficient to
achieve poverty reduction in general, because the combat against poverty encompasses more
dimensions than only the financial aspect. People living in poverty furthermore need access to
education and healthcare in order to become self-sustaining and healthy on a structural basis and get
out of poverty for good – also gender equality and ensuring environmental sustainability are key
priorities in order to reduce inequalities (Dhongde & Silber, 2016). This is why since the late 1990s
the focus had shifted to pro-poor growth (PPG) – a way to look at how the poor are benefitting from
growth with the primary goal to accelerate poverty reduction and make an end to all forms of
poverty (Klasen & Reimers, 2014). With the Millennium Development Goals not completely
successful in achieving the desired outcomes, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development of the
United Nations that was introduced in 2015, prioritized the ending of poverty in all its forms on a
worldwide basis as Goal 1 (United Nations, n.d.). This Sustainable Development Goal not only calls
for an end of direct poverty but also aims to ensure social protection for the poor and vulnerable, for
example with labour market programmes, skills training or social insurance (United Nations
Economic and Social Council, 2016). One way for the United Nations to establish direct poverty
reduction in the case of cities, is through the main goals of their Human Settlements Programme
(UN-HABITAT); to concern provision of adequate shelter for everyone and to develop sustainable
urban settlements (UN-HABITAT, n.d. a). Turning poorer – often isolated – neighbourhoods fed by
informality, social exclusion, poor housing and underdevelopment into vibrant areas that are fully
integrated into the city is considered to be key in sustainable urban development (ibid.). In UNHABITAT’s projects, urban poor are empowered to achieve better livelihood organization through for
instance improved infrastructure and access to basic services. According to UN-HABITAT (n.d. a), local
participation projects in poorer neighbourhoods are an effective way to address the immediate
needs of the poor. By mobilizing the targeted group of poor around challenges or problems in their
direct surroundings, common projects that are relatively limited in scale can be pursued intensively
and will lead to developments in the short, medium and long term. Neighbourhood participation
projects are considered as a means to effectively empower the poor and vulnerable through a local
bottom-up approach with intensive collaboration, therefore likely to have positive consequences on
individuals and the community or neighbourhood as a whole (Asadi-Lari et al., 2005).
The concept of farming is in this research seen as a crucial element to utilize vacant space in order to
achieve improved living conditions. With the increasing pollution in urban areas due to concentration
of people, businesses and transport, there is a call for sustainable living in these places as well, with
less pollution around. Residual spaces in cities could be used for green architecture, contributing to
environmentally friendly buildings, more urban greenspace and mitigated circumstances concerning
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the relation between climate change and urban development, with potential food security for people
at the same time. Wider implementation of the concept of farming is one of the solutions to this,
also with an eye on reducing food imports and consequent pollution due to transport emissions, but
more importantly for achieving food security and possibly income. The fact that farming is something
originating from rural contexts makes it that this practice is seen to be adjusted to forms applicable
for cultivation in cities, indicating a transformative character of the concept. Exactly this aspect
makes it that farming is seen as highly useful in gaining food security and potentially other benefits
as well. In rural areas in this research, affordable micro-loan schemes, social support, education, skill
training and provision of land or equipment are relevant for people to improve their living conditions
in financial terms and regarding their position in society. Micro-loans are in this process valuable for
triggering the opportunities concerning employment, income generation or gaining knowledge, but
the financial aspect is not the only aspect that brings about change in these people’s lives; their social
network, opportunities, development and participation play highly relevant roles as well. Because
people in urban and rural areas are assumed to engage in farming for different motives, this research
comprises both dimensions in order to connect them to each other and see whether people in urban
and rural areas are living in completely different worlds or not.
The increasing growth of the internet leads to opportunities that can also be useful for raising
consciousness about existing inequality and meeting the needs of poor and vulnerable.
Freischlad (2015) claims that Indonesian smartphone apps now firmly planted the idea that apps or
internet in general can be used for much more than only chatting, sharing links or playing games.
Smartphones across Indonesia are currently becoming the primary interface for transacting with the
world (ibid.). Training computer or smartphone skills can therefore be seen as a means to bring
about the access that is desired for individuals or collectives to equally benefit from processes of
growth, or stay updated about anything in the world that concerns them – and thus in particular
relevant for poor and vulnerable in both urban and rural contexts.
Furthermore, application of ICT is necessary when an entrepreneur, company or customer
wants to engage in e-commerce, the online selling and buying of products or services. E-commerce is
argued to be an important tool for small and large businesses worldwide, as it not only sells products
to customers but also tries to engage them with creative ways to both inform and entertain, such as
by identifying a brand with a certain lifestyle (Eisingerich & Kretschmer, 2008).
An example of an online form of empowerment can be seen in the operations of e-commerce
platform Ur-Farm. This Jakarta-based startup has found a way to contribute to local developments
via the empowerment of rural farmers through investing in sustainable farming projects in Bogor and
Cianjur, selling their products both online and offline in increasingly crowded Jakarta. Ur-Farm’s
efforts help to improve the lives of the poorest residents by providing a platform where these
residents are engaging in local collaboration projects to actively contribute to joint developments in
their community – also with an eye on promoting social cohesion. They are furthermore offered
training and education, equipment, day to day support in converting to organic farming and microloans. In the case of Ur-Farm, the internet could be a transformative medium for urban residents in
Jakarta as well, presenting them an opportunity to engage in own food production in order to be able
to organize their lives better.
Additionally, it is through Ur-Farm’s work that “urban residents have local products from the
countryside at their fingertips. As healthy lifestyle trends start to take root in Indonesia, demand for
organic food products rises, and with it, sustainable agriculture practices.” (Freischlad, 2016). This
means that the customers of Ur-Farm do not necessarily have to be aware of their contribution to
empowering farmers engaged to the platform when they buy products at Ur-Farm’s website or in
bazaars, but they definitely support these rural entrepreneurs because of their own healthy lifestyle
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pursuits. Consequently deciding to implement farming into your own lifestyle is another story, but as
soon as it brings about benefits, it is assumed to be increasingly popular in every possible location in
the future.

1.2 - Scientific and societal relevance
Due to effects of globalization, people are able to move around more freely than ever before, and in
that way urban growth increased significantly. In the case of multiple cities on Java, Indonesia, the
high rate of population growth and urbanization was generated by a concentration of economic
development and sociocultural activity as well as political practices (Pradoto, 2012). One of the
consequences of the attracting function of cities like Jakarta is ever-increasing inequality due to
among others overpopulation, lack of space and a shortage on formal jobs. According to Firman
(1997a, 1998; as cited in Firman, 1999a), national deregulation policies in the 1980s and 1990s
unintendedly encouraged economic development more in Indonesia’s larger cities than in smaller
ones because the former have much better infrastructures for economic development, let alone
Indonesia’s rural areas. Jakarta as capital and largest urban concentration in the country attracted
therefore large amounts of migrants, which caused shortages on land and soaring land prices
(Firman, 1999a). This eventually resulted in widening disparities between rich and poor, because
former manufacturing centres transformed into centres of business and services while these
manufacturing companies shut down or relocated to peripheral areas and contributed to massive
unemployment (ibid.). Many of these people shifted into the informal sector to become selfemployed and started their own small-scale business. But it also led to widening disparities between
urban and rural settings, with cities seen as economic honeypots, attracting large numbers of poor
rural migrants (Dicken, 2015).
The increased attention in literature on multidimensional poverty in recent years
underscores the fact that only direct economic growth does not automatically lead to the ending of
poverty (Dhongde & Silber, 2016). This is explained by Campos Vázquez and Monroy-Gomes-Franco
(2016), who claim that economic growth is related to a larger number of formal employments,
however not with better wages. This means that reduction of poverty is not automatically a
consequence of economic growth, since a major share of the population earns its money in the
informal sector and is therefore not benefiting from this growth.
This research aims to add on theories focusing on sustainability, livelihood approaches and poverty
reduction through determining the influence that the internet is able to carry out on the process of
improving living conditions through farming in both rural and urban settings. It furthermore tries to
shed more light upon the research that Foeken, Sofer and Mlozi (2004) conducted by involving the
livelihood aspect of people’s life more directly in the process of determining the interrelation of main
concepts. The research Foeken et al. (2004) conducted found that all farmers in their study claimed
to benefit from their farming efforts in such a way that they see it as a vital element in their
livelihood, contributing to food supply, income generation and employment creation – besides
positively affecting the environment. Urban farming is therefore seen as one way to achieve more
sustainable development, but only when the practice itself is implemented sustainably, on a regular
basis through farming methods that do not harm the environment and produce consistent yields.
Especially since the development of more modern farming techniques, farming does not necessarily
require a huge plot of land which still might be the assumption as it originates from rural areas with
larger plots of land. It can be implemented in someone’s personal compound, somewhere in the
neighbourhood or in another location, on someone else’s plot of land, for example land belonging to
the government or a private developer, through several different methods such as hydroponics (and
aquaponics) and organic farming.
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For urban farming, some guidelines of UN Habitat (n.d. a & b) are highly valuable here in
adding to this literature; public space is namely able to promote social connectivity and diversity in
places, contributing to community cohesion, improved liveability and ultimately to increased
attractiveness for new residents or investors (UN Habitat, n.d. a). Implementation of farming in
public space in turn makes it that an increasing number of people will be exposed to this activity,
potentially raising awareness about the benefits it brings about concerning food supply, income
generation or savings and the environment.
Concerning rural areas, this research aims to add on theories of Muljono (2011), Rahmaniar
(2017) and LeCardin (2017), who described how the role of the neighbourhood is highly relevant in
achieving improved living conditions for both individuals and groups, meaning that explicit attention
should be paid to the community as a whole instead of particularly focusing on development of
individuals. Furthermore, the potential of rural areas for Indonesia as a country is underestimated at
the moment, and through involving these areas in policies that cover both the urban and rural
domain, existing structural inequalities are assumed to reduce on the long term. This research adds
to the aforementioned theories by describing and explaining how rural areas are becoming more
relevant nowadays because of farming methods that are more profitable and lead to more positive
consequences than traditional farming. The research also shows how people in these places connect
with people in urban areas, and how encounters like these lead to mutual knowledge transfer and
increased opportunities for the people engaging in it.
With the accelerating function of the internet, knowledge is able to be transferred much more easily
between people and places, something that is according to the Rural-Urban-Nexus (n.d.) considered
a key aspect in integrating rural and urban contexts in order to achieve more equitable development,
but also in the process of knowledge transfer between geographical locations. This research then
aims to show locational differences with particular attention for the role that farming plays in
individual people’s lives between places, but also within places. When this assumed variation is
established it is easier to determine the success of someone’s decision to engage in farming,
including consequent outcomes on this person’s life and potential catalysing or restraining factors
within the area he or she engages in farming.
In order to prioritize among others the ending of poverty on a worldwide basis, the United Nations
developed the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, a set of 17 goals that are set to be
achieved on a global scale by 2030. These Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are created to build
further on the work that the Millennium Development Goals Agenda could not achieve by 2015
(United Nations, n.d.). The first goal of the SDGs is End poverty in all its forms everywhere, which not
only calls for an end of direct poverty but also aims to ensure social protection for the poor and
vulnerable, for example with labour market programmes, skills training or social insurance (United
Nations Economic and Social Council, 2016). The eradication of poverty is according to the United
Nations (n.d.) an indispensable requirement for sustainable development and inclusive growth, and
is therefore one of the fundamental goals to achieve for the international community worldwide.
One way for the United Nations to establish direct poverty reduction in cities is through the
main goals of their Human Settlements Programme (UN-HABITAT); to concern provision of adequate
shelter for everyone and to develop sustainable urban settlements (UN-HABITAT, n.d. a). One of UNHABITAT’s projects concerns Housing & Slum Upgrading and is assumed to lead to decreasing
inequalities and a stronger drive towards sustainable urban development. Turning poorer – often
isolated – neighbourhoods fed by informality, social exclusion, inadequate housing and
underdevelopment into vibrant areas that are better integrated into the city is considered to be key
in sustainable urban development (ibid.). Much research has already been dedicated over the last
decades to the question how this could be achieved (Klasen & Reimers, 2014). The idea of growth
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that is particularly poverty-reducing – pro-poor growth (PPG), emerged in the late 1990s/early 2000s
as a way to accelerate poverty reduction and eliminate it structurally. Since then, this concept
received major attention because the focus had shifted to how the poor are actually benefitting from
growth instead of solely focusing on general economic growth (ibid.). In the projects of UN-HABITAT,
urban poor are empowered to achieve better livelihood organization through for instance improved
infrastructure and access to basic services. According to UN-HABITAT (n.d. a), upgrading poorer
neighbourhoods in a city triggers economic development, increased urban mobility and therefore
also better integration into the rest of the city, leading to a higher chance of achieving sustainable
development and experiencing the benefits of this process, a form of empowerment that is initiated
by the implementation of farming. This practice could become even more relevant in the future of
urban life as an increasing number of people reaps the (indirect) benefits of own food production.
UN-HABITAT (n.d. a) stresses that local participation projects in poorer neighbourhoods are an
effective way to address the immediate needs of the poor, also applicable to rural areas. Le Cardin
(2017) wrote about community empowerment as means to develop neighbourhoods or villages as a
whole instead of focusing on individual people or households. By mobilizing the targeted group of
poor around challenges or problems in their direct surroundings, this is proven to be perceived
meaningful and beneficial for these residents, directly improving their daily lives (UN-HABITAT, n.d.
a). Furthermore, it is claimed by UN-HABITAT (n.d. a) that local participation projects work best when
initiated at the neighbourhood level through common initiatives that are relatively limited in scale
and will lead to developments in the short, medium and long term. Related to poverty eradication,
neighbourhood participation projects could also encompass empowerment of the poor by offering
them cooperative entrepreneurial opportunities. This research adds to these theories by showing
how the concept of farming is perfectly suitable to implement in social projects like these.
And this is also where Ur-Farm comes into play; with the increasing importance of internet,
Ur-Farm has found a way to contribute to local developments via the empowerment of rural poor
through cooperating with local farmers in order to support people in poor neighbourhoods through
sustainable farming projects. Ur-Farm’s efforts help to improve the lives of the residents whose
voices are still unheard mostly, by providing a platform where these residents are involved in local
collaboration projects to actively contribute to developments in their community – also with an eye
on promoting social cohesion. Present study can therefore provide additional knowledge on the role
that internet plays (or is able to play) in the pro-poor growth debate, since it certainly has a
multiplier effect on the greater public through its wide coverage, potentially leading to more benefits
for the farmers involved. The scientific relevance of this research is constituted through adding on
existing theories of the people mentioned above concerning the effects of internet on improved
livelihood organization and community development through farming, and furthermore how this is
applicable in urban and rural settings, also with an eye on achieving the Sustainable Development
Goals. The internet can be considered a useful tool here to further promote collaborative projects in
different neighbourhoods so that local developments can be stimulated and the needs of the
residents can be furthered. In this way, the gap between rich and poor continues to exist, but more
particularly, through local collaboration the poor are increasingly able to actively contribute to and
benefit from developments in their community, leading to a better organization of their lives (AsadiLari et al., 2005). Community participation projects like these appeal to policy makers who keenly
support the concept of locality-based investment (ibid.), because these projects can be seen as a
means to empower the poor and vulnerable through a bottom-up approach with intensive
collaboration, therefore likely to have positive consequences on individuals and their communities.
The societal relevance of present study can be put in multiple ways; firstly, it illustrates that farming
is understood to be a means for empowering people from different backgrounds – with additional
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benefits from engaging in a cooperative project. These community projects potentially lead to
increased local economic growth through job creation, enhanced living standards, participation in
society and improved social cohesion. Secondly, this study can be seen as a tool to understand how
initiatives in rural and urban areas could be capable to bring about structural change in their
surroundings through their work – and whether these initiatives bring about benefits for the
achievement of sustainable development beyond these areas as well or not. At last, the study might
contribute to improvements in targeting governmental and non-governmental efforts regarding the
combat against local poverty and pollution in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur, also in order to achieve
sustainable development, with assumed positive consequences for the attractiveness and
investment climate of these places.

1.3 - Research objectives & research questions
Present study aims to gain insight in the way how empowerment of residents in Jakarta, Bogor and
Cianjur relates to farming practices and contribution to local developments through this activity, with
a potentially increasing role for the internet in this interconnection. Jakarta-based startup Ur-Farm
focuses on rural farmers in Bogor and Cianjur through supporting them by providing an end to end
solution while marketing their products in Jakarta and on the internet. This in turn raises awareness
about farming benefits for own production, leading to more urban residents getting interested in the
concept of farming.
Ur-Farm tries to improve the livelihood organization of rural poor through selling sustainable
farming products in increasingly polluted Jakarta, also as a call for attention to a deteriorating
environment and negative impacts of climate action – and the widening inequality gap between rich
and poor as well. Through collaborations like Ur-Farm’s, local residents are handed the means to
become self-sustaining on the long term in order to improve their living conditions. With people in
urban areas getting increasingly interested in farming, more initiatives in inner-city areas arise as a
consequence. The research furthermore aims to understand how these interrelations are exactly
connected to each other, also to provide Ur-Farm and inner-city initiatives in Jakarta with ideas to
sharpen their focus or to give suggestions for improvement in strategy.
With the description given above, the main concepts of this research are already portrayed; local
development in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur, empowerment of local residents, farming practices and
application of ICT (as prerequisite for participating in e-commerce) are the guiding principles along
which the research tries to gain insight in the way these concepts affect each other.
The research also aims to gain better insight in the extent of improved living conditions that Ur-Farm
and urban initiatives are able to provide to people that are involved and to people who are not
participating but notice improved living conditions among the people involved. The latter could be
people that engage in farming independently but also people who have no relation to farming at all.
The aforementioned research objectives can be achieved by providing an adequate answer to the
following central research question:

“How does farming engagement relate to empowerment of residents in Jakarta, Bogor
and Cianjur, and what is the (potential) role of the internet in this process of achieving
improved living conditions?”
An answer to this central research question will be provided by conducting qualitative interviews
with local residents from rural neighbourhoods where Ur-Farm operates and from urban
neighbourhoods where people are seen to be engaging in varying initiatives, and furthermore by
doing observations in these locations. In this way, the main concepts can be connected to each other
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in such a way, that the determinants for improving individual and collective lifestyles can be
illustrated through thematic developments and outcomes of farming in different neighbourhoods.
Providing an answer to the central research question will be possible through a breakdown into the
following sub-questions:
- How does farming relate to people’s agency on both an individual and collective basis?
- How does farming relate to people’s opportunity structure in the farming
initiatives/neighbourhoods in which they manifest themselves?
- How do farming practices and consequent outcomes for people in different contexts relate to each
other, and what is the (potential) role of the internet?
These sub-questions are not to be answered separately from each other but form a guideline along
which the three empirical chapters of this research are built and from where an answer to the central
research question is provided. The first sub-question relates to people’s specific farming practices in
different places, while the second sub-question focuses on the neighbourhoods in which these
farmers position themselves with their efforts. The third question connects its preceding subquestions in order to determine how individual efforts in different places relate to outcomes that
depend on the specific context in which they take place, potentially accelerating or limiting
someone’s success. The latter is in this research not only defined as successful farming efforts, but
also how these function as a means to achieve improved living conditions, relating to the concepts of
empowerment and local development. The ability to use smartphones or computers with access to
the internet in an effective way is assumed to be a relevant means to speed up the process of
empowerment and contributing to and benefiting from local developments, also farming-related.
Through asking residents of neighbourhoods in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur about their knowledge of
these devices, whether they use them or not and how, the potential relevance of ICT will be
underlined in the path to achieve empowerment.

1.4 - Reading guide
To gain an understanding of the information that is needed to come up with a detailed answer to the
central research question, several steps have to be taken at first; in the following chapter will be
illustrated how the main concepts of this research – farming, empowerment, local development and
application of ICT – are operationalised and used to gather information in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur.
The chapter furthermore provides an abstract visualization of the assumed relation between these
concepts in a conceptual model. Chapter three contains methodological descriptions of the research
strategy that was followed to obtain data in Indonesia, how the research population is exactly picked
and categorized, an explanation of how the data analysis proceeded, with in the end a section on this
research’s limitations.
Chapter four to six provide insight in different ways that farming has been positioned into
different people’s lifestyle, including the intentions and outcomes of their practices in the fourth
chapter, the geographical locations where the respondents of this research engage in farming in
chapter five, and with the sixth chapter connecting the preceding chapters to each other in order to
explain how these factors relate to and influence each other, determining the effects of someone’s
farming efforts on his or her life and the potential role of internet in this process. Ultimately in
chapter seven, an answer to the central research question will be provided in the first section, after
which two sections are dedicated to recommendations and a reflection concerning this research.
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2 – Gaining access to local developments
through urban and rural farming
Theoretical framework on the main concepts in this research
Related to the research objectives and questions mentioned above, the concepts of local
development, empowerment of people in both urban and rural contexts and application of ICT will
have the main focus in this research, along with the concept of farming and its interrelations with the
other main concepts.
The first sections operationalize these concepts further into a definition that is relevant in this
research for gaining unambiguous insights in the processes happening in reality. The concepts are
furthermore linked to each other and in that way enable the reader to understand the mutual
relation between them, after which a conceptual model will be presented to clarify the frame of
analysis and visualizes reality in an abstract sense.

2.1 - Processes of urban development in Indonesia
According to Dicken (2015), aggregative income distribution data in geographically extensive
countries are misleading because of vast differences in income levels and living conditions between
different parts of a country. For Indonesia goes that Java is the economic driver of the country
compared to the other islands – already indicating difference in the way people live and are provided
opportunities to develop. Among others Muljono (2011) argue that more than 50 per cent of
Indonesia’s population inhabits the island of Java with the other half of the population distributed
over the thousands of other islands. At the moment, rural incomes are less equally distributed than
urban incomes, but urban inequality is increasing at a faster pace than rural inequality (Dicken,
p.320, 2015). Further acceleration of this trend is triggered when rural residents decide to move to
the city in search for better, contributing to urbanization and increasing inequality in urban areas.
The rapid urbanization of cities in Indonesia has been taking place at an increasing pace especially
because of the city’s positive image in both urban and rural settings (Pradoto, 2012).
It is claimed that increasing development in urbanized areas has transformed space and
fostered socio-economic change, resulting in metropoles like Jakarta to face great challenges in
urban development and land management nowadays. “Population growth and continued land
development are the current challenges, whereas socio-spatial segregation, socio-economic and
cultural gaps as well as uncontrolled land markets and the spread of informal development are
examples of emerging problems” (Pradoto, 2012, p. 5). Dicken (2015) furthermore argues that in
cities within rapidly growing economies in East Asia, urban growth is driven and sustained by the
forces of economic dynamism (p.343). This does not specifically mean however that economic
growth and urban growth are always positively affecting each other; according to Dicken (2015),
urban growth is also very much to be explained by high rates of population fertility and, to this
research more relevant, rural poverty leading to people migrating to places that “are seen to be the
economic honeypots of the city” (p.343-344). This process is gradually leading to over-urbanization,
something that Dicken (2015) describes as a situation where basic physical, social and economic
infrastructures lack the capabilities to welcome the enormous influx of people, resulting in squatter
settlements or neighbourhoods in and around cities. In Jakarta, urban poor not only have no
guarantee for a permanent place to live as a consequence of this process, they are also denied access
to vital healthcare, education and other public services since they have no legal identity document to
get the desired access to institutions (Human Cities Coalition, 2017). According to Essex (2016), many
of the urban poor in Jakarta are seasonal migrants from rural places who come there for work but do
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not create a bond with their direct surroundings. The reason why many poor residents are very
mobile is because their home is in the village instead of in the city, which is described as a major
feature of urban population growth in Jakarta (Essex, 2016). This is ascribed to the fact that these
migrants have natural assets in rural areas, while they have no or limited assets in the city. Since
Jakarta is a highly dense city due to increasing urban growth, poor communities often lack space to
build the necessary facilities and infrastructure. This makes it that quality governance of poor
communities in the city is hard to achieve, also partly because it is challenging for authorities to meet
direct needs of a population with no permanent place to live (Essex, 2016) – resulting in a lack of
assets for both individuals and communities. The Jakarta Post (2018) mentioned that these lowincome neighbourhoods, rusunawa, see the monthly rents of their low-cost apartments rise with an
average of 20 per cent in 2018, indicating the lack of space in Jakarta and the policies that the city
administration implements in different parts of the city in order to combat the massive influx of
migrants in areas that are centrally located or close to the city centre.

2.1.1 - Urban poverty & differences between localities
As Jakarta is the capital and economic centre of Indonesia, it aims to be attractive for foreign
investors and companies, which on the other hand often disadvantages urban poor and their
neighbourhoods. As a result, the city became subject of congestion and of foreign investors taking
the homes from the original citizens in order to execute their building plans (McCarthy, 2003). In this
way, Jakarta cannot control the consequences of the high-paced urbanization and furthermore
becomes victim to high air pollution and lack of space. An example can be found in Karet Tengsin, a
centrally located kampung in Jakarta that experienced a massive population increase while private
land developers bought roughly a third of the kampung’s total area, decreasing the living space for
the original inhabitants (McCarthy, 2003).
However, the monetary crisis that hit Indonesia in 1997 - the krismon - was a big disadvantage of the
focus on attracting investors to economic centres, which resulted in major disruptions on urban
development in especially Jakarta – transforming the ‘global city’ into a ‘city of crisis’ (Firman,
1999b). Consequently, domestic and foreign investment dramatically declined, causing many
corporations to close - resulting in rapid increase of unemployment. Many unemployed inhabitants
shifted to become street hawkers or any other profession in the informal sector in order to survive
the crisis (Firman, 1999b). This shift brought about larger disparities between rich and poor, since
professions in the informal economy are most often not as well-paid and secure as jobs in the formal
economy. Estimates suggest that the informal sector in developing countries is highly relevant in
urban areas and might contain between 40 and 70 per cent of the urban labour force (Dicken, p.337,
2015). Measuring the exact size of the informal sector in a particular place is close to impossible as
there are no statistics available, and furthermore because it is, according to Dicken (2015), a floating
phenomenon that continually changes in response to circumstances and opportunities (p.337).
After the krismon, urban poverty was the most obvious issue regarding urban development
in Jakarta. It would have been better for the city to focus on the development of small- and mediumsized domestic companies over multinational companies from that moment, in order to gain a
multiplier effect that is profitable for poorer residents (Logan & Molotch, 2007), through mitigating
poverty from below. Community development is according to Bradshaw (2005) an underestimated
approach because policy makers do not see the importance of individual components in this form of
development; as every individual is part of a community, their needs can be met through collective
action. Until now, policy makers favour the focus on poor individuals instead of focusing on
communities, since they believe that individuals have more capacity to change or improve their life –
and because communities consist of entrenched structures that are hard to change overnight (ibid.).
It is important to distinguish between individual and collective processes of development to be able
to see if people’s position in society improves or deteriorates through these developments in Jakarta
and whether poorer residents are able to benefit from them or not.
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Because of these differences between and within communities, it is relevant to describe the concept
of local capitalisms in short, a concept that Gough (2014) conducted research on; Gough (2014)
found that locally specified social relations of production, domestic work and consumption are highly
dependent on local conditions and characteristics of a place, with huge imbalances between how
money is earned and spent in different geographical locations. For example, the relation between
urban Jakarta and its peri-urban and rural surroundings across West Java contains major differences
in capitalisms as well, to be explained by the fact that each of these territories develops specific
social and economic relations with particular actors. These relations are not only locally-bounded but
are also reaching other contexts, leading to continuing interrelations between urban and rural areas.
An interesting claim in Gough’s article (2014) is that both capital and workers have good
reasons to aim for both fixity within their territory and mobility between different territories; where
fixity focuses on relations between actors in which a degree of learning, mutual knowledge and trust
are highly valued, potentially leading to increased productivity or innovation, mobility enables both
capital and workers to escape from a territory where social and economic relations or prospects do
not suffice in order to move to a place where there is more potential for these actors. It is in any case
highly relevant for localities to sell goods and services outside of their community as well in order to
drive local economic difference. In this research, this is seen to happen through farming cooperation,
both online and offline, support and training, knowledge-sharing and attracting visitors with local
developments such as community improvement and particular views or landscapes that increase the
attractiveness of a place. Through these processes, differences between localities are being
accentuated and constantly reshaped; this is according to Gough (2014) applicable to both
qualitative differences such as sectors, technologies, social relations and culture, and quantitative
differences such as growth in output and employment, investments, prices and costs.

2.1.2 - Pollution in urban settings & farming as solution
Additionally, Dicken (2015) mentions that increasingly high levels of poverty are concentrated in
urban areas; whereas people in rural areas are able to achieve food security for themselves and
people in their network through crops from local farmland, people in cities are already more limited
in terms of where to get their food (p.344). This is where the concept of farming comes into play in
urban areas as well, because it is argued that this practice provides benefits or, at least,
opportunities for urban dwellers to produce their own food on a small scale and consequently
achieve food security for themselves. This could be implemented in the own compound or on
someone else’s land, either public or private space. In the latter case, companies or real estate
developers provide Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) to local people in the form of supplies and
equipment or training in order to compensate these people for eviction out of their place of living.
From one area of case study in this research, Cipinang Besar Selatan, can be said that this type of
support is compared to Rob van Tulder’s and colleagues’ approaches to CSR and classified as Reactive
CSR. This type of Corporate Social Responsibility especially focuses on the entrepreneur not making
any mistakes, responding to actions of particular external actors so that the company’s reputation
cannot be hurt (p.145; in Dicken, p.358, 2015). In this research, this is seen from the fact that many
of the area’s residents are evicted out of previous neighbourhoods and receive a vacant plot of land,
farming supplies and equipment as compensation for that.
Related to increasing urbanization is an increasing amount of waste and pollution created in
cities, negatively affecting the environment. According to Rural-Urban-Nexus (n.d.), the future of
urbanization also depends on the interconnection between rural and urban settings, because of
constant exchanges of goods produced in rural areas and consumed in an urban setting or the other
way round. Through changes in economic patterns, ICT innovations and the exchange of goods and
people across further distances – more often through the internet, the borders between cities and
rural areas are becoming increasingly blurred (Rural-Urban-Nexus, n.d.). This makes it that an
integrated policy concerning both dimensions is highly desirable, since with the current approach the
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rural-urban dichotomy remains intact and consequent policies address these settings separately. It is
therefore highly relevant to develop instruments and targeted policies that address the increasing
necessity of integrated planning in order to achieve sustainability in cities and rural areas on the long
term. With the increasing pollution in urban areas due to concentration of people, businesses and
corresponding transport, there is a call for sustainable living in these places as well, with less
pollution around. Residual spaces in cities could be used for green architecture, contributing to
environmentally friendly buildings, more urban greenspace and mitigated circumstances concerning
the relation between climate change and urban development, with potential food security for people
in these buildings at the same time – dependent on the fact whether decorative plants or edible
crops are planted in these places. As can be seen in World Bank (2008) data about air pollution in
world cities, the particulate matter concentration in Jakarta consists of 104 micrograms per cubic
meter, while Mexico City, renowned for its pollution, is cleaner than Jakarta with a classification of 51
micrograms per cubic meter, meaning that Jakarta is warned and should become more sustainable to
remain attractive in the future as well. One of the options is wider implementation of the concept of
farming, also with an eye on reducing food imports and consequent pollution due to transport
emissions.
Foeken, Sofer and Mlozi (2004) provided an overview of factors why people engage in urban farming
in their book on urban agriculture in Tanzania; among others the general economic situation and lack
of employment opportunities around are determining people’s engagement in farming, as well as
their available land for cultivation and the infrastructure around it, but also the prospects regarding
useful (green)space and enlarged target markets in the form of fellow urban dwellers compared to
lower-density areas in a rural context are driving these people. Tradition and ethnic background are
claimed to play an important role as well, but the assumption is that not all people in cities aim to
live according to where they originate from, meaning that other motives – especially the financial
and food security motives – might be more relevant. According to Foeken et al. (2004), the marketing
of produced crops was very much of a simple affair, namely a direct transaction in small quantities
between producer and consumer on the farmland, in the street or on the market. With the
increasing relevance of online shopping nowadays, the internet has become an increasingly popular
marketplace as well. The problem however is that crops are of perishable nature so transport should
not take long in order to guarantee high quality. Also the unpredictable demand, seasonal
oversupply, price fluctuations of the products and competition are serious problems that farmers are
facing. These problems have to be overcome in order to benefit increasingly from food production,
and it is among others through the internet that solutions can be found (Foeken et al., 2004). In any
case, the farmers that Foeken et al. (2004) studied all claimed to benefit from their farming efforts in
such a way that they see it as a vital element in their livelihood, contributing to food supply, income
generation and employment creation – besides positively affecting the environment. Urban farming
is even claimed to be considered an important component in sustainable development (URT, 2000;
as cited in Foeken et al., 2004), but only when it is practiced sustainably itself as well through
environmentally-conscious farming methods, continued access to land, higher productivity and
increased opportunities to market the produce (Foeken et al., 2004). Farming does not necessarily
require a huge plot of land which might be the assumption as it originates from rural areas with
larger plots of land; it can be implemented in or adjacent to someone’s own house, somewhere in
the neighbourhood or in another location, on someone else’s plot of land, for example land
belonging to the government or a private developer through several different methods – of which
hydroponics are the most compact method; more on this in the empirical chapters later on.
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2.1.3 - Aiming for liveability and sustainability
When farming is a practice implemented by and throughout an entire community or neighbourhood,
it can be stated that this practically is a form of place-making that aims for developing a specific place
into a better one, for example with additional functions but also in terms of liveability and
atmosphere when being in that specific place. Furthermore, it is often argued that well-being is a
more relevant indicator when it comes to measuring happiness than only focusing on wealth; spatial
inequalities such as the access to resources or developments affect the well-being of people in a
negative way (World Happiness Report, 2018). Although economic security is put first as prerequisite
for well-being because poverty negatively affects someone’s well-being, it is still dependent on many
more indicators. Opportunities, relationships, local environment and other experiential aspects
determine whether someone’s well-being is perceived high or not. Community development is in
that way assumed to contribute to cohesion, improved living conditions and consequently well-being
in a place; this is turn goes hand in hand with environmental sustainability when these developments
are related to farming or greenspace. Benefits of farming and greenspace are assumed to be areaspecific or place-dependent instead of universal, since they relate to the kind of activity,
circumstances and surroundings; farming could be an escape from daily city life while it may not
necessarily be the preferable solution in a rural place for example, where people might prefer to
learn about urban life in their spare time.
Farming is first and foremost useful in providing people with food, and secondly there could
be a commercial motive for them as well, on the one hand because they sell their crops to other
people and on the other hand because they can save income that would otherwise be spent on food,
which Foeken et al. (2004) describe as ‘fungible income’. Urban farming also provides more
affordable food for poor urban dwellers, as the assumption goes that not all farmers consume their
entire production themselves, therefore providing cheaper food that is potentially healthier than the
food bought on the local market. According to De Haas (2000; as cited in Foeken et al., 2004),
sustainable aspects of agriculture can be discussed on the household level and the town level, with
the neighbourhood level in between these two. It is argued that on the household level,
sustainability refers to livelihoods; “one’s livelihood is sustainable if it is adequate for the satisfaction
of self-defined basic needs and proof against shocks and stresses” (De Haas, 2000; as cited in Foeken
et al., 2004, p.7). This in turn provides a farmer with food or income, or both, in order to improve the
living standards of that farmer and the household he or she is part of. On the town level, and
probably on the neighbourhood level as well, sustainability mainly refers to environmental
consequences of farming but also applies to sustainable employment and marketing opportunities
for the people involved (Foeken et al., 2004). The aim for liveability and sustainability in cities is
already there, which can be achieved through implementing more greenery in urban space, also in
the form of farming.
According to UN Habitat (n.d. b), cities must become spaces that facilitate social, economic, and
environmental progress; in order to develop in a sustainable and inclusive way, cities have to aim for
more compact development. In that way cities are assumed to generate “the power needed to
innovate, generate wealth, enhance quality of life and accommodate more people in a sustainable
manner” (ibid.). Through compact development, the environmental footprint will reduce because of
lower emissions from transport and reduced resource use; adding nature to cities is another way to
lower pollution in urban areas, through farming practices and initiatives but also through urban
greenspace in public. UN Habitat (n.d. b) claims that city authorities need to rethink public space
such as parks and green areas, but streets as well. These inner-city areas should not only contribute
to improving the visual character of a place, but should also improve economic activities and
functionality of the city through attractiveness. Public spaces are according to UN Habitat (n.d. b)
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able to promote social connectivity and diversity in places, contributing to community cohesion,
improved liveability and ultimately to increased attractiveness for new residents or investors. With
the addition of farming in public space, an increasing number of people will be exposed to this
activity, potentially raising awareness about the benefits it brings about concerning food supply,
income generation and the environment.

2.2 Processes of rural development in Indonesia
With an eye on increasing growth, Indonesia’s population is projected to have reached 258 million
inhabitants by 2025 – containing 237 million people in 2011 (Muljono, 2011), leading to a
dramatically increased demand for food as well. Fact is however, that the country already counted
roughly 264 million inhabitants in 2017 (World Bank, 2018), meaning an even higher increase than
the prospects back in 2011. Since Indonesia’s agricultural sector has always been a vital part of the
country’s backbone, successful development of agriculture and rural areas is required to increase the
agricultural productivity (Muljono, 2011). In this way, not only increased food self-sufficiency is
established, but an increase in employment and welfare levels in rural areas are more likely to be
achieved as well. “However, global and technological changes, the consequence of the new dynamics
of industrial development, have greater repercussions on the development in Indonesia.” (Muljono,
2011, p.193), among others to be seen in widening disparities between urban and rural contexts, and
furthermore between rich and poor. This is also why Rural-Urban-Nexus (n.d.) claims that integrated
policies concerning both dimensions are highly desirable, because these policies connect rural and
urban dimensions and consequently guide and develop them through the same policies instead of
separate ones. On the long term, sustainability in cities and rural areas could be achieved in this way
– to start with involving rural residents in decision-making more strongly, resulting in increasing
benefits, access to developments and participation in society for rural residents (Rural-Urban-Nexus,
n.d.).
According to Mubyarto (2000; as cited in Kamaruddin & Monma, 2004), rural development
clearly is one of the major issues that Indonesia has to deal with, also in its national development
planning. Rural development policies are not only targeting improved productivity in rural areas and
development of villages and communities, but more specifically aim to decrease the developmental
gap between rural and urban areas throughout the country. Stimulating local residents in rural areas
to increase their skills in order to achieve improved living conditions is assumed to be an important
means to strengthen the economic base in these places with agriculture as driver of local economies,
providing food to people in cities as well. Hayami (2006) claims that due to weak information
capacity and delayed knowledge transfer about farming-related developments, rural markets in lowincome economies are still highly imperfect and inefficient. Rural entrepreneurs are seeking ways to
bridge this gap through using their social network in the community to gain support and a reliable
base, and exactly through this community support and local success, it is believed that these people
are able to become valuable on a bigger scale; contributing to poverty reduction in the community
through cooperation with people further away (Hayami, 2006), for example in major cities like
Jakarta.
Indonesia was able to gradually upgrade from an agriculture-based economy to a more diversified
economy that includes labour-intensive manufacturing and self-employment in urban services. This
in turn has led to rural developments in Indonesia taking place at a significantly slower pace than
urban developments. In order to combine the strengths of Indonesia’s rural and urban contexts,
MP3EI came into being as national policy plan on development throughout the entire country
through developing economic corridors based on the potentials and advantages inherent to each
region in Indonesia. One of the main foci of this policy plan is agriculture, as it traditionally
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represents one of Indonesia’s biggest income providers (Coordinating Ministry for Economic Affairs,
Republic of Indonesia, 2011). The major challenge is to make development more equitably benefitted
from through among others eradication of corruption, investment in infrastructure, integration of
local and regional economies, community development programs, bottom-up policy approaches and
adopting to global innovations. In this way, a strong and reliable base can be offered in which the
residents in all Indonesian regions can benefit more equally from potential growth and increased
connectivity (ibid.). Although agriculture is key within MP3EI in developing the economic corridor of
Sulawesi, farming is obviously important in other Indonesian regions as well, for example in West
Java. Despite the fact that this masterplan does not specifically refer to Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur
when it comes to agriculture, this policy document obviously does not implicate that these places
cannot focus on sustainable farming – particularly in rural areas in Bogor and Cianjur. The point is
that farmers in these places are able to learn from other people, for example through their social
network, the internet or through external actors that approach local farmers for cooperation. The
masterplan mentioned among others that the physical infrastructure between farms, distribution
centres and bigger markets should be upgraded in order to facilitate farmers in their sales and to
reduce the dependency on loan shark schemes with intermediary actors taking major parts of the
profit – one of the many forms of corruption (Coordinating Ministry for Economic Affairs, Republic of
Indonesia, 2011). Through providing local farmers with improved technologies and training to
increase their knowledge about efficient farming methods, these people’s productivity is assumed to
improve which ultimately results in crops of higher quality and increased prices as a direct
consequence, structurally improving their income.

2.2.1 - Decentralizing authorities & corruption
With the consequences of decentralizing authorities and allocating government budget to local
officials in the post-Suharto era, starting in 1998 when the krismon was still in full effect, increasing
power was given to heads of district, city and municipality (Rakhmat & Tarahita, 2018). However,
money that should be invested into developing these administrative levels goes to local officials
themselves instead; there are many cases of corruption to be seen in rural areas where controlling
these funds was harder than expected (ibid.). According to Hofstede Insights (n.d.) – derived from
Geert Hofstede’s study conducted between 1967 and 1973, Indonesia scores high on the power
distance scale, meaning that there is an hierarchical structure present that undermines equality
among all people, resulting in wide disparities between rich and poor. In this six-dimensional model
on culturalism, power distance is translated as “the extent to which the less powerful members of
institutions and organisations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed
unequally”. This dimension relates to potential traces of corruption as well, because a higher position
in the hierarchy brings about more power and influence at the expense of less regarded residents,
mostly the poorest people in a country – such as in the example of local officials taking funds
destined for community development.
Combating corruption is one of the cornerstones of current president Joko Widodo’s campaign and
according to Rakhmat and Tarahita (2018), the president decided to implement a village
development program called Dana Desa, translatable to ‘Village Funds’. Through this program, it is
believed that Indonesia can be strengthened through a bottom-up approach where rural
governments, the lowest governmental level in Indonesia, are the “spearhead to improve the welfare
of communities, authorizing them to organize and manage their own interests” (Rakhmat & Tarahita,
2018). The funds that rural governments receive should be put in equitable development, several
kinds of training, developing tourist areas and improving village-owned businesses in order to
develop the local economy of rural communities. According to Rakhmat and Tarahita (2018), village
funds are currently to be used for labour-intensive activities so that the number of rural poor
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declines and these people are provided with a basis that enables them to be self-sustaining on the
long term, mainly with an eye on poverty eradication. Villages or communities with a higher ratio of
poor residents are receiving more funds than those that are doing better, and the amount of funds
furthermore depends on the ‘Geographical difficulties’ index that determines if the physical
circumstances allow for local (economic) development and to what extent. The farmland in Cianjur
for example, one of the rural case studies in this research is located in mountainous terrain that is
hard to access, with agriculture and (food) seller as main income providers in the village. It is
assumed that Cianjur would receive higher funds from Dana Desa to invest in developing the
community according to own insights and interests than a better accessible village with more
opportunities, in order to improve the local economy and benefit its residents equitably. Rakhmat
and Tarahita (2018) claim however, that although the community development program Dana Desa
indeed contributes to poverty alleviation in rural areas, there are still many cases of corruption to be
found, both reported and unreported, limiting the effects of decentralizing power and allocating
governmental budget destined for local and regional development.
Corruption used to mainly be a problem among the elite and highest authorities since these
people always had the most influence, but with decentralizing political and fiscal power to lower
levels, corruption even happens structurally in the lowest administrative levels. After evaluating the
impact of Dana Desa and its funds during the last three years, Joko Widodo cancelled his plans to
double the budget destined for rural development, because at first the need is there to improve
managerial and governance skills among rural governments (Rakhmat & Tarahita, 2018). Especially
the latter is something hard to achieve, since a high number of administrative heads of villages have
no other education than elementary school and are not as competent as their fellow officials on
municipal or district level (ibid.). This is why targeted support from competent officials is highly
relevant in villages, especially where high numbers of poor residents are to be found – because this is
also a reason how corruption takes place, through low-skilled local officials taking a share of the
funds destined for the community and consequently report how these funds are never received or
“misspent” (Rakhmat & Tarahita, 2018). The future of rural development in Indonesia seems to
depend on the government’s capacity to manage rural development programs and specifically target
the funds destined for these communities through cooperation between national and local officials,
and furthermore require the support of local institutions and participation of residents to improve
the efficiency of poverty alleviation programmes (Sutiyo & Maharjan, 2017). With corruption present
in all layers of society, expected local developments stay off on smaller scales as well, limiting the
access to improved living conditions for local residents. This is one of the difficulties that comes with
implementing decentralization policies according to D’Albergo and Lefèvre (2018); related to this is
that national governments are still in possession of practically all power, causing smaller
governmental authorities to mainly depend on national decisions. In this way, the main focus of
decisions will be on developments that improve the country’s global competitive position; D’Albergo
and Lefèvre (2018) argue that when applied to local contexts, there is a higher chance for these
developments or changes in structure to not match with these contexts, for example in terms of
economic interests, political institutions and local culture.

2.2.2 - Alleviation of poverty through joint effort
Le Cardin (2017), who conducted research on the difference in outcomes between the poverty
alleviation approach introduced by Muhammad Yunus in 2007 and a commercialized financial
systems approach applied to poor rural households in Vietnam, claims that the former approach
works with lower interest rates for rural residents than the latter, more particularly focusing on
maximizing profit and increasing investor and shareholder appeal. With an increasing number of
commercialized organizations that aim to support poor people, the question is raised whether these
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lower-income residents are really supported or that the organizations are only striving for improving
themselves and expand financial services through their business.
Furthermore, Le Cardin (2017) analysed the impact of access to microcredit on household
poverty reduction, and found that it is more than only the financial aspect that triggers change in the
lives of people. Besides the fact that micro-finance institutions gain access to financial security, they
offer social benefits in terms of creating opportunities and contributing to empowerment among
marginalized people as well – these people are also seen to be involved in the development and
operations of the organization they work for (Le Cardin, 2017). From Le Cardin’s statistical data can
be derived that all people surveyed in this research claimed to be accommodated in job creation for
their families, and that the majority of Le Cardin’s research population has been benefiting from
increased knowledge and confidence, business-related skills, increased involvement in the
community and within their household (ibid.). This in turn relates to the assumption that a wider
range of support than micro-credit alone is needed to help people out of poverty or to improved
living conditions; for example through improved infrastructure, education and training – both
theoretical and practical. Therefore it is claimed that credit institutions that lend to people should do
this without aiming for profit in order to get the most out of it for the people who lend, maximizing
the impact of the operation in that way. Affordable micro-loan schemes, social support, education
and skill training and provision of land or equipment are in this research relevant for people to
improve their living conditions in financial terms and regarding their position in society. Micro-loans
are in this process valuable for triggering opportunities concerning employment, income generation
or gaining knowledge, but the financial aspect is not the only aspect that brings about change in
these people’s lives.
Through rural development programs and teaching local residents particular skills, these people’s
knowledge regarding several things is likely to improve on the long term. One of the things that could
be enhanced is the specific technique of farming; there is much progress to be booked for these
farmers when it comes to production efficiency, usage of pesticides and chemicals, and marketing as
well, eventually leading to healthier crops of a higher quality that can be sold for a higher price,
leaving the farmers with more profit. The second dimension from the Hofstede Insights model (n.d.)
relevant in this research is long term orientation. Indonesia scores 62 points on the scale from 0 to
100 and is therefore a pragmatic society, which is rather about preparing for the future through
saving or investing and adapting to situations, contexts and time instead of sticking to traditions. This
relates to the research in such a way that this is assumed to differ among people living in different
places; urban residents are likely to implement changes into their lifestyle more easily than rural
residents – for example the concept of farming. For people in cities goes that they decide themselves
how much time they want to spend on this practice and with what intentions, potentially to gain a
side income, while rural residents are assumed to be more limited in their long term orientation as
long as they have food and income at this very moment, thereby keeping up rural traditions without
adjusting to a particular situation that easily. However, with increasing knowledge, training and
support in the conversion from traditional to organic farming, rural farmers are increasingly making
plans for the long term, with a particular focus on structurally improving their living conditions.
Ur-Farm is one of such initiatives that support farmers in rural areas; the background and
intentions of this business will be described in more detail in Chapter 5, but it has to be mentioned
that the company’s vision is to “build a place where people can discover products that do not harm
the environment and that are sourced from sustainable suppliers. Ur-farm promotes a sustainable
lifestyle and creates sustainable values”. (Rahmaniar, 2017). Ur-Farm is in fact both an online and
offline platform that cooperates with local farmers from Bogor and Cianjur in West Java through
supporting them in improving the agricultural supply chain in order to make the farmers receive fair
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prices for the crops they produce, with Ur-Farm taking care of organic certifications, marketing and
sales. The company’s aims are to boost the local economy in these areas and to promote sustainable
lifestyles among the people involved (Rahmaniar, 2017). Ur-Farm provides organic farming training,
equipment and micro-loan schemes as well, so that local farmers are stimulated to adjust their
farming technique in order to improve their earnings, and consequently their living conditions. UrFarm claims to believe that small-scale farmers contribute to climate change mitigation, and that
through cooperating with these farmers benefits regarding the development of their communities
and the environment can be established, as well as in economic terms, with 20 per cent of every
transaction as commission for Ur-Farm and the other 80 per cent going to the farmers. Through
these improvements, farmers in Bogor and Cianjur are gradually being released from the influence of
loan shark practices where local farmers are exploited through the majority of earnings taken and
structurally improve their lives from then.
Furthermore, the agricultural output of local food is heavily impacted with a decreasing number of
farmers in Indonesia, leading to higher imports of food (Rahmaniar, 2017). One solution to combat
this process is through raising awareness about benefits of (organic) farming, not only among people
in rural areas, but among urban residents and entrepreneurs as well. Since health and environmental
benefits are guaranteed with increasing own food production, it is assumed to be dependent on
people’s lifestyle whether they are able to financially benefit from their efforts, but in the case of
farmers associated with Ur-Farm, economic improvement is certainly to be noticed since the start of
the cooperation in 2016. According to Rahmaniar (2017), the farmers cooperating with Ur-Farm
experience an increased monthly revenue between 100 and 200 per cent, allowing the farmers to
supply themselves with food, improve their own life but also to save, reinvest in the farm or to
donate to their community. The latter relates to the third relevant dimension from the model
provided by Hofstede Insights (n.d.), the extent of individualism in a country; Indonesia scores 14 on
a scale from 0 to 100 and can therefore be seen as a collectivist society that highly values the role of
relationships in social networks, but most importantly within the family in order to establish mutual
respect and loyalty. This is not an assumption that there are no individualists in Indonesia, but it
certainly relates to the decision of people to either move out of their current neighbourhood in
search for a better place of living or to stay in place and develop their neighbourhood from the
bottom up, in cooperation with fellow residents. The assumption concerning this research then is
that the role of the own neighbourhood is more important for local farmers in Jakarta, Bogor and
Cianjur than moving to a better neighbourhood, contributing to community cohesion and local
developments on the long term.

2.3 - Farming practices applied in different contexts
With Indonesia’s rapidly increasing population particularly in cities, successful development of
agriculture and rural areas is at the same time required to increase the agricultural productivity and
to consequently provide these people with food instead of increasing the country’s imports. In this
way, not only increased food self-sufficiency for Indonesia as a country is established, but an increase
in employment and welfare levels in rural areas are more likely to be achieved as well. Due to global
and technological changes reaching especially those in urban areas however, widening disparities
between urban and rural contexts can be noticed, and furthermore between rich and poor
inhabitants. Where people in cities are more up to date about new technologies and innovations and
experience more encounters with foreigners – this also goes for the poorest inhabitants, people in
Indonesia’s rural areas live more isolated from influences like these; they become aware of these
developments at a later point or do not become aware of them at all. This in turn has led to rural
developments in Indonesia taking place at a significantly slower pace than urban developments, a
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leading cause of an influx of people in cities migrating from rural areas.
The major challenge is to make development more equitably benefitted from through among
others eradication of corruption, investment in infrastructure, integration of local and regional
economies, community development and poverty alleviation programs, bottom-up policy
approaches and adopting to global innovations. In order to combine the strengths of Indonesia’s
rural and urban settings, various policies have been designed to eliminate these obstacles and make
every region of the country – urban and rural – benefit more equitable from growth. In MP3EI for
example, Indonesia’s national development masterplan, stimulating local residents in rural areas to
increase their skills in order to achieve improved living conditions is assumed to be an important
means to strengthen the economic base in these places with agriculture as driver of local economies,
providing food to people in cities as well.
Rural entrepreneurs are seeking ways to bridge the gap through using their social network in the
community to gain support and a reliable base, and exactly through this community support and
local success, it is believed that these people are able to become valuable on a bigger scale;
contributing to poverty reduction in the community through cooperation with people further away,
for example in major cities like Jakarta. Through these connections, urban residents and companies
not only cooperate with farmers but become increasingly aware of farming and its benefits as well.
Due to innovations in the concept of farming, it has become a popular practice to cultivate crops in
inner-city areas for self-sufficiency in terms of food and potentially income. The urban-rural divide is
therefore not as strict as it is often claimed, with many more interrelations than one would argue
beforehand. The knowledge transfer that happens through people’s social network and also through
the internet nowadays makes it that knowledge is not bound to the local realm but reaches people in
the ‘other’ domain sooner or later as well. The assumption is that the same interrelations apply to
cash flows, local developments and changing lifestyles, but that knowledge transfer is particularly
needed to improve structurally. Innovations in the concept of farming that improve the efficiency
and profitability of the practice are an example of knowledge that should be transferred between
localities so that an increasing number of people is able to improve their lives.
Also with the increasing pollution in cities such as Jakarta, there is an urgent call for sustainable living
and development with an eye on the future, especially concerning the attractiveness of these cities
for residents and investors. Through increasing implementation of farming and urban greenspace,
urban settings will become more sustainable from the bottom up. Urban farming additionally brings
about increased economic activities and functional use of the city combined with attractiveness. It is
believed that these aspects promote social connectivity and diversity, thereby contributing to
community cohesion, improved liveability and increased awareness about farming.
Rural areas on the other hand receive increasing attention from external actors such as
organizations and companies, the internet and various scientific publications concerning rural
development so that people in these areas will be less isolated from the latest technologies or
innovations, also when it comes to farming. In this way, sustainability concerning food, employment
and the environment is sooner to be established when an increasing number of people is aware
about how to keep up with the latest developments in farming.
The concept of farming comes in more efficient forms of implementation; this section describes
these forms in short where the following sections describe them in more detail to clarify the
advantages and disadvantages compared to each other. In Chapter 4 will be described how different
respondents in this research engage in farming; what farming technique(s) do they implement and
what are the intentions for these people to implement farming in their lives these specific ways.
Traditional farming is according to the United States Department of Agriculture (2014) the
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original farming method that is handed over from generation to generation, indicating tacit
knowledge, something that Polanyi (1966) described as skills, ideas or experiences that cannot be
easily expressed or shared with external actors. Transferring this knowledge requires intensive
personal contact, interaction and trust between different people in order to make the other person
capture this knowledge (ibid.). Traditional farming involves the intensive use of indigenous
knowledge, natural resources and cultural beliefs of the farmers (United States Department of
Agriculture, 2014). And although traditional farming provides large yields to the farmers, it requires
more intensive resource use than other farming techniques that have been developed more recently.
One of these methods is organic farming; according to Lawrence (2013), the major difference with
traditional farming is the impact that farming practices have on the plot of land where they are
implemented. Where the traditional farming method may still use harmful pesticides to prevent
crops from attracting insects or diseases, organic farming works to increase sustainability,
biodiversity and to encourage good soil and air quality. This is maintained by the use of natural
growing practices without using chemicals and the continued practice of crop rotation, ultimately
leading to healthier crops than through traditional farming (Lawrence, 2013).
The other method that is claimed to be more efficient than traditional farming is hydroponics, a
technique where crops are cultivated without the use of soil but through a water-based nutrient
solution and an inert medium such as Rockwool (Powerhouse Hydroponics, 2014). Through this
method, people who lack the access to soil are also enabled to engage in crop cultivation, in any
possible location.

2.3.1 - Organic farming
According to Strassner, Gjedsted Bügel, Hertwig, Kahl, Nuutila and Paoletti (2016), there is an
internationally increasing interest in short food supply chains noticeable, with local and organic food
as part of the broader aim of sustainability. Besides the environmental benefits that locally produced
organic food brings about – saving on transport and consequent emissions, often directly bought
from a local supplier, relocalized food production furthermore benefits the presumed high quality of
organic crops, enabling the producers to sell their crops for premium prices (ibid.). Strassner et al.
(2016) furthermore present several cases of cities where organic food gradually becomes the
standard for food service operations in entire municipalities, indicating that organic food is, because
of its benefits regarding health, environment and local economy, significantly increasing in popularity
on a worldwide basis – although in certain places more than in others. In the end of their paper,
Strassner et al. (2016) provide a couple of suggestions about the role of sustainable lifestyles in the
future; through introducing local organic food production and connecting this to the United Nations’
Sustainable Development Goals, a greater audience can be targeted, with own food production as a
means to provide yourself with food, to take climate action, and potentially to gain an (extra)
income.
Two decades ago, Marsh (1998) stressed in his paper that own food production is one of the possible
interventions for enhancing food security for among others lower-income people, and should be
considered in the context of a broader national strategy on food security. Home gardening is in turn
providing someone direct access to food without having to pay for it on the market, especially when
that person prefers organic food for own consumption – which is premium-priced compared to
traditionally grown crops. Own food production at home requires people to participate in something
that provides them with food security and potential economic improvement as well, dependent on
the amount and quality of the crops that someone cultivates. According to Nink (2015), a metaanalysis of 44 scientific studies in 2015 showed that organic farming is not only environmentally
sustainable, but that it is also financially more attractive than traditional farming. At that moment
however, only 1 per cent of the world’s total agricultural land consisted of organic farmland (Nink,
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2015), indicating that there is still much progress to be booked compared to the time of issuing
Nink’s paper. One of the motivations for farmers to engage in organic farming is that organic price
premiums are part of the reason that growth in sales has outpaced growth in organic land area
(ibid.). Since labour-intensity in organic farming is higher than for traditional farming, Nink (2015)
wrote that this practice is therefore potentially able to revitalize rural economies through economic
stability and job creation for local residents. Also Padel (2001) mentioned that the concept of organic
farming relates to broader environmental and financial goals, meaning that farmers appear to be
converting to organic food production for a wide range of motives, reflecting different intentions to
achieve with it. Farmers converting to organic farming need to be aware of the fact that the most
insecure period in financial sense is the three-year transition period that farmland takes to convert
from traditional to organic farmland. Nink (2015) wrote that a lack of price premiums during this
period signified the most restraining factor on the way to increase profit, but that future efforts
come with price premiums that significantly overrule the ‘risky period’ during conversion.
According to Brainard and Bullard (2017, as cited in; Haumann, 2017), “regional food systems
represent a promising avenue for economic growth for both rural and urban communities through the
creation of new or the enhancement of existing jobs and businesses”. Locally produced food can in
that way revitalize local economies or boost particular sectors, and might advance the economic and
financial security of low-income residents, at least if appropriate policies and support can be realized.
Sustainable organic farming practices can in that way lead to increased efficiency on the farmland
and higher income due to increased sales prices. These benefits enable farmers to have more
financial freedom and make them have the decision to spend more money in their farmland or in
their neighbourhood in order to stimulate the local economy, with more people interested in
engaging in organic agriculture because of various reasons as a possible consequence. Health
benefits, climate change mitigation or financially attractive prospects might lead people to adjust or
convert to organic farming, eventually leading to more people living healthy contributing to a more
productive workforce in the end.
Padel (2001) argues that organic farming cannot be specifically seen as a typical innovation in
adoption research because of its complexity to adopt and because of the fact there were only few
pioneers that made this sector grow in its early stages through a bottom-up approach. In that way,
support was harder to receive and consequent later adopters needed more time to convert to
organic farming as well, explaining the slow diffusion rate compared to ‘typical’ innovations (Padel,
2001). The adoption/diffusion model used in Padel’s research (2001) shows that easily adoptable
innovations have obvious advantages, involve little to no risk and furthermore allow for experiments
on (parts of) the farm. However, converting to organic farming takes roughly three years and is
therefore more of a complex change, also due to the risky financial period that occurs when
someone is in the middle of this conversion process, as was described above. The decision to go
through this conversion process is not determined by a standard set of factors but purely depends on
the farmers’ motives, intentions and expectations about their farming practices. Therefore, Padel
(2001) argues that a broad vision covering the involvement of producers, advisors and researchers
should be aimed for in this sector, so that farmers are supported in making the right choice for
themselves. One of Padel’s (2001) suggestions entails allowing on-farm experimentation with organic
farming for converting producers, for example by providing partial organic certification for specific
plots of the entire farm. This can be seen as an important step in the farmers’ decision-making
process because they are able to practice it themselves for a trial period. In this way, awareness
about organic farming benefits is also raised more easily, since farmers are able to see for
themselves, potentially leading to knowledge-sharing in their social network on the long term as
well.
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2.3.2 - Hydroponic (and aquaponic) farming
Another farming practice with various benefits compared to traditional farming is the concept of
hydroponics. This practice does not only benefit its producer in terms of food security the whole year
round, but also enables him or her to sell the crops for a higher price than they could with traditional
farming (Powerhouse Hydroponics, 2014). Because hydroponics are less labour-intensive and
practiced on a smaller scale than organic and traditional farming, this is a good farming alternative
for people with other activities as well (ibid.), for example for urban residents with another job. Of
course it depends on the type of hydroponic system used what kind of functions can precisely be
controlled in the cultivation process; while lower-income people often use empty bottles horizontally
placed as carriers for crops or hydroponic carrier systems recreated with PVC tubes, wealthier people
could choose for a hydroponic system with conserved water and energy consumption and
automated controls to increase efficiency. The latter system significantly benefits the crop quality,
increasing the value of the produce and leading to higher earnings for the farmer (Powerhouse
Hydroponics, 2014). Urban farming leads in that way to lower emissions because crop transport from
rural areas can be reduced and because it helps to mitigate climate change on the long term, at least
if an increasing number of people are planning to engage in it. Abandoned buildings and vacant plots
of land in urban areas are perfectly suitable for this type of farming – even your own house, as it
does not require that much space and is easily to be relocated to another location, something like a
non-stationary farmland and marketplace.
Commercial hydroponics operations are becoming a popular business model among more
recent farmers according to Powerhouse Hydroponics (2014). The increasing demand for locally
grown organic food is also beneficial for this type of farming, since the producer has all control over
the way crops are grown. Commercial hydroponics can in that way become an economically viable
option for food supply in urban areas (ibid.). In many countries, outdoor growing season does not
last the entire year, which makes it that this space can be used for hydroponics in order to turn
wasteland or farmland unusable for soil farming into profitable space. According to Rimol
Greenhouse Systems (2015), this is beneficial for employers who normally have to deal with seasonal
employees in growing season, making it that hydroponics provides work during the whole year. This
does not only guarantee structural security for the workers but also saves employers time and
money on hiring and training new workers, as they are able to provide work the whole year round.
New World Hydroponics (n.d.) mentions that through hydroponic farming, people are besides able to
produce more crops because of the fact less space is required, resulting in bigger yields, also able to
produce more frequently as the crop turnover increases with this technique as well. Rimol
Greenhouse Systems (2015) adds that this is explained by the fact that farmers have complete
control over the nutrients that crops receive, which enables them to grow crops more balanced and
to gain faster yields. This especially goes for the better hydroponic systems, as they are provided with
a feeding function to give crops the exact amount of nutrients needed, leading to healthier crops in
the end (Powerhouse Hydroponics, 2014). And although this mainly applies to the more expensive
hydroponic systems on the market, there are many people seen to copy the idea and recreate a
budget alternative with among others PVC tubes connected to each other for water circulation and
even plastic bottles filled with soil – the latter one not being counted as hydroponic farming because
of the presence of soil, therefore a combination of methods.
Through having the control over the pesticide usage in crops, the produce will become
healthier and lead to health benefits for the consumer on the one hand, and possibly to economic
benefits for the producer – if the intention would be to sell the crops. Marsh (1998) wrote that urban
farmers traditionally feed their families at first before they sell, barter or give away their surpluses,
but that income generation through farming at home might be a primary objective over time.
Additional processing and packaging of the crops bring about higher earnings, and through
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implementing hydroponic farming, people are enabled to cultivate crops in all seasons, no matter the
weather circumstances – leading to guaranteed supply.
In any case, crops can be grown indoors and in non-arable lands as well through the hydroponic
method, therefore already being a major benefit to lots of people around the world who would
probably not be engaging in farming the traditional way, or in soil at all. In this way, farming becomes
less labour-intensive and can be practiced in more favourable working conditions, requiring less
space – leaving space for more compact crop-growing or for other purposes. Because of this farming
technique, not only existing markets are provided an opportunity to create new jobs, entire new
markets are touched because of people’s interest in benefiting from farming through improving in
terms of health, financial situation and contributing to a better environment.
In terms of the environment, the third part of this triple bottom line consisting of health,
economic and environmental benefits, greenhouse gases associated to food production and
consequent distribution are significantly reduced when an increasing number of people in urban
areas starts to engage in hydroponics – which in turn relates to an increased overall awareness of the
environment. A third environmental benefit is that through hydroponic – and through organic
farming as well, little to no pesticides are used, contributing to crops that are not only healthier and
more valuable but also more eco-friendly. Hydroponic produce with the root system intact is
furthermore claimed to have a longer shelf life than traditionally and organically grown crops, an
advantage for both producers and consumers that helps them to waste less money on spoilt crops,
for example during transport (Powerhouse Hydroponics, 2014).
Because of the benefits that hydroponic farming offers to farmer and consumer, it is assumed that an
increasing number of people anywhere in the world notices this at some point in life and might
consider to engage in it themselves as well. Through implementing a modern, more sustainable
farming technique that can be adapted to any desired environment, intensive food production can
be achieved on any scale in every location possible.
Particular farmers are also seen to engage in aquaponics; through tanks filled with water and
fish placed underneath a hydroponic system, the water used for growing crops is provided by the fish
tank. Fish effluent will be broken down by a filter and converted into nutrients that are used to feed
the crops, after which the water will recirculate and end up in the fish tank again (Rakocy, Bailey,
Schultz & Thoman (2013). Farmers who engage in this technique are able to achieve increased food
security here because they are not only cultivating high quality crops but are also breeding fish for
own consumption or selling. According to Rupasinghe and Kennedy (2010), this results in increasing
benefits that equal the reduction in disposal costs of fish effluent, while farmers at the same time
can save on water and nutrients for the crops that are grown.

2.4 - Empowerment
Developments in rural and urban settings, potentially connected to different techniques of farming
are assumed to relate to the concept of empowerment, something that Gutierrez (1990) defines as
“a process of increasing personal, interpersonal or political power so that individuals can take action
to improve their life situation”, referring to the transformative character of individuals’ position in
society. It is argued that empowerment leads to becoming stronger in the organization of your life, or
in other words described by The World Bank (2012) as enhancing the capacity of people to make
choices and to transform these choices into desired actions or outcomes. Suharto (2005; as cited in
Muljono, 2011) adds to this definition through claiming that empowerment refers to people’s ability
to have the strength to meet their basic needs, to be able to reach out for employment or income
generation and to participate in development processes and decisions that affect them. Empowering
individuals through investing in local small-scale businesses can be seen as a way to somewhat retain
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income disparities to further increase – as collective development for individuals. In Karet Tengsin for
example, an inner-city area in Jakarta, real estate developers’ building plans were cancelled and
vacant land adjacent to two garbage dumps stayed vacant. According to McCarthy (2003), some of
the vacant areas in the kampung have now become small gardens used by poor families to grow
their own crops such as cassava, papaya or bananas – with the aim to sell these crops on the local
market.
The capacity of empowerment is according to Khan (2012) influenced by the interaction between the
concepts agency and opportunity structure, visualized in figure 1 below. While agency entails the
ability of individuals or collectives to further their own interests, the concept opportunity structure
relates to the institutional climate and social structures in which people have to work to further
these interests (Khan, 2012). Khan furthermore argues that organizations tend to focus on one of
these two, either agency or structure, while “it is commonly argued that empowerment is a dynamic
process affected by changes in norms, values and rules” (p. 5), referring to the importance of the
interaction between the concepts under different circumstances.
As can be seen in figure 1, agency contains two sub-divisions – individual and collective. Individual
agency is described by Eyben, Kabeer and Cornwall (2008) as the individual power within a person to
take action and consequently achieve the desired outcomes, while collective agency entails the
power and synergy with others that lead to improvement for the collective.
Empowerment

Opportunity Structure

Agency

Individual

Collective

Figure 1: Interacting processes leading to empowerment (The World Bank, 2012).

As empowerment takes place across different domains and spheres in society, Eyben et al.
(2008) identified a framework with three interconnected and iterative forms; social, economic and
political empowerment. Social empowerment is described as moving forward in society in such a
way, that someone’s place in society is respected and recognized according to the way this person
wants himself to live and not on terms that are determined by other parties (Eyben et al., 2008). The
capacity for an individual or collective to make progress and to develop themselves is dependent on
the existing structures and power relations in the form of institutions and discourses (ibid.). This is
noticeable through significant disparities between social groups when it comes to living standards or
access to institutions. Social empowerment proceeds through individuals and collectives developing
a sense of agency – described by Eyben et al. (2008) as the “’individual power within’ and ‘collective
power with others’” to improve among others the quality of social relationships and position in
society, “leading purposively […] to changes in the institutions and discourses that are keeping them
in poverty” (p. 8). According to Eyben et al. (2008), overcoming this form of social exclusion goes
beyond overcoming economic deprivation and the lack of political voice, because social
empowerment often relates to combating cases of discrimination that are caused by putting inferior
labels on the marginalized people in society. Improving people’s position in society is of course
related to and overlapping with the other forms of empowerment, but it is relevant to mention that
being respected as the person you want yourself to be is key in achieving a better livelihood
organization – because work, structural income and political voice are easier to gain when you are
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accepted in society as the person you are and want to become, or in other words when you are not
disregarded.
According to Khan (2012), “poor people’s involvement in local associations and intercommunity cooperation mechanisms can contribute to social empowerment by improving their skills,
knowledge and self-perception” (p. 27). Local associations are said to act as self-help mechanisms
through which poor people organize their economic activities and potentially upgrade their
entrepreneurial skills (ibid.), for example by farming initiatives through joint efforts and mutual
knowledge transfer. This is relatable to economic empowerment, which refers to the capacity of
people to participate in, contribute to and benefit from economic growth processes in society – at
least when farmers gain an income out of their farming practices (Eyben et al., 2008). In order to let
these contributions be recognized and respected by other members in society, a fairer distribution of
resources should be pursued by individuals and collectives. For them, economic empowerment
means that they can start thinking beyond immediate survival from day to day, with long term plans
potentially leading to recognition and execution of agency.
The two aforementioned forms of empowerment will have the focus in research, and although the
third proposed form by Eyben et al. (2008) – political empowerment; the engagement in decisionmaking through institutional representation – is certainly intertwined with social and economic
empowerment and highly relevant in everyday life, it is no key aspect in this research to find an
answer on how the livelihood organization of residents in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur is affected
through engagement in farming, and how this relates to processes of empowerment – with the
internet as potential catalyst in the mutual relation between these concepts.

2.4.1 – Community empowerment & institutional change
There is a growing awareness among academics across different disciplines about empowerment as
various poverty alleviation programs implemented by the government did not function as expected
(Muljono, 2011). Muljono (2011) therefore conducted a study on the model of family empowerment
programs for community development in West Java in order to determine the extent of community
empowerment for poor families in Bogor, Cianjur and Sukabumi regencies. The study is assumed to
help local authorities to promote socio-economic development and to reduce poverty through
community development programs, empowering its residents. According to research by ILO (as cited
in Dicken, p.387, 2015), it is rather economic security than wealth that promotes happiness and wellbeing among people, although it was already mentioned that well-being depends on other indicators
as well; income security is assumed to be a major determinant of other forms of labour-related
security and functions as prerequisite for gaining access to opportunities and increased networks in a
local environment that contributes to happiness at the same time. Additionally, existing income
equalities worsens economic security in several ways, mainly because the average standards in a
place remain intact or even increase, with corresponding prices. Keeping their head above water is
therefore even more difficult for poor people. Smith (2000; as cited in Dicken, 2015) argues that
developing caring relations with others through an egalitarian and environmentally sustainable way
of life leads to cohesion among residents. This in turn brings the traditional strengths of the
community to the front, potentially able to extend its boundaries among a larger public, especially
among those who are the most vulnerable (ibid.).
Goldenberg (1993; as cited in Muljono, 2011) describes development as a “process of selfreliant growth, achieved through the participation of the people acting in their own interests as they
see them, and under their own control” (p.194). Community development programs are planned to
end poverty, create employment and satisfy the basic needs of all people so that their living
conditions improve and live self-sustaining. This is in line with the definition of empowerment, since
the latter is in this research defined as an increase in power so that individuals or collectives can
improve their lives in terms of meeting basic needs, generating income and participation in society
through increased agency.
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Developing rural communities through improving the residents’ capabilities, social capital - including
improved networking skills, business partnerships and bargaining position is one of the targets of
community empowerment (Muljono, 2011). This is also applicable to farming practices in Bogor and
Cianjur, which can be seen in the following chapters of this research; through enhancing local
farming techniques, individual and collective knowledge, training and micro-loan schemes, local
farmers are assumed to improve their societal position on the long term as well as they are expected
to produce healthier crops that can be sold for higher prices, thereby providing economic benefits.
Of course, groups of people living in the same geographical location do not necessarily have
similar needs or goals in life, but according to Muljono (2011) it is vital that residents work together
and jointly contribute to community development in order to gain from the synergy through this
collaboration – especially alleviation of poverty. This mostly has to do with the fact that socially
disadvantaged people in poverty do not feel to have their voices heard in society; participatory
action is a helpful instrument in identifying common problems and finding appropriate solutions,
because in this way people feel they can make a difference because of collective power, leading to
increased belief in successful contribution to local developments (ibid.). When these developments
lead to better physical access to the community or to better online access for people living in the
community through the internet, it is assumed that local entrepreneurs or farmers are provided
better business opportunities. Especially regarding the fact that the majority of Indonesia’s poor
residents live in rural areas and derive their livelihood from agriculture, either directly through sales
or indirectly through budget-saving and trades (Muljono, 2011), supporting and developing farming
practices and initiatives is a key priority in order to achieve rural development, increasing agricultural
productivity and employment for local residents that brings about food and income on a structural
basis.
Bathelt and Glückler (2014) wrote about institutional change and claimed that agents or local actors
make (economic) decisions and consequently take action, both individually and collectively. These
decisions in turn lead to practices in real life, with patterns of practices forming institutions, defined
as patterns of recurring behaviour and social structures in a particular place (Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, 2011). According to Bathelt and Glückler (2014), institutional change takes place when
there is a duality structure with efficient and inefficient institutions in which new institutions can act
as mediators, which is in that case desired by society. Related to farming, this means that
institutional change gradually happens when an increasing number of people engages in this practice
in a similar way. With an eye on organic or hydroponic farming, at least a method that gains more
profit for the farmer, this means that it will become increasingly popular sooner or later, potentially
leading to economic change with other commodities or business activities than before. This change
takes place through a bottom-up process with a few pioneers implementing farming in a particular
way, leading to more people becoming interested in this specific method.
Furthermore, Giddens (1984; as cited in Bathelt & Glückler, 2014) claims that social structure
is a virtual order of transformational relations that continuously reproduce social practice; according
to Giddens’ structuration theory, farming is such a practice that is able to gradually become a social
structure beyond rural contexts alone. The transformative character that farming is assumed to have
when implemented in a different setting makes it that the practice could transform to a social
structure in urban areas, with both individual and collective agents in an institutional context,
thereby motivating economic relations within this context. This is supported by Hodgson (1998; as
cited in Bathelt & Glückler, 2014), who claims that institutions shape economic practices and should,
thus, be studied at the level of the economic actor, explaining difference between institutional
climates. And although institutional change is far from being a short-term process that happens
automatically without friction, institutions are there to connect different scales to each other and to
accommodate dynamic changes through mediation between structure and agency, potentially
resulting in progressive development (Bathelt & Glückler, 2014). Farming is assumed to be able to
bring about institutional change as it comes in more efficient and economically beneficial forms that
require less effort, space, capital and so on. Application of ICT is highly relevant in learning about
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these developments and will be highlighted in the following section, with special attention to the
internet.
Also Jakarta-based startup Ur-Farm comes into play in this relation; the company aims to meet the
needs of rural poor through farming cooperation where collaborative entrepreneurialism is the
means to help the poor organize their lives better – and in that way contributes to development for
both individual and community. It can be said that the poor are empowered here through Ur-Farm’s
website, in fact a marketplace that is only accessible to people with internet access where customers
can buy sustainable products that are produced by small-scale local farmers with a low income. The
consciousness for existing disparities between rich and poor will increase as Ur-Farm reaches more
customers inside Jakarta – Ur-Farm’s target market, and it stimulates in that way local developments
or lifestyles of poor farmers. The internet can be seen here as a means to enlarge the impact on local
economic growth and to improve the position in society of poor people, acting as a tool for
empowerment. Ur-Farm furthermore raises awareness about these developments among people in
the city on bazaars in shopping malls, through articles in newspapers and online, through its website
and through social media.

2.5 - Application of ICT
The final main concept in this research is Application of ICT, or the (functional) use of computers.
According to Latzko (n.d.), computer literacy is referring to the ability to use computers and
smartphones and their programmes in an effective way. With the increasing importance of
computers and the internet in the modern world (Dicken, 2015), it is assumed to be beneficial for
everyone to learn basic computer skills in order to keep up with the advantages that come with
modern technologies – such as staying updated about what happens in the world, in this research
about farming-related developments for example. With an eye on empowering poor residents in
Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur, computer skills could help to emancipate the needs of people without
computer, smartphone or internet, or in other words to improve the current unequal situation by
overcoming the digital divide between urban and rural settings and rich and poor residents.
Application of ICT can also be viewed as an important tool for intervention to give people access to
developments, institutions or discourses by giving them information and updates, empowering them
through increased agency and an improved opportunity structure. Training computer skills can
therefore be seen as a means to bring about the access that is desired for individuals and collectives
to equally benefit from processes of growth and to improve their current livelihood organization. As
planning and management in many developing countries face several challenges, it is a blessing that
recent developments in computer and information technologies actually provide local planners with
the opportunity to improve planning processes and keep track of more statistics than ever (CITIES
Conference, n.d.), enabling the next step to sustainable development with the inclusion of residents
in both urban and rural areas from any given background.
According to Muljono (2011), the strengthening connection between technology and
development becomes ever-more important, as well as between the development potential of
Indonesia and the intellectual skills of Indonesians. This means that people should open up for
opportunities that could arise through using the internet for example to gain knowledge about one
thing or another, and if it cannot be taught by other people in the neighbourhood, then trainers are
desired for people to learn about accessing computers or smartphones with internet for useful
purposes. This is not only to be seen in the form of knowledge-gaining and knowledge-sharing,
socializing and leisure activities, but also in the form of e-commerce, the online selling and buying of
products and services.
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Figure 2: Internet population and penetration (Graham & De Sabbata, 2013)

Application of ICT is necessary when an entrepreneur or customer decides to engage in e-commerce.
It is argued to be an important tool for small and large businesses worldwide to increase the sales of
their products by trying to engage customers on the long term with creative ways to inform,
entertain and identify with a certain lifestyle (Eisingerich & Kretschmer, 2008). Furthermore, an ecommerce platform has a larger reach than a physical store, as it is only a few clicks away for people
all around the world, besides being open day and night for the whole year - in that way also leading
to an increase in customers and sales (Enki Village, n.d.). Since many Indonesian cities lack a strong
government or infrastructure to support retail construction, the advantage of e-commerce lies in the
fact that it allows consumers to purchase products that were previously unavailable in their direct
surroundings (ibid.). This resulted in many independent entrepreneurs to shift the focus of their
business to the e-commerce model, leading to ever-more competition in the online realm. Fact is
however, that people in rural areas still do not have internet access for the major part (Muljono,
2011), explaining the digital divide that comes with this difference. As can be seen in figure 2
containing 2011 statistics of the World Bank (Graham & De Sabbata, 2013), Indonesia contained a
very limited number of internet users with less than 20 per cent of the population using the internet.
As Graham argues (2013; as cited in Dicken, 2015, p.97), “these highly uneven geographies of
information matter. They shape what is known and what can be known, which in turn influences the
myriad ways in which knowledge is produced, reproduced, enacted and re-enacted”, indicating the
relevance of internet access when it comes to gaining and sharing knowledge. It is assumed that for
people in Indonesia goes that especially urban residents have internet access while people in rural
areas are assumed to live more traditionally. This in turn relates to a significant knowledge gap
between people who use the internet for gaining knowledge and people who do not, especially when
the latter do not compensate this knowledge through gaining it from other sources.
Teaching rural residents, and urban dwellers who are not exposed to the internet yet as well,
about the advantages that come with the medium is assumed to compensate the things people know
in different settings, and also the pace at which they learn about these things. E-commerce then
would be the next step for people in these areas in order to boost their sales.
In the case of Ur-Farm, the internet could be a transformative medium that offers rural poor an
opportunity to cooperate and increase their entrepreneurial skills. In this way, the e-commerce
platform brings about empowerment for the community through empowering individuals, since the
community’s cohesion also increases as engaged independent entrepreneurs collaborate in farming
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projects. However, the question is whether their life significantly improves or not due to the
activities of e-commerce platform Ur-Farm – also with an eye on the high number of computer
literate entrepreneurs in Indonesia who can shift to the e-commerce model as well, leading to evermore competition. It is in any case argued that the target market of the people Ur-Farm cooperates
with has been significantly enlarged since this cooperation started, as these farmers only used to sell
to local customers and market in the surroundings while they are currently selling to people
throughout Jakarta as well.

2.6 - Conceptual model
The aforementioned main concepts are now to be positioned in a conceptual model that frames the
analysis of this research; the model represents the mutual influence between (Innovation of)
Farming, Empowerment and Local Developments, with a highly relevant but potential role assumed
for Application of ICT. The extent of residents’ social and economic empowerment due to farming
and the consequently access to local developments that could be provided is visualized in the
conceptual model in figure 3 below, with application of ICT as variable aspect among different people
in this research, but it is the assumption that it carries a catalysing function in the development
progress of an individual or group.
In this conceptual model, Ur-Farm carries out its influence by cooperating with small-scale farmers in
rural areas to jointly contribute to improved livelihood organization and awareness-raising in urban
Jakarta – through selling rural products on Ur-Farm’s website and on bazaars in shopping malls.
In the farming initiatives in urban areas that will be highlighted in the following chapters, both the
Jakarta government and private developers carry out their influence by offering vacant plots of land
to local residents in neighbourhoods spread over the city to establish their own urban farm for
achieving food security and (in)direct income and contributing to more greenery in these places. It is
assumed up front that people in different places notice different effects of their farming practices,
meaning different outcomes, also related to empowerment and local development, and potentially
to Application of ICT. The latter is assumed to have a one-way influence on the concept of
(Innovation of) Farming but has a mutual connection with Empowerment and Local Developments, to
be explained by the fact that these concepts may come in the form of provision of space as
development destined for farming, with increasing opportunities for less-regarded people in that
area, such as assigned trainers who teach these people about effective use of computers,
smartphones and the internet. Farming practices themselves are assumed to have no impact on the
extent of someone’s choice to use computers, which is why this is only a one-sided arrow that
assumes that a computer literate farmer is more likely to experience improved living conditions than
farmers who are not.
After the fieldwork took place, some adjustments were made in the conceptual model; for
example, almost half of the respondents mentioned not to be able to use the internet themselves,
explaining why Application of ICT is not guaranteed and cannot be seen as a constant in the
conceptual model of this research but as a variable that is not applicable to everyone – which is why
the arrows in the conceptual model are partly faded. Another adjustment is made in the fact that
‘(Innovation of) Farming’ is added as a main concept where it was omitted from the conceptual
model in the first place. Different ways to implement farming turned out to lead to significantly
varying outcomes, also due to innovations, some of these methods bringing about more success than
other methods. The concept ‘Urban Settings’ and ‘Rural Settings’ are also new in the conceptual
model and positioned in the centre. This is done because it is assumed that the specific location
someone lives and engages in farming determines the outcomes of these efforts and the extent of
empowerment and benefiting from local developments.
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Figure 3: Conceptual model

In Chapter 4 to Chapter 6, the interviews with residents of Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur will be analysed
and explained through providing these people’s individual and collective experiences regarding
access to and benefits from local developments, especially with an eye on the farming practices they
engage in. Besides comparing the (perceived) extent of empowerment on individual and collective
scale, it is also measured what kind of influence internet and e-commerce (potentially) have on the
respondents’ progress in terms of achieving empowerment. This will be described in order to
determine the possible accelerating function of the internet in the empowerment process through
farming.
It is possible that through becoming computer literate and potential engagement in e-commerce, the
geographical mobility of an individual or collective increases. This is because their increasing network
or clientele surpassing their direct surroundings, and it indicates that the notion of locality could be
approached from another perspective in this way. Developments therefore not necessarily have to
take place in the direct neighbourhood or surrounding of individuals, since empowerment could also
mean that these people experience an upward mobility and are able to leave their community of
origin to aim for something better, with people becoming more mobile and tending to be more
footloose. This is assumed to be partly enabled due to the increased relevance of computers,
internet and e-commerce, as these technologies help people to break through their local structures
and push their boundaries to another geographical extent – at the same time expanding the network
of acquaintances or family who do remain in the community of origin. This example does not
specifically refer to development of the community as a whole, but focusses on achieving improved
living conditions for the individual in another place – while assuming that the traditional role of the
kampung is diminishing slowly with the increasing importance of online networks and mobility
structures in modern society. This assumption will be tested in the following chapters as well.
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3 – Methodology
Where the previous chapter provided the theoretical framework that was followed during the
research, followed by the conceptual model with particular assumptions between the main concepts,
this chapter will connect the theory to the practical side of the research, elaborating on the
methodological components that shape the research and formed an outline for the fieldwork in
Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur. At first, the research strategy will be discussed in order to understand
how data was obtained during the fieldwork in Indonesia and through what method. The following
sections provide more information on the population sample, categorization of respondents and
method of data analysis as well. The chapter will be concluded with underlining certain limitations in
the research, so that misinterpreting the validity of results is less likely after reading this thesis.

3.1 - Research strategy
To be able to gain better insight in the relation between the capability of urban and rural residents to
achieve better livelihood organization and experience empowerment through engaging in farming –
with an important role reserved for people with internet access who use it for gaining or sharing
knowledge, qualitative phenomenological research will be conducted in the form of a multiple case
study. According to Lester (1999), phenomenological research is particularly effective to underline
the specific experiences and perceptions of individuals, and in that way also to challenge structural or
normative assumptions about them. With the addition of an interpretive dimension to this
phenomenological approach, the researcher will be enabled to support or challenge the current
policies around a phenomenon. Lester (1999) adds that phenomenological research is a good way to
surface deep-rooted issues and make voices heard, something that is perfectly relatable to achieving
empowerment and improving living conditions of lower-income people through farming, with a
potentially increasing role for the internet – the main concepts in this research.
The role of e-commerce is assumed to be less relevant since it is the assumption that
traditional Indonesian farmers are not likely to be successful online entrepreneurs yet because of
recent introduction to the internet on the one hand or because they do not have internet access at
all – this is to be clarified later on. As e-commerce entails among others an increasing share of
enterprises’ total sales revenue and therefore contributing to increasing relevance in modern society
(Eisingerich & Kretschmer, 2008), determining the capacity of e-commerce to have any influence on
empowering poor residents in and around Jakarta is complex and temporal of nature. This makes it
that the research will have an exploratory aspect to gain better understanding of the issue at this
particular moment, in order to familiarize with the possibilities that internet and e-commerce yield in
the case of empowering people and making them contribute to and benefit from local developments.
Singh (2007) adds that exploratory research forms the initial basis that leads to conclusive research,
exploring the issues further in order to provide valuable insights to a particular situation. These
insights could then form the research subject for future studies, as it opens up a new field of
opportunities and problems not only for the current research population, but one that is possibly
also applicable in the world at large.
To provide an answer to the research question, data was obtained through qualitative in-depth
interviews. These interviews are semi-structured so that the respondents are also able to elaborate
on aspects that are not included in the interview guide but still relate to the questions asked – the
explanatory aspect of the main concepts in phenomenological research. The data for the descriptive
aspect in a descriptive/explanatory approach were obtained through observations regarding
quantifiable objects, observable during multiple moments over time (Verschuren & Doorewaard,
2010). This quantitative data will not be used to draw direct conclusions from, but can act as a
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foundation on which the data from the interviews can build. The relation between the main concepts
in this research will eventually become more clear via this descriptive/explanatory approach, leading
to better understanding of the gathered information and consequent conclusions drawn to be
applied in other places in the world as well. The third technique of data collection used in this
research is setting up a focus group meeting. Through this technique, respondents were able to
discuss particular processes and outcomes with their peers, leading to additional insights – because
of different perceptions and attitudes that could lead to synergies on the one hand or clashes on the
other. A final comment is made that not only lower-income people were interviewed during the
research; certain higher-income residents were interviewed as well because of varying reasons, in
some cases because that person initiated or contributes to a particular initiative that turned out to
be more than successful and in another case because that respondent gradually became a successful
e-commerce entrepreneur in farming while he had no farming-related knowledge at all less than a
decade ago.

3.2 - Multiple case study
According to Verschuren and Doorewaard (2010), case studies are able to further build on already
existing knowledge through empirical research, giving insight in the occurrence of certain processes
or practices and to elucidate blurry boundaries. Furthermore, a case study sheds light on the reasons
why and how these processes or practices occur in that specific place, which highlights the function
of this type of qualitative research; to compare and give meaning to the obtained data. Yin (1994)
adds that through a multiple case study, several exceptional cases are covered with the aim to draw
cross-case conclusions that have larger validity than one single case.
In relation to my research, the aim is to interview residents from different areas in urban and
rural settings in and around Jakarta, and additionally to observe these places. Two of these areas, the
rural case studies in Bogor and Cianjur, were picked because Ur-Farm is active there – being the
initial main focus of this research, and the other seven case studies can be found in urban areas
within Jakarta. I decided to aim for two case studies in the first place, Ur-Farm Bogor and Ur-Farm
Cianjur, because it leads to thorough comparison in specific perceptions and outcomes regarding
livelihood organization and empowerment of rural residents who sell their products in Jakarta, both
online and offline. However, when I discovered that with Ur-Farm’s operations in both rural and
urban settings awareness is raised among an urban audience, it made me change the plan to
comparing differences between these settings instead of only studying Ur-Farm’s partners in rural
areas, also in order to understand the relation between farming in different contexts. The high
number of case studies seems unnecessary, but during the research I found out that people engage
in farming for various reasons and with different priorities, leading to the fact they spend different
amounts of time on farming and achieve varying results with it. This is what I found interesting,
which is why I interviewed people from nine different neighbourhoods with the aim to compare
these portraits to each other, also with an eye on the particular initiatives in which they engage with
their farming practices. In this way, perceptions and livelihoods can be compared to each other in
order to gain better understanding of the way that the main concepts interrelate and affect people in
different places, possibly also in other countries. In figure 35 in the chapter about the different
neighbourhoods and initiatives in this research, an overview of the geographical locations of the case
studies is provided.
The reasons I decided to go for interviews in these particular locations is because the farming
practices happening in these areas show that the main concepts in this research – (innovation of)
farming, empowerment, local developments and application of ICT – are represented in different
ratio’s with respect to each other. It goes further than that with individual people’s farming efforts in
the studied neighbourhoods and communities showing differing outcomes already. In this way, not
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only similarities and differences between urban and rural settings can be compared to each other,
but also the differences within these settings can be compared in order to understand how farming
has different impact on different people, and why.
Case studies Bogor and Cianjur were automatically picked because of the existing
cooperation between Ur-Farm and farmers in these places, while Ur-Farm referred me to case study
Jiri Farm. The other six case studies were either found through social media (Jakarta Berkebun), or
through online articles and publications about urban farming in Jakarta (Cikini, Rawajati, Karet
Tengsin, Pramuka Raya and Cipinang Besar Selatan). These specific locations contain different stories
with different extents of impact that farming has on people living or working in these areas for
different periods of time. It is interesting to compare individual and collective perceptions regarding
the role of farming in people’s lives and the consequent outcomes of it, with a potential key role for
the internet. The fact that a part of the research population does not have internet access makes it
even more interesting in order to show the difference in farming outcomes compared to people who
do have internet access, additionally those who engage in e-commerce as well. In that way, the
potential benefits of internet and e-commerce on the empowerment and development process of
individuals and collectives can be determined in the end.
A side note has to be made about the specific neighbourhoods within Cikini, Rawajati and
Cipinang Besar Selatan in which interviews and observations were conducted; in Cikini, RW I and RW
III were visited for fieldwork, while Rawajati RW III and Cipinang Besar Selatan RW V were visited.
According to Wintarto (2007), RW’s are the second to lowest government level in Indonesia and the
abbreviation stands for rukun warga, meaning ‘harmonious citizens’ or ‘citizens association’. Every
sub-district in Indonesia is divided into RW’s and RT’s, of which the latter is the lowest governance
level, its main duty being improving and maintaining the cohesion in a neighbourhood of roughly 20
households – RT stands for rukun tetangga ‘neighbourhood association’. Wintarto (2007) mentioned
that there are between seven and fifteen RT’s in an RW, and that 10 to 15 RW’s usually complete a
sub-district. These sub-divisions all have separate officials who work voluntarily as head of their
respective area. The head of these sub-divisions is usually a man, while this man’s wife will
automatically be granted the position of ‘Head of the PKK’ in the RW/RT. The PKK is a movement that
will surely be discussed in more detail later on, and is the abbreviation of “Pendidikan Kesejahteraan
Keluarga” which means family welfare education (Wintarto, 2007). The main intention of the PKK is
to organize all kinds of activities between citizens in a neighbourhood, from healthcare to education,
and from emancipation to teaching practical skills such as cooking, farming or using the internet
(ibid.). The specific RW’s in which this research took place in Cikini, Rawajati and Cipinang Besar
Selatan were discovered when browsing the internet for urban farming-related sources during my
stay in Jakarta, as was already mentioned above. Also case study Pramuka Raya came up during this
browsing session, and the idea up front was that these areas were already presumed to be different
in success from each other – apart from the fact that people inside these communities experience
different outcomes as well. This is partly due to the intentions of local farmers and partly due to the
opportunity structure in which these people have to act.
In any case, the similarity in all case studies is that people engage in farming; there is an
interconnectivity to be noticed between Jakarta and Bogor, and, to a lesser extent Cianjur. This
relationship shows that these places carry a certain continuity that is implemented in both settings,
in this case the concept of farming in rural and urban areas. This practice is seen to be adjusted in
scale and technique according to the circumstances of a particular location, which is why the decision
to show these differences per location and between people within a certain location was easily
made. Knowledge transfer is assumed to have an important role here, because how else would
people in urban areas learn about farming methods and know how to implement these successfully.
According to the Desakota theory coined by McGee (1991), Bogor is an example of an area matching
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the characteristics of being part of a Desakota region; it is an urban settlement in the vicinity or
extended surroundings of a primate city, Jakarta, in which urban and rural land use practices coexist
and heavily intermingle, one of these being agriculture. Desakota areas are located outside of the
peri-urban boundary of the primate city, the latter still being accessible for daily commuting from
outside (McGee, 1991). Thereby, characteristics of urban land use such as developed transport
networks, high population density and plenty of activities outside the agricultural sector make it that
these areas lead to an interplay of urban and rural practices and types of land use, leading to more
frequent knowledge transfer and hybrid forms of urban and rural lifestyles. Cianjur on the other hand
is further away from Jakarta, at least five hours driving, and is therefore already harder to be reached
within a day including the return trip. In that way, the village is not counted as part of the Desakota
region that Jakarta reaches, resulting in the fact that local markets are currently targeted by farmers
in Cianjur. However, Jakarta stays a highly relevant place for people in Cianjur because it is the
country’s capital, and with the growing importance of internet, knowledge transfer between these
places is assumed to take place much more easily in the future, influencing farming practices and
entire lifestyles as well.
According to Shields (2007), one of the advantages of a case study lies in the fact that it accounts for
and includes difference. Case studies are said to not attempt to simplify what cannot be simplified,
and because of this acknowledgement admit that complex answers can lead to additional insights in
existing knowledge. In this way can be said that the individual respondents from the nine areas in
this multiple case study qualify for additional insights or knowledge regarding a certain process – the
relation between farming, empowerment and potential application of ICT and the internet. The
multiple case study portrays in fact certain aspects in the lives of individuals in the particular case
studies, enabling thorough comparison in order to “show the force of the individual cases” regarding
the impact of people’s farming practices (Yin, 1994). Shuttleworth (n.d.) adds that flexibility during
the fieldwork process is a beneficial advantage of case study research because it might introduce
new and unexpected results during its course and may lead to new directions instead of only trying
to prove certain assumptions or hypotheses.
However, there is a particular disadvantage of case studies; the aspect of generalizing to a
whole population becomes infeasible when it comes to conducting research in this manner. Related
to this research, the particular cases are simply not enough to draw representative conclusions for an
entire population in these places, only to map the patterns in the life of respondents and to classify
them into particular categories, which will be done in the following chapter. Yin (1994) claims that
case studies on the other hand do lead to the building on theories that are applicable in the world at
large, thus meaning that despite the fact that conclusions cannot be generalized, they might be
compatible to other theories or cases someplace else, certainly applicable to the concept of farming.

3.3 - Population sample & categorization of respondents
In terms of determining the population sample, it was expected up front that roughly 30 residents
were needed to enable thorough explanation and connection of the main themes and aspects that
come up in the interviews, connecting the main concepts. According to Guest, Bunce and Johnson
(2006), data saturation can already be reached after twelve interviews, with the main themes already
emerging after only six. However, because of the inevitable language barrier – not many respondents
spoke English and my Bahasa Indonesia is unfortunately not that well – and because of the varying
amount of information that respondents provided in this many case studies, it was decided to aim for
a higher number of respondents than Guest et al. (2006) suggest. It turned out that data saturation in
this research could be reached in less than 30 interviews – I spoke to 28 respondents in 21
interviews, including one focus group meeting and two interviews that consisted of two people at
the same time. The number of interviews needed to reach data saturation could not be determined
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at the start of the project, but was evaluated during the process of data collection and analysis;
according to Quirkos (2016) the researcher can in that way decide whether additional interviews are
able to reveal new insights or not.
In relation to the exploratory aspect of this research, it is aimed to particularly search for
theoretical variation among different individuals. Through assuming that the extent of
empowerment and character of local developments have a different outcome and impact on the
respondents, the variation in perceptions and outcomes can be investigated among different
residents who have at least one shared characteristic; engaging in farming. The exploratory part then
sheds light on the impact of farming in the process of improved living conditions and a potential role
for the internet, giving meaning to the obtained information in order to clarify how the difference in
outcome of farming efforts influences the extent of achieving empowerment for residents in and
around Jakarta. Further respondent characteristics concerning the respondents’ occupational status
in relation to farming and the type of farming they engage in are provided in Appendix III. Notable
facts out of this table are that 32.1 per cent of the respondents generate income with other work
than farming as well, and that 77.8 per cent of farmlands in different initiatives is used for urban
farming – leaving the other 22.2 per cent for rural farmlands, namely in two of the nine case studies
being Ur-Farm Bogor and Ur-Farm Cianjur. This does not equal the percentages of urban and rural
farmers – being 71.5 and 28.5 per cent respectively, but indicates that the major part of this research
took place in inner-city Jakarta.

Number of respondents categorized per migration background:
Migrated to current location after 1998

9 respondents

- From outside Jakarta to Jakarta
- Within Jakarta
- Within Jakarta but migrated to Jakarta before this period
- From outside Bogor to Bogor
- Within Bogor

2 respondents
2 respondents
3 respondents
1 respondent
1 respondent

Migrated to current location before 1998

4 respondents

- From outside Jakarta to Jakarta
- Within Jakarta

3 respondents
1 respondent

Born and still living in current location

15 respondents

- Jakarta
- Bogor
- Cianjur

9 respondents
0 respondents
6 respondents

Total

28 respondents

Table 1: Categorization of respondents per migration background

Furthermore, the respondents from these different neighbourhoods will be categorized in three
groups according to their history in their specific place of living. This may be important for possible
differences because it is assumed that people with another relation to their place of living have a
different approach or reason for their organization of life, also with an eye on farming; the aim is to
also determine the influence of internet on people in different locations, so that possible relations
not only depend on individual efforts but are potentially due to their surroundings as well. The
residents interviewed can be classified in one of the following categories: ‘Migrated to current
location after 1998’, ‘Migrated to current location before 1998’ and ‘Born and still living in current
location’. The year 1998 was picked because from then, the post-Suharto era started and this period
is characterized by decentralization of governmental responsibilities from national to regional and
local authorities (Bennet, 2010). This can be seen as a possible turn in the specific motives why
people migrated to another place, more specifically to Jakarta, or changed their lifestyle – the
categorization of respondents is visualized in table 1 above, and in table 2 below is shown where
these people exactly originate from. In Appendix III, further migration details per individual
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respondent are provided so that this information can be connected to people’s motives to engage in
farming, one of the key themes in the next chapter. This research analyses people’s farming
techniques implemented with different intentions, and did not focus on specific types of crops
leading to varying outcomes; in this case, the impact of farming practices is measured by looking at
the particular role of farming in someone’s life and how this provides benefits for that person rather
than looking at the exact differences in crops that are produced among different people.
Beforehand I expected to achieve data saturation through speaking to people from different areas in
and outside Jakarta, favourably divided over the three categories shown in the table above; fact is
however, that there were not many people to be found in Jakarta not having moved to another
location in the last 20 years due to various reasons. This made it that the migration categories are
not equally represented in this research. Following this sub-division, heterogeneity between
individuals could be noticed in the analysis of interviews, observations and visual data obtained. In
this way, not only individuals within certain areas can be compared to each other but also cross-case
to other areas – classification into categories is key in the following chapter to show this
heterogeneity among farmers, potentially related to people’s migration background. This
classification will proceed through qualifying the respondents in terms of the scale of their farming
efforts, the diversification in livelihood they achieve through farming and the particular state of mind
with which they engage in these practices – including the motives to start farming in the first place,
their intentions with it and the perception about other things in life among these people.

Yes
Born in
Jakarta/Bogor/Cianjur? No
Total
(in %)

Jakarta
(N=20)

Bogor
(N=2)

Cianjur
(N=6)

Total
(N=28)

60
40
100

50
50
100

100
x
100

67.9
32.1
100

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

4x (44%)
1x (11%)
1x (11%)
1x (11%)
0x (0%)
2x (22%)
3x (33%)
1x (11%)
1x (11%)
1x (11%)
1x (11%)
1x (11%)
1x (11%)

Before 1970
○○○○
x
1970-1979
○
x
Year of arrival in
1980-1989
○
x
Jakarta/Bogor/Cianjur 1990-1999
○
x
2000-2009
x
x
2010-2017
○
○
Bogor
○○○
x
Place of origin
Central Java
○
x
Kramat
○
x
Kutoharjo
○
x
Purwokerto
x
○
Solo
○
x
Tegal
○
x
Table 2: Respondent characteristics regarding migration background and location of living

Snowball sampling turned out to be very effective in reaching out to more respondents in a
particular neighbourhood. When I could reach at least one person from a certain category in one of
the case studies, there was a big chance that this person knew more people with the same migration
background or relation to farming in that neighbourhood. In this way, every case study is
represented by a different number of respondents, which was also seen to depend on the
respondents’ answers and speed of achieving data saturation in that particular case study – in some
areas, different people were seen to have more similarities in their perception and outcome of
farming than people in other areas who were seen to be more different from each other.
Furthermore, 71.3 per cent of the respondents in this research is a male farmer, while the remaining
28.7 per cent consists of women – which comes down to 20 male farmers and 8 female farmers. This
41

Jakarta
Berkebun

Karet
Tengsin

1

5

4

4

1

3

2

28

- Male

2

6

1

4

2

2

1

2

0

20

- Female

0

0

0

1

2

2

0

1

2

8

x
50
50
x
x
x
x
100

33.3
50
16.7
x
x
x
x
100

x
100
x
x
x
x
x
100

x
20
x
x
40
20
20
100

x
x
x
x
25
x
75
100

x
x
x
50
x
50
x
100

x
x
x
x
100
x
x
100

x
66.7
33.3
x
x
x
x
100

x
x
x
100
x
x
x
100

7.1
28.6
10.7
14.3
14.3
10.7
14.3
100

Age Categories
(in %)

11-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
Total

Cikini

Table 3: Age category and gender distribution of respondents per case study
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Total

Pramuka
Raya

6

Rawajati

Ur-Farm
Cianjur

2

Number of
respondents
per case study

Jiri Farm

Ur-Farm
Bogor

Cipinang
Besar Selatan

is further subdivided into more respondent characteristics in the table in Appendix III , but for now,
table 3 below already provides an overview of the age categories in which the respondents of this
research are classified per research area, further sub-divided per gender as well. It is also remarkable
that especially in rural areas – Bogor and Cianjur, the traditional division of roles within a household
is assumed to be maintained since all of the farmers in these areas are men – 8 in total. In urban
areas on the other hand, this division between men and women is less visible, as all 8 women in this
research are living and working in the city, supplemented by the remaining 12 male respondents in
this research. Considering the age categories of the respondents in this research, it can be said that 2
out of 28 respondents are younger than 20 years old and another four respondents are between 71
and 80 years old. The biggest share of respondents in one age category can be found in the ages
between 21 and 30 years old; 8 out of 28 respondents are classified in this category. The other half of
the respondents, 14 out of 28 people, varies from 31 to 70 years old.
When it comes to the rural areas where this research took place, all respondents are younger
than 41, which makes it that they still have many years to go when it comes to working. In urban
areas on the other hand, only a quarter of the total number of urban respondents is younger than 41
years old (5 respondents), while there are 7 out of 20 respondents who are older than 61 years old.
This is either remarkable or coincidental, because up front I assumed that older farmers were sooner
to be expected in rural areas compared to urban areas. This could be due to Ur-Farm and the fact
that older farmers in rural areas might not be willing to change their current way of living and
working in this stage of their lives, but it could also be the case that older farmers in urban areas are
better represented relative to younger urban farmers. Maybe because the latter group is likely to
consist of many people with another job or full-time daily activity, meaning they have less time for
their farming practices, or prefer an urban job over something that is seen as traditionally rural.

3.4 - Method of data analysis
Differences and similarities about occurring processes in the respondents’ farming practices, lives
and neighbourhoods, about the residents’ development in society, and the role of internet can be
noticed when analysing the interviews. Through asking local residents questions about their farming
techniques, motives to start farming and the role of computers and internet in their life, this
information can be obtained in order to relate it to improved livelihood organization, empowerment
and contribution to local developments. The interview guide and observation scheme of this
research are provided in Appendix I and II. An example of a question related to the online dimension
is whether someone has internet access or not, and if yes, how the internet is used; for example only
for spare time, to connect with other people in the world or maybe even as a means to commit to
progressive entrepreneurship in the form of e-commerce. Where quite a number of respondents in
this research turned out to have internet access, only a few of them were actively engaging in ecommerce at the particular moment of fieldwork; therefore, e-commerce is more of an extra
dimension in this research related to the internet than something that the majority of residents in
and around Jakarta has implicitly access to.
This information will consequently be compared to the same categorization of residents in
the other neighbourhoods, after which the extent of benefiting from improved living conditions in
different neighbourhoods will be visualized in a cube containing dimensions of empowerment and
development on individual and collective basis in the end of this thesis – and shown how this relates
to individual farming practices and the outcomes of it. By doing this, I expect to come across certain
patterns among different residents that will be visualized in the following chapter. Also the influence
of Ur-Farm and online platforms in general on the process of empowering local people through
introducing them to farming will be discussed compared to people who do not experience similar
collaboration with outside actors (yet).
The obtained information can then be analysed in several ways with different methods; in this
research is chosen to analyse the interview data with AtlasTI. This software program enables me in
making the connection between the main themes and aspects that emerge from the data in an
instant, resulting in easy organization, classification and data analysis. The linkages tell the story of
the different interviewed residents and will be portrayed through narrative analysis. This form of
data analysis underlines the importance of individual perceptions and the specific reasons behind
them, explaining the specific outcomes for a person. The latter relates to the aim of
phenomenological research, by trying to understand more about the way that these people are
affected by internet in their lives both in general and farming-related, and furthermore how they
organize their lives within their respective communities and society. The tangible and perceivable
differences in the lives of interviewed residents underline the variation among the research
population, which is shaped by different farming practices and techniques in different initiatives that
take place in both rural and urban settings, online and offline. It will be interesting to see how these
differences in perspective and knowledge about farming between people within initiatives and
between different communities relate to their specific outcome of farming efforts. It is furthermore
interesting to gain insight in the extent to what people are able to constitute improvements in life –
not only to determine whether a platform such as Ur-Farm and other independent initiatives are
successful or not, but also to understand how engaged people gain their knowledge about ways to
improve their life and, on the long term, contribute to and benefit from local developments.
For people who are not engaged to a platform like Ur-Farm or to initiatives taking place in
Jakarta goes that the outcomes of other people’s farming practices in a particular initiative can lead
to increased knowledge and recognition among these outsiders as well, as they notice and learn how
other people book significant progress in life through implementing farming into their lifestyle –
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potentially making them follow this example. In this research, it is therefore highly relevant to gain
better insight in the ways that people gained and gain their knowledge and how this relates to their
particular outcome, in other words whether they are able to consolidate this knowledge and
consequently improve their lives. It is assumed that gaining knowledge from people in a particular
initiative is different from gaining it from books or through using the internet, which in turn would
lead to varying outcomes in terms of benefits in life.
An important question for local farmers to ask themselves now or later is whether the internet and ecommerce maintain the existing production and network of their business, or lead to significant
change in life because of new dimensions opening up for these people. Another question is whether
farmers want to adjust to this structure with new responsibilities and risks or not, but one in which
they can also achieve a larger geographical reach in terms of clientele. Furthermore it will be
interesting to map the social network of interviewed inhabitants in short, so that insight can be
gained in the people that the respondents are acquainted to and at what geographical scale, only
locally or beyond that – which possibly has an influence on their knowledge about farming, the
internet, improved livelihood organization and future plans. In this way, it can be determined what
the current role of the neighbourhood is for people in different places, potentially affecting their
choice to move out of that neighbourhood if that would be possible, especially in a society with an
increased level of networking with people further away than only in the direct surroundings – also
with an eye on the consequences of this on achieving improved livelihood organization in their
current place of living or in another location that is assumed to be better.

3.5 - Research limitations
During the fieldwork, certain predetermined limitations could be pointed out; first and foremost the
fact that research outcomes cannot be generalized to the entire population of the neighbourhoods of
case study. In that way, conclusions are assumed to remain specific to these individuals, as case
studies provide insights into certain phenomena and the relations between these rather than
predicting future behaviour or generalizing the findings to an entire population, limiting the external
validity (Merriam, 2009). However, the following chapter will focus on the categorization of different
types of people concerning the role of farming in their lives and the impact it brings with it. Because
of this, patterns of farming practices and the particular intentions that people have with these efforts
can be shown in order to draw conclusions that go beyond these specific cases in the end and are
also applicable at a larger geographical scale. Additionally, Flyvbjerg (2006) restated the value of case
study research and mentioned that context-specific knowledge is more valuable than people think,
partially because it can be applied in similar contexts or adjusted to a desired form, in this case the
implementation of farming in different places.
Another limitation is the language barrier that might have been responsible for
misinterpretations. Although I had help from Ur-Farm and some friends who supported me in the
process of translating, it still caused some difficulties during the interviews – especially when
compared to conducting interviews in Dutch or English. Because this limitation was already taken
into account beforehand, the observations and visual data align with the information gained from
interviews – so any misinterpretation could be minimised. It is difficult to say whether this influenced
the process of analysing the results or not, and to what extent as well. Nevertheless, this
methodological section greatly contributes to the process of providing the thesis with a weighty
analysis of the different roles that farming plays in people’s lives, and how this in turn relates to
priorities and goals to achieve with it and if this contributes to improved living conditions, with an
important role for the internet as knowledge source for people in rural and urban areas.
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This methodology chapter consisted of different parts; at first, the research strategy was provided
after which the case studies in this research were demarcated, followed by a section on the
population sample that was handled during the fieldwork in order to categorize respondents
according to their motives and related implementation of farming in their lives, after which the
chapter is concluded by sections on the method of data analysis and this section about the research’s
limitations. Next up is a chapter that concerns about individual portraits and ways of implementing
farming in life with succeeding outcomes, thereby categorizing the interviewed residents in and
around Jakarta in different types of farmers. This is done in order to provide insight in the
heterogeneity that is noticeable in terms of the way farming is implemented differently and for
varying reasons, adjustable to someone’s desired situation.

45

4 – Heterogeneity of farming practices in
Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur
If you would ignore this chapter, then you miss out on the visualization of the variety in farming
practices noticeable during the fieldwork. In that way, the reader only understands the initiatives in
which the people manifest themselves, while the heterogeneity among the interviewed people is far
more important – the initiatives indicating the places where local residents engage in farming and
how these lead to either opportunities or limitations. The impact that a certain initiative has on a
group of individuals is determined by the embeddedness of particular farmers in this initiative; the
variation in livelihood practices makes it that the respondents in this research are embedded in
various types of initiatives, and exactly this heterogeneity makes it that the observed initiatives are
developing in different ways and can be compared to each other. The initiatives in this research are
based on the role of farming in the lives of people engaged in these initiatives, since people position
farming differently in their lifestyle with corresponding involvement in a particular initiative. In order
to show the impact that these initiatives have, the observed heterogeneity of farming practices is key
in this chapter.
This first empirical chapter of the research shows that farming does not specifically count one
definition, namely the one where farmers are living in rural areas and do this work as a main income
source. In order to fight this claim, the heterogeneity in lifestyles of interviewed residents in and
around Jakarta will be portrayed. This is particularly decided because the respondents in this
research showed that they engage in farming for various reasons, not only to make a living out of it;
some individuals told they mainly engage in farming because they see it as a hobby, while others
especially aim for achieving food security or as a side income source. This chapter is in that way
connected to the first sub-question of the research; the information provided here shows how both
individual and collective agency relate to particular farming practices and consequent outcomes,
with an important role for someone’s identity.
As was described in the introductory chapter of this research, the current macro-politics in
Indonesia show that there are people evicted by the government or real estate developers because
of urban redevelopment plans in their neighbourhoods of living, which leave no space for the native
residents of these areas. These people are often relocated to peripheral areas in the urban fringe or
even further, while their previous location of living is in a centrally located neighbourhood in Jakarta.
The compensation these people receive is most of the time negligible, since this compensation
comes in the form of plots of vacant land that these people are enabled to use these plots according
to their own interpretation, in this research for engaging in farming practices. The displacement that
happens in particular areas shows that people act and react differently on the circumstances in which
they live, with some people putting more priority on one thing while other people prefer to take care
of other things mainly.

4.1 - Introduction about categories
In this chapter, particular attention will be paid to the lives and perspectives of certain respondents
that were interviewed during the fieldwork. These specific respondents were chosen to represent
the entire research population because they match the characteristics that are needed to portray
differences and similarities in terms of farming practices, livelihoods and identity as precise as
possible – mainly because their opinions and perspectives in the interviews were the most clear and
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different from others’. The respondents highlighted in this chapter are picked in particular after
considering several dimensions and characteristics; first of all, a distinction can be made between
respondents who are associated with Ur-Farm and with other initiatives, either on individual or
collective basis. This automatically places the respondents to live and work in either a rural or urban
setting – since the Ur-Farm case studies are located in rural areas (Bogor and Cianjur), while the
other case studies are located in an urban setting. Another distinction made in the process of picking
these respondents is about the engagement in e-commerce; certain respondents described below
engage in this online selling platform, where others sell their products in real life or produce barely
enough to even sell and in that way keep the products for themselves. A third distinction is the role
that farming plays in the life of the respondents, as their main or additional income source. The final
key distinction made in terms of selecting a number of respondents to establish a variety among
perspectives and livelihoods in this chapter is whether these people cooperate with other farmers in
their area or not – in other words if their efforts take place on an individual or collective basis.
This thesis focuses on the interrelationship between farming on the one hand and
empowerment of individuals or collectives and related local developments on the other hand, with
an additional connection to application of ICT. To that end, the focus of fieldwork was on
respondents who represent this relationship to varying degrees, and this in turn leads to different
outcomes, with farming playing different roles in these people’s lives. While these characteristics
mentioned above are excluding each other, the following key dimensions are not and certainly
overlap. Especially this is the reason why it is relevant to portray the scale of the respondents’
farming efforts, their motives to start farming in the first place – along with their norms and values,
their identity, concerning this practice –, and the diversity in livelihood or income that these people
experience because of their engagement in farming. These three different but overlapping
dimensions are visualized in figure 4, in order to show the interrelation between the type and
intensity of farming activities and the noticeable changes in the lives of the respondents because of
their efforts.
It is argued that people’s efforts concerning farming activities are dependent on the state of mind
that these people have regarding the things they want to achieve or establish with these activities. In
other words, the size of farming activities, the diversity created in livelihoods because of these, and
the effects of these aspects on the identity of both urban and rural farmers are central in this chapter
– in this order as well. Through describing the logics behind the activities of the set of different
respondents, it will become clear how the lives of these people are affected by their farming efforts,
and why they do these things in this particular way. Motives to engage in farming in one way or
another are set out in this chapter, and they explain how the respondents in this research perceive
and experience both their opportunities and limitations concerning their current farming practices.
Through discussing the size of these people’s farming activities at first – in order to gain better
understanding of the scale these people operate on with their efforts, this dimension will be followed
by the potential achievement of livelihood diversification through these farming efforts. Some people
were seen to economically benefit from their practices – either as main or side income source, while
others claim to engage in farming for other reasons such as achieving food security or feeling the
need to get green fingers as a hobby. Related to this is the third relevant dimension, which concerns
people’s identity and is in that way not only farming-related as the general norms and values of
individuals could change because of their respective engagement in farming, either on urban or rural
basis.
This chapter is built up in such a way that the perspectives of these particular individuals are
brought to the front and can be compared to each other in the end. Relevant similarities and
differences can then be identified. This in turn, is paramount to a more complete comprehension of
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the next chapter, which will zoom in on the initiatives that these particular respondents are engaging
in. All respondents are perceived as farmers, meaning that the widest definition possible is being
used, with people cultivating only a tiny plot of land already being labelled as farmers. In that way, no
distinction in the definition of the concept farmer is made between people who engage in farming as
a full time job and people who only produce a few crops for own consumption.

Figure 4: Dimensions to follow in the process of choosing particular respondents in this chapter

In the Venn diagram above, all possible relations between these concepts are visualized with an eye
on the perspectives among different types of respondents interviewed. Through the overlap of these
three dimensions, the respondents’ motives to engage in farming in a particular way are laid out in
this chapter. With the aim to show the existing variation among the respondents’ livelihoods and
perspectives, seven farmers are picked based on varying scales of farming activities, with farming
playing different roles in these people’s livelihood, which are assumed to relate to varying norms and
values among the interview population – affecting their identity concerning farming, and potentially
concerning other areas as well, for example the environment.
In order to understand the arrows in the circles in the Venn diagram, the interconnection of
these dimensions will be described and furthermore what the positioning of a particular respondent
within this diagram actually means. The arrow in the upper circle ‘size of farming efforts’ stands for
the size of farming-related activities of respondents. The closer someone is positioned to the centre
of the diagram, the smaller the size of that person’s activities. On the other hand, it is believed that
this positively affects the other dimensions in this diagram, namely that person’s diversity of
livelihood or income sources and their identity concerning these practices as well. The
‘Diversification of livelihood’ circle shows how people engaging in farming practices have been
noticing a certain degree of diversity in their income sources or daily activities since they started
doing this, at least during the research period. People located closer to the centre of the diagram
enjoy more diversity in their life and in terms of income sources, and people positioned further away
experience this to a lesser extent. Respondents located in this dimension have been noticing more
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diversity than before they started farming, but this does not necessarily mean that this is an
irreversible process, as farming becomes integrated in someone’s lifestyle and might lead to an
increased focus on farming, meaning less time for other things.
During the fieldwork, it was remarkable that some people deliberately engage in farming because
they see it as a useful hobby, while others see the practice as a side or main income. This dimension
shows this variation in order to make clear that different people decide to give farming a different
place in their life, and that this relates to the scale of their efforts, and furthermore to their identity.
At last, based on the ‘Identity’ circle, someone who is positioned close to the centre of the diagram
has particular norms and values concerning their choice to engage in farming that are more heavily
influenced than someone who is classified lower on the ‘Identity’ scale. Their sense of nature may be
decisive in this, but a specific history with farming could as well be an important reason for someone
to engage in farming – as it represents a traditional way of living in rural areas. The ‘Identity’ circle
shows people’s individual perception concerning their farming efforts, but also concerning the
effects of these practices on their life.
Because of the existing ratio of farmers in rural (8) and urban (20) settings in this research, it was
decided to only focus on one respondent from a rural area in full detail; Bucek, who is associated to
Ur-Farm Cianjur. But of course, this will be supplemented by additional information from other
respondents in these Ur-Farm areas. The other six respondents highlighted in this chapter live, work
or do both in urban areas and, more specifically, in totally different parts of Jakarta; Cikini (Miki),
Kebon Jeruk (Dina), Tangerang (Richard), Rawajati (Pardi), Karet Tengsin (Anita) and Cipinang Besar
Selatan (Kirman). The other case studies of this research can be found in the form of Ur-Farm Bogor,
located in a rural setting, and Rawasari/Pramuka Raya, an urban area in Central Jakarta, which will be
discussed in more detail in the next chapter.
These particular respondents were chosen to highlight in this chapter because of their
diverging lifestyles, in order to gain better understanding about what these people try to achieve
with their farming activities and how this actually works out. The next chapter will consecutively
elaborate on the specific initiatives that the people in this research engage in, in different parts in
and around Jakarta, and the chapter after that will eventually connect its preceding two chapters in
order to understand the interrelationship between residents from both urban and rural areas in and
around Jakarta engaging in particular farming practices and the specific place where they do that –
and additionally what the impact of internet on this interrelationship is or could be. In this way can
be clarified what the direct motives for these people are to do these things the way they do them,
and to organize their life accordingly, with personal explanations and particular privileges or
limitations concerning these farmers’ practices in their current location. The fact that the
respondents in this research are living in both urban and rural areas may seem odd; this chapter tries
to ignore these specific locations and aims to portray the variety in lifestyles of these respondents
with the particular role and impact of farming in these people’s lives. In this way, the focus is mainly
put on connecting the main concepts of this research - empowerment, local development and
application of ICT – and to determine the role of farming in people’s lives disregarding their place of
living.

4.2 - CATEGORY 1
The first category of the Venn diagram in figure 4 is the one where all three dimensions overlap,
meaning that the respondents in this category not only meet the requirements for a certain scale in
their farming practices, but also experience some sort of diversification in their life or income
because of these farming-related acivities, and third of all obtained another state of mind – or
identity, in which their norms and values, engagement in farming or sense of nature are affected by
the other dimensions.
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Through discussing three individuals in this first category with totally different backgrounds and
perspectives at the particular moment of research, it will be shown how the overruling motives for
people to engage in the practices they currently engage in do not necessarily have to be similar, as
the figure might suggest. The point is, that these people have set different priorities to the way they
organize their life and the place for farming in this life, with corresponding outcomes.
The following three portraits show how these people engage in activities that could not be
more different from each other, but achieve the desired outcomes for them in the end – as they
experience their current life to be different from before – based on all three dimensions that are
shown in the Venn diagram.

Figure 5: Respondents Miki, Dina & Richard located in central overlap field of all three dimensions

4.2.1 - Miki
Size of farming efforts
The first person interviewed in Cikini, an inner-city area of Jakarta, was Miki, a 23 year-old male who
has been living in Cikini RW03 for his entire life. Miki’s main income is generated through working as
a motorcycle taxi driver for Uber, and since two years he has been engaging in urban farming; both
the hydroponic and organic way (see figures 6 and 7). His main motive to start farming in the first
place can be put as follows; two residents of Cikini RW03 started an urban farming organization late
2015 on the riverbank of the Ciliwung river in the area. Miki learned that this urban farm contributed
to healthier, but more particularly, cheaper food than when you visit the local market in search for
crops, and he consequently joined the organization to learn about food production and its different
methods.
For now, Miki said that the local urban farm only increases the production of crops for the people
around here, because they cannot produce massive amounts as the urban farm in Cikini RW03 only
covers 200 square metres of space. When asked about his opinion on urban farming concerning a
larger geographical scale, Miki answered that he considers it to be dependent on the location where
you live, but since it is new and fun to do, people will be more interested in farming practices. In this
way, Miki thinks urban farming is able to increase the crop production of people around the world
eventually, leading to more consumption in society as well, besides that the production goes up.
Additionally, Miki thinks that the demand for urban farming products will increase even more
because people want to adjust to a healthier lifestyle nowadays, but this does not automatically
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mean that everybody engages in food production themselves and therefore that production will be
growing accordingly to the increase in inhabitants in cities as Jakarta.

Figures 6 & 7: Organic and hydroponic crops cultivated on the riverbank of Cikini RW03

Diversification of livelihood
For Miki, urban farming contributed to an altered lifestyle in which he learned how to live more
healthy and create a buffer for himself in terms of food availability – in this case self-produced
organic and hydroponic crops. The knowledge he gained and consequently implements in order to
produce crops of the highest quality possible, brings about this diversification in Miki’s life - despite
the fact that in economic terms, there is not much improvement to be noticed yet; only when there
are surpluses every once in a while that can be sold. As the agricultural land on the riverbank itself
cannot be expanded much more, the production in this exact area will not grow significantly from
now on. But of course, other spaces in the community can be used for urban farming as well, to start
with Mr. Miki’s house.
When it comes to computer and smartphone possession, Miki mentioned that he only has a
smartphone that he uses for socializing and Googling knowledge about different farming methods.
Furthermore he needs this phone to pick up passengers that request a driver through Uber. Miki
mentioned he uses the internet to search for knowledge from everywhere around the world
concerning urban farming, tricks about how to implement it wisely, and if it does not work as
expected, then he tries another method. According to Miki, the internet made it that he currently has
higher chances to find work and getting into the urban farm at desired moments; the advantage of
being a motorcycle taxi driver for one of the smartphone-based platforms like Uber, creates the
opportunity to switch off your phone if you do not feel like working this particular moment. In this
way, Miki is able to separate his activities quite well through the use of internet, and he believes that
this certainly can be seen as an extra dimension compared to how he used to live. For Miki, the
diversification in his livelihood especially lies in the fact that because of the internet, he is able to
combine his job as an Uber driver with his recent hobby of farming as side income and additional
food source.
For Miki and other farmers in Cikini RW03, these changes in lifestyle bring about food security,
increased knowledge about food production, cost-saving on fresh crops and a slight income boost,
along with the fact that they eat healthier than before, as they know where their food comes from.
Miki furthermore claimed to pay more attention to the environment now, as he knows that crops of
the highest quality can only be achieved when you treat the environment right. The urban farming
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organization here contributes to an increasing number of people in the community to benefit from
own food production – in cooperation with each other, and become more conscious about the
benefits of living healthy, on space provided by the government.

Identity
Miki learned everything he currently knows about food production through the people associated
with the organization in Cikini RW03 and from the internet, not through government training or
something else. The government provided the space on the riverbanks and told the residents they
are allowed to utilize the space usefully; “of course it is different to farm in a place like this compared
to in a rural area on a larger plot, because there is way less space available in the middle of an innercity kampung like Cikini RW03, so when this initiative started, it came along with a lot of trial and
error” (p.c., 21-06-2017). Miki stated that it is solely about personal experience and external actors
that sometimes come to help or invest in the urban farm. If the people from within the community
find out that a certain method is not working, they try another method.
Because of the fact that many passers-by notice this urban farm, there is an increasing
number of visitors that comes to Cikini to learn about this concept, to help the local residents out, or
to buy certain crops. The local urban farming organization here, led by Agus Dian and Yani Sumarni –
two other respondents from the fieldwork in Cikini – provides farming equipment to the people here
so that they can help whenever they want.
Miki said that urban farming is “kind of the reason that I can enjoy my life more and be more stable
(financially and socially). I also have to say that there are more jobs that I could work in, because now
I know how to farm” (p.c.). Along with a better sense of how to take care of both the environment
and crops, Miki found a way to improve his life through creating more security with something he
turned out to like as well, and which he can trust whenever he needs a certain type of fruit or
vegetable or when he is low on money. Because an increase in urban farming production will mean
an increase in income for people like Miki, he is certainly interested in a growing external demand for
their products in the future.
Furthermore, Miki claimed that the urban farmers in Cikini RW03 are striving to maintain the
attractiveness of the urban farm on the riverbank of the Ciliwung, so that people from outside Cikini
will keep visiting the place and make it even more popular. They are also thinking of realizing a small
outside theatre around the corner of the urban farm on a second platform, where local people can
spread the word through displaying their products and show visitors how they live here, also through
documentaries about the urban farm. This makes it that more and more people are engaging in
urban farming; people will be more aware of what they eat because they have more knowledge
about food, which will lead to better products as well.

4.2.2 - Dina
Size of farming efforts
Dina Rahmawati is a 30 year-old female from Pulo Gadung, Jakarta. For Mrs. Dina goes that she has
been living in Jakarta since birth as well, but she spent seven years in Palembang for work and study
purposes. In Palembang, Dina decided to join Indonesia Berkebun (in 2012), and after coming back to
Jakarta, she decided to continue her efforts in Jakarta Berkebun and later on married a guy who is
also involved in this initiative, resulting in the fact that Dina became housewife as they got a son.
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Currently, there are roughly 40 frequent volunteers involved in Jakarta Berkebun, who come to take
care of the crops at least once every one or two weeks. The fact that she is now able to produce her
own crops makes Dina happy and raises awareness at the same time; “and because urban farming
becomes a lifestyle now, people will actually be happy to know about this” (p.c., 15-07-2017).
Furthermore, when people know where their food comes from, they feel better according to Dina;
“we can’t guarantee that what the markets sell to us is really organic or not. And if you want that,
then it’s better to grow it yourself”. With this in mind, the people involved in this community garden
engage in crop cultivation on a plot of land that totals 650 square metres. In Jakarta Berkebun, the
amount of agricultural land available is therefore already significantly bigger than in the urban farm
in Cikini, and consists solely of organic crops.
This specific place to engage in urban farming however is not permanent, as can be read in
more detail in the next chapter. The Indonesia Berkebun movement is more about spreading the
word among as many people as possible – moreover, it has branches all throughout Indonesia. In this
way, it happens that a local berkebun is forced to move to another vacant plot of land within the next
couple of years but is still able to manifest itself all over again without losing attention or impact – as
they spread their vision online mostly, thereby reaching people in every place possible. In this way
can the position of Dina in the ‘Size of farming efforts’ dimension of the diagram in figure 4 be
interpreted, since the farmland she is active in is significantly bigger than the one in Cikini, and gives
her – in cooperation with the other volunteers – the freedom to cultivate a bigger variety of crops in
larger amounts.

Figure 8: Respondent Dina (left)

Figure 9: Crop diversity in Jakarta Berkebun

Diversification of livelihood
For Mrs. Dina goes that she felt she had nothing as a housewife; no activities besides raising a kid at
home, but after she joined Indonesia Berkebun – at first in Palembang and later in Jakarta – she got
the chance to do what she likes on a bigger scale and seized the opportunity to speak in public for an
audience, on television or at seminars for students, citizens and for the government. Furthermore,
the cohesion experienced among the community members is another improvement in life; Dina said
that they see and treat each other as family in this community, and although some of them have very
‘urban’ jobs, they always come back to help the other farmers out and have a coffee together,
brewed by one of Jakarta Berkebun’s members – indicating Dina’s increased social network.
In terms of keeping up with modern technologies, Dina owns a smartphone and posts pictures of her
farming efforts on Jakarta Berkebun’s Instagram and Twitter as she is one of the administrators. She
does not earn much with her efforts in and for Jakarta Berkebun, but certainly experiences little
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economic improvement; before, only her husband had a job and now she earns additional income
that can be put on their household’s savings account or be reinvested in the community garden. Her
efforts in Jakarta Berkebun also benefit Dina’s mobility; because of an increased social network,
given the fact that she know people from several branches of Indonesia Berkebun throughout the
country, she visits other places in Indonesia more frequently because she knows people with the
same passion everywhere in the country now. Community members in one of these other branches
can show her around in the local berkebun – enlarging Dina’s possibilities to visit other places instead
of staying at home more frequently.
Concerning improvements in life due to urban farming, Dina said that she believes she is not
experiencing that much economic improvement now, as she does this work on voluntary basis. The
income she gains is through selling seeds and speaking in public on television or radio shows.
Though, she added that other people in Jakarta Berkebun experience more economic improvement.
For example Kurnia, another voluntary urban farmer, is able to make a living out of installing
verticulture (vertical horticulture) systems inside and outside people’s houses and for companies,
and furthermore through an aquaponics farming business with catfishes. This certainly is
diversification in life that impacts that person in multiple areas, as Kurnia grew into this sector
through his passion for nature and his consequential efforts in Jakarta Berkebun. For Dina, this is not
what she aims for at the moment, as she needs to take care of the household and cannot
commercialize her farming efforts because of that – only to a limited extent like right now. But the
fact that she has her hands full with urban farming, through spreading the word and showing her inhome garden to neighbours – in the following section more about this, but also through her public
appearances on talk shows, Dina certainly has been noticing changes in her life compared to how she
used to live. The second to last chapter will elaborate more on this switch from housewife to both
housewife and urban farmer, but this indicates how Mrs. Dina experiences a lifestyle at the moment
that is significantly different from before – more than Miki, as Dina had no job and is now able to put
her heart into urban farming for a large part of her time, and to share this knowledge with others
more intensively.

Identity
Regarding the impact of these efforts on Dina’s identity, it can be stated that her increase in
knowledge significantly benefits her perspective on urban farming and city life in Jakarta in general,
with an increasing number of opportunities that arise through it. In the interview, Dina mentioned
that after she joined the Indonesia Berkebun movement, she got to learn many things in different
fields that contributed to her altered mindset and increased happiness. Dina claimed to think this
goes for all people involved in Indonesia Berkebun throughout the country; “they also experience the
same, they also got more knowledge here, they got more friends (growing social network), more
activities, more entertainment … gardening makes you happy and it will make you healthy” (p.c.).
For Dina, this switch in lifestyle not only meant that she goes to Jakarta Berkebun whenever she feels
the urge to take care of the crops; it also led to the fact that Mrs. Dina asks people in her own living
area to join her. These people ask Dina if she wants to train them how to do that as well, because
they see it is both fun and useful because of the potential food security that people can achieve with
it. In this way can be stated that Dina not only spreads the word about urban greenspace and urban
farming through Jakarta Berkebun, both online and offline, but also in her own neighbourhood. In
this way, the community garden gains more attention, making it increase in size and funds, which
enables the members to convince an increasing number of people from outside what the benefits of
urban farming are for themselves and for the environment. This potentially leads to more
diversification in life for these people as well, with a different state of mind concerning urban
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farming, own food consumption and taking care of the environment among a greater public,
potentially affecting the identity of all people interested.
The increased knowledge that she experiences through her efforts in Jakarta Berkebun is also
decisive in Dina’s engagement in urban farming in this exact location; besides knowledge about
farming and public speaking, the other community members share experiences about raising kids.
One of the consequences of her increased knowledge about farming methods and organic products
is why Dina got more picky concerning the products she additionally buys on the market. She stated
that she is often scared away by the high prices of organic products in stores or on the local market,
but her solution to this is to ask the people where to get the seeds, which she buys later on and
plants herself – either at home or in Jakarta Berkebun. Dina mentioned that because of the relatively
high prices of chilli pepper, kale and celery on the market, all organically grown, she decided to
produce these crops herself in her house so that she always have these products available for own
consumption. The money that she and her husband save with this strategy can in that way be
invested in other things, and this is what she wants to make other people aware of as well.
According to Mrs. Dina, many of the people associated to Jakarta Berkebun engage in urban farming
because they are interested in producing their own crops, but also to clear their mind from work in
the city. This attitude is according to Mrs. Dina a very important aspect of making more people
conscious about these practices; “instead of going to the mall, which equals spending money and it’s
not healthy, it makes you stress … and then you get stressed because you spent too much money, so
it’s better for you to come to the garden, so you won’t spend money and get free seeds and then you
can plant it in your house which will help you save your budget on buying food” (p.c.). When taking a
look on Jakarta Berkebun’s Instagram page, you will see that the majority of their posts contains
messages with the same content as what Mrs. Dina mentioned above, which is done in order to
make their followers contemplate about this and in that way reach a
larger public.

4.2.3 - Richard
Size of farming efforts
The third and final portrait in this first category focusing on the overlap
of the three central dimensions, as visualized in the diagram above, is
Mr. Richard, a 27 year-old urban farmer who lives in Central Jakarta and
works in Tangerang. He was born in Jakarta, studied in the United
States, worked in a bank and consequently started working in his
parents’ company – Jiri Farm – in 2010. Before 2010, Richard used to
work for Citibank for a short while, but as soon as his parents opened
their business in 2009, Richard became interested and gave up his job
in order to join Jiri Farm.

Figure 10: Respondent Richard

At first, Richard’s parents started to plant chilli pepper because of high market prices, but when
Richard and his parents experienced this as a failure they already quit farming. Until the moment Mr.
Richard’s father was watching National Geographic and saw a documentary about hydroponic
farming. The family immediately decided to engage in that as well, and foresaw the fact this business
is highly profitable. That marked the start of Jiri Farm, a company that used to only sell
hydroponically grown vegetables to fresh crop wholesalers at first, but due to the high demand for
their products, Jiri Farm soon decided to go online and started selling basic supplies that are needed
for hydroponic farming as well – such as AB Mix fertilizer and Rockwool. Since the demand for these
products also skyrocketed from the start, Jiri Farm took it another step further and started to sell all
equipment, including for example hydroponic pipe systems and mist room tents for these systems,
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and that is what the company currently does. Jiri Farm sells its products online and is also part of an
organic food community that travels from shopping mall to shopping mall to exhibit their products
on special organic bazaars that are held – Jiri Farm roughly displays its products on 30 to 40 bazaars
each year.
In terms of farming methods, Jiri Farm solely engages in the hydroponic method; “In terms of
benefits, I think for example that we are not really dependent on weather because I mean when you
plant on soil you have to endure rains, or when the soil is too hot then the soil will dry out. And here
(with hydroponics), you do not use soil at all. You just use the Rockwool … I think it can grow faster
than when you practice the traditional way of farming and then obviously you can sell the product for
a premium price” (p.c., 02-07-2017). As mentioned above, Richard and his parents gained this
knowledge from National Geographic in the beginning, but now they gain additional knowledge from
the internet, especially from YouTube and Google. But according to Richard, if you go to the
bookstore there are lots of books about hydroponics, indicating readily available offline knowledge
as well.
The farmland that Jiri Farm cultivates is located in Curug Kulon in Tangerang and covers 2.5
hectares, therefore already totally different in scale than the previously mentioned respondents –
explaining why it is located in this exact position in the ‘Size of farming efforts’ dimension in figure 4.
This mainly has to do with the fact that Jiri Farm is a commercial business, and Mr. Richard is not
specifically a hobby farmer but an entrepreneur with an interest in hydroponic farming. Jiri Farm only
has 20 workers under contract – not many, given the size of the farmland – and these people take
care of everything from crop production to experimenting with the latest technologies in hydroponic
and aquaponic farming. A major difference with the activities that Mr. Miki and Mrs. Dina engage in,
is that Jiri Farm does not specifically develop its surroundings or community that it is located in –
more on this later on.

Figure 11: Hydroponically grown crops sold on a bazaar

Figure 12: Part of Jiri Farm’s farmland

Diversification of livelihood
Regarding the effects of engaging in urban farming on improvements in people’s livelihood or
empowerment of individuals or groups, Mr. Richard is not really comparable to the other
respondents as he already had a middle-income job in a bank before he started to engage in urban
farming. For Richard goes that he followed what his parents already initiated a year before he
decided to join, but still has been engaging in urban farming for 8 years already.
However, the concept of empowerment was still discussed in the interview, and Richard
started - because of the reason mentioned above - giving arguments how his work improves the
living conditions of workers on the farm in Tangerang; in terms of hydroponic farming, where you do
not need many workers, this initiative does not bring benefits to many people. Jiri Farm’s solution to
this is as follows; “basically you work with the local residents where they do for example the fish part,
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and you can supply for example the fingerling, or the fish fry, and I’m also supplying you with the fish
feed and so on, and then you can grow it big and then you sell it back to me” (p.c.). In that way,
Richard hopes to achieve collective development for the farmers involved, as they can all contribute
to something different.
According to Richard, implementation of aquaponics can bring extra benefits, making people less
dependent on availability of certain crops that these people otherwise have to buy. The fact that
many people think hydroponic farming is more expensive than traditional farming is no problem said
Richard, because you need less space to farm and furthermore you can come up with cheaper
alternatives like using plastic bottles as carriers for crops, while people can do this in their own house
as well. From there, someone can raise consciousness among friends, neighbours or family and in
that way contribute to a certain diversification in people’s lifestyle.

Identity
Regarding the effects of urban farming on Richard’s state of mind, the respondent told in the
interview that the people who work for Jiri Farm not only engage in aquaponics to an increasing
extent, the management is also talking about a deal with a Chinese company that specializes in the
solar panel industry, making it that Jiri Farm will be able to save a lot of money on energy through
the use of solar panels. Jiri Farm even has the intention to create package deals for customers,
including solar panels and hydroponic systems for a lower price - this is especially useful for people in
more rural areas, since the provided government electricity in areas further away from cities is often
of low quality, making the investment even more efficient. Richard described this development by
stating that they started as a company that made picture frames, moved on to be a hydroponic
vegetable company, and now gradually becomes a company with a focus on sustainability in general.
This not only leads to the enlargement of business opportunities of Jiri Farm in the future,
but also contributes to the fact that Richard and the other people associated with Jiri Farm
established a lifestyle over the years that is far more sustainable than before they started this
company – as they learned about hydroponics through National Geographic and developed it into
being a successful company with versatile aims.
Mr. Richard told that currently, most of the people on the household scale choose to engage in urban
farming because when you grow your own vegetables, you have the guarantee the crops you
produce will be healthy because you decide whether to use pesticides or not. That people want to
see where their food comes from is of course not only a local phenomenon; there are whole organic
communities where people try to spread the awareness and benefits about how to live healthy on a
worldwide scale, and according to Mr. Richard, this contributes to increased general consciousness
about health and environmental benefits of urban farming.
So besides contributing to food security, Richard claimed that many people choose to engage
in farming because of the guarantee of purely natural crops, at least if that is the aim. This is certainly
a benefit for people in major cities like Jakarta; because there is not much space available for
farming, hydroponic systems are the solution since they are limited in size, while urban residents are
enabled to be more self-sustaining through own food production; “I mean because in Indonesia you
have a lot of land and soil – so you can always engage in traditional farming. But due to urban
farming, people in the city are more conscious about health benefits and the fun that comes with
producing your own vegetables or fruits” (p.c.). This is what drives Mr. Richard at the moment, as he
is aiming to share everything he learns with other people as well, indicating an increased dedication
to promoting sustainable living – and therefore meaning an altered mindset.

4.2.4 - Summary of category
The three respondents highlighted in this first category can be described as people with backgrounds
that are completely different from each other, ranging from low-income motorcycle taxi driver, to
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educated housewife, to high-income entrepreneur in urban farming. At first sight, one would wonder
why these portraits are classified into the same category, until you take a closer look and see how
the three dimensions of the diagram in figure 4 overlap in such a way for these particular people,
that the outcome for all of them means significant improvement in (the perception on) life in terms
of livelihood and identity – as a consequence of their urban farming efforts.

Size of farming efforts
In terms of the difference in size between farmlands in this first category, it has to be mentioned at
first that the three respondents portrayed here cultivate plots that differ significantly in scale; 250
square metres, 650 square metres and 2.5 hectares respectively. Furthermore, the type of farming
varies and particularly depends on the priorities set by a particular individual.
From the three respondents visualized in this first category, one is seen to engage in farming as a side
income and for obtaining healthy food, while another person decided to farm because it brings
overall health benefits and a hobby, while the third person is involved in a business that completely
focuses on urban farming and the environment. This makes it that these people are far from similar
when it comes to the lifestyle they have, resulting in different outcomes of their farming practices.
Due to the fact that these people have been noticing changes in their livelihood organization and
identity, they are classified into the same overlap category, since they have corresponding benefits
compared to other farmers within and outside of this category.
Another frequently mentioned reason to engage in farming in the first place is to achieve happiness
besides opting for healthy food; it is a lifestyle that becomes ever-more popular in a major city like
Jakarta. Assimilating to this lifestyle would not only mean a new food source, it would also mean an
enlarging social network that consists of people with more or less the same interests.

Diversification of livelihood
For people in this category goes that these changes in lifestyle bring about food security, increased
knowledge about food production, cost-saving on fresh crops and a slight income boost, along with
the fact that they eat healthier than before as they know where their food comes from. Furthermore,
these people claimed to pay more attention to the environment now, as they know that crops of the
highest quality can only be achieved with the right care.
For another respondent in this category goes that farming provides her an opportunity to upgrade
her life from being a housewife at home in an urban area to being someone with a hobby that
provides her with food as well, besides doing a fun activity to have her hands onto something.
As soon as she started with her farming practices, Dina seized the opportunity to put her recent
passion into work and got to speak in public for an audience, for example on radio, television and on
seminars and conferences as well – talking about Indonesia Berkebun’s vision and efforts.

Identity
The knowledge that people in this category gained about farming over the years they engage in it is
taught by fellow community members and gained on the internet. The latter source of knowledge
came with a lot of trial and error in the neighbourhoods because at first, local residents did not know
anything about hydroponics for example – only some of them knew about farming in soil. This
knowledge is being passed on among community members of the urban farming organization in the
area, contributing to more successful implementation of farming practices. This in turn leads to an
increasing number of visitors in these areas, with people wanting to learn about farming themselves
or in order to buy fresh crops for a good price. In this way, an increasing number of people will be
more aware of what they eat because they have more knowledge about food production methods
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and their implementation, which will lead to better products as well.
This can furthermore be seen in the belief that farming is something to which people will
hold on in the future as well; it is argued to be dependent on someone’s location of living, but an
increasing number of people experiences the benefits of farming because of exposure from other
people or through internet. In this way, more and more people will become interested in the
concept, as it offers the opportunity to produce own crops for people worldwide, leading to both a
bigger production and consumption in society, with benefits that are accordingly to the type of
farming method(s) used.

Comparable portraits
For these particular portraits goes that there are similar individuals interviewed during the fieldwork,
namely Mrs. Sufi and Mr. Sigit. Sufi started to engage in farming on a small scale and built up a
business network over time where she currently produces pre-packed instant herbal drinks that she
sells to wholesalers, indicating she developed in terms of all three main dimensions in this first
chapter. Mr. Sigit on the other hand is an architect and one of the initiators of Indonesia Berkebun,
on which more is written in the next chapter. In terms of what he started in collaboration with the
other initiators, it can be said that this respondent has been contributing to and benefiting from
urban farming to the fullest, as Indonesia Berkebun has branches throughout Indonesia, already
matching the criteria to be classified in the ‘Size of farming efforts’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions – and
being classified in the ‘Diversification of livelihood’ dimension because urban farming is another
source of income for this person.
Other farmers who can be classified into this first category are Mr. Sali and Mr. Donny who
will be further described in a comparison made between rural farmers associated with Ur-Farm in
the following category, as the majority of the rural respondents in this research can be classified into
the next category. For Sali and Donny goes that they already experienced improved living conditions
in several ways; currently, Donny is a trainer of local farmers in Bogor and Sali works as an individual
farmer on someone else’s farmland in Bogor as well. Especially with the absence of a loan shark who
cuts their profit, but also because they have more freedom in selecting the type of crops to cultivate
and the techniques to handle, it can be concluded that the impact of converting to organic (and
hydroponic) farming is already bigger in the lives of Sali and Donny, leading to economic
improvement that is said to be reinvested in the farm, but also to better implementation of
techniques and increased knowledge about producing healthy crops of a high quality the most
efficient way, with better understanding of how to market their products themselves as well.

4.3 - CATEGORY 2
In the following category, the overlapping area of the ‘Size of farming efforts’ and ‘Identity’
dimensions of the Venn diagram in figure 4 is highlighted. The respondents classified in this category
meet the requirements of a specific size of their farming practices, while they at the same time
engage in a particular technique that differs from traditional farming, but also experience particular
change in state of mind concerning urban farming and potential impact on their norms and values in
general. The third dimension, ‘Diversification of livelihood’, is out of reach for these respondents
because these people have not noticed much change in financial aspect or way of living compared to
before. It is especially their state of mind and the size of their farming activities that changed or
improved significantly over time, at least according to the respondents.
Through discussing two individuals in this second category with a state of mind that is completely
different from each other, this section describes how their current activities are organized and how
they deal with it in life. And although these people are classified into the same category, their
lifestyle, priorities and motives to engage in farming in the first place are far from similar.
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Already one important distinction is made in the fact that the first respondent in this section,
Bucek, is associated with rural case study Ur-Farm Cianjur, while the other portrait lives in an urban
area – on which more attention will be paid in the following chapter. The following two portraits
show how Mr. Bucek (Ur-Farm Cianjur) and Mr. Pardi (Rawajati) engage in activities that could not be
more different from each other, but achieve particular outcomes through these in the end – in this
case especially regarding the scale of their farming efforts and the effects of that on their way of
thinking or priorities in general.
Another thing that has to be mentioned is that in the first portrait in this category, not only Mr.
Bucek will be highlighted, but other farmers from rural case studies as well – since Bucek is set as the
only main representative of Ur-Farm case studies in this chapter. At first, additional information that
came up in the focus group meeting in Cianjur will be provided, after which this situation and
perspective differs from the two people in Bogor – which are the two Ur-Farm case studies. In this
way can be seen what similarities and differences can be noticed in the lives of these people, while
Mr. Bucek can still be seen as main representative – comparing between the exact practices in UrFarm Bogor and Ur-Farm Cianjur will be done in the next chapter.

Figure 13: Respondents Bucek & Pardi located in overlap area of ‘Size of farming efforts’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions

4.3.1 - Bucek
Size of farming efforts
The first portrait in this second category is Mr. Bucek, a 35 year-old farmer who has been farming
since 1992, when he was only ten years old, and serves in this chapter as Ur-Farm representative. He
was born and raised in Cianjur and still lives there at the moment, mentioning that he has no
intention at all to leave this place. Bucek told that he switched from traditional to organic farming in
2013, meaning that he converted relatively recently.
Because a return trip to Cianjur takes a long time from Jakarta and hardly fits in a day, I chose
to conduct a focus group meeting with some of the farmers who are associated with both the local
farm and Ur-Farm, Bucek being one of them. The other farmers in the focus group are Riduan (24
years old), Uus (27 years old), Nasir (30 years old), Andi and Saiful (both 17 years old). For these
people goes that they converted from traditional to organic farming in a different year; Riduan
switched in 2013, while Uus and Nasir changed their farming technique in 2016. Furthermore, they
have been farming for a different number of years currently. Besides, Andi and Saiful are the only
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individuals in this group with a higher education, the other ones have been farming since they were
young.
During the focus group meeting, Ur-Farm’s Dea and me spoke with 6 of the 38 farmers that are
associated with Ur-Farm in this location. These people have been living in Cianjur for their entire life
and never engaged in other work than farming; further than that, they gradually changed their
farming technique from traditional to organic farming. The size of the farmland available for crop
cultivation amounts 5700 square metres, which is equally divided among the workers – 150 square
metres per individual. And even though these farmers divide their efforts over different plots of land,
theoretically everyone cultivates the same size of farmland of 150 square metres, which is why Mr.
Bucek is classified in this exact spot in the ‘Size of farming efforts’ dimension.

Figure 14: Cianjur farmers; Mr. Bucek on the right

Ur-Farm Bogor & Size of farming efforts
When taking a look at the size of farming efforts of the two respondents associated with Ur-Farm
Bogor – Sali (32 years old) and Donny (27 years old), it has to be mentioned at first that Mr. Sali
works as an individual contract farmer on someone else’s farmland and Mr. Donny works as a trainer
of other farmers on the farmland that belongs to the agricultural university of Bogor (IPB).
Mr. Sali from Bogor has been living in Bogor his entire life, and as soon as he finished his
agricultural study at Institut Pertanian Bogor (IPB), he started implementing his knowledge about
organic farming in the field by starting an organic collaboration with an agricultural partner in Bogor
per 7 September 2015 as contract farmer. Before that date Sali was a traditional farmer, besides
studying at IPB, but he said that he felt he had to improve in such a way that he would be able to cut
off the traditional supply chain with a major share of the profit going to a loan shark. In this way, Sali
decided to develop his knowledge about organic farming and started farming on the farmland of
5200 square metres where he lives close to. His main reason to engage in organic farming is because
the demand for organic products is really high at the moment, and he said to have learned that
organic farming is a perfectly natural way to produce and deliver high-quality goods compared to
traditional methods.
When talking about his motives to convert from traditional to organic farming, Sali told that
for organic farming, less space is needed than for traditional farming; he said that organic farming is
also the reason to go for in terms of cost-efficiency, since it only needs one person to cultivate 1000
square metres. Because of this reason, Sali only has four people under contract, of whom only two
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are taking care of the farmland, the other two persons handling the packaging and sending of the
products.

Figure 15: Respondent Sali

Figure 16: Respondent Donny

Diversification of livelihood
The change from traditional to organic farming led to several developments in the lives of the
farmers compared to before they started cultivating organic crops. For instance, Bucek mentioned
that he feels that this switch and cooperation with Ur-Farm really has been contributing to improved
knowledge compared to before. Not only did he learn a lot of knowledge about organic farming and
how to implement this wisely in this specific location, Mr. Bucek and someone else in the focus
group, Mr. Nasir, are currently developing a new natural fertilizer for vegetables. This experimenting
is something that the farmers like to do every year, to see if this increased knowledge enables them
to come up with more efficient fertilizers that positively impact the crops produced – and
additionally enable the farmers to save costs on fertilizer.
Due to their increased knowledge about food production, the farmers in Cianjur can basically
tell the difference between traditional and organic products now, and determine whether something
they would like to buy is of high quality or not. But as counterargument for them to buy organic
products on the market that they do not produce themselves, Bucek mentioned that the price of
organic products is too expensive for them to buy on the market; for instance, if you would purchase
organic broccoli from these farmers, then it will cost roughly 23.000 Indonesian rupiah, while 250
grams already cost 20.000 rupiah in the store or market, equal to a market price that is almost four
times higher than what the farmers get for their products – despite the fact that they already get a
fair price compared to before. And because of this, the farmers believe it is too expensive now to buy
complementary products of the same quality as the ones they produce, so they are still buying crops
from traditional farming mostly – only the best ones of course. Leftovers are furthermore distributed
among the employees, meaning that it depends on the size and time of the orders whether the
farmers are allowed to take crops for own consumption or not. Although the switch to organic
farming does not specifically led to major difference in income compared to before yet, the farmers’
livelihood improved because of improved knowledge about farming and how to produce crops of the
highest quality. This is what made it useful for these farmers to convert to organic farming over the
years, according to the people in the focus group at least.
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Figure 17: Some of the crops produced by Bucek and the others

Figure 18: Riduan weighing off the right amounts

Most of this knowledge about organic farming is coming from another company that these farmers
work with, which is located in Cianjur as well. But at this point, the Cianjur farmers say they mostly
sell to this company because of a binding contract, which indicates loan shark practices; “they don’t
really feel like it’s actually benefitting them per year … because this question is actually about
demand increases, and they don’t feel it because before these few years, they only sold to Mandiri
(the other company) because of a contract … for instance ‘I want this product, I can get that for this
price’ … it hasn’t changed in the last 5 years so that’s why they need more buyers because it’s actually
unfair since they get less money than they should” (p.c. 15-07-2017). However, for now the impact on
livelihood diversification stays limited, mainly because of the loan shark’s lasting influence to sell a
large share of the yield for low prices. This is the reason why Bucek and the other farmers in this area
do not notice significant diversity in livelihood yet, but of course this could change in the future.
According to Mr. Bucek, none of the farmers has a smartphone with internet – and no
intention to buy one because they are not interested in learning how to use it, explaining why these
people cannot search for extra knowledge online. The youngest two farmers in this meeting however
do have access to internet – on which more is written later on.

Ur-Farm Bogor & Diversification of livelihood
Compared to farmers associated with Ur-Farm Bogor, Sali and Donny, the people here in Cianjur
experience a lesser degree of economic improvement. This is due to various reasons – which will be
described in full in the second to last chapter; first and foremost because of the presence of a loan
shark, but also because of a more limited production than the farmland in Bogor. For example, Sali
and Donny said to strive for maximization of hydroponic, organic and mixed method production with
as few assets as possible, while Bucek and his fellow farmers in Cianjur told they cannot increase
their production much more because the farmland is located on a hillside, limiting their amount of
agricultural land. It has to be mentioned though, that Sali and Donny are actually not comparable to
the farmers in Cianjur in terms of benefits they experience, as Donny is a trainer of local farmers in
Bogor and Sali works as an individual farmer on someone else’s farmland, while Bucek and the others
work together on the same farmland, albeit the case that they divide this land into individual plots –
but when harvesting time comes, everyone helps on other plots as well. In this sense, the effects of
their farming efforts are better noticeable in the lives of Sali and Donny as they enjoy benefits that
match the increasing demand that the focus group farmers do not notice. In this way can be
concluded that the impact of converting to organic (and hydroponic) farming is already bigger in the
lives of Sali and Donny, especially because of the absence of a loan shark who cuts their profit, but
also because they have more freedom in selecting the type of crops to cultivate and the techniques
to handle, as their efforts are not in direct relation to the community in which they take place - in
contrast to the farmers in Cianjur, who equally divide surpluses and profit and therefore experience
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more or less the same kind of diversification in live, which is to a limited extent. Sali and Donny could
therefore be classified in the previous category, the central overlap area, but due to the fact there
are more respondents matching these criteria, they are only mentioned in this section in relation to
Mr. Bucek’s lifestyle.

Identity
In terms of mindset, Bucek and the other farmers in the focus group meeting told they experience
lots of benefits due to the increased knowledge they gained through Mandiri. An example can be
found in what was already mentioned in the previous section by Mr. Nasir, who said that they
experiment with new fertilizers since the conversion to organic farming; according to him, the
farmers in Cianjur conduct research based on their surroundings, and what is currently most
effective is a mix that consists of fermented rabbit pee, leftovers in the water in which rice has been
washed, several native plants (see figure 19) and chilli pepper - the latter ensuring protection from
insects and other animals. This mix has to ferment for roughly two weeks before it can be sprayed on
the crops. Another respondent, Mr. Uus, added they had to experiment with the right amounts of
these ingredients in particular for the longest period of time, but that they currently have the perfect
balance.
This experimenting is something these respondents only have been doing as long as they are
into organic farming, which is also why Bucek and his fellow farmers are ranked high on the identity
scale in the Venn diagram in figure 4. Furthermore, Mr. Bucek claimed to be more aware of health
benefits that organic crops bring about, besides preferring them in terms of their taste and how they
look. His ability to recognize and produce organic crops of a high quality contributed to an improved
sense of nature and how to take care of the environment – through using no pesticides and showing
turning passion into the products cultivated. His norms and values changed regarding farming
methods and how to implement these, but in general, the switch to organic farming meant an
innovation in the thing he already dedicates his life to, since he is a farmer since 1992, and not
specifically contributes to another perspective regarding other aspects in life.
Another thing mentioned in the focus group meeting is that the
farmers travel together more often than before, and they furthermore
organize and fund local events in the community, which is possible
because of increased savings due to a higher income. The farmers
therefore see this as a community project in which promotion of
sustainable and organic food production is an important way to
develop the village from this point, as organic crops generate more
money than crops that are produced the traditional way.
Figure 19: Native plants used in fertilizer

Ur-Farm Bogor & Identity
Sali’s passion for farming and gardening made it that he chose to engage in organic farming, because
there are no chemicals used – as he also likes to experiment with new fertilizers, see figure 20, and
furthermore he mentioned that in terms of economic reasons, the organic products he cultivates are
of Grade A quality for high-income consumers who can afford these more expensive vegetables,
meaning higher profit for him. The final and possibly most important motive for Sali to pursue this
organic way of farming is because he wants to help other farmers to improve their living conditions
and financial situation. In this way, Sali contributes to high quality food for higher-income residents
in and around Jakarta and helps himself and poorer farmers at the same time.
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Figure 20: Home-brewed natural fertilizer

Figure 21: Sali’s farmland in Bogor

Because of the fact that people are more caring about their health nowadays, aiming for a healthy
lifestyle, this automatically meant higher profits if the right market can be found. And because
people tend to be increasingly health-conscious, the background of the vegetables they buy becomes
ever-more important, causing a higher demand than ever before among those who can afford it. This
not only indicates an altered state of mind among both Sali’s and Donny’s reasons to engage in this
farming method, but also among the people who either care about their health or about the
environment, or among those who follow the hype because they heard organic products are better
because of a higher price. In any case, there is a change noticeable in the norms and values that Mr.
Sali and Mr. Donny pursue, because they not only see the financial side, but have their own motives
to specifically engage in these particular methods, which comes down to the fact they think it works
best for generating products of the highest quality, with corresponding consequences on how they
think about the effects of their farming efforts on both society and people nearby.

4.3.2 - Pardi
Size of farming efforts
The other respondent in this second category is Mr. Pardi, who is 73 years old and an Indonesian
army veteran. He originates from an unnamed place in Central Java but already lives in Rawajati since
1961 and has been living in this area since then, except for two years spent in Tangerang, one of
Jakarta’s New Towns. During the interview, Mr. Pardi told that as soon as he retired in 1995, he
started learning about environmental action; according to him, the environment and nature are
among the best assets of a country. Pardi started to engage in urban farming in 2007 after he went to
an international conference in the United States about benefits of own food production and
environmental action. When Mr. Pardi came back, he and a couple of other residents in Rawajati
RW03 joined an organization named PKK, that has the aim to initiate development through focusing
on family welfare and empowerment of women and poor residents. The aim in this neighbourhood is
to make it free from trash, recycle as much as possible, and to start caring about the environment
through focusing on urban green space and sustainable food production. The people associated with
the organization used to grow only plants to make the neighbourhood greener and look nicer, but
now they also engage in urban farming practices through cultivating a large variety of crops for
consumption, in the form of both hydroponic and traditional organic farming – and aquaponics for a
minor share as well.
The focus has kind of shifted to hydroponic farming, because hydroponic systems can be placed
literally everywhere, which can be seen from the stands in front of people’s houses (see figure 22).
And furthermore, there is a central greenhouse of 16 square metres which can be seen as the local
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urban farming headquarters (figure 23). Rawajati RW03 comprises a surface area of roughly 40.000
square metres, most of it being used for plantation in public space, either decorative or edible,
where everyone in the area can help to grow and harvest the plants for themselves and the other
residents in the community – and this is what he initiated in this location, hence Mr. Pardi’s high
ranking on the scale of the ‘Size of farming efforts’ dimension.
There are 57 residents of this RW involved in the activities of the PKK on a local basis, with
particular attention for urban farming, and there are another 21 residents who engage in urban
farming without being affiliated to the PKK. Furthermore, Mr. Pardi told that everybody in this
community seems to be dedicated to maintaining the plants and crops and keep the neighbourhood
free from trash and waste as well.

Figure 22: Personal hydroponic/aquaponic system

Figure 23: Central greenhouse in the neighbourhood

Diversification of livelihood
Regarding the concept of empowerment and livelihood improvement, Mr. Pardi told that the
production of organic crops in this neighbourhood already had quite some impact on the production
variety; for example, besides roughly fifteen frequently produced fruits and vegetables – such as
pineapple, cassava and ginger, they have palm trees as well for the extraction of palm oil and the
production of coconuts. But further than increased knowledge alone for the people associated to the
urban farming organization in Rawajati, Pardi claimed that the people in the neighbourhood in
general got more conscious about the environment and the well-being. They already came a long
way since Mr. Pardi started the farming organization in this neighbourhood, because it used to be a
badly maintained low-income neighbourhood with waste dumped everywhere, high risks of flooding,
and the absence of cohesion among the residents. This has changed over time according to Mr.
Pardi, and now the empowerment lies in the fact that the people in Rawajati RW03 feel responsible
to keep it like this. An example is given by Mr. Pardi; “when the residents see someone that litters
around, they talk to that person and say that he or she should pick it up because littering is bad for
the environment” (p.c., 09-07-2017). And although this is just a minor example, the community is
indeed perceived as very green without much waste on the street – on which more is written in the
next chapter.
In general, economic improvement is not the form of empowerment that all urban farmers in
Rawajati experience; only some of them succeed to gain a high income with farming alone. For Pardi
himself goes that he does not notice an improved economic situation or anything similar, as he is
already retired and only does it to have something to do and to be good for the environment,
explaining why he is not located in the ‘Diversification of livelihood’ dimension.
Through the reason mentioned above, food security is in that way almost guaranteed for the
residents involved in urban farming. Their knowledge has reached a certain point where they are
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able to provide themselves and others in the community with high quality crops – and since many of
them grow their crops in public space, other people are free to take care of these crops and take a
share of the harvest for own consumption as well.
In terms of the effects that urban farming has on individual and collective development, Mr. Pardi
stated that this community is already well-developed in the scope of the environment and the
developments that took place in the last 20 years. For the future he hopes that there will be a next
generation who can replace the current urban farmers and in that way continue to develop the
neighbourhood even more in order to establish a flourishing place. This is one of the reasons why he
instructed the most active members of the local organization to share their knowledge about organic
food production and urban green space, including all benefits that come with it, with as many people
as possible.
In short, further than increased knowledge, being able to engage in an atypical urban activity that
brings happiness, food and to a more limited extent income, and additionally a neighbourhood that is
better liveable, the diversification in life for Mr. Pardi and the other residents is limited – explaining
why Mr. Pardi is classified in this particular place in the diagram.

Identity
Regarding the effects of his urban farming efforts on Mr. Pardi’s state of mind can be said that he is
the person in this neighbourhood who started to put emphasis on the environment, a perspective
that spread among the residents in the neighbourhood over time, for which it won several awards
from Jakarta’s government. One of these things is concerning a local recycling initiative; the local
organization ensured that there are designated places to bring your garbage so that it can be
separated and recycled again. Through this process, organic waste will be recycled into fertilizer,
while plastic will be converted into either decorations that are sold next to the greenhouse in
Rawajati RW03, or will be used as cheaper alternative for hydroponic systems – where the crops can
be planted in horizontally placed plastic bottles. Because of this, Mr. Pardi thinks that the people in
this community certainly experience an increased consciousness about local products and their
benefits as well; something that started when Mr. Pardi came back from an international conference
about own food production and taught this to fellow residents. Through joining talk shows every now
and then to talk about the progress in their community, Mr. Pardi and the other community
members in Rawajati RW03 make other people even more consciousness about the benefits of an
initiative like this, enlarging the possibility that more people will see this initiative as an example.
This makes it that Mr. Pardi scores such a high ranking on the scale of the ‘Identity’ dimension, as he
is developing himself already for more than 20 years, and turned out to be able to start something
big, with ever-increasing attention among residents from both the neighbourhood itself and outside.

Figure 24: Hydroponic system (15m2) in
public space
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4.3.3 - Summary of category
The second category contained an overview of portraits that match the criteria for being classified
into the ‘Size of farming efforts’ and ‘Identity’ overlap area in the Venn diagram. The respondents in
this category are seen to originate from both rural and urban areas, which makes it interesting to see
why these people are exactly classified into the same category.

Size of farming efforts
The size of farming efforts that Mr. Pardi engages in is completely different compared to Mr. Bucek’s
in the countryside of Cianjur; where the latter engages in organic farming and is in the middle of a
conversion process to achieve the real organic certification, Mr. Pardi and other people in Rawajati
focus mainly on hydroponics, but also on organic farming, decorative greenery throughout the whole
neighbourhood and aquaponics to a limited extent. In this way can be mentioned that the knowledge
Mr. Pardi spread since he started urban farming has a bigger impact on other people in the
neighbourhood as well, where the farming efforts of Mr. Bucek stay limited to being main income
source – probably because the latter manifests himself in a rural context, where it is of course less
exceptional to engage in farming. Because of this reason, more different crops are cultivated by Mr.
Bucek and his fellow farmers, as they want to become self-sufficient in terms of crops as well, since
markets are further away from mountainous Cianjur.
Both respondents cultivate crops on a huge plot of land, however for Mr. Pardi goes that this land is
spread throughout the neighbourhood with intervention of streets and buildings while Mr. Bucek
and his co-workers operate on a plot of land that is not interrupted by objects like these. The latter
plot covers a surface of roughly 5700 square metres, while green kampung Rawajati totals an
amount of roughly 40.000 square metres.

Diversification of livelihood
When taking a look at the things in life that changed for Mr. Bucek and the other people associated
with Ur-Farm, it has to be mentioned at first that Sali and Donny (Ur-Farm Bogor) experience more
economic improvement and diversity in their livelihood than Bucek and the other farmers that
cooperate with Ur-Farm in Cianjur. Sali and Donny can therefore be classified in the central overlap
area of the Venn diagram – in the first category described in this chapter, and are therefore omitted
in this comparison.
Mr. Bucek and the other respondents in Cianjur experience not much economic
improvement, but in any case already more than Mr. Pardi – which can be explained by the fact it is
their full time job, while Mr. Pardi is retired and considers it a hobby and passion. Due to the
presence of a loan shark, the benefits of their farming efforts do not reach Bucek and the others in
full effect, which is the reason for not being classified in the ‘Diversification of livelihood’ dimension.
Furthermore, not much changed in the livelihood of the farmers in Cianjur because farming still is
their main activity on a daily basis.
On the other hand, Mr. Pardi thinks urban farming changed the way people treat each other in the
neighbourhood. But it does not bring much more diversity in the life of people like Mr. Pardi than
providing them with food in a green neighbourhood, explaining why Mr. Pardi is omitted from the
‘Diversification of livelihood’ dimension as well.

Identity
With an eye on the altered state of mind among the other portraits in this category, it has to be
mentioned at first that the identity among farmers in a rural area concerning farming practices is not
totally comparable to the state of mind of people in an urban setting. This has to do with the fact
that people in an urban setting are less likely to engage in farming in the first place, especially
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because of a lack of space in a crowded city as Jakarta and the fact that farming traditionally takes
place in a rural setting, which make the efforts of Mr. Pardi in Rawajati even more noteworthy.
However, the fact that Mr. Pardi originates from a rural area makes it that this knowledge is
transformative in character and adapts to the setting in which it is implemented – on which more is
written in the sixth chapter.
The mindset of Mr. Bucek and the other farmers in the focus group still changed compared to before
they started to focus on organic farming. As was described before, the farmers believe that working
with Ur-Farm could be good for them one way or another, but they have to improve their skills and
knowledge at first. Through obtaining an organic certification for all crops produced on the Cianjur
farmland, these farmers will be able to find a way to improve even more and sell to distributors with
fairer policies in the end, potentially contributing to more change in the way they look at things in
life. But for now, their perspective in general has not changed that much compared to Mr. Pardi’s,
who has become extremely dedicated to combat environmental change through urban greenery and
food sustainability, and has high expectations for future generations to continue these efforts.

Comparable portraits
This second overlap category covered the ‘Size of farming efforts’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions and
relates to more than only these two respondents; all Ur-Farm Cianjur farmers mentioned in the
section on Mr. Bucek can be shared among this overlap category as well because of the fact they
engage in exactly the same farming methods on the same plot of land.
Other respondents can be shared among this category as well, for example Mr. Arwoso from
Rawajati, Mr. Larmo from Cipinang Besar Selatan and Mr. Abdullah from Pramuka Raya. These
people cover a large plot of agricultural land with a certain type of farming method or methods, but
do not match the criteria to see farming as a diversification of their livelihood, they mostly engage in
this to achieve food security and sell to community members – without much profit.
Four other people who can be classified in this category as well, especially because they
initiated something in their neighbourhood like Mr. Pardi, are Mr. Bagiar Sugiana, Mr. Agus Dian,
Mrs. Yani Sumarni, and Mr. Endang (all from Cikini, however from two different neighbourhoods;
RW01 and RW03). For them, engaging in urban farming meant a way in life to establish food security
and improve their neighbourhood, their aim being to show this to everyone interested, through
engaging in both hydroponic and organic farming.

Figure 25: Plastic recycling point

Figure 26: Shelves with ornaments from recycled products
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4.4 - CATEGORY 3
The third category contains the Venn diagram’s overlap area of the ‘Identity’ and ‘Diversification of
livelihood’ dimensions. There is only one respondent chosen to highlight in this category, because of
the fact that the majority of the people interviewed during the fieldwork can be classified in an
overlap area that meets the requirements of a particular scale concerning their farming efforts. For
the respondent in this category, Mrs. Anita, this is not the case while she still manages to find a new
source of income – indicating diversity in livelihood, while at the same time experiencing a certain
change in lifestyle and perspective on things in life – affecting her identity. For Mrs. Anita goes that
the farming efforts she engages in with co-respondent Mrs. Wati are on such a small scale, that they
are by far not comparable to the efforts of other respondents in this research.
Through portraying Mrs. Anita in particular, with comparisons to her co-worker Mrs. Wati here and
there, this section describes how she organizes her activities and how she deals with it in life. In the
end of the chapter will be shown how Anita’s lifestyle, priorities and motives to engage in farming on
the scale she does, differ from other portraits in this chapter – indicating why Mrs. Anita is classified
in this exact spot in the diagram of figure 4.

Figure 27: Respondent Anita located in overlap area of ‘Diversification of livelihood’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions

4.4.1 - Anita
Size of farming efforts
Mrs. Anita was born in Karet Tengsin 42 years ago and never moved out of this area; in September
2015, the Jakarta government - in cooperation with real estate developer Intiland, implemented an
RPTRA in Karet Tengsin, which will be further discussed in the next chapter. An RPTRA can be seen as
public space that can be used for organizing events, safe space where children can play, and as space
for urban farming as well. Anita is one of the farmers associated to RPTRA Karet Tengsin, and she
directly started farming in September 2015. Before, Anita was a housewife without a job, and due to
this initiative, she is able to sell home-made cincau and supervise the events that are held in the
RPTRA, for which she receives income.
She gained the knowledge she currently knows from a trainer assigned to the RPTRA, who
teaches the people involved how to engage in urban farming for example, but also how to use
modern technologies such as smartphones and computers, not only to socialize but also to develop
from there on, through gaining and sharing knowledge on the internet. This trainer teaches these
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people about what they want to prioritize, and since urban farming is according to Anita only a minor
part of the RPTRA initiative in Karet Tengsin, hydroponic farming cannot be found in public anymore;
also because it has already been a while since the people involved learned how to engage in
hydroponic farming. This is the reason why the current area used for urban farming is only used for
traditional farming in soil. However, there are only a few people left in Karet Tengsin that engage in
urban farming and they only produce medicinal herbs such as cincau (grass jelly), djahe (red ginger),
teh Jawa (Javanese herbal tea), daun kelor (Moringa leafs) and some kind of medicine for healing
broken bones.
Because the neighbourhood is located in Central Jakarta there is a lot of pollution around, negatively
affecting the crops. In that way, purely organic crop production is hard to be achieved, indicating the
use of chemicals – although to a very limited extent, according to Mrs. Anita who claims the crops
actually are organic. Furthermore, she said there are a few people associated with the local RPTRA as
well who still engage in hydroponics, but they do this in their own backyard, not in the RPTRA. In
general, there are 15 people in Karet Tengsin who still take care of the crops in the urban farm, four
of them (of whom Anita and Wati are two) being more caretaking for the crops than the others. The
crops are cultivated on a plot of land that only totals 15 square metres – explaining why this size of
farming efforts are almost to be neglected compared to the others in this research, although these
efforts are still significant in the life of Mrs. Anita. The total area of land that the RPTRA covers is 100
square metres, of which another 15 square metres are kept free for more urban farming in the future
– but at first, people have to become aware of the benefits of urban farming.

Diversification of livelihood
Regarding improvement of living conditions obtained through the urban farming activities that the
respondent engages in, it has to be mentioned at first that Mrs. Anita upgraded her life from being
housewife alone to being a housewife with a useful activity that provides her with an extra hobby
and, more importantly, income. However, urban farming is not the only thing that contributes to this
change for Mrs. Anita. The fact that public safe space was built in the neighbourhood already made it
that people like Anita were able to use this space as platform to develop themselves through the
activities they are interested in; for example through music workshops, public speaking courses,
playing with or teaching the local kids in the playground, learning how to use modern technologies
with internet, and of course urban farming. Because of these opportunities, Anita and other people
in the neighbourhood have the chance to do something else than what they are used to in daily life;
in this way, they can communicate and cooperate with each other, specialize in the things they want
to become good at, and at the same time contribute to cohesion among the people involved – and
potentially among people in the neighbourhood who are not associated to the RPTRA as well.
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Anita said that the majority of the people who learned how to implement hydroponic farming
successfully kept this up for roughly a year, and then the hydroponic method disappeared in Karet
Tengsin’s public space. This moment, Anita and the other farmers only cultivate different kinds of
herbal medicine through traditional farming, which they give for free to residents who come to the
RPTRA whenever they feel they are in need of medicine. The only thing Mrs. Anita sells is cincau,
because this takes quite some time to make. In this way, Mrs. Anita thinks the RPTRA is more focused
on community development and bringing the people closer, with the opportunity to have a
welcoming place in public where they can develop, instead of being focused on generating money
through their efforts here. The money that Mrs. Anita makes is not only through selling cincau in
cooperation with Mrs. Wati, but also through the fact they get compensation for supervising the
events held in the RPTRA. Through the opportunity to work in the RPTRA, Anita and her co-workers
gain little income that they can use to buy new things or put it on a savings account. In this way, Mrs.
Anita has more time and money to spend visiting other places, both for leisure and work purposes,
explaining the fact she is classified in this overlap area of the Venn diagram in figure 4.

Figure 28: Urban farm/Herbal garden RPTRA Karet Tengsin

Identity
Concerning the altered state of mind of Mrs. Anita, it has to be mentioned at first that the
opportunities gained through the establishment of the RPTRA significantly contributed to change in
the way she thinks about certain things in life; Anita said that she experiences a mental evolution
through her efforts, not only regarding urban farming and nature, but also through utilizing this
public space for a large variety of meetings, exhibitions, and other activities that contribute to
increased knowledge. In this way, people in the neighbourhood feel free to come whenever they are
interested in joining a certain activity, which positively affects the cohesion noticed among the
residents, according to Mrs. Anita. This has to do with the fact that many people in this
neighbourhood notice that the activities in the area contribute to higher consciousness among fellow
residents, which makes it that they decide to visit the place as well. However, Mrs. Anita mentioned
in the interview that many people in the neighbourhood are afraid of failing, explaining they already
do not want to engage in urban farming in the first place, even though they see the benefits of it for
people like Mrs. Anita and Mrs. Wati.
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In general, the knowledge of the people who are involved in urban farming here has increased
according to Anita, because the healing function of the herbs definitely improved compared to when
they started planting these herbs in 2015. In this way, not only her knowledge increased, but Mrs.
Anita also developed her farming skills over time, mainly because she now knows what to do for
achieving crops of the highest quality possible.
This also made it that Anita and her colleague Wati experience benefits when they visit the
market to buy crops for themselves; because of what they learned through their farming efforts over
time, they are now better able to recognize good quality food and determine furthermore whether
the seller asks fair prices or not. And because of these benefits being noticed by other residents, an
increasing number of people feel attracted to the people with successful activities in the area, which
makes these recently interested residents feel as if they belong to this community as well, and not as
if they are outsiders – as they learn from the successful people and in that way grow closer together.
This latter phenomenon contributes to Mrs. Anita not willing to move out of the neighbourhood,
because she saw the place develop and its residents come closer to each other, and wants to be part
of this in the future as well – something that is further highlighted in the sixth chapter. And this is
why Mrs. Anita is positioned in this exact place along the ‘Identity’ scale in the Venn diagram,
because her priorities in life have changed since she is able to gain an income as well, with several
consequences for her perspective regarding organizing things in life, making long term plans,
travelling around and so on.

4.4.2 - Summary of category
Unlike the previous two categories, this third category only counts one respondent, being Mrs. Anita.
This woman certainly experiences improved living conditions since she started with her urban
farming efforts. As can be read in the sections above, these improved living conditions are not only to
be attributed to urban farming but are due to multiple factors – which will be highlighted further in
chapter 6.

Size of farming efforts
In terms of the scale of her farming efforts, urban farming certainly is not as important in life for Mrs.
Anita as in the previously mentioned cases, but it still improved Anita’s perception about different
things in life, mainly due to the fact she is now able to gain an income, albeit relatively low.
Mrs. Anita cultivates a plot of land that is only 15 square metres in size at the moment, but
this plot is ready to be expanded with another 15 square metres, in that way comprising 30 per cent
of the total surface of RPTRA Karet Tengsin. The farming practices in this location are characterized
by traditional farming in soil, while hydroponics gradually disappeared out of public and currently
only a few residents in Karet Tengsin engage in hydroponics in their own house at this particular
moment.
As was mentioned before, Mrs. Anita’s farming efforts are almost to be neglected compared to the
other respondents in this research, and that is why this category of respondents is omitted from the
‘Size of farming efforts’ dimension. Concerning the other dimensions, Mrs. Anita has been noticing
significant improvement since the moment she was no longer housewife alone – and exactly the
same goes for co-worker Mrs. Wati.

Diversification of livelihood
Because Anita used to only be a housewife without an income – her husband being the breadwinner
of the household, similar to previously mentioned cases of Dina, Sufi and Wati – she is currently able
to diversify her life compared to how it used to be. Anita not only cultivates crops in the tiny urban
farm in RPTRA Karet Tengsin, she furthermore supervises the events that are held in the RPTRA and
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visits other places more frequently – either for leisure or for work-related trips. And because of this,
this woman has more financial freedom to buy new things for herself or her family, or to put this
income on a savings account. In any case, there is more financial security for Mrs. Anita as she no
longer only depends on her husband’s income, giving her other options to spend this money on as
well.

Identity
Regarding the state of mind among the representative of this category, it became clear that Mrs.
Anita experiences lots of increased knowledge about not only urban farming, but also about
smartphones, computers, and how to use these devices in such a way that it is not only fun, but also
useful.
Furthermore, the cohesion that has been establishing in the community makes it that Mrs.
Anita has no intention to ever leave this neighbourhood in order to move to another place, even
when that place is better than here; she wants to contribute to development herself and in that way
get the most out of her life in order to achieve happiness. Urban farming certainly is not a big part of
this new lifestyle, but Mrs. Anita claimed she thinks it is one of the things that initiated this change in
lifestyle, and that the increased awareness about own food production and ability to recognize high
quality food give her benefits on a daily basis.

Comparable portraits
Respondents with a similar situation are Mrs. Wati and Mrs. Anni. As was mentioned earlier, Mrs.
Wati is one of Mrs. Anita’s co-workers and also saw her life improve because the opportunity that
arose with the arrival of an RPTRA in Karet Tengsin. Her living conditions improved as she also gained
an income where she used to only depend on her husband to make a living. And furthermore, Mrs.
Wati claimed to be more aware about the benefits of own food production and encourages many
people in her life to do the same; as she feels healthier and better updated about what happens in
the world since she is involved in this RPTRA.
Mrs. Anni from Rawajati on the other hand only engages in small-scale urban farming in her
backyard, solely for own consumption – explaining why she is omitted from the ‘Size of farming
efforts’ dimension as well. She has been engaging in urban farming because she learned from the
initiative started by Mr. Pardi to spread consciousness about the benefits a green neighbourhood
with own food production and a recycling system. In terms of livelihood diversification, Mrs. Anni
told she is able to save more money for other purposes at the moment because for certain foods she
is able to achieve food security for her family. This in turn relates to a state of mind in which this
woman started to care about reorganizing her available funds in such a way that she is able to spend
her money on other things than food she is able to produce herself as well. Related to this, this lady
claimed to care more for the environment since she started farming, because of the benefits she
experiences in green kampung Rawajati, explaining why the woman is classified in the ‘Diversification
of livelihood’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions.

4.5 - CATEGORY 4
The fourth and final category in this chapter concerns one portrait that in general falls short in terms
of tangible benefits due to urban farming, since this respondent does not earn money with his efforts
and furthermore does not do this on the same scale and with the same intensity compared to other
respondents who were previously portrayed. His farmland actually covers a large area of land, but in
terms of what Mr. Kirman produces, it does not yield accordingly to the size and is furthermore not
completely cultivated. In this way, Mr. Kirman is only classified in the ‘Identity’ dimension in the Venn
diagram, and not in the other two dimensions.
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For this category also goes that only one respondent was chosen to highlight here, because
the majority of the people interviewed during the fieldwork can be classified in a position in the
diagram that meets the requirements of a particular scale of their farming efforts, diversification of
livelihood, or both. For the respondent in this category, Mr. Kirman, this is not the case, while he still
experiences a certain change in lifestyle and perspective on things in life – indicating that the farming
efforts have impact on his identity.
Through portraying Mr. Kirman in particular, with comparisons to another urban farmer in the same
area – Mr. Larmo, this section describes how he organizes his activities and how he deals with it in
life. In the end of the chapter will be shown how Kirman’s lifestyle, priorities and motives to engage
in farming on the scale he does, differ from portraits that were previously shown – which explains
why Mr. Kirman is classified in this particular place in the diagram in figure 4.

Figure 29: Respondent Kirman located in ‘Identity’ dimension

4.5.1 - Kirman
Size of farming efforts
Mr. Kirman (67 years old) was born and raised in Kutoharjo in Central Java, and came to the city as
soon as he turned 18 years in 1969. He lived in several different areas in Jakarta, mostly because he
was forced to move out by real estate developers or the government. Currently, Mr. Kirman has been
living in Cipinang Besar Selatan for three years and has been farming here since the very moment he
arrived, although he already started farming in 1969 when he arrived in Jakarta. Mr. Kirman said that
he plants anything he fancies at the moment, but that the support he receives from the government
only entails the provision of land, making it that Mr. Kirman has to take care of everything with his
fellow urban farmers in the community – one of them being 61 year-old Mr. Larmo who originates
from Solo, Central Java. Currently, Mr. Kirman uses old leaves and rotten crops as fertilizer for
cultivating new crops, and the absence of any pesticide or chemical makes it that the crops produced
here are organic – although there is no organic certification obtained. Currently, Mr. Kirman is
retired, but when he was still working, he used to do construction work and every day before he left
for work, he checked the crops and took care of them.
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Concerning the size of the farmland that Mr. Kirman cultivates, he mentioned in the interview that
this area is huge while he does not know the exact amount of space it covers. This has to do with the
fact that the government provided this space for useful practices, but never mentioned any size of
the plot. According to Mr. Kirman, in every building block in Cipinang Besar Selatan Rusunawa
(lower-income housing), three people take care of the crops in their designated plot of agricultural
land. Kirman is the greatest contributor in block C, which is allegedly the most active urban farming
block together with block A. In total there are 5 blocks that are all the same in terms of housing, and
therein 15 people who engage in urban farming in this neighbourhood. The people in the other
blocks are not that good in taking care of the crops according to Mr. Kirman, so only block A and C
succeed – A specializes in spinach, while C does more varieties. Mr. Kirman plants kangkung (kale),
spinach, caisim (choy sum) and pakcaw (almost the same as kailan [Chinese kale] but white, used for
among others the cap cay dish), but according to him other people here grow other crops, anything
they like. However, not every crop will succeed in this environment; in one block the cassava is doing
great for example, while in another block something else is more popular.

Figures 30 & 31: Parts of Mr. Kirman’s farmland in Cipinang Besar Selatan

Mr. Larmo lives in block A and covers a huge farmland as well – of which he does not know the exact
size, but also with large parts of it still being uncultivated. Furthermore, Mr. Larmo owns a
greenhouse of 48 square metres (see figure 32) in which he mainly cultivates green spinach, but also
other crops such as lettuce, cucumber, kailan, longbean, kale and pakcoi. However, when walking
through the greenhouse, you can see that Mr. Larmo owns lots of equipment needed for hydroponic
farming, but that it does not function as it should yet; Mr. Larmo mentioned that the equipment is
not complete and fully working for now, and since he just started the greenhouse, he is improving
the system step by step. First of all, he still plants the crops in soil in the hydroponic carriers, but this
is something that has to proceed efficiently according to Mr. Larmo.
Another thing that Mr. Larmo liked to show is that he started with plastic bottles as crop
carriers (see figure 33) before he decided to build the greenhouse and cultivate crops in there. From
this can be seen that he already learned a lot since he became interested in compact urban farming
such as in plastic bottles and hydroponic pipes. In the interview, Mr. Larmo said that his intention for
the greenhouse is to recreate a particular type of mist room there, so that the crops can prosper
well.
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Figure 32: Mr. Larmo’s greenhouse

Figure 33: Plastic bottle crop cultivation

Diversification of livelihood
For Mr. Kirman in Cipinang Besar Selatan, urban farming especially provides him and the people in
the surroundings with cheap medicine; for example medicine that helps fighting cholesterol and
heart diseases. Mr. Kirman said he experiences improvements in the form of health benefits, own
food security, and a cleaner environment as well. In economic terms, Kirman mentioned that the
production and sales are certainly not contributing to higher income. Moreover, Kirman told in the
interview that there is “no profit … He said that when he was calculating one day, he calculated the
profit, and he noticed that each day it’s around 1.000 Rupiah of profit that he gains (That is €0.07!)”
(p.c., 10-07-2017). But since Kirman loves to engage in urban farming because of his passion for
nature, this is not a problem for him, also because he is retired and wants to enjoy life. He also gave
an example of newly arrived residents in Cipinang Besar Selatan who think of joining the urban
farming community; “and they ask how much is the salary, who will pay me in the future?” (p.c., 1007-2017). The only thing that Kirman can answer to this is say that this business is not profitable
here, according to him. And furthermore, he tells these people that they have to put passion in
producing the crops, and that the food that is successfully grown and harvested will be their profit –
“and this is good profit, because now they can eat organic food for a cheap price!” (p.c., 10-07-2017).
Mr. Kirman said that the urban farming initiative is not giving many improvements to the community;
he said that when the people started to engage in urban farming in this area three years ago, it made
a huge difference for many people with lots of them buying their vegetables from Mr. Kirman and
the other farmers, mainly because their crops are both cheap and healthy. But at this moment, many
of these people have either left the neighbourhood or found a higher-paid job, which made it that
they buy their crops from other urban farmers nowadays, or even buy more expensive crops at the
supermarket because they assume these crops are of higher quality. The only thing Kirman still sells
to these people is cassava medicine, because it is said to taste different than the one in the stores
and furthermore perceived as a better herbal medicine. In this way can be explained why Mr. Kirman
is left out of the ‘Diversification of livelihood’ dimension in the Venn diagram in figure 4, since he
only sells limited amounts of crops to a limited number of people, which does not guarantee a
profitable income or any other diversification in his livelihood.
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The other respondent in this neighbourhood with a similar size of farming efforts, Mr. Larmo
mentioned that the most important benefit for the urban farmers here is that they can get cheap
high quality products, meaning these people will benefit from healthy food that comes straight from
the land and in that way save budget for other purposes. Furthermore, there are no specific benefits
or opportunities to create a better life according to this respondent as well – in financial sense. Mr.
Larmo said the income they get from selling crops is barely enough for a meal for themselves and
their family, nothing more than that. But in terms of knowledge, the people here have been
benefiting a lot from their efforts over the years, since they now know better what is good for the
crops and for themselves.

Figure 34: Picture with respondents Mr. Kirman (centre) and Mr. Larmo (right)

Identity
Even though he does not notice much change in lifestyle, this section describes how Mr. Kirman
experiences an altered state of mind concerning crop production, the benefits of living healthy and
paying attention to the environment. In this way, this respondent is certainly able to improve
compared to how he used to live, albeit a mental process regarding benefits of own food production
and increased knowledge. Mr. Kirman said that everything he knows about (urban) farming does not
come from online searching or books but from tacit knowledge that is passed on from generation to
generation. And since he lives in Jakarta, this knowledge improved even more, also because of the
fact that Mr. Kirman lived in different parts of the city and in that way had to take different
circumstances into account when cultivating crops. In the interview, Mr. Kirman said that he enjoys
to teach people about these kind of topics, as it is his passion for many years already. In that way,
Kirman spreads the word to anyone who comes to visit his urban farm, from local customers to
government officials and company representatives, to international students and so on.
According to Mr. Kirman, difference between farmlands can be explained by how the farmer treats
the land; some people treat their land with their heart but others solely do it as their work according
to him. Mr. Kirman says that when you give love to your land, then people will be able to
communicate with their plants and in that way achieve crops of the highest quality possible. For him
goes that prioritizing the well-being of the plants is key in order to achieve the desired outcomes, but
understands that for other people who are more focussed on making a living out of crop production,
more is needed than only giving love to the crops – which is not applying to Mr. Kirman’s priorities
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with urban farming at all. He actually thinks that for people with a more financial priority concerning
their farming efforts, smartphones and computers are highly important nowadays to share
knowledge with each other and to enlarge your customer base as well, but due to his own future
plans he does not need a device with internet for himself; Mr. Kirman mentioned that when he needs
something from the internet, for example seeds, then he will ask other people in the area to search
that specific thing for him. Another example that Kirman gave is that he visits a hotel near his house
every now and then to ask the employees to tell him about the plants, how to treat them and where
to get the seeds. In this way, this is a direct source of knowledge for Kirman, and he claimed to not
need the internet because of this. Actually, Mr. Kirman claimed that the internet tells people good
things but shows no prove in real life, by which he means that he only sees it as promotion – which
will be further highlighted in chapter 6.
Therefore, living healthy for a cheap price while taking climate action in a neighbourhood that
focuses on future sustainability is the most important benefit Mr. Kirman – and Mr. Larmo as well –
has been experiencing with his farming efforts over the years, and this is why he is classified with a
high ranking along the scale of the ‘Identity’ dimension.

4.5.2 - Summary of category
The fourth and final category also counted one representative of the entire research population,
being Mr. Kirman. This has to do with the fact that the majority of the respondents in the fieldwork
can be classified into an overlap area of the Venn diagram in figure 4, while for Mr. Kirman goes that
he particularly has been experiencing an altered state of mind over the years with his passion for
farming – for which he is located in the ‘Identity’ dimension – but misses out on the characteristics
that classify someone in the ‘Diversification of livelihood’ and ‘Size of farming efforts’ dimensions.

Size of farming efforts
Through using no pesticides or chemicals during the process of cultivating crops and putting his heart
into it, Mr. Kirman not only produces healthy crops for himself and people in the neighbourhood
through organic farming, he also achieves food security – in terms of vegetables – for his family and
tries to mitigate climate change on the small scale that he operates on; the farmland Mr. Kirman
cultivates in Cipinang Besar Selatan roughly covers an estimated surface of 650 square metres and is
therefore the biggest contributor in the local rusunawa. The government provided roughly 5000
square metres to local residents for useful purposes and assigned the responsibility to Mr. Kirman, of
which almost 4500 square metres are cultivated by local residents. However, the produced are
barely sold outside of the neighbourhood, therefore explaining why Mr. Kirman is omitted from this
dimension in the Venn diagram – as he only produces for a limited amount of people.

Diversification of livelihood
Furthermore, Mr. Kirman does not experience improvements in financial sense; as can be read in the
sections above, the daily profit he makes only counts 1.000 Indonesian rupiah, equal to 7 eurocents.
Urban farming certainly has been contributing to change in the way Mr. Kirman looks at things in life,
especially because he claimed to be way more conscious about living healthy, saving money, and the
environment since he learned about urban farming.
But in terms of the scale of his farming efforts, Mr. Kirman’s priority lies in the fact that he
particularly loves to engage in the farming practice itself, and because he is already retired, he views
this as a full time hobby. In that way, the amount of crops he produces – also with an eye on selling,
and the absence of an organic certification certainly do not matter as much as they do for the
respondents classified in the ‘Size of farming efforts’ dimension. Mr. Kirman engages in farming out
of love for nature in order to yield healthy crops of the highest quality possible.
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Identity
When it comes to an altered state of mind, Mr. Kirman told to notice significant difference since he
started seeing advantages of own crop production without the use of chemicals, benefiting the taste
of the produced crops. The longer he has been engaging in farming over time, the more he knows
about what is good for a certain type of vegetable and what is good for another type, making him
wiser day by day. This increased knowledge is gained without the use of internet, or at least not by
using it himself; it was passed on from previous generations in his family at first and later on gained
through cooperating with fellow urban farmers in different parts of Jakarta.
In the interview, Mr. Kirman said that he enjoys to teach people about nature-related topics,
as it is his passion for many years already. In that way, Kirman spreads the word to anyone who
comes to visit his farmland, and tries to make them understand why everyone should put little effort
into caring for the environment in order to achieve desired outcomes jointly.
Living healthy for a cheap price in a neighbourhood that focuses on future sustainability is the most
important benefit for Mr. Kirman, since he prioritizes the well-being of plants and nature and society
in general. He understands however that for people who are more focussed on making a living out of
crop production, more is needed than only giving love to the crops, and they are the ones to whom
smartphones and computers are highly important nowadays to share knowledge with each other and
to enlarge your customer base as well.

Comparable portraits
Relatable individuals to Mr. Kirman are Mrs. Putri and Mrs. Shinta, who also live and engage in urban
farming in Cipinang Besar Selatan. These people especially engage in traditional organic farming, but
solely because they aim to live as healthy as possible – with minimal funds and equipment supplied
through CSR. They experience no economic benefits through their farming practices and do it on a
smaller scale than Mr. Kirman, but mentioned in the interviews that they do this to have their hands
on something that makes them happy and provides them with a hobby and food at the same time.

4.6 - Summary of chapter
This final section of the chapter provides a summary of the heterogeneity among the respondents
portrayed in this chapter, who in turn represent all respondents interviewed during the fieldwork.
The section will describe the most deviant patterns of motives to engage in farming in the first place,
after which the existing variety in scale of people’s farming efforts will be shown. After that, the
relevance of farming in terms of livelihood diversification will be summed up, which is followed by
the most notable examples of farming practices having impact on the identity of respondents in this
research.
Through visualization in a Venn diagram, particular respondents could be seen as classified
into the same categories; this is relative however, because in reality the scale and purpose of their
farming efforts may differ heavily from each other while the practices – in terms of livelihood
diversification and identity, lead to similar results. For the overlap areas in the diagram goes that
they are shown in the four different categories in this chapter. During the fieldwork, the respondents
were asked about subjects that relate to these three dimensions independently, and through
combining them in a diagram like this, the differences in combinations of factors regarding farming
activities among the respondents are concretized, so that the impact of their practices and outcomes
can be held against each other in more general sense. In this way, the farming efforts and outcomes
seen in the lives of the people chosen to represent the entire research population in this chapter lead
to more general statements about the existing heterogeneity among farmers in and around Jakarta.
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The chapter after this will provide a visualization of the areas of case study in this research; the exact
locations in which the respondents manifest themselves with their activities.

4.6.1 - Category 1 – Central overlap area
Regarding the size of farming-related activities in this first category with people classified in all three
main dimensions in the Venn diagram, the respondents portrayed in this section vary significantly.
People classified in this first category were seen to position farming in different ways into their lives,
varying from farming as a main income, side income to useful hobby. In that way can be seen that
people who are classified in this central overlap area, matching the characteristics of all dimensions,
do not necessarily do the same thing for the same reasons to achieve outcomes that are different
than before. People in this category seem to be achieving certain diversification in their livelihood
organization with their farming efforts on a particular scale and through certain farming methods,
that their identity or state of mind regarding farming, the environment or anything related is
influenced.
For people with these outcomes because of their particular way of positioning farming in their lives
goes that they have been experiencing economic benefits through these efforts as well, albeit to a
different extent; this depends on the priorities set in life by a particular person and is obviously to be
seen from the extent of economic benefits, but it all comes down to the fact that these people are
enabled to improve their living conditions compared to how they lived before.
The priorities set by these people concerning urban farming differ significantly from each
other, but their mindset regarding the environment and sustainable food production changed
drastically, which is why they are so dedicated to continue their farming practices and share their
knowledge with as many people as possible. This is not only to raise awareness among the general
public about benefits of own food production for themselves but also how these benefits help
society step by step, contributing to more greenspace in urban settings, positively affecting the
environment.

4.6.2 - Category 2 – Overlap ‘Size of farming efforts’ & ‘Identity’
People in this second category match the characteristics that classify someone in the overlap area of
the ‘Size of farming efforts’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions. This means that these people practice their
farming efforts with a certain intensity and on a particular scale, that their state of mind regaring
farming and the environment in general is influenced. Furthermore, they are omitted from the
‘Diversification of livelihood’ dimension because of the fact they do not notice that much change in
terms of livelihood organization compared to people in the previous category.
The representatives portrayed in this category were seen to be manifesting themselves in both urban
and rural settings, with lifestyles that could not differ more from each other, but their farming efforts
lead to similar outcomes in terms of their mindset regarding particular things – mainly because of the
scale and intensity of their practices through varying farming methods.
As mentioned before, people that match the characteristics for being classified in this category have
not been noticing much change in their livelihood organization. This means that farming already was
an important part of their lifestyle since their switch in method on the one hand, while it on the
other hand means that the economic benefits of their farming practices are marginal, or both. People
in this category could be seen varying from switching to organic farming in a rural context to turning
a formerly neighbourhood with waste dumped everywhere into a neat area filled with urban
greenspace. Fact is that farming turned out to play different roles in the lives of people in this
category, ad this led to difference in their daily activities and ways of gaining knowledge, but in the
end they are similar in terms of the outcomes – relative to people classified in the other categories in
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this research.
Furthermore, farming is a particular practice in the lives of the people in this category that
determines their perspective concerning the way to communicate and cooperate with fellow
residents of their neighbourhood in order to achieve outcomes due to collaborative development. In
this way, people in both urban and rural contexts are seen to develop themselves in terms of
knowledge through their farming efforts over time, with certain people sharing this knowledge on
the internet with people based in the other respective context.

4.6.3 - Category 3 – Overlap ‘Diversification of livelihood’ & ‘Identity’
The overlap category of the ‘Diversification of livelihood’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions was seen to cover
one representative from Jakarta to cover the entire category. This is decided because there are not
many people in this research who meet the criteria for being classified in the ‘Diversification of
livelihood’ and ‘Identity’ dimensions while not being placed into the ‘Size of farming efforts’
dimension. In chapter 6, this will be explained in full but for now can be said that this has to do with
the fact that farming certainly contributed to change in the people’s state of mind regarding
particular things in this category while they experience certain change in their livelihood organization
or sources of income as well, making these people experience more financial freedom than in the
past besides gaining more knowledge about various topics, about smartphones and computers as
well.
The fact that urban farming is no major part of the lifestyles of this category’s respondents
makes it that they are omitted from the ‘Size of farming efforts’ dimension. But due to urban
farming’s impact on the organization of livelihood and state of mind regarding various things, the
people in this category experience improvements in life compared to before, albeit to different
extents. For some, increased awareness about own food production might be the benefit of farming,
while for others the side income gained through farming might be decisive in keeping up this
lifestyle.

4.6.4 - Category 4 – ‘Identity’
The final category also covered one respondent as representative for people in the entire research
population, which has to do with the fact that the majority of respondents in the fieldwork can be
classified into an overlap area of the Venn diagram in figure 4, not applying to people in this
category.
For people in this category goes that they have been experiencing improvements concerning
knowledge about farming techniques and how to implement these in order to produce healthy crops.
Related to this is that the individuals here notice altering norms and values regarding the
environment and living healthy over time, contributing to increased consciousness of nature’s
relevance for society – and on a small scale for healthy crop production. These people’s aim is, to a
different extent however, to spread their knowledge with other people in order to raise awareness
about living healthy and mitigating climate change, for example through implementing urban
greenspace and food production systems in areas that used to be deteriorated back in the day.
Through their farming efforts, these people try to achieve future sustainability for their offspring as
well, so that they also will be able to learn about own food production and the environment in order
to meet their basic needs.
People with the particular characteristics placing them in this category are omitted from the
other two dimensions of the Venn diagram because their specific benefit concerns their state of
mind regarding different things, not necessarily their livelihood organization or scale and intensity of
the farming practices they engage in compared to how this used to be.
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4.6.5 - Category differences and similarities

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4

Role of farming in the
lives of respondents

Category 1

This final section of the first empirical chapter will be concluded with a comparison of the findings
brought up in the four categories of the Venn diagram portrayed in the beginning of this chapter.
These categories contain different numbers of respondents based on a set of characteristics that
describe their lifestyle and the place of farming in this, thereby representing the entire research
population. In this way, the heterogeneity among interviewed individuals is laid out in order to
understand how people assign different roles to farming with different motives and goals to achieve.
This ultimately leads to better understanding of the various benefits that people experience through
farming and how this relates to empowerment of certain people to achieve better livelihood
organization or access to local developments. This heterogeneity is divided over the four previously
described categories which is also visualized in table 4 below. The ○’s in this table show that a certain
individual is classified in a certain category and furthermore is shown what role in life that person
attributes to his or her farming practices. Red-coloured ○’s refer to the representative portraits that
were sketched in this chapter in the four respective categories.
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5 (17.9%)

Number of
respondents
(as percentage of
total number of
respondents)

Food source:
- Main food source
- Additional food source

Income source:
- Main income source
- Additional income source

Food and income source:
- Main food
& main income source
- Main food
& additional income source
- Additional food
& main income source
- Additional food
& additional income source

Table 4: Relevance of farming for individual respondents concerning food production and income generation

Furthermore, key arguments about the importance of farming for people in the different categories
can be drawn from the table and all information provided in this chapter. It is for example notable
that almost half of the research population views farming as its main source of income and as
additional food source, meaning that almost half of the total number of respondents makes a living
out of farming without having other work besides this, and at the same time takes parts of the
production home for own consumption.
Speaking about differences across the four categories, it can be mentioned that all respondents in
category 1 see farming as an income source, but to a different extent; while some of them were seen
to view farming as an income source alone, many people in the first category utilize it as an
additional food source as well, mainly in order to achieve food sustainability and with an eye on crop
production of the highest quality. Their intentions to raise awareness among other people as well
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makes it that they match the characteristics of the three main dimensions of the Venn diagram.
These people engage in farming on different scales and still with different roles in their livelihoods,
their efforts are mainly providing these people with income and increased knowledge, and some of
them with food as well.
The portraits in this first category can especially be found in areas where farming is more of a
collective activity such as in Cikini and Jakarta Berkebun, but also applies to people working for
companies Jiri Farm and Ur-Farm Bogor.
People in the second category on the other hand were particularly seen to consider farming as an
additional food source but, more importantly, as their main income generator – except for one
individual who engages in farming in order to produce own food and raise awareness about its
benefits among a greater public. This mainly has to do with the fact that the majority of this category
consists of people that engage in farming in a rural setting, explaining why they perceive it as their
main income source. There were some respondents from an urban setting shared under the same
category and with the same role of farming in life as these rural individuals, but for all of the people
in this category goes that farming does not contribute to much diversification in livelihood, mainly
because they have not been doing anything else than farming over time – and probably only changed
their farming method, making them benefit more from their efforts than in the past.
The majority of the respondents in this category manifests himself in a rural context, being in
Ur-Farm Cianjur. The urban farmers in this category are mainly located in areas where farming is not
specifically contributing to livelihood diversification but especially leads to increased knowledge and
higher quality products over time; in Rawajati, Cipinang Besar Selatan and Pramuka Raya. For people
in Rawajati goes that some of them are actually able to diversify their livelihood because of farming,
but this purely depends on their perception regarding the role of farming in their life and the
opportunities that might be seized, while this applies less to the other two locations – more on this in
the next chapter.
The third category is more diverse than the previous two; people classified in this category were seen
to put farming either on top of their list and see it as a main income source, while others look upon
farming as a life-saver in terms of food security and in that way saving money on buying crops on the
market, while other persons combine these two perspectives and repute farming as both an income
and food source. This chapter showed that people in this third category benefited from farming
because it offered them a chance to reorganize their livelihood and engage in it on the side besides
working somewhere else as well. Their farming efforts were seen to be smaller because of this as
well, and this most certainly has to do with the fact they do not have the time to put the same time
and effort into farming as people who make a living out of this.
The respondents in this category can be found in urban areas of Jakarta, being Karet Tengsin,
Rawajati and Cikini, and mainly because of their limited size of farming efforts, the positive influence
of livelihood diversification and an altered state of mind on these respondents is not to be attributed
to the size of their practices. The fact that these people are seen to be successful with their activities
to improve their own living conditions and knowledge about particular things is just partly due to
farming, and relates to more factors in life as well.
At last, the fourth category solely contains respondents who view farming as an additional food
source, both with and without perceiving it as income source as well. From the representative in this
final category can be said that the money this person makes is barely enough to improve the current
living conditions, targeting the fact that the income made through farming is not much for people in
this category. As was seen in the portraits provided in this chapter, people in this category mainly
engage in farming because they care for how their crops are produced, or how they can save money,
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or because they heard positive experiences from other people about farming benefits, and not
specifically because they can gain an income out of it. If this would be the case, some people would
seize this opportunity, while others maintain their farming efforts the current way on purpose; this
was seen to depend on someone’s priorities set in life.
The living locations of the people in this category are not necessarily related to the impact of
farming on their identity alone, except for the case of Cipinang Besar Selatan. In this neighbourhood,
the residents most frequently gain no other benefits from farming than food security for themselves
and increased knowledge about food production, the environment or other topics. For the people in
this category who live in Cikini and Rawajati goes that they set different goals for their farming
efforts, and more particularly engage in this because of their interest in food production itself or the
environment in general for example.
What these similarities and differences have in relation to the specific locations where these people’s
farming practices take place can be read in the next chapter, but the aforementioned statements
already indicate that in some neighbourhoods of case study more people engage in farming as a
source of income rather than only considering it as a healthy food source, or the other way around.
This can be explained by various factors but is mainly determined by someone’s current lifestyle and
the place for farming within this lifestyle, and obviously also by the fact whether that person has
much time to engage in farming and learning about food production or not. The latter reason is most
important in gaining better understanding of the fact that people’s farming efforts and consequent
outcomes are dependent on themselves and not specifically on the context where they implement
these practices, but that the context certainly could accelerate or slacken the impact of someone’s
farming efforts on their lives.
At first sight, one would think that rural and urban farming are two different worlds. After this first
empirical chapter with insights from the respondents in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur, it can be
mentioned that most of these portraits are aiming for the same thing; pure and natural food. The
people engaging in the initiatives that will be described in the following chapter, are engaging in
farming for varying reasons. However, they all have in common to improve their lives with it, either
in terms of gaining food security or in terms of economic improvement. Other frequently mentioned
motives to engage in farming are ‘to have an extra hobby besides doing daily urban activities’, ‘to feel
empowered because of an improved sense of identity, being someone in society’ or ‘to make people
conscious about the benefits that come with it’, which show that the people who are operating on a
certain size of farming notice improved living conditions compared to before. The mindset of these
people regarding the continuation of their farming practices and to improve these over time in order
to live more healthy and potentially gain a higher income, makes it that every respondent can be
classified in the ‘Identity’ dimension, with increased knowledge about other things than farming as
well. It seems that this is the most relevant aspect of farming for these people, as it concerns all of
the respondents in this research, but of course it is not the only relevant aspect – again, because
people position farming differently in their life.
The following chapter will continue with descriptions of the case studies in which the
respondents manifest themselves, but in this way can already be visualized how they are divided
over different places in and around Jakarta and what this means for the role of farming in their lives.
This is done in order to gain better insight in the way how these motives of people to engage in
farming, and the effects of that on their lives, can be explained by their place of living or working. In
order to provide insight in the way how the respondents are divided over the different cases, table 5
below is created – for a table providing more information about the respondents’ age, place of living,
number of years into farming, type of farming and migration status, see Appendix III.
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Respondents according to gender
Male

Female

A - Sali (Ur-Farm Bogor)
A - Donny (Ur-Farm Bogor)
B - Bucek (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
B - Riduan (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
B - Uus (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
B - Nasir (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
B - Andi (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
B - Saiful (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
C - Richard (Jiri Farm)
D - Arwoso (Rawajati)
D - Pardi (Rawajati)
E - Abdullah (Pramuka Raya)
F - Kirman (Cipinang Besar Selatan)
F - Larmo (Cipinang Besar Selatan)
G - Gibran (Jakarta Berkebun)
G - Sigit Kusumawijaya (Jakarta Berkebun/Indonesia Berkebun)
H - Miki (Cikini)
H - Bagiar Sugiana (Cikini)
H - Agus Dian (Yani’s husband; Cikini)
H - Endang (Cikini)

D - Anni (Rawajati)
D - Sufi (Rawajati)
F - Putri (Larmo’s wife; Cipinang Besar Selatan)
F - Shinta (Cipinang Besar Selatan)
G - Dina Rahmawati (Jakarta Berkebun)
H - Yani Sumarni (Agus’ wife; Cikini)
I - Anita (Karet Tengsin)
I - Wati (Karet Tengsin)
Respondents per case study:
A - Ur-Farm Bogor
B - Ur-Farm Cianjur
C - Jiri Farm
D - Rawajati
E - Pramuka Raya
F - Cipinang Besar Selatan
G - Jakarta Berkebun
H - Cikini
I - Karet Tengsin
Total

2
6
1
4
1
4
3
5
2
28

Table 5: Categorization of respondents according to gender and location of their farming activities

86

5 – Emerging practices in the rural-urban
continuum
“I know now that sometimes it’s better to implement urban farming the organic way because it gains
bigger yields and we can use already fertile soil from the river, but this technique is harder to
maintain than hydroponic farming, which is why we do both.” - Miki
What you see happening around you is that people in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur are making choices
about what to do for a living in the first place, and whether farming fits in this lifestyle or not.
Secondly, when someone decides to put time and effort into farming, it is seen in the previous
chapter that much depends on the particular technique that that person prefers to implement, to
what extent he or she is conscious about farming and its different methods – in other words, gained
knowledge about farming, and furthermore whether there is capital available for investing in farming
equipment or not. The citation above coming from Miki, whom I introduced in the previous chapter
as somebody interested in food production through different methods for own consumption and
potential sales, and that through adjusting to new innovations, points out how there is a dynamic
process happening in terms of the kinds of farming practices that are emerging in this rural-urban
continuum. This chapter in turn wants to focus on the heterogeneity, and the multiplicity of the kinds
of farming practices emerging in this entire field. Thereby, a distinction is made between areas that
contain initiatives in which people engage in traditional farming in soil, hydroponic farming,
aquaponic farming and a combination of these methods. These initiatives were set up in different
periods, but fact is that they all started just before or sometime after the new millennium, making
these initiatives being classified as new initiatives.
Miki for example, mentioned that he chooses for hydroponic farming when he is in need of a
successful harvest without many spoilt crops, while he chooses for traditional farming when he is low
on money – explaining why he prefers the cheaper alternative in that case. This interplay between
motives to implement a particular method makes it that Miki is blessed with the guarantee to get
food out of his farming efforts no matter what the circumstance is, and this makes it interesting for
people like Miki to continue learning about these methods and implementing them successfully. In
this way, the rationality for individuals to make particular choices about how to position farming in
their lives depends on the intentions that these people have with it; this makes it that the ruralurban dissection regarding farming is no longer applicable nowadays, because priorities and
intentions within people shift over time as they learn new things more easily with the presence of
internet. People in rural areas are not specifically bound to their place of living, and are furthermore
able to adjust to an urban lifestyle if that is what someone prefers, and this heavily relates to the
choices people make when it comes to farming as well – they want to engage in it or distance
themselves from it, and this goes the other way around as well.
The rationality and intentionality of people to engage in farming through a particular method is seen
to depend on people’s perspective concerning farming in the first place, whether they perceive it as
beneficial to their lifestyle or not, and furthermore on their location of living, since this determines if
there is space available for farming. When the latter does not apply, then farming on a bigger scale is
already ruled out, meaning that these farmers need to come up with creative solutions to deal with
the lack of space, for example by implementing different techniques on a small scale. Of course there
are many more reasons why people decide to practice farming the particular way they do and why
some people achieve more success than others through their efforts, but this does not necessarily
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mean that these people are less successful in life or experience decline because they had to adjust
their technique temporarily, for example because of limited funds or a lack of time at a certain
moment. The previous chapter showed that people define their own reasons and intensity of their
farming practices, and this chapter continues on that argument through showing that the
heterogeneity in people’s rationality and intentions to engage in farming makes it that the traditional
dissection between rural and urban is shifting and no longer bound to a specific location – in this case
the initiatives in which the respondents of the research manifest themselves.
Nowadays, this rationality is mainly dependent on someone’s situation, meaning that the traditional
division between rural and urban is currently fading and that people are facilitated in their choices as
they are able to learn about things in the ‘other’ context as well, on the one hand to learn and
implement it in their own house or neighbourhood, but on the other hand to move out of their
current neighbourhood in order to settle in the other context. In that way, this chapter will not focus
independently on people’s livelihood practices and the role of farming within these, as was showed
in the previous chapter, it also builds further on this through portraying locations where these
farming activities take place, in what kind of initiatives they are nested, and what of dynamics can be
found behind this. This in turn explains the title of this chapter, as an increasing number of people in
and outside of Jakarta start to engage in farming because of various reasons, and it turned out that
the practices happening in rural and urban contexts are converging, which is why the concept of
rural-urban continuum is used in the title. As people in urban areas implement initially rural
knowledge about farming and its particular techniques while people in rural places reorganize their
priorities or lifestyle due to knowledge derived from an urban context, these two initially different
worlds are converging. In that way, knowledge is being transferred back and forth, leading to hybrid
forms where the original knowledge or practice is adjusted to a specific situation, where the farmer
of course chooses a farming method of preference, and furthermore learns about any desired topic.
One of the things that influenced this converging process between rural and urban lifestyles is the
introduction of the internet, since people in both places are facilitated in gaining knowledge and in
connecting to people somewhere else – this will be further discussed in the next chapter.

5.1 Introduction
In this second empirical chapter, the places in which observations and interviews were conducted
will be named and highlighted. While the previous chapter especially described the motives for these
people to engage in farming in the first place, followed by descriptions what kind of impact these
activities have on their life, income and identity, this chapter more particularly describes the
locations in which the respondents manifest themselves with their farming efforts. In the majority of
the cases this happens in the respondents’ place of living, but in the cases of Jiri Farm and Jakarta
Berkebun this is different; the respondent live in different areas of Jakarta while working in
Tangerang and Kebon Jeruk respectively.
Through giving short descriptions about the background of the case studies, for example
about the average income level and the crowdedness on the roads to and from the specific place,
similarities and differences can be portrayed from the way the case studies were perceived during
the fieldwork and how they are built up. Some sections in this chapter contain personal experiences
of the respondents, but these will be further discussed in the next chapter. In every neighbourhood
of case study, a different number of farmers was interviewed, mainly because the majority of the
people in these areas have obtained a similar state of mind regarding farming over time, causing
earlier knowledge saturation in these areas. In that way it was chosen to interview people from more
than only a few neighbourhoods, which was the initial idea before the fieldwork started.
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As was described in the introductory chapter of this thesis, the areas of case study are located in
both rural and urban settings; this mostly has to do with the fact that Ur-Farm focuses on the
empowerment of farmers in rural areas by selling its products mainly in Jakarta, while at the same
time more and more urban residents see the benefits of farming for themselves or their community,
and potentially for the environment, leading them to engage in farming consequently.
As can be read in the previous chapter, farming is something that people do because of various
reasons and with different priorities. This chapter functions as an additional guideline to provide
insight in the exact locations that these people work in, so that it can be clarified how these people
engage in their activities, and in what kind of place this happens. In figure 35, an overview of the case
studies in this research is provided in order to show where exactly these people manifest their
farming efforts both inside and outside Jakarta, and furthermore if these locations provide
opportunities or limitations for local farmers.
This chapter discusses the background of Ur-Farm at first – the rural part of the research,
after which the case studies inside Jakarta, as urban context, are described. In the end of the chapter,
the most important insights are summed up so that a portrait can be painted about the way the
people in this research organize their life, with which motives behind it, and furthermore where a
certain part of their life exactly takes place.

Figure 35: Location of case studies in and around Jakarta (Google Maps, 2018)

The areas of case study will be highlighted and discussed in order to gain more insight in the way that
farming has an impact on local residents and how this is related to institutional processes of farming.
If you would ignore this chapter, then you have no visualization of how the areas of case study are
built up and what kind of things happen there in order to understand how farming impacts the
people involved, and more particularly how it influences their priorities in life. It is relevant to know
about these places, first of all to have an idea about how these people live, because in that way it is
easier to understand how the different initiatives are having a different impact on the people
themselves and in that way partly determine their opportunities in terms farming but also to make a
living out of it. Since the previous chapter showed how the priorities among respondents differ
heavily from each other, this chapter forms a bridge between their activities and the outcomes of
that, as it portrays the different geographical locations. There are government-led initiatives, but
there are also various initiatives that are organized as bottom-up approaches, most of them started
by the people themselves, even from individuals. And that is what this chapter aims to highlight; the
existing heterogeneity between the initiatives where the respondents in this research engage in their
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farming efforts.
Of all places inside or close to Jakarta, exactly these case studies were picked because of the
expected variation in things mentioned by the respondents regarding the impact of farming on their
life. There are nine case studies in total, of which two are located in a rural setting – and are
associated with Ur-Farm, while the other case studies are located in an urban setting and were
picked because of the premeditated idea that the role and success of farming for people in areas
across Jakarta would be different. Of course this does not encompass all possible types and scales of
farming initiatives, but for this research it is the most relevant choice – since there are already
several outliers pointed out while comparing representative respondents in the previous chapter.
Once again, this chapter serves the role to describe the areas in which these people perform their
activities in order to show heterogeneity between these places in terms of particular characteristics.
These are already mentioned in the previous chapter and are as follows; rural farmers associated
with Ur-Farm versus urban farmers in Jakarta, size of the farmlands, main income versus side income
or hobby, farming methods used, and individual versus collective initiatives. Internet access and ecommerce engagement do not apply to this chapter, since these are mainly individual of nature – but
this will be further covered in the following chapter.

5.2 - Ur-Farm & the rural setting
Jakarta-based startup Ur-Farm started as a social sustainable business that empowers local farmers
through online and offline fair trade marketing, and originated through the founder Ms. Dea Amira
creating a plan for a startup that raises attention for both small-scale farmers in Indonesia and the
relevance of combating climate change. In order to meet these needs and raise the attention to
accomplish a healthier environment and a fairer supply chain, Ms. Dea decided to start Ur-Farm with
two fellow students; Mr. Riduan and Ms. Priscilla. Through putting the focus on the United Nations’
Sustainable Development Goals, more publicity could be generated so that the impact of the startup
would already reach the desired audience in a short period of time – mainly in order to raise
incentives for implementing their vision.
Ur-Farm’s focus lies on supplying high quality, organic products that contribute to a healthy
lifestyle, with the middle-income population as its target market, as this group was – during the
moment of the company’s initiation – the biggest group of internet users in Indonesia. All of UrFarm’s products come from small-scale farmers and green businesses in Indonesia, particularly
focusing on West Java. Founder Dea Amira mentioned that the problem in Indonesia lies in the
farmer supply chain (figure 37); lots of stakeholders are involved in this chain, causing an increase of
200% on the product price from producer to consumer. And in the case of the farmers that Ur-Farm
cooperates with, these farmers used to only get 20% of the profit that the product is worth at the
end of the supply chain. Through educating the farmers – currently 60 farmers in West-Java divided
over Bogor and Cianjur, these farmers learn about organic food production and its benefits. Besides
organic crops being healthier than crops that were produced with the use of pesticides, the
economic aspect is promising; organic products seem to be worth four or five times more than the
crops that come from traditional farming. Ur-Farm wants to support the farmers in this way to
improved self-sustainability in terms of both food and income. In return, these farmers contribute to
both healthier products for people in the city as well and climate change mitigation, making it a winwin situation – not taking Ur-Farm’s profit into account as third ‘win’. According to Ms. Dea, the
number of farmers in Indonesia is decreasing over time, negatively influencing the agricultural
production of the country and related jobs. Through developing and supporting local farmers on a
small scale, Indonesia’s agricultural sector can be maintained and retained from the local scale, with
traditional farmers experiencing improvements in life and income.

90

Figure 36: Ur-Farm’s problem sketch and point of view from the farmers (Ur-Farm, 2017).

Furthermore, Ur-Farm says to contribute to multiple Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
set by the United Nations to be achieved by the year 2030. Ur-Farm aims to contribute a share to
SDGs #1 (No Poverty), #2 (Zero Hunger), #3 (Good Health & Well-being), #8 (Decent Work &
Economic Growth), #10 (Reduced Inequalities), #11 (Sustainable Cities & Communities) and #12
(Responsible Consumption and Production) (Ur-Farm’s Dea, p.c., Facebook message 18-03-2017).
Through eradicating existing loan shark schemes, the current supply chain can be fixed and in that
way lead to fair trade for the farmers who cooperate with Ur-Farm, the latter only taking 20%
commission of every sale – leaving the other 80% for the farmers. Ur-Farm also provides micro loans
and organic farming training to these farmers. In this way, the farmers’ income will increase because
they receive the bulk of the profit from the produced crops, and their knowledge about living
sustainable improves. With increased knowledge among the farmers, a base is provided from which
improved access to higher quality crops with a certified organic trademark can be offered to
consumers who order these fresh products online from Ur-Farm’s website or offline in one of the
many bazaars that Ur-Farm joins, and receive their products in biodegradable packaging.

Figure 37: Current supply chain (Ur-Farm, 2017)
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Currently, many rural farmers in Indonesia fall short in education, also in knowledge about
management, sales, technical expertise and assistance, and their position in the supply chain and in
society as well (Ur-Farm, 2017). Ur-Farm aims to provide an end-to-end solution by boosting the sales
of these farmers at first, and then gradually let them convert into organic farming – during the research
period, all farmers already gained more knowledge about food production and experimenting with
different techniques and combinations and consequently changed
their farming method into organic farming. The farmers in these
locations produce all kinds of fruit and vegetables, as can be seen
in the first two case studies described below; Ur-Farm also
cooperates with organic coffee farmers from Sumatra and Bali
(figure 6), but for fruits and vegetables it is not efficient to
cooperate with people faraway because of the perishable nature
of these crops. In one of the first conversations I had with Dea, she
mentioned that Ur-Farm is planning to collaborate with a ministry
or NGO to get their funding for the farmers’ conversion into
organic farming, or otherwise they pay the organic certification
trainer itself because it will pay off on the long term when the
farmers expand their farmland and improve the quality of their
products and production capacity (Dea Amira, p.c., 20-03-2017).
Through enlarging the impact on the farmers, Ur-Farm hopes to
support them in such a way that they will return the favour on the
long term by supplying only to Ur-Farm. Dea also mentioned that
in the end, Ur-Farm hopes to acquire its own farm and farmers,
among others for securing their supply. Because currently, the
people that Ur-Farm supports can sell their products to everyone,
however “we are offering them the best service and guarantee
more profit, that’s why they want to collaborate with us” (ibid.).
Figure 38: Ur-Farm promotion

For now, Ur-Farm is uncertain about acquiring own farmland due to limited budget; the company
does not have an external investor yet, and at first it wants to learn more about agribusiness –
particularly about the organic farming technique. Setting up an own farm that becomes successful
requires a lot of things to prepare, and that’s why it's better to collaborate with these farmers for
now. When they absorbed lots of knowledge, Ur-Farm’s makes sure to help these farmers first and
after that they want to create their own farmland. For now the best approach is just to give the
farmers training so they can improve their skills as well, and afterwards maybe start a collaboration
between Ur-Farm and them. Ms. Dea mentioned that through this approach, Ur-Farm considers itself
as their consultant. It increases the farmers’ knowledge, accommodate their needs and also help
them to get into the process of organic certification - from traditional land it takes three years to
convert the farmland to organic farmland, and then afterwards these farmers obtain a certification.
According to Dea, Ur-Farm encourages and helps them to fill their own needs and the society needs
as wel. (Dea Amira Salsabila, p.c., 21-03-2017). In this way, especially the people in the lower income
groups are gaining a lot of new knowledge about this business and most importantly about food
production. Special education is needed to raise this awareness, and this can probably only be
achieved when you concentrate the knowledge and give training to as many people as possible.
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Figure 39: Ur-Farm’s solution for the farmers’ problem

Figure 40: Ur-Farm coffee from Bali

Ur-Farm supports the farmers through using the concept of koperasi - an institution from which you
can borrow money or supplies; Ur-Farm wants to add value to the life and work of the people who
are involved through providing farming tools, act as a consultant, giving training, helping the farmers
to get an organic certification, marketing their products and so on in order to boost their
productivity, in other words providing an end to end solution. Ur-Farm provides monthly income
increases of 100% till 200% to the farmers, bringing about improved livelihoods which enable them
to do more personal savings or invest in their farm, and maintain their crops better than before as
well (Ur-Farm, 2017). In this way, agriculture can be seen as key for local human development among
farmers who are engaged in Ur-Farm’s activities.
In terms of KPI, Key Performance Indicators, for 2017 Ur-Farm aimed to acquire more
farmers, boost their sales and raise the bar from selling to individuals to businesses such as
restaurants, supermarkets and organic food stores in shopping malls, and introduce a new product;
the plantable notebook; technically, this is recycled paper in which seeds are placed. “So for instance,
you use our notebook product: after you finished with the book, don't throw it away, just put it on
your garden then it will grow, plus our seeds are organic. So far we have lettuce, green and red
spinach, chili and tomato notebooks” (ibid.; see figure 7). In that way, raising awareness about the
fun that comes with farming is easily done, because everybody has particular notes that lack the
importance to be kept – so that they can get recycled and come back as a crop instead of thrown
away like a regular page of notes.
The plantable notebook released in June 2017, and after the series of bazaars – 28 to be specific,
lasting from July to December, Ur-Farm introduced an own coffee brand with the aim to expand their
market, especially because of a less perishable nature of coffee than vegetables and fruits. The focus
from 2018 therefore lies more on coffee than in horticulture, enlarging their cooperative reach with
farmers nationwide with coffee farmers on other Indonesian islands as well.
Another plan for 2018 is that certain investors desire a smartphone-based application for UrFarm to increase their reach and consequent sales, providing among others an online farmers market
with horticulture, coffee, plantable notebooks and organic materials readily available, as well as diet
tips and organic food recipes and statistics of Ur-Farm’s farmers of the month.
From the very moment that Ur-Farm was founded, the company has been focusing on horticulture
(fruits and vegetables) alone. Mid-2017 however, Ur-Farm decided to expand their markets and
cooperate with coffee farmers on other islands in Indonesia as well, starting from 2018. Where UrFarm shifted a part of their focus to coffee farming at the start of this year, the farmers cooperating
with the company in Bogor and Cianjur are already provided the knowledge, training and micro-loans
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necessary for further implementation by themselves in order to become and remain self-sustaining.
In that way, it is believed that these farmers will increasingly benefit from their conversion to organic
farming over the years, with empowerment, contribution to local developments and improved living
conditions as consequences.
Through selling their products online, in bazaars in shopping malls and by attending seminars and
conferences about urban farming or sustainability, Ur-Farm tries to raise more consciousness about
this specific form of empowerment with an eye on the future, and tries to involve an increasing
number of people in it. In figure 8 can be seen what kind of topics were discussed in aforementioned
seminars.

Figure 41: Plantable notebook (green spinach) with Ur-Farm logo

Figure 42: Promotion flyer for seminar in @America,
with Ur-Farm’s Dea as one of the speakers

Regarding future plans, Ur-Farm is thinking about engaging in chicken farming as well; in a
conversation with Dea became clear that Ur-Farm got a suggestion from their mentor about this
company called Kartel, which specializes in multiple sectors, one of them being poultry farming.
Another effort for the future could be an intensifying collaboration with coffee farmers, especially
because coffee is by far not as perishable as the fruits and vegetables the Ur-Farm currently works
with. At first, Ur-Farm wants to increase their sales and increase in scale through the aforementioned
activities.

Figure 43: Ur-Farm’s Dea and Riduan plus Lennert

Figure 44: Certificate for joining Ur-Farm’s seminar in @America
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5.2.1 - Ur-Farm Bogor

Figure 45: Location of Ur-Farm Bogor in Cikarawang, Bogor (Google Maps, 2018)

The first place that I visited for conducting observations and interviews is Ur-Farm Bogor; since UrFarm can be seen as location of the research internship, the people they cooperate with – the
farmers they empower through their efforts – are automatically applying to my criteria for picking
respondents. The farm is located within the countryside of Bogor surrounded by vast green
landscapes and an area that consists of lower-middle income residents. On the day of the Ur-Farm
Bogor visit, I got a tour from two coordinators over the farmland (figure 46 & 47), through the
packaging house (figure 48) and the training centre. These coordinators, Sali and Donny, are also the
respondents to whom I spoke for conducting interviews; they live close to the farmland and are welloff with a middle income. However, in general, from the outlook of the houses can be said that the
people in this area are not wealthy at all, since many people here live in small traditional Indonesian
houses. Ur-Farm’s goal in this area is to meet the needs of the people who live here and attract them
to the farming industry, in return for organic and healthy vegetable supply with higher earnings. Due
to the cooperation with Ur-Farm, the people who are involved certainly notice improved earnings,
because loan sharks used to have big impact on the local farmers before this cooperation started,
accountable for huge income losses for the farmers. However, Ur-Farm Bogor can certainly not be
seen as a community project or anything similar; Ur-Farm is both a social and commercial business
that supports the people who are directly involved. Other people in the vicinity are only able to ride
the wave and improve their lives as well when they are related to the farmers working with Ur-Farm
or by joining this cooperation as well.
The area is not very easy to find and enter, because from and to the farm, there is only one steep
road, from which is said that it also damages products that are transported if the driver does not
drive carefully over the holes and bumps. Because of this road, there is not much traffic, only
destination traffic in the form of people who go to the farm and people who live in the surroundings.
This makes it that the air quality is much better than in Jakarta, positively affecting the crops
produced. Ur-Farm Bogor is roughly an hour driving from the southern part of Jakarta and therefore
close to the central city when products are ordered and consequently transported – also with an eye
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on the perishable nature of vegetables and fruits. This is a big advantage of cooperating with farmers
in this area, because it is close to the ever-more polluted city of Jakarta, in this way providing a
reliable climate for producing purely organic products.

Figure 46: Sali, Donny and Priscilla and Riduan of Ur-Farm

Figure 47: Part of the indoor farmland in Ur-Farm Bogor

Besides focusing on organic food, the people at Ur-Farm Bogor also engage in hydroponic
and mixed farming methods, the latter being a combination of organic and hydroponic farming. Dea
Amira from Ur-Farm explained that the farmers use the chemicals that are used in hydroponic
farming for the mixed methods; they still use the chemicals but they grow the crops organically.
Because this method is not purely organic (or natural) it is called a hydroponic technique - by putting
chemical nutrient water in organic soil, making it grow faster in full effect. This method of growing is
called mixed because of the natural way that plants are grown with added value of the hydroponic
nutrient water. She explained that this mixed form especially means avoiding the use of toxic
chemicals such as synthetic pesticides, fungicides and sterilization agents. People who grow their
crops like this choose to focus more on natural approaches while fully embracing hydroponic
methods. Normally these chemicals are synthetic and thus not natural, and do not apply to the high
standard of organic food that Ur-Farm pursues. They want to help the farmers and supply Jakarta’s
population with super-healthy foods, which is why the company opted for farmland an hour outside
of the city where the air is cleaner than in the city itself. In this way, the quality of the produced
crops is guaranteed and can be transported quickly to the customers – however, Ur-Farm and its
end-consumers are not the only ones who buy crops from this farmland.
This farm cannot be seen as a place where customers can come themselves and pick the crops they
desire; it is solely an on-demand service with lots of the customers being wholesalers, but also
individuals who order a fresh vegetable box or something else from Ur-Farm’s website. The types of
crops that are produced on this farm are kailan (Chinese kale), spinach (green & red), papaya, caisim,
ginseng, kale, paksoi, curly lettuce. The crops that lack the demanded quality are recycled as fertilizer
for the next harvest (figure 14), so that the products that are sold via Ur-Farm’s website always meet
the required quality – a detailed table of all crops produced in the case studies can be found in
Appendix II.

96

Figure 48: Fertilizer reservoirs

Figure 49: Packaging house

5.2.2 - Ur-Farm Cianjur

Figure 50: Location of Ur-Farm Cianjur within Ciputri, Cianjur (Google Maps, 2018)

Ur-Farm’s farming partner in Cianjur is located on the mountainside of the area, and the headquarter
is in a building that is called Saung Sarongge. In this building, there is room for the farmers to hang
out with each other or sleep – even though they live nearby in the village, and the management
works half of its working hours in this building as well. Other than that, there are rooms in the
building used as tourist accommodations that offer breath-taking views of the surroundings. This is
however not part of Ur-Farm, but belongs to the Green Initiative Foundation, which supports farmers
in Sarongge, Cianjur to improve their livelihoods through social programs that improve economic
prospects for local residents (Green Initiative Foundation, n.d.).
Cianjur is about 100 kilometres away from Jakarta, but because of the fact that there are only
two main roads from Jakarta to other parts of Java, there are immense traffic jams – we were stuck
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for almost 4 hours on the road to Cianjur. And furthermore, when you leave this main road to go into
the mountains and reach Ur-Farm Cianjur, you can only drive at walking pace, and without a terrain
car, you will not be even able to ascend to the top. In this way can be concluded that Ur-Farm Cianjur
is far from easy to reach.
The farmland where the crops are produced is cascading over the hillside, with a vast amount of
fertile land, roughly 6000 square metres (see figure 51 and 52). The air quality in the mountainous
area here is certainly improving the quality of the crops, pure freshness is literally noticeable in this
location, which is also a reason for Ur-Farm to cooperate with the people here, because high crop
quality can be guaranteed here. However, on the other hand it is mentioned that the long distance
from Jakarta to Cianjur disadvantages the crop quality, causing Ur-Farm to reconsider the strategic
benefits that this location has to offer. Ur-Farm’s Dea mentioned that the farmers here have no
cooling boxes available for transport, and because of the many bumps in the road to this place –
disregarding the traffic jams closer to Jakarta, it happens too often that the ordered products are
spoilt or damaged before they are delivered to the end consumer.

Figure 51: Farmland Cianjur

Although the farmers here work with Ur-Farm, they still sell the majority of their production to a loan
shark of whom it is hard to get rid of, because of a binding contract made in the past. The farmers in
this area notice increased earnings because of the fact that Ur-Farm offers higher and fairer prices,
but in the area, nobody even knows that Ur-Farm is an e-commerce company that sells products
through online contact to the consumers; they only notice the higher income they receive.
In this place, there are 38 workers who all have an equal share of farmland, roughly 150 square
metres. On this farmland, they produce avocado, broccoli, beet, corn, black kale, potato, cabbage,
radish, chicory, zucchini, cucumber and carrot and lots of different fruits, the latter mainly for own
consumption. The crops that are ordered through Ur-Farm’s website or regular clientele – which
often happens via WhatsApp, are weighted on a scale in the break area (figure 53) and consequently
packed in biodegradable paper. The electronic scale is a gift from Ur-Farm so that the people on this
farm can be more precise than before, because everything else in the area is still traditional. For
example, there is no internet connection around and none of the people here are seen with a mobile
phone.
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The cooperation with Ur-Farm significantly helps the farmers develop lives, and not only their own;
from the interviews became clear that the extra profit these people receive at the moment will be
put in the community or reinvested in the farm, improving the production and the quality of the
products. In this way, Ur-Farm Cianjur can be seen as a community development program, since not
only the involved people benefit from its developments.

Figure 52: Harvesting crops

Figure 53: Farmers’ break area

5.3 - Urban Farming as part of an upcoming lifestyle in Jakarta
In the other areas where this research has taken place, residents are engaging in several forms of
urban farming, both traditional and hydroponic farming – with even aquaponics seen in some case
studies. During the observations and interviews, it became clear that people in five out of these
seven areas in Jakarta and Tangerang are living in low-income areas where urban farming can be
seen – although to different extents – as a means to improve their livelihood and increase their
knowledge and income. Jiri Farm in Tangerang and Indonesia Berkebun are the exceptions to this
claim, however from these can still be said that they certainly improve the lives of the people who
are engaged. This chapter is an introduction to the aforementioned seven areas in Jakarta and
Tangerang, which will be highlighted below.
These case studies are seen to develop gradually into areas with a higher liveability, partly due to
urban farming practices – depending on the number of people involved and whether they have
opportunities to supply to more people or not. Except for Jiri Farm, all case studies are governmentor privately-funded initiatives in which land is made available by the government or by a real estate
developer, or where the areas experienced a revitalization process. During the fieldwork, it could be
noticed that in some areas, urban farming is purely done for own food security, while in other areas
people are also able to gain an income out of it or where a larger part of the community is involved in
the urban farm; from these areas could be seen that the impact of urban farming and the effects of
internet on the residents are bigger, helping them to improve their lives more. In the previous
chapter was discussed how farming influences the respondents individually, but in general can be
said that the priorities set by an area’s residents, the intensity of involvement as a group – along with
creativity – and the space available for urban farming determines the impact of the residents’ efforts
on the success of urban farming and its impact on their life.
The question however, is whether these people who started farming in derelict sites in innercity Jakarta are the same people who already used to engage in farming before – with farming as
main income supplier – or that they started more recently because these people can be seen as
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followers of the hype. This will become more clear in the following sections about the case studies at
first, after which the following chapter provides explanations of the value of specific initiatives for
people’s activities in life; because in that way, specific motives can be underlined and compared to
contrasting motives to engage in farming in the first place, with additional explanations for
individuals about possibilities in their neighbourhood in the upcoming future.
What could be immediately noticed when entering the case studies, is that many urban farmers who
are living in lower-income areas are replicating the more expensive hydroponic farming systems – for
example the ones that Jiri Farm sells, and that these people use horizontally placed plastic bottles as
grow boxes for the crops. This solution is partly because of the lack of income and the lack of space in
these communities to engage in traditional farming on a larger plot of land, and also because of the
fact that these people do this often as a side activity and still have another job or place they have to
be most of their time. The knowledge that is needed for these efforts is often gained through using
Google and YouTube, or - when there is no smartphone or computer used - through acquaintances or
training from people who live in areas where urban farming is already more enhanced and having a
significant impact on the community. But in many cases, it is fact that the residents are currently not
able to bring their farming practices to another level, meaning they are still limited by various
reasons with different impacts on the benefits of urban farming for someone, either an individual or
collective.
Below, the examined case studies are discussed in detail, after which a better picture can be painted
of the way that the chosen areas are built up and look like when walking through them.

5.3.1 - Cikini
Cikini Urban Village, or Kampung Cikini, is a kelurahan (urban community) in Menteng (figure 54), a
centrally located sub-district in Jakarta. It is an area that is built in the previous century according to
Dutch urban design with symmetrical streets and trees or other greenery on the side. Many streets in
the area still have a Dutch alternative name – although not shown on the actual signs. Another fact is
that Barack Obama lived in Menteng for a couple of years during childhood, and last year when he
visited Indonesia he brought a visit to his old preschool here as well. Menteng still serves an
important function in Jakarta’s economy because many popular attracts can be found in this subdistrict.
However, Cikini does not have this image (yet), and when walking around through the area –
the observations and interviews were conducted in RW01 and RW03 – one can definitely sense that
the people who live here are more oriented on what happens in the area itself and not really bother
about the increasing crowdedness in other parts of the city. It feels as if you are in a small village
outside of the city, instead of in one of the most crowded and economically important sub-districts of
Jakarta (see figure 55, 56 & 57). This is not only because of the absence of a real crowded traffic
situation, but also because the place is green and since the residents are helping each other out if
needed, they contribute to the community’s cohesion in this way – unlike the stereotype of residents
in enormous cities. It is not noticeable that people improve their life significantly, but they have
something that definitely supports them in terms of food consumption and cohesion-building in the
community.
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Figure 54: Cikini, including the RW’s where interviews were conducted (Google Maps, 2018)

In terms of income levels in Cikini, it can be stated that many people in RW03 are low-income
residents of Jakarta. Except for a few larger houses noticeable, the area consists of very narrow alleys
(alley = gang) that lead to one major road in the area; Jalan Cikini Raya. The low-rise houses in the
gang-gang are too small for the residents to be inside all day, so many people stay outside during the
day and hang out with each other or just stop by for small talk and then continue their day, making
the area feel good and friendly when walking through it - especially when you are a foreigner.
Furthermore, all the gang-gang are directly connected to one of the three main roads in Cikini,
making the place better accessible than it seems from the figures. The same goes for RW01, although
less people in this location are engaged in urban farming – also because of the absence of an urban
farm on a riverbank like in RW03, and therefore RW01 is less green in general with more low-income
housing.

Figure 55: Main street in Cikini RW03; Jalan Raden Saleh II (Google Street View, 2018)
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The urban farm in Cikini RW03 is roughly 250 square metres and covers the riverbank of the Ciliwung,
previously a river that most of the time flooded adjacent areas due to the fact that everybody threw
their waste in it, which made the water level rise. The government cleaned the river up and gave
training to people in the areas adjacent to the Ciliwung how to separate their trash and assigned
special garbage dumps to them, preventing them to pollute the river again. Because of this, the
water level stays low, making the riverbanks available for other purposes, in this case urban farming.
The urban farm here consists of crops that are produced through both traditional organic and
hydroponic farming, and produces the following vegetables and fruits: singkong (cassava), papaya,
kale, paksoi, kailan, spinach, ginseng, avocado, cucumber, lime.
In RW01, the farmers produce all sorts of crops, purely depending on their own desires. The people I
spoke to during the observations and interviews told that they produce coconuts, bananas, kailan,
avocado, durian, spinach (green and red), onion and chilli pepper, but it became clear that other
farmers in the RW produce other crops as well.

Figure 56: Urban farm on riverbank of Ciliwung, Cikini RW03

Figure 57: Urban farm, Cikini RW03
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5.3.2 - Urban Farm Jalan Pramuka

Figure 58: Location of Urban Farm Jalan Pramuka within Rawasari, Cempaka Putih (Google Maps, 2018)

Urban Farm Jalan Pramuka is located in kelurahan Rawasari, which is part of sub-district Cempaka
Putih, roughly one kilometre east of Cikini (Menteng) and therefore also part of Central Jakarta. The
exact location of the urban farm used to be wasteland, but due to the rise of a healthy lifestyle and
urban greenery around, real estate developers around Jalan Pramuka started giving their newly built
luxury apartments, hotels and shopping mall names that insinuate this sustainable lifestyle; Hotel
Green Pramuka City (as can be seen in figure 25), Green Pramuka City apartments (figure 27), Green
Pramuka Square, Taman Green Pramuka, and so on. The urban farm is
located on ground of the same real estate developers, but it is still
valuable on this former wasteland because of the fact that many
poorer people in the surroundings seem to buy their vegetables here –
because of the low price. In this way, the land owners meet the needs
of the original poorer residents, and do not only focus on establishing
an area solely for the wealthy. In this way, it mixes both poor and rich
in the same area with this new focus on sustainability and luxury, and
because of this, it aims to gain investment for this part of Cempaka
Putih since it promotes the sustainable and healthy lifestyle.
Figure 59: Prepared crops for selling on the market

From the observation conducted in the direct surroundings of Urban Farm Jalan Pramuka can be said
that it is a low-income area that is clearly aiming for attracting higher-income residents by promoting
themselves as a green and sustainable part of Jakarta. The urban farm is located in the most southeastern part of Rawasari, Cempaka Putih, and adjoins a very crowded intersection that is intensively
used to leave or enter Jakarta from areas further away from the city centre. To give an example of
the crowdedness; when driving to the urban farm, it took 30 minutes to get from Jalan Pramuka to
the urban farm located only a few metres further.
103

When entering the farmland, you can see an enormous plot of land used for urban farming
practices, roughly 15.000 square metres divided over 15 people, who can fill in their plot with the
products they desire to grow. The crops from this urban farm may be cheap, they are polluted as well
because of the neighbouring traffic that passes the urban farm all day long. In this way, the crops are
certainly not of a quality that matches the products from the previously mentioned case studies. The
farming method used here is traditional farming, and many pesticides are needed to prevent the
crops from rotting, damaging or contributing to crop failure. However, the farmers on this farm still
serve an important function as crop suppliers for lots of people; during the observation of an hour, 8
customers were seen buying several crops from the only farmer that was around at that time – the
others went to the market to sell their crops there (figure 26). From what could be seen, bayam
(spinach), kangkung (kale), selada (lettuce), kemangi (basil) and caisim (choy sum) are produced in
this urban farm, and some farmers also grow chilli peppers and ginseng.

Figure 60: Urban farm Jalan Pramuka, with Green Pramuka City Apartments in the background

5.3.3 - RPTRA Karet Tengsin
Karet Tengsin is a centrally located kelurahan in sub-district Tanah Abang, which is prone to real
estate developers who buy the residents out for low compensations and develop high rise
apartments, offices and shopping malls in the sub-district. Originally, Karet Tengsin and Tanah Abang
used to be low-income areas, but since this location is centrally placed within the city with an
increasing number of transnational corporations in the vicinity, major parts of the area are likely to
be owned by these real estate developers as well. The aforementioned reasons make it that Karet
Tengsin is a crowded kelurahan that continues to attract more and more investors who aim to
transform the area and buy out the original residents.
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Figure 61: Location of RPTRA Karet Tengsin within Karet Tengsin, Tanah Abang

The urban farm in Karet Tengsin can be found in the local RPTRA (figure 61); this initiative is called
Ruang Publik Terpadu Ramah Anak in full and literally means Child-friendly Integrated Public Space.
According to Seoul Solution (2016), the lack of public space is besides poverty, flooding, pollution,
traffic jams and crime another major problem that Jakarta has to deal with, and in 2013, the Jakarta
Capital City Government (JCCG) found that only 9.8% of the whole city of Jakarta actually was public
space, including conservation areas, while this was 77.8% in 1973. As a response to this, JCCG
published in early 2015 a new policy to deal with this lack of public space and started revitalizing
community parks into flourishing urban greenery (figure 62 & 63), which also serve the function of
community centre and evacuation area if a disaster would happen, besides enabling water retaining
in the soil (ibid.). Furthermore, an RPTRA underlines mixed usage instead of only one function of this
public space, and in that way it also serves the role of being a playground to support children’s
growth trajectory, water storage, social activity centre, family information and consultation centre
and economy activity centre (Seoul Solution, 2016). For the latter goes that women are empowered
to be more than the housewives they currently are, and because of that, they are enabled to manage
small-scale shops from the RPTRA. In The Jakarta Post (2017) is added that the previous governor of
Jakarta, Djarot Saiful Hidayat, claimed in July to inaugurate another 106 RPTRA’s in the city before his
term as governor ended. 100 of these RPTRA’s are funded by the city government, while the other six
are privately funded by private companies through their CSR programs.
RPTRA Karet Tengsin is located on the edge of the kelurahan and close to a main road, making it
quite easy to find when you enter Karet Tengsin. When we entered the place by car to conduct the
observation, we were requested to park the car in front of the rusunawa along Jalan Karet Pasar Baru
Barat I, close to the river (see figure 61). From here it is roughly 150 metres walking to the RPTRA,
and the area through which you have to walk to access the RPTRA is radiating a calm atmosphere
that does not give an impression that you are in a place where the residents are stressing over the
fact that private investors could buy the whole area overnight and develop their own plans here. And
besides the high-rise buildings in the background, it does not give the feeling to be in a crowded city;
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everything is calm in the neighbourhood (RW05) and feels as if you are in a suburb, not in one of the
most central parts of Jakarta.

Figure 62: Poster of how the RPTRA transformed this location in Karet Tengsin into useful urban greenspace

The people engaged in the local RPTRA seem to be closely related to each other, signifying there’s
cohesion among them. In general, Karet Tengsin does not radiate a high level of cohesion, instead it
seems that people form small groups and only focus on that group. Since more and more people are
noticing the benefits of RPTRA, they are joining the movement and contribute to community growth
or just visit the place every now and then, and in that way people within Karet Tengsin will get to know
each other better, and they will help each other out more easily – signifying the relevance of RPTRA.
Currently, the urban farm in RPTRA Karet Tengsin only covers 15 square metres (figure 31),
however it is clear that there is room for more. When talking to the people who were around during
the observation, it was confirmed that this empty space is kept empty because they want to make
people interested and conscious about the possibilities on empty ground, so it can be expected that
there is more urban farming in the near future. At this moment, the majority of the crops produced
are herbal medicines, among others cincau (grass jelly), djahe (red ginger), teh Jawa (Javanese herbal
tea), daun kelor (Moringa leaves), and some kind of ‘medicine for broken bones’. Many people from
Karet Tengsin come here for medicine whenever someone in their family is ill, which makes it a logical
step to upgrade the urban farming with more people seeing the benefits of it. The urban farm in RPTRA
Karet Tengsin now counts 15 members, who all learned how to engage in hydroponic farming when
the RPTRA opened in 2015, but most of them forgot about it and currently only engage in traditional
farming.
There were no customers around during the observation, but there were quite some people
preparing an angklung workshop, a traditional Indonesian music instrument, that was planned to be
held in the community centre the next day. Furthermore, there were about 30 kids playing in the
playground, so from this can be concluded that the RPTRA certainly is an effective way to support
children’s development and prevent them from playing in places that are less safe. These activities
show that the RPTRA here is perceived as vibrant and useful, and that it gives local residents an area
in their own community to be themselves and develop in their own way.
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Figure 63: Playground and greenery in RPTRA Karet Tengsin

5.3.4 - Cipinang Besar Selatan

Figure 64: Location of urban farm in Cipinang Besar Selatan, Jatinegara (Google Maps, 2018)

The sixth case study is located in Cipinang Besar Selatan RW05 (figure 32), a kelurahan that is located
in sub-district Jatinegara, part of East Jakarta. It is further away from the central city than the
previous case studies and this can be noticed from the fact that Jakarta’s evicted people live here – a
major part of the residents in this kelurahan are evicted from their previous place of living and got
‘compensated’ by the government through getting a small low-cost apartment in a peripheral
location like Cipinang Besar Selatan (Pratiwi, 2015). An example of these evicted people are former
residents of Bidara Cina, located in East Jakarta as well, where they lived alongside the Ciliwung river.
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As mentioned before, the river had been cleaned up, and in Bidara Cina, a spillway for excess water
was created, making these people move out of their homes (ibid.). The way they were compensated,
by getting a low-cost apartment, or rusun, in a faraway location, “in large tower blocks, in
apartments that couldn’t have been more different from the neighbourhood they’d known for
decades” (Michael & Aziz, 2016). The living costs are higher here because they have electricity and
clean water now, so they notice improved living conditions, but many of these people are not able to
pay the rent or the bills for these amenities, so they have to move to areas even further away. And if
they could pay all these things, they still cannot live in these rusun forever, because the contract
states that there is a maximum period of 20 years, and then they probably have to move again (ibid.).
This makes it that people do not feel at home in monotonous building blocks like these (figure 33),
and this can be seen from the fact that many rusun in Cipinang Besar Selatan are empty again that
furthermore lack maintenance. Compared to this 2014 image from Google Streetview, the area is still
better occupied than back then (figure 34), and furthermore it is easy to access from the main roads
in Cipinang Besar Selatan.

Figure 65: Cipinang Besar Selatan Rusunawa Block E

“Recently the city administration has started to share the idea [of urban farming] with
rusunawa residents, most of them marginalized citizens who have been evicted by the administration
from their houses [near the Ciliwung riverbanks]” (Budiari, 2016). This made it that cohesion certainly
has improved in the rusunawa, with something they can jointly develop – or compete against each
other. All people seem to know one another during the moments of observation and interviews, and
seem to make something out of their life and hold on to urban farming for the moment and then
move to a better location when that is possible. According to Budiari (2016), the management of the
local rusunawa stated that most of the evicted residents from riverbanks did not actually have an
agriculture mindset before, because they lived in an urban setting since they were born. The
management in this way hoped that the residents here would learn about urban farming as it could
provide extra income and even become their livelihood if they do it right. In this article from Budiari
(2016) is claimed that there are 41 members of the farmers organization in Cipinang Besar Selatan,
but when interviewing some of the members, it turned out that there are still 15 left, divided over
the five blocks of rusun.
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These members either focus on traditional organic farming or hydroponic farming, the latter
being totally new to the residents. Joyce Jendrawati, resident and former head of the farmers
organization, claimed that some of the members already had basic knowledge about farming
because of their rural background, but hydroponic farming is something totally different (Budiari,
2016). Joyce also mentioned that she hoped hydroponics can be applied in other places as well when
she one day leaves the rusunawa, and take her experience with her (ibid.). During the trip to
Cipinang Besar Selatan, I asked for Joyce, but she already left the rusunawa for a better place of
living.

Figure 66: Cipinang Besar Selatan Rusunawa Block E in 2014 (Google Streetview)

The residents learned about urban farming through assistance from the Jakarta Housing and
Government Building Agency, Bank Indonesia and agricultural magazine Trubus. Through Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR), supplies are given to the residents. This makes it that large parts of the
provided land is used to produce crops, enabling the residents to achieve food security. Budiari
(2016) claims that these institutions taught the residents about different crop and soil types and how
to plant and harvest these crops. During the observation, it was noticed that the following crops are
produced: kangkung (kale), spinach, caisim (choy sum), pakcaw (almost the same as kailan (Chinese
kale) but white, used for i.e. the cap cay dish), kacang panjang (longbeans) and cucumber. During the
observation, there were some customers who came walking, meaning they do not live far away.
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5.3.5 - Rawajati

Figure 67: Location of RW03 within Rawajati, Pancoran (Google Maps, 2018)

This case study was chosen because of recommendations from various people whom I had spoken to
concerning this research; Green Kampung Rawajati is located in kelurahan Rawajati RW03 (figure 35),
part of sub-district Pancoran. This sub-district belongs to South Jakarta and is an award-winning
neighbourhood because of its revitalization over the past decades; it used to be a squatter kampung
with no cohesion to be found, but transformed into flourishing urban greenspace all over the
neighbourhood because of the local farmers organization and recycling system, making the majority
of the residents contribute. Rawajati is about 12 kilometres south of Central Jakarta and also adjoins
the Ciliwung river, like Cikini, and this area got the same training about waste management from the
government because of the river’s clean-up.
Currently, the estimated wealth in Rawajati RW03 varies from low income to upper-middle income
residents, while it used to be a very poor area. In this way, it seems as if Rawajati is developing
gradually, and the question is to what extent this has to do with training about urban farming and
waste management. The area was quite easily accessible during the moments of observation and
interviews here; however, the main roads in this kelurahan are very crowded because of the many
commuters to Central Jakarta, meaning there is a high chance of getting stuck in a traffic jam. The
traffic jams can last rather long in this area; we were stuck in traffic for 45 minutes during the first
visit to Rawajati.
When entering RW03, all you see is plants, fruits and vegetables grown in public, both
traditional and hydroponic (figures 68 & 69). Since this is public space, everyone in the area can
contribute to gardening or farming through maintaining the plants. This is ought to improve the
cohesion in the community, but this is – from what can be seen – not really the case. Since the
income levels vary from low to upper-middle, the latter group of residents seem to be more inside
their houses and fence off their front yard, in turn leading to more individuality in this part of the
RW. In the gang-gang, people are outside and are having conversations with everyone, playing
instruments or dancing with a small group, which gives more of a community feeling. And due to the
farmers organization, PKK, major efforts were put into the revitalization of Rawajati, teaching local
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residents the importance of urban greenery and how this improves a healthy life instead of living in a
neighbourhood with garbage dumps everywhere. The aforementioned recycling system was
implemented successfully as well, and now literally in the whole neighbourhood there is no trash to
be found on the street. This can be named a community effort since the majority of the residents
seems to be dedicated to maintaining the plants and crops and keeping the neighbourhood tidy.

Figure 68: Public hydroponic farm and decorative plants

Figure 69: Plants in pots grown in public

In RW03, there is a small hydroponic system in front of every house, comprising roughly five
square metres (figure 38). Furthermore there is a hydroponic and aquaponics system of 16 square
metres in the greenhouse in the middle of the neighbourhood, with the recycling office there as well,
where they make toys and decoration out of recycled waste – can be seen in figures 25 and 26.
In the RW itself there is not much traffic, also because of dead-end streets, and in that way the crops
and plants are certainly not spoiling because of pollution. The following products are produced in
Rawajati RW03: aloe vera, banana, pineapple, pitaya, paceh (similar to durian), djahe (red ginger),
jamu (herbal medicine), tempe, basil, rosemary, ginger, grapes, singkong (cassava). These products
are produced in public or in the greenhouse; individual families may of course produce different
crops, anything they desire to cultivate themselves.

Figure 70:
Hydroponic/Aquaponic system
in greenhouse
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5.3.6 - Jakarta Berkebun

Figure 71: Location of Jakarta Berkebun within Kebon Jeruk RW09 (Google Maps, 2018)

The second to last case study, Jakarta Berkebun, is part of an initiative called Indonesia Berkebun, a
movement that utilizes unused land in urban areas for productive land usage in the form of urban
farming. This movement started in October 2010 through a Twitter campaign organized by the
current mayor of Bandung, Ridwan Kamil, who was an architect back then, collaborating with Sigit
Kusumawijaya (architect; one of the respondents) and three other co-initiators to start Jakarta
Berkebun for organically grown crops in vacant land in an immensely polluted city. This initiative
expanded quickly over the past few years, and currently Jakarta Berkebun is one of the 46 branches
of Indonesia Berkebun throughout the country. The founders of the movement strive that Indonesia
Berkebun’s members can pass this spirit to friends and other residents to be more concerned about
the environment, especially in urban spaces, in order to establish greener cities that are cleaner,
healthier and offer a high quality of life for future generations as well (Sigit Kusumawijaya, p.c. 16-072017). Everyone is welcome in Jakarta Berkebun; I came for an appointment and they immediately
started showing me around, and the volunteers there were also guiding a couple of journalists and
two customers that visited the place at the same time. Furthermore, freshly brewed coffee was
prepared on site by one of the farmers who specializes in coffee (figure 76), and I also got three
different bags of seeds to plant here in the Netherlands. When conducting the observation during
Rawat Kebun (figures 72 & 73), I noticed that the people here really treat each other as a family, and
through this, the people hope to spread the word even more and establish something which is
sustainable in terms of both the environment and the impression or mark that this initiative leaves
behind on society.
Jakarta Berkebun is located in a gated community, Casa Goya Residence, which can be categorized as
a high-income community. Due to the fact that everyone is welcome to come visit Jakarta Berkebun,
visitors only have to talk to the security of Casa Goya, and then they are granted access. Casa Goya
Residence is located in Kebon Jeruk RW09 (figure 40), both a kelurahan and kecamatan (sub-district)
in West Jakarta. Other parts of Kebon Jeruk vary from low-income to middle-income, with Casa Goya
as an exception in the area. Since Casa Goya is a gated community, there is only one way to enter the
place; this main road straight through Kebon Jeruk was crowded during the observation, but the
traffic flow was good with no traffic jams, even though it was rush hour.
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Figure 72: Rawat Kebun, ‘workshop day’

Figure 73: Present farmers (& Lennert) during Rawat Kebun 15 July 2017

Currently, Jakarta Berkebun counts 40 frequent volunteers, who come to help at least once every 1
or 2 weeks and furthermore around 20 volunteers that come to help at irregular moments. Jakarta
Berkebun also gives training and education about urban farming through their farming school, for
which you have to pay for lunch and then the whole day is about getting educated about the basics
and eventually to plant and harvest your own crops. The space that Jakarta Berkebun is allowed to
use - adjacent to high rise apartments under construction (figure 74) - is roughly 650 square metres
on which the farmers engage in traditional organic farming, producing the following crops: chilli,
ginseng, water spinach, mustard, regular spinach (green and red), eggplant, kale, cassava, lime,
orange, corn, lemongrass, tomatoes, edamame coffee, sunflowers, torenia flower, okra, papaya,
basil, mangoes, rambutan, sawo (sapodilla fruit), starfruit, curry leafs, pandan leafs, mint, rosemary,
longbean, banana and guava. The quality of the fruits, vegetables and herbs is perceived as very high,
since it is isolated from the crowded and polluted traffic of other parts in Jakarta (figure 75).

Figure 74: Jakarta Berkebun with high rise apartments in the background

Figure 75: Jakarta Berkebun from the ‘inside’
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In their efforts to engage an increasing number of people throughout the country, and even
on an international scale, Jakarta Berkebun and Indonesia Berkebun use social media as their main
focus – especially Instagram. This cannot be noticed when you are in Jakarta Berkebun, maybe only
from the fact that many pictures are taken during the activities there.

Figure 76: Coffee farmer Patrick (right) and his portable coffee stall

5.3.7 - Jiri Farm
The final case study of this research is located in Curug Kulon (figure 78), a kelurahan in sub-district
Curug, Tangerang. It is roughly an hour driving to Jakarta, and this is directly the motive for Jiri Farm
to locate here; as Tangerang is one of the New Towns around Jakarta, the place is getting increasingly
attractive while there is still plenty of cheap and vacant land. Jiri Farm covers something more than
2.5 hectares of land and only counts 20 workers, because everything is automated and hydroponic.
Jiri Farm especially focusses on Indonesia’s middle-income residents, and that is why they sell every
possible product related to indoor and outdoor hydroponic farming. According to Budiari (2016),
“urban farming has become a hot topic among the middle class in Jakarta, especially those wanting
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to watch the growing process of their food, most of which is produced far from the capital”. And this
is exactly the target group of Jiri Farm. They have six enormous gardens with hydroponic plants
already prepared to sell (figure 80), and furthermore all the supplies one needs when engaging in
hydroponic or aquaponic farming are present on the websites; www.jirifarm.wordpress.com (crops)
and www.jirifarm.com (equipment).
One of the respondents in this research is Richard, son of the owners of Jiri Farm. During the
interview he mentioned that Jiri Farm is an insider in a certain organic farmer community of which
the members can promote themselves in bazaars (figure 79) that are held in the many shopping
malls across Indonesia, however they mostly tour around Jakarta, visiting between 30 and 40 bazaars
each year.

Figure 78: Location of Jiri Farm within Curug Kulon, Curug (Google Maps, 2018)

The area in which Jiri Farm is located can be categorized as a low/middle-income kelurahan; the
original inhabitants in this area are ranging between the low and middle income, as well as the
people who work at Jiri Farm. The owners can be shared among the high income people, since it
turned out a booming business with the increasing popularity of urban farming. But on the other
hand, because it is a business, it does not contribute to community development for the kelurahan.
There is no classification of RT’s and RW’s in Tangerang, so it can only be shared under Curug Kulon.
It focusses solely on own development and at most recruits people from the surroundings to come
work at Jiri Farm and consequently contribute to community development.
You can only order from Jiri Farm’s websites or buy from them at a bazaar, so it can be stated that Jiri
Farm is already provided with a large clientele. The crops produced at Jiri Farm are: bayam hijau
(green spinach), bayam merah (red spinach), caisim (choy sum), kailan (Chinese kale), kangkung
(kale), pakcoy (bok choy), selada (lettuce) and siomak (Romaine lettuce). Through posting lots of
tutorials and pictures of their work on social media and their website, the company contributes to an
improved consciousness among the general public and wants to gain customer loyalty.
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Figure 79: Jiri Farm’s stand at the bazaar in Ciputraland shopping mall

Figure 80: Bayam hijau (green spinach)

5.4 - Summary of chapter
This concluding section of the chapter covers the existing heterogeneity between the initiatives in
which the respondents of this research manifest themselves. Two of the initiatives portrayed above
are located in a rural context, the case studies associated with Ur-Farm, while the other seven areas
are to be found in urban settings, expressing themselves in different ways through varying priorities,
intentions and outcomes.
The Ur-Farm case studies for example relate to rural farmers and especially focus on cutting the
traditional supply chain in these places so that small-scale farmers can improve their lives and
become useful for society at the same time – through producing healthy organic crops and mitigating
climate change with their efforts. In Bogor can be seen that the knowledge is already deep-rooted
into the mind of the people involved in this Ur-Farm affiliate, while the initiative in Cianjur still brings
about limited impact because of the persistent presence of a loan shark, restraining the farmers to
develop and invest in the farmland and type of crops as they desire, furthermore limiting their
income. In this way can be said that there is quite some difference to be noticed between two case
studies that are both collaborating with Ur-Farm. These case studies differ from each other in such a
way, that the impact of people’s farming efforts most certainly differ from each other as well – with
the farmers in Bogor already noticing more benefits and opportunities through the collaboration
with Ur-Farm while in Cianjur this impact is still to be expected.
When it comes to the urban case studies in this research, it can be said that these relate to each
other differently than the rural areas, with the people in urban areas engaging in their efforts with
more different priorities and, in general, with less time available to engage in farming in the first
place. This has to do with the fact that urban farming plays a different role in the lives of the people
interviewed, and this can be seen through the priority that these people put on farming – which
basically starts with the life that someone lives and the place where that certain individual is located,
potentially affecting the outcome for that person in this specific place.
As can be seen in the sections about Cikini, Cipinang Besar Selatan and Rawajati, the
government of Jakarta provided the space that is used for urban farming, while the space for urban
farming in the other areas of case study (Pramuka Raya, Karet Tengsin, Jakarta Berkebun) was
provided by real estate developers – and a third option is through acquiring own farmland (Jiri Farm).
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In the outcomes of people’s farming efforts in these areas can be seen that the initiatives started by
the government turn out to have more impact on the other people living in the neighbourhood, with
a larger share of people engaging in these initiatives, positively affecting the outcomes of a joint
effort. However, in the case of Cipinang Besar Selatan goes that although the land is provided by the
government, the impact of farming on the lives of local residents is very limited, especially compared
to the outcomes of initiatives in Cikini and Rawajati, which also has to do with the unattractive image
of the neighbourhood and the long distance to Jakarta’s city centre. Cikini and Rawajati on the other
hand are more centrally located while they furthermore receive increasing attention because of their
farming activities and urban greenspace development. In that way, these neighbourhoods changed a
lot over the years and became way more attractive than they used to be, making that local residents
have no intention to leave and feel more comfortable due to increased cohesion in the area while
new residents will be attracted more easily as well.
For the initiatives started with the provision of land by a real estate developer goes that these turned
out to be more of an individual nature, except for Jakarta Berkebun, which has followers throughout
Indonesia through overarching Indonesia Berkebun. The other two cases, Pramuka Raya and Karet
Tengsin, seem to be of high relevance for the people who are directly involved, but the efforts in
these places are not concerning joint development for the neighbourhood. The farmland in Pramuka
Raya for example is solely popular because local residents know they can buy cheap crops there,
while the farmland in Karet Tengsin is part of the local RPTRA, meaning that farming is not key in
achieving local development in these places, more of a means to share this knowledge with people
who are interested.
Jiri Farm is the only exception in this research since it is a commercial business, which makes
it that it is not similar to other case studies in the urban setting of this research; for Jiri Farm goes
that it covers a huge farmland in Tangerang and aims to supply as many people interested in urban
farming as possible with state of the art equipment so that the company makes profit from sharing
their knowledge about food production and provide the equipment needed in order to do so. But in
terms of joint development, the people involved in Jiri Farm do not specifically notice benefits of the
initiative for the surroundings; only the fact that local suppliers increasingly try to collaborate with
Jiri Farm in order to become part of the supply chain and in that way benefit from the company’s
success as well indicates development that goes beyond the company itself, but this is to a limited
extent.
As was portrayed in this chapter, and what furthermore can be seen in Appendix IV is that a large
variety of emerging practices can be noticed in the different areas where the fieldwork took place.
For example, the farmlands’ plot size varied from 15 to 25.000 square metres, but also the type of
land tenure, location of farmland relative to the respective farmer’s house and the starting period of
cultivating this specific farmland differ heavily from each other. In Bogor and Cianjur for example, the
farmlands are located in rural and mountainous areas respectively, covering a surface of more than
5000 square metres. The same goes for Jiri Farm, which operates on a surface of 25000 square
metres in a peri-urban area in Tangerang. The other farmlands in this research are significantly
smaller in size – the ones in an urban context, except for the ones in Rawajati and Pramuka Raya.
In terms of differences in type of land tenure, it can be said that all five categories in the
table in Appendix IV are almost equally represented. Where there is only one farmland that can be
shared among ‘Own farmland’, the other categories ‘Contract farmland’, ‘Government land’, ‘Private
developer land’ and ‘Public space’ were all seen twice in the areas of fieldwork. These farmlands and
the initiatives in which they are nested, nine in total, are mainly located in designated areas within
the community, where others are located in either public space or in or adjacent to the own house.
The reason why the total number of locations exceeds nine is because in the cases of Rawajati and
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Jakarta Berkebun, certain respondents answered to not only cultivate the farmlands where the
others cultivate as well, but also do this in their own location of living or in the central greenhouse of
Rawajati – which is a designated area as well, bringing the total number of visited farming locations
to 12.
Another thing that can be deducted from the table in Appendix IV is that the majority of farmers – 18
out of 28 (64 per cent) – has only been cultivating the current plot of land with a particular farming
method quite recently, starting sometime after 2010. Another quarter of the total number of
respondents – 7 out of 28 – has been cultivating these respective farmlands with the same farming
method since the previous decade, while the remaining 11 per cent of respondents – 3 out of 28 –
initiated the same farming activities that he or she currently engages in before the start of the new
millennium in 2000. This means that the great majority of the research population has not been
farming on the same of plot of land through the same farming method for that long, since only three
of the total number of respondents claimed to be farming on the current plot with the same
technique for longer than 20 years.
There are most certainly more reasons to be found for this, but it is clear that recent interest
in farming due to various reasons mentioned in the previous chapter and eviction out of previous
neighbourhoods are key in the process where an increasing number of people in Jakarta and
surroundings engage in farming nowadays, albeit on the side or as a hobby. These people found out
that farming is able to offer them benefits in multiple ways, and then they decided what suits them
best and what kind of role in life they assign to farming. Of course this is variable, as norms and
values regarding particular topics may change over time, but this state of mind made these people
engage in farming in the first place.
The next chapter focuses in turn on the combinations that arise through portraying particular
motives and outcomes of individuals who are manifested in particular locations – or in other words,
the additional information that is obtained in its preceding two chapters, being this chapter and the
previous one. The chapter will therefore provide all necessary explanations of respondents to
practice a particular type of farming in their respective place of living or working. Since this research
takes place in both rural and urban settings, it has to be mentioned that the following chapter also
aims to connect particular perspectives that are needed to achieve successful outcomes with farming
in both of these contexts. The continuity of farming processes will in that way be exposed, where
originally rural knowledge about farming is gradually implemented in urban contexts through hybrid
forms that differ from the traditional way of farming. But also the way how urban farming and its
particular outcomes lead to the reorganization of activities on the countryside will be highlighted,
with rural farmers adapting to newer technologies and gaining access to wider markets and
knowledge sources, which can be seen in the cases of Ur-Farm Bogor and Cianjur. This interrelation
between the urban and rural dimension will be further explained in the following chapter as well, so
that it becomes clear how intensively these dimensions relate to each other. On the other hand, of
course there are differences to be noticed between farmers and their practices in the city and on the
countryside, but fact is that these two ‘worlds’ are converging with farming as a certain continuity
that is able to adjust its form to the desired context, hence the title of the following chapter.
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6 – Transformative continuities of farming
Where the previous two chapters were descriptive of nature and were portrayed by different
categories of people who position farming in a particular way in their lives and by a visualization of
the case studies in which these farming practices emerged and are nested in initiatives, this chapter
in turn connects the previous two in order to explain why specific aspects in these people’s lives lead
to innovations or benefits in one place but remain absent in another. These differences can be partly
explained by the fact that certain actors are more involved than others, while this does not
necessarily mean that these people feel the need to adjust their situation – as we have seen in the
fact that people position farming in their lives the way they want to.
Based on the categories in chapter 4, it can be said that people classified in the first category
have the best access to innovations, interventions, investments, insights, and most certainly,
knowledge sources, making these people have an advantage over people in the other categories. This
category contains pioneers with state of the art knowledge and equipment, while others benefit
from their farming efforts just as much through the way they have been positioning farming in their
lives. The combination of the scale of people’s farming efforts, the extent of livelihood diversification
through farming and the way their identity is being influenced by these things determine in what
category they are classified. For people in the first category, this combination is needed in order to
be up to date, while people in the second category do not experience livelihood diversification
through farming, mainly because farming is their main income source or hobby – which led to an
altered state of mind over time. People in the third category on the other hand do notice livelihood
diversification while their mindset is being influenced by their efforts, but they operate on a very
small scale, mainly because farming fulfils a limited part of these people’s daily routines. People in
the fourth category are only seen to benefit from their farming practices through an altered state of
mind and the fact they can produce their own crops; these people furthermore lack the intention to
upgrade their efforts to another level as they feel no need to operate on a particular scale or to
engage in farming as livelihood diversification.
The way this is stated indicates that all of these people do this out of free will, but from the initiatives
described in the previous chapter can be seen that in some neighbourhoods, it is actually required to
feature more than one of these inputs – scale, diversification of livelihood and identity, because
otherwise their outcomes are less likely to have impact on their lives. For example, people in
categories 1 and 3 were all seen to have internet access while people in categories 2 and 4 mostly
lack internet access. This does not automatically mean that people in categories 1 and 3 have more
success through their farming practices, but they were actually seen to benefit from internet in such
a way, that their knowledge about different things increased significantly. This latter reason is highly
valuable in staying up to date about crop prices, farming methods and so on, making these people
gain knowledge about insights, techniques or innovations related to farming that they can adjust to
their own situation and implement these consequently. These people are in that way benefiting from
knowledge originating from someplace else, and they translate this knowledge into practices that can
be implemented locally. These new practices are in that way introduced in another setting,
potentially making other local residents interested, speeding up the knowledge transfer between
people in which this knowledge is hybrid of character and adjustable to a desired form.
People without internet access were also seen to improve their farming practices over time,
on the one hand by seeing people in the surroundings implement another farming technique or using
other fertilizers, often making these people experiment with different methods until they find the
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most effective method for themselves, and on the other hand through cooperation with outside
actors who invest in the conversion process from traditional to organic farming, benefiting these
people economically and in terms of knowledge. One of the biggest differences between people
classified in these categories compared to people in categories 1 and 3 is that the latter group has a
major advantage when it comes to knowledge that is readily available on their smartphone or
computer, while people in categories 2 and 4 need more time to learn about the same things since
they lack this internet access. However, these people without internet access were seen to position
farming either as main income source in a rural area or as hobby besides their urban lifestyle, making
it that these people claim to not need internet for the way they implement their farming practices;
these people find other things more important, such as gaining food security or consulting people
nearby for one thing or another. In that way, the internet is something that could be relevant in the
future, however less relevant to the people who have been farming for a longer period already. In
Cianjur for example, some people among the younger generation of farmers owns a smartphone that
they use for gaining knowledge and processing orders that come from actors further away – but this
is an effort for the future, as an increasing number of people might know how to use the internet for
gaining (and sharing) knowledge on a bigger scale than only from people in the vicinity. Anyway, the
people in categories 2 and 4 are at the moment engaging in their farming efforts without the use of
internet and claim to see it as a useful thing for other people, but do not see the benefits for
themselves at the moment – except for some of the people in Cianjur.

6.1 Introduction
This chapter concerns about the difference in activities and developments that lead to (perceived)
benefits for the people involved; the interventions that took place in the neighbourhoods where the
respondents of this research engage in their farming practices were seen to provide different kinds of
opportunities for the people in these areas. These interventions vary significantly from each other,
and they lead to different outcomes in the particular initiatives that can be seen in different
neighbourhoods in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur. In the following sections, the different respondents
portrayed in chapter 4 will be linked to the specific locations where they engage in farming in order
to clarify what role someone’s direct surroundings have on the success of someone’s farming efforts
and how this in turn relates to their intentions with farming, potential internet access and the actual
extent of benefiting from local developments.
In this way will be portrayed how people gain and share knowledge or spread particular norms and
values with other people (1), build entire social networks, also in order to achieve certain
transactions or even transformations in their lives (2), and target new markets further away for
selling their crops or ideas (3). In many cases, the internet can be seen as key catalyst in this process
of adjusting knowledge gained online to a desired way of implementing this knowledge locally in
these people’s lives. In the other cases where people have no internet access, this process of
knowledge transfer and consecutive development is also happening, but proceeds at a slower pace.
This is partly to be explained by the fact that farmers without internet access are less up to date
about price developments and the most efficient farming techniques – which are easily to be found
on the internet, compared to farmers who do have internet access and solve certain dilemmas with
less trouble. These three dimensions – (1) Identity, (2) Diversification of livelihood and (3) Size of
farming efforts, can be seen as trinity that helps to clarify the role of the internet in the
empowerment process of individuals in and around Jakarta to benefit from (local) developments.
And although it is already made clear that the traditional dichotomy between rural and urban does
not apply anymore because of this intensive knowledge transfer, the knowledge being
transformative of character, and intermingling of rural and urban lifestyles, this chapter retains the
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dichotomy for the moment. This is done in order to determine a vantage point from where farming
practices in rural and urban can be described and understood in order to determine if this strict
dissection is still relevant nowadays, especially with the accelerating function of the internet to
exchange anything.
From the practices that I observed in the fieldwork and was told about by the respondents of
this research can be said that the traditional dichotomy between rural and urban is becoming less
and less distinctive, and that it actually is a converging process where lifestyles grow towards each
other gradually. Of course this does not automatically mean that there are no stereotypes of people
that solely engage in traditionally rural or urban practices left, on the contrary, but it means that
there are many people in this research who can be classified somewhere in between these
‘opposites’ and have been implementing some sort of hybrid form or combination of rural and urban
practices in their daily routine. All combinations of practices in between these presumed opposites
are not specifically defined as either rural or urban, but are defined by a number of other factors; the
main dimensions to qualify someone’s lifestyle and the role of farming in it, being ‘Size of farming
efforts’, ‘Diversification of livelihood’ and ‘Identity’. These factors are related to people’s social
networks, the farming method(s) they implement and the crops they produce – sometimes in order
to sell these, but also if and how they are able to achieve improved living conditions for themselves
or in their neighbourhood. And of course this is dependent on the distance to a particular market –
both the absolute and relative distance, as people in Cianjur are located five hours driving from
Jakarta, but these people also experience lesser benefits than people closer to or in Jakarta because
the roads are unpaved, steep and covered with holes and bumps – negatively affecting the crops
during transport.
Another key determinant in this empowerment process of individuals to benefit from (local)
developments is the exact place where these people gain their knowledge. People without internet
access or people who lack the knowledge to use the internet for useful purposes as well, are still
partly secluded from the latest developments in farming techniques and developments in this sector.
When this online source of knowledge cannot be accessed easily, these people are confronted later
on with the same knowledge if they do not learn about this through other ways. The question is if
these people are willing to adjust their daily routine in order to learn how to use the internet wisely
as source of knowledge, instead of continuing their knowledge generation elsewhere without
accessing the online realm. As certain people in this research were seen to implement knowledge
gained online in their farming methods, some others were seen to implement their farming practices
based on knowledge they learned from books, through their social network, on bazaars in shopping
malls and also through tacit knowledge that has been in people’s family for generations. In that way,
methods of farming-related knowledge generation were seen to differ heavily among the
respondents in this research, leading to different outcomes in their farming practices as well, or with
a different influence on their lives.
One argument for connecting someone’s particular lifestyle and place of living to the
outcomes of their farming practices can be made here; namely that people who gained their
knowledge from different sources are assumed to come up with different solutions to dilemmas,
varying from amateurish trial and error to educated experiments with farming techniques or
processes, which in turn influence the potential success of someone’s outcomes. For example, UrFarm sells its products grown by farmers in Bogor and Cianjur on bazaars in shopping malls in and
around Jakarta, and furthermore spreads awareness about farming benefits for people at home,
visitors of shopping malls and small-scale farmers themselves through their website and through
exhibiting their products on bazaars. Through this way of knowledge transfer, rural practices gain
more popularity in urban areas through an offline connection as well, with an increasing number of
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people being exposed to another perspective on farming, potentially making them interested in the
concept. In this way, these people might want to learn about farming themselves and consequently
implement it in their urban neighbourhood. Ur-Farm furthermore raises the knowledge shared in the
organic farmer’s community among the rural farmers in Bogor and Cianjur. Especially for people in
Cianjur goes that this knowledge transfer through Ur-Farm about the latest developments in farming
is highly relevant to stay up to date with their own farming techniques, since they are in the middle
of a conversion process from traditional farming to organic farming during the moment I spoke to
these people. In other cases, the internet is seen to have the greatest impact on things people know
about farming, also in the case of farmers in Bogor – which are benefiting from Ur-Farm’s
cooperation in a different way than farmers in Cianjur, with more modernized equipment, internet
access, and probably most importantly, the absence of a loan shark in Bogor.
People in urban areas without internet access were seen to gain their knowledge from other
people in their social network, sometimes an outside actor like an assigned trainer through CSR or a
government initiative, or from books and tacit knowledge that has been in someone’s family for a
long time already – many of them originating from a rural area, migrated to Jakarta at some point in
their lives. These people claimed to not need the internet in the first place, because they can survive
with their current farming practices and other things in life, and furthermore claimed to live happily
like this. There was one respondent, Mr. Kirman, who mentioned that many people like him lack the
ability to make long-term plans because there is not much certainty in financial terms, meaning they
have to respond directly to a particular situation, and do not seem to be able to get out of this
mindset. This respondent furthermore mentioned that he asks younger people in the neighbourhood
to search something particular on the internet whenever he wonders about one thing or another, in
that way still benefiting from the internet on certain moments.
Knowledge spread through bazaars in inner-city shopping malls seems to be a way to look upon
serendipity; since these bazaars are often held on the ground floor of shopping malls, the majority of
visitors is exposed to farming-related knowledge, crops or equipment needed for varying farming
techniques. In this way, there is another input for these visitors to be interested in the concept while
they had no intention at all to engage in farming when they came to the mall and only came here for
other things. Especially the fact that shopping malls target the wealthier part of the population and
are ought to radiate a cool, interesting or luxurious atmosphere makes it that these people are more
willingly interested than they would be otherwise. This exposure to farming, a practice that is often
perceived as something traditional that only happens on the countryside, catches these people’s
eyes because it could be useful for their own food consumption as well. In that way, an increasing
number of middle and high-income residents of Jakarta decide to engage in farming themselves as
well, in an urban setting. This knowledge transfer is of course not only put in motion by Ur-Farm, but
the more companies and initiatives engage in these kind of activities in order to raise consciousness,
the more people in urban areas will be aware about farming benefits, on a small scale for producing
healthy crops through undergoing a process that is fun to engage in but also in terms of
environmental benefits – since nobody aims to produce crops with chemicals inside for themselves.
From the individual portraits in this research can be seen that the way they implement farming in
their lives has to do with various reasons, one of them being the initiative in their neighbourhood in
which they engage in their farming practices. Some initiatives were seen to focus on collective
development, improving living conditions and mutual knowledge sharing between the people
involved, also in order to improve the community’s cohesion – Ur-Farm as well, while other
initiatives were seen to contain nothing more than individual efforts unrelated to other people’s
farming practices in the neighbourhood.

122

In order to understand the potentially accelerating function of internet and e-commerce in the
empowerment process of local residents in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur benefiting from local
developments, this chapter will focus on the individual perceptions and outcomes of the fieldwork’s
respondents regarding local developments and consequently compare them. Besides comparing the
(perceived) extents of empowerment – or improved livelihood organization – on individual and
collective basis, it is also measured what kind of influence internet and e-commerce could have on
the respondents’ progress in terms of achieving this empowerment. When a certain activity or
thematic development – set up by Ur-Farm or one of this research’s initiatives in an urban context –
takes place in the neighbourhoods of case study, its size and current impact are important in order to
determine what an online dimension could add or already adds to this activity, and furthermore how
this addition leads to increased benefits for local individuals and potentially their community. The
impact of the initiatives on the farmers in the rural dimension will be described at first, after which
the urban setting follows, succeeded by the final section of this chapter containing insights into the
way how these settings overlap and converge to each other, with furthermore some insights about
how the future of farming in both rural and urban contexts might look like. Internet can be seen as a
key characteristic for driving this converging process between farmers in both settings, and is
assumed to be an important catalyst in the knowledge transfer and market enlargement of farmers
in the future. The final section of this chapter concerns the overlap in rural and urban settings and
erases the line that is drawn between the two different ‘worlds’, the so-called transformative
continuity that is happening at the moment – which is explained later on. In this way has to be
clarified that this chapter’s setup does not indicate a strict divide between rural and urban farming at
all, but for the categorization of perspectives among respondents from either a rural or urban
context, it is important to show the findings of both contexts separately from each other in order to
come up with striking differences and similarities in this final section.
Furthermore, a diagram will be created in order to gain better insight in the processes that
determine the impact on individual and collective livelihoods. The respondents in the research will be
compared according to the dimensions mentioned in the diagram; according to their opportunities to
improve their living conditions, either on individual or collective basis, and how this relates to local
developments in their neighbourhood – besides determining the influence of internet on this.
Through discussing multiple activities, themes and developments that take place in the investigated
farming initiatives, the altered livelihood organization and extent of empowerment for different
residents of Jakarta and surroundings are summed up.

6.2 Rural
As can be seen in previous chapters, the rural dimension of this research covers two case studies; UrFarm Bogor and Ur-Farm Cianjur. The difference in crops produced between Ur-Farm Bogor and the
farmers here in Cianjur associated with Ur-Farm concerns the fact that the farm in Bogor especially
produces horticulture crops and the most popular vegetables as well, while the farm in Cianjur
produces a huge variety of crops (see appendix VI), which can be ascribed to the remote location of
Cianjur compared to Bogor’s nearness to Jakarta. The farmers in Cianjur also produce for own
consumption in their community, with local markets that are smaller and further away from their
place of living, resulting in a larger variety of organic products in Cianjur. On the other hand, Bogor is
located adjacent to Jakarta, meaning its target market is much closer than for the farmers in Cianjur.
The following sections describe at first what kind of impact the initiatives in which the respondents
manifested themselves has on their lives, after which the role of internet for these respondents will
be highlighted, followed by future perspectives of these respondents on farming.
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6.2.1 - Bucek; focus group Ur-Farm Cianjur
Additional value of initiative for the farmers
As could be seen in the chapter about individual respondents, Mr. Bucek is a rural farmer from
Cianjur who has been farming for the major part of his life. When taking a look at the things in
livelihood that changed for Mr. Bucek, it can be said that he does not experience much economic
improvement yet – which can be explained by the fact it is his full time job and only source of
income. And due to the presence of a loan shark, the economic benefits of Bucek’s farming efforts
and his conversion from traditional to organic farming do not reach him in full effect currently.
The switch to organic farming led to improved knowledge about farming techniques and its
effects on the crops produced and furthermore higher earnings, however the latter still limited
because of the presence of a loan shark that restrains the opportunities for Mr. Bucek and his coworkers. Through obtaining an organic certification, Mr. Bucek will be able to improve more, which
will lead to better financial outcomes for him as well. This in turn relates to Mr. Bucek and the other
farmers in Cianjur getting rid of the loan shark’s pressure in the future and make their own business
decisions from then.
The added value of engaging in farming in Cianjur for Mr. Bucek and his co-workers first of all lies in
the fact that they see and treat each other as team and family; these farmers show that they actually
love what they do, and this is to farm and to help develop the place that raised them, meaning they
have the intention to stay in Cianjur and invest their extra revenue in the community. This indicates
that if they are able to achieve more benefits in the upcoming future, their plan is to upgrade their
lives here, and not move to another place. Another respondent in the focus group meeting, Mr.
Riduan, mentioned that he definitely experiences a collective identity among the people in Cianjur,
and particularly among the people involved in the farm. For the people present in the focus group
meeting, this is the most important reason to continue their farming efforts in this specific location,
even though they also know they are in need of improvement – starting with escaping from the
influence of the loan shark and improving their farming methods even more. In this way can be
concluded that the identity aspect is crucial for the people associated with the local farmland, and of
higher importance than their potential economic benefits – expressing itself in among others
organizing community events and experimenting with other farming techniques and fertilizers.

Role of internet
Currently, the majority of the farmers in Cianjur live a primitive life without using modern
technologies with access to internet; Mr. Bucek claimed that using internet is no necessity for him as
he does not see the benefits of it for the work he does. Bucek mentioned that everything happens
manually, from crop-related processes to sales reports, and when there is a computer needed for
printing or something else, someone needs to go to the next village – Cibodas, the closest place with
internet access available.
On the other hand, the youngest two farmers in the focus group meeting, Andi and Saiful, do
have internet access; they have an old smartphone with a prepaid data pack for internet. Andi and
Saiful said to feel that internet has huge benefits for them, as they use it to find anything they do not
know – also for other people in the village. And furthermore, the orders that the farmers in Cianjur
receive usually come in through text message or WhatsApp, and in this way, Andi and Saiful have the
responsibility to keep track of that with their smartphones – indicating their importance in the
village.
These guys, Andi and Saiful, still go to school, which makes it they are not counted as full time
farmers. Currently, their main job on the farm is to be involved in the seeding process, packing the
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products and helping the other farmers out on certain moments, for example when there is a labour
shortage during harvesting time. Because these youngsters like to be involved in the processes that
take place in this Cianjur farm, they are seen as helping hands for the other farmers. Andi and Saiful
are actually encouraged to be a farmer as well, for instance to help out if the others cannot keep up
with the workload, and furthermore to bring it to the market afterwards, in Jakarta and other places
that are closer to Cianjur. But more importantly, their ability to connect with other people in the
world through internet is relevant for the other people to develop from this point. In any case, these
two youngsters could become the next generation of farmers in Cianjur, if they are willing to stay
here and continue farming at least. Their ability to use the internet efficiently for gaining knowledge
about farming practices and being up to date about crop prices is assumed to be highly beneficial and
even crucial when it comes to future success of the farming efforts here in Cianjur. Especially when
the cooperation with Ur-Farm would be intensified, because the farmers would in that way supply to
a clientele that covers the whole city of Jakarta and areas outside the city as well, while their
earnings are no longer limited because of loan shark practices – they get a fair price for their crops,
while Ur-Farm benefits from high quality products that are only supplied to Ur-Farm. Either way, the
knowledge Andi and Saiful possess about how to use internet for gaining knowledge and enlarging a
business network has to be spread among more people living in Cianjur, so that it can become
ingrained into the mind of Cianjur farmers who in turn no longer only depend on these youngsters –
making this knowledge transfer crucial for determining if this connection with the world is
sustainable.
During the focus group meeting Mr. Nasir mentioned that an e-commerce platform is totally new in a
rural area like Cianjur, as nobody in the village sells their products online. In that way, the farmers
agreed they do not see how this online selling leads to potential benefits for them, thereby excluding
the possibility to run an e-commerce business themselves – even though they already sell their
products via Ur-Farm. The fact that none of the farmers present in the focus group enjoyed a higher
education is assumed to contribute to this as well; this is a major difference with the farmers who are
associated with Ur-Farm Bogor, with many of them having a degree from Bogor’s agricultural
university IPB.
During the interview in Cianjur, we asked the farmers what they think what Ur-Farm is, since
they are not aware of its activity to sell products online. They responded to have no clue that UrFarm sells its products this way; they only think Ur-Farm purchases the products and distributes it
further. The farmers in this focus group meeting in Cianjur said to certainly feel that Ur-Farm’s efforts
benefit their lives although they do not know that all of this happens because of the existence of
internet. Their opinion about this is that they think that Ur-Farm is based in Jakarta, which is a big
city, and therefore has a larger customer base available.

Perspective on future farming practices in this location
Regarding the fact that the farmers present in the focus group have no intention to leave the area, it
is already clear they want to continue their farming efforts in Cianjur. In the interview became also
clear that they are accustomed to their life here in such a way, that the city life of Jakarta or any
other city does not attract them – also because of the beautiful scenery when waking up in the
mountainous area in which Cianjur is located. There were some other strands of thought as well;
Andi said he wants to improve his knowledge about different things at first and maybe live in the city
later on, with which Mr. Riduan agreed, although the latter wants to help develop Cianjur further at
first.
In terms of their future farming practices in this location, the farmers believe at this point that
working with Ur-Farm could be good for them one way or another, but they have the feeling to be in
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need of improvement at first through being able to resist against the influence of Mandiri, the loan
shark. Ur-Farm’s proposal to these farmers is to support them in the packaging and distribution
process, supplemented with training to get an organic certification for all crops, to which the farmers
responded enthusiastically. Although this sounds promising, it takes a couple of years to adjust to
this technique, meaning the farmers need time to learn everything about the concept of certified
organic farming and how to implement it the most effective way applicable on their farmland. When
this is achieved, these farmers are able to find a way to improve even more and sell to distributors
with fairer policies in the end, with Ur-Farm as a guide that shows them the way to gain a foothold in
society, with the benefits of selling through an e-commerce platform similar to Ur-Farm to a larger
geographically spread clientele.
In this way can be stated that Ur-Farm’s efforts certainly help to improve the livelihoods of
the farmers in Cianjur, however the fact that Cianjur is not that strategically located relative to
Jakarta makes it that Ur-Farm does not purchase that much from the farmers here compared to the
amount of products they buy from the farm in Bogor. This furthermore has to do with the lack of
good infrastructure on the road to Cianjur, the bumps and holes in the road definitely not benefitting
the quality of the crops that are transported. But if it would be possible, then Ur-Farm certainly aims
to intensify their cooperation with the farmers in Cianjur because of the very high quality that the
crops have on the moment of harvesting, potentially contributing to further development of the lives
of the people involved. In any case, the Cianjur farmers in the focus group meeting said to believe
organic farming is the way for them to improve to the fullest, which is therefore their path towards
improved living conditions and development of Cianjur village.
When talking more generally about the future of farming, respondent Bucek claimed to believe that
it could become trend in the future to stay in place and jointly develop the community in which you
are raised, which helps decreasing the number of people moving to the city and at the same time
developing rural areas through collective efforts. This could be achieved by community development
programs and initiatives like this cooperation between Ur-Farm and local farmers, since not only the
farmers themselves are empowered but the community in general is. In this way, Mr. Bucek wanted
to make clear the farmers here share the same mindset about keeping everything and everyone in
Cianjur, because otherwise they feel as if they are losing residents to the city.
This relates to the priority that is put on the identity aspect of this initiative in Cianjur, also because
people here have the feeling to be of actual significance for the community where they live according
to Bucek, instead of living and working in the city as a nobody.

6.2.2 - Sali & Donny; Ur-Farm Bogor
Additional value of initiative for the farmers
As seen in the previous chapters, the farmers associated to the farmland in Bogor have already
improved more than the farmers living and working in Cianjur. This has to with multiple things; first
of all, because of a higher education level among the farmers, explaining the fact they have more
theoretical knowledge about what is good while implementing a certain technique. Another thing
that relates to this is the fact that the farmers in Cianjur engage in more than only organic farming,
also in hydroponic and mixed method farming. Through electing employees of the month and year,
the farmers in Bogor are motivated to deliver perfect work, as these employees receive a financial
bonus.
The added value of the farmland in Bogor for the local farmers interviewed can be put as follows;
through having agricultural university IPB in the vicinity and furthermore Jakarta not being far from
Bogor, both knowledge and customers are readily available for the people who are involved. Mr. Sali
and Mr. Donny have different backgrounds, where the former has been living in Bogor his entire life,
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while for Mr. Donny goes that he came to Bogor to implement his vision because in this location, the
focus is put on horticulture (fruits and vegetables). In Purwokerto, where he used to live, the focus is
especially on cultivating typical Indonesian commodities like tea and rice, and not on horticulture. In
this way can be said that Donny’s mindset changed when he came here and engaged in this type of
organic and hydroponic farming, being enabled to further specialize in this sector – he currently
teaches local farmers about farming techniques and their benefits and limitations.
For Sali, the farmland he currently cultivates is destined to be expanded in the future, so that
the conversion to organic farming not only pays off in the exact same location, but the increased
earnings and gained knowledge also provide him with the opportunity to acquire farmland in another
place in Bogor as well, with high quality yields that increase accordingly.
Another thing that became clear in the interviews with Sali and Donny was that lower-income
residents in Bogor are encouraged to join the farm, as a way to create employment on a local scale
and to contribute to improved living conditions for the people who are involved. In this way can be
said that the initiative is gradually involving the local residents as well, with an increasing number of
people involved in the farming business. In comparison with Ur-Farm Cianjur however has to be
mentioned that the financial driver is more powerful for the people in Bogor, but the state of mind
concerning improving the surroundings along with the farm gains increasing attention as a larger
share of local residents join the initiative.

Role of internet
Both Sali and Donny have a smartphone and computer, which they use for gaining knowledge about
food production and socializing. Since Mr. Sali is coordinator of other farmers on his farmland, he
needs a computer to take care of everything. Maintaining his business network is an important
reason for Sali to use the internet; he said that the extra dimension these devices offer him is to be
noticed in facilitating issues concerning farming techniques, as he is able to consult as many different
sources as he needs to get the desired information. In the interview, he called it “accessing the world
from here”, by which he especially refers to the fact that he not only learns from other people but
provides knowledge there for others to use as well, as a mutual knowledge transfer.
Practically the same goes for Mr. Donny, who is a trainer of the other farmers. Except for
interacting and socializing with friends and family, he uses these devices to get information about
organic products and the agricultural process that organic farmers all over the world use. It is mainly
about improving the quality of farming techniques, and also to get advice and enlarge his
geographical scope in order to raise consciousness about the benefits of this method. Donny
mentioned that the biggest impact that the internet has, is to get a wider reach in terms of
knowledge-sharing and to extend the market of selling organic products. This obviously used to be on
a smaller scale when the online realm was not that developed as it is right now, so this definitely
impacts the opportunities that arise through organic farming for rural farmers like Sali and Donny. It
helps to connect people and farmers on a worldwide scale – as well as it creates a worldwide
marketplace. And for the organization of life, this means more attention for their products through
online purchases, but also an increased social network while staying in the same rural place.
In terms of e-commerce engagement, Sali mentioned that he also got proposals from other ecommerce platforms to cooperate with them. They asked him to be part of their platform but Sali
and his farmers are not ready to work on such a big scale yet. He mentioned this is an effort for the
future, and believes that society can actually be changed in some way, because farmers who used to
be disadvantaged and poor will now have better chances to get out of the poor areas and move to a
better place or build better housing in their place of living through cooperating with e-commerce
platforms with larger markets than these people would have offline.
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Currently, Sali only works with online platform Ur-Farm, which contributes to direct
distribution from supplier to consumer and helps the farmers in this way to directly sell their
products. In other words, Ur-Farm does the marketing, in this case through their website and social
media, or offline through bazaars, and the farmers supply them with the crops that are ordered. And
according to Sali, Ur-Farm’s efforts in particular are helping the farmers and local residents in Bogor
because of the higher selling prices for their crops; “for instance if the farmers sell it to the loan
shark, then the original price will be like 2.000, 2.500 IDR, but when they sell to us, it’s 10.000 IDR”.
The main benefit of this cooperation is to have more direct influence on what the farmers earn, thus
also on what they are able to spend. In this way the traditional supply chain is cut off, and the
farmers get a fair price for what they produce, without intermediary actors. The fact that the internet
enlarged their clientele drastically is one of the most important improvements for these people,
because they had to deal with a much smaller clientele before, which meant less sales and also less
income gained by selling food of a lower quality.
Donny’s view on Ur-Farm, and on e-commerce in general is actually to enlarge the social networks
that a company has, and that it benefits the coverage of a clientele that is further away. In this case,
it of course leads to more opportunities, and it marks that society is more mobile than in the past.
According to Donny, e-commerce is indeed a way to promote the farm here on a scale that surpasses
only the surroundings, so in his perspective, e-commerce offers the opportunity to produce ondemand for customers further away. Because of the need to keep the crops fresh, Ur-Farm works
with a system where the production is equal to the demand, so that the farmers only harvest the
items that are ordered. In this way e-commerce helps the farmers to not spoil their crops as they
know what is needed to transport to clients, and it also helps to generate more income because of
the extended reach of the business. If the farmers harvested more than was needed, then they can
sell it on the local market to earn more money, instead of it being cheaply sold to the loan shark – if
they do not consume it themselves. For Donny, the role of internet here in Bogor can be put as
follows; “the stakeholders in this sector are promoting this organic technique and its benefits already
very intensively, so you can say that it brings about larger consciousness among the general public
and in that way keeps the organic demand consistent”.

Perspective on future farming practices in this location
In terms of developmental benefits, Sali answered that the impact of Ur-Farm and organic farming in
Bogor is currently limited to cutting the traditional supply chain, contributing to higher earnings for
local farmers, and furthermore to long term benefits regarding an increasing demand for organic
products. Though, he added that if this farm would continue to grow, it will mean that it is able to
adjust to this increasing demand and thus also creates more availability of work. In this way, more
local people can contribute and benefit from this process, which accelerates community
development in the surroundings of the farm; “if we meet the high demand, then we will be able to
purchase another land as well, expand it and then we ask the local people to work here as farmers”.
In this way, the people that are associated are able to improve economically and develop their own
livelihood better than before. And this is also one of the reasons why Sali has no intention to move
out of Bogor if that would be an option. Also Donny mentioned this; “if the farm will be expanded,
this means that there is a higher demand. And that means more people will follow a healthy lifestyle,
so it affects not only individuals, but also the community because it generates more income”, either
destined to be invested in farming purposes or in developing the community.
Another reason for Sali to not move out of his current place of living is that the soil needs three years
to convert from traditional to organic farming soil. This makes it feel like a loss if he decides to move
to another place, because right now he can take care of this land and also expand in size if the
demand and the number of employees increase in the future. Furthermore, this farmland in Bogor is
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rural but also really close to the big city of Jakarta, making it a strategic location to live and work in.
Donny especially talked about health benefits for consumers of organic products, and later
on he added that in the surroundings of the farm, the environment is by far not as polluted as in
Jakarta because all practices are totally natural and there is no traffic to be found here as well.
Furthermore, Donny mentioned that when organic farming and the concept of Ur-Farm will be
promoted even more through internet, the market can be further extended – with more people
becoming conscious about its benefits and particularly its effects for the community.
And also for him this is a reason to not move out of this location; Donny mentioned that it is very
important to adjust the quality of the products to the standards of consumers, by which he means
that if farmers want to cultivate organic food in order to gain a higher income as well, they should
not move out of this place because of the long conversion time of the farmland. This goes for Donny
himself as well, as he upgraded his house since he experiences benefits in this location from this
initiative, and still lives close to the farmland at this moment. This benefits the community on the
long term as well, with better jobs available for local farmers and upgraded housing

6.2.3 - Summary of rural initiatives and their impact
The impact that the case studies associated to Ur-Farm have on several individuals in these two
locations shows that the farmers involved in these initiatives are certainly experiencing improved
living conditions. And although the extent of improvement differs between the cases of farmers in
Bogor and Cianjur, for all of them goes that the conversion to organic farming, including the training
from and cooperation with Ur-Farm, led to more joint efforts with an increasing number of people
interested to engage. Through joint efforts and increased knowledge about farming techniques,
differences in food production and the additional role of internet, the perspective among these
farmers has changed over time; the farmers being more reactive in terms of what actually works
when implementing particular farming methods.
Through involving more than individuals alone, attention is paid to cohesion-building and
furthermore relates to community development, as an increasing number of people in these case
studies becomes interested to join the initiatives as well. With Ur-Farm as provider of an end-to-end
solution, farmers are taught how to implement other techniques, use different materials to cultivate
crops a different way, and more importantly how to see internet as a source of knowledge –
everything will be taken care of by Ur-Farm, as long as the farmers continue to cultivate crops and
only sell to Ur-Farm in the future. In this way Ur-Farm aims to reorganize the distribution of
resources among farmers and wants to empower small-scale farmers in this process as most
important goal, to make these people benefit from opportunities raised through internet as well –
with fair prices for crops and improved future prospects when it comes to knowledge about farming
methods. Contributing to community development is another effort of course, but with the improved
livelihood that rural farmers are expected to have through converting to organic farming, this sounds
less difficult to achieve.

6.3 - Urban
The urban context in this research covers more case studies than the rural setting, especially because
during the fieldwork, it turned out that an increasing number of people in urban neighbourhoods in
Jakarta has been engaging in farming practices. The farmers associated to Ur-Farm show similarities
in their livelihoods, since farming has always been traditionally rural. This urban context however
shows that there is a large variety in livelihoods noticeable in Jakarta, with a different role for
farming in these people’s lives. The previous two chapters showed this variety in the respondents’
lifestyles and the impact of the locations that the interviewed farmers engage in their farming
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activities, and this third chapter connects these two, in order to understand the additional value for
each of these portraits of individuals in different parts of the city – however, it has to be mentioned
that this list is not exhaustible since there certainly are more different expressions and outcomes of
farming-related practices. Exactly this variety of livelihoods in urban areas in Jakarta makes it that
this research contains a majority of urban case studies.
These seven areas of case study in an urban context were already highlighted in the previous
chapter and the three sections below continue on this through describing their impact on the
interviewed individuals in these locations. The additional value for the respondents will be described
at first, after which the role of internet and the respondents’ perspectives regarding future farming
practices will be portrayed.

6.3.1 - Additional value of initiatives for the farmers
Miki; motorcycle taxi driver and urban farmer in Cikini
Miki’s main motive to start farming in the first place is because two fellow residents of Cikini RW03
started an urban farming organization in the neighbourhood late 2015 on the riverbank of the
Ciliwung river. Miki learnt that this urban farm contributed to healthier, but more particularly,
cheaper food than when you would visit the local market to buy fresh crops. Furthermore, Miki told
that when he started to engage in urban farming, he learned from fellow urban farmers in this
community to use soil from the river for cultivating crops, as it is already fertile and readily available.
Because of the government initiative to clean up the Ciliwung whenever it is needed, there is space
created on the riverbank for useful purposes, due to a decreased water level since the waste is taken
out of the river more frequently. However, there is no government training whatsoever to be noticed
in Cikini RW03, all knowledge is either tacit or gained through internet or from people who visit the
place.
In this way, Miki joined the organization two years ago, and gained lots of knowledge about
food production and techniques. And because the soil from the river bottom is already fertile, this is
a major component of the crop production process in Cikini. There are no chemicals used in the
production of the crops – only for longbeans, so this urban farm can be classified as organic as well,
although it has no certification whatsoever. Furthermore, Miki engages in hydroponic farming as
well, because there is a higher chance of success with a hydroponic system and it also easier to
maintain, however the downside being a more limited production than with traditional organic
farming (see figure …). This is also a means to secure a certain production minimum, so that the
people who are involved in this urban farm have food security for themselves and a bigger chance to
produce surpluses for selling.
In terms of improvements in life, Miki mentioned that the urban farm in Cikini RW03 certainly brings
benefits for local residents, because the people in this neighbourhood are more caring about the
environment nowadays. Before the urban farming organization in the area was founded, residents
used to dump their waste on the streets. According to Miki, the residents are better conscious now
about the fact that a clean place of living is the way to make sure the produced crops are free from
pollution and of higher quality, and now these residents feel like they have to keep it that way, also
regarding a bigger scale with people worldwide starting to care more about the environment. In this
way can be said that the urban farming initiative here leads to increasing benefits for the people who
are engaged; not only since they will have a more varied lifestyle because of doing something
different than typical ‘urban’ activities, but also because they will be gaining more income and live
more healthy. It has become the whole community’s responsibility, meaning that in Cikini not one or
a couple of persons contribute to and benefit from urban farming. All people helping on the urban
farm are influenced in a positive way, because they will all get a share of the production or the
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revenue from selling the crops, and at least gain more knowledge about farming techniques and
browsing the internet for additional knowledge. In that way, these people are offered an opportunity
to gain an additional income, enabling them to save or reinvest for long term plans – however this
impact is still limited for these farmers at the moment. The urban farming organization in this
neighbourhood mainly contributes to a higher overall consciousness of the environment among the
residents, with some of them being more influenced than others, which is reflected in the potential
outcomes of people’s farming activities.
Another development that Miki mentioned is that there is peace in the community now; before the
initiative started, people in this community used to fight a lot more and do drugs on the riverbanks.
These problems disappeared over time and got replaced by a certain level of cohesion where
residents are cooperating and helping each other out when that is needed. It is in that way a social
project that brings people from all kinds of ages closer to each other, along with the aforementioned
benefits. Therefore, the urban farm in this neighbourhood can be viewed as a place that brings
people together and provides them with the space needed to benefit from it in terms of food
security and a healthier lifestyle as well.
And because of that, Miki does not want to move to another place; “I’ve lived my entire life
here. And I don’t think that someone else is planning to move to another location because they seem
happy here in Cikini. We also want to show to other locations that they can learn something from our
urban farming efforts here and implement it there as well”. So even if it would be possible to move
out of Cikini in search for a better location, Miki has no intention to do that – he only wants to stay
here and develop the urban farm even more. Since he believes these benefits not only apply to him
but to others in the neighbourhood as well, he is determined to continue his contributions to
develop Cikini RW03 even further, as this initiative meant a shift in lifestyle for someone who barely
knew anything about crops as a motorcycle taxi driver.
The Ciliwung river flooded in several areas of Jakarta due to heavy rainfall in February 2018, and also
struck this RW in Cikini. The particular effects of this flood in the neighbourhood are unknown, but it
is assumed that everything that was present on the riverbank last year during the fieldwork is
destroyed by the river. The question is to what extent this is already built up again, and whether
Cikini’s residents perceive urban farming as a necessity in the lifestyle they have created over time.

Abdullah; individual urban farmer & neighbourhood crop-supplier in Pramuka Raya
As was mentioned in the previous chapter, the urban farm in Pramuka Raya serves the role of
supplying people in the surroundings with crops. It can be stated that the farmers here are
completely individual in terms of focus, and that they do not contribute to any form of community
development. The fact that they supply to a lot of poorer residents in the neighbourhood makes it
that these urban farmers are designated with an important function in this particular part of Jakarta.
The prices that Mr. Abdullah sells his traditionally grown crops for are significantly lower than the
prices of organic crops, but the fact that this farmland is adjacent to a very crowded intersection
makes it that the crops are polluted anyway, causing Mr. Abdullah to not convert to organic farming
in this location. He mentioned in the interview that the reason why he already does the same thing
for 20 years in the same place is purely out of loyalty to the customers in the neighbourhood – Mr.
Abdullah said to feel that many people in the vicinity depend on him, which makes him feel
important in this place.
Further than being an important food supplier in the Pramuka Raya, Mr. Abdullah experiences no
particular benefits because of his farming practices, also because he sticks to the same farming
method as 20 years ago without the intention to adjust or convert. It can be said that the identity
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aspect is the most important driver for Abdullah, as he cares the most about being responsible for
the food that people in the surroundings of the urban farm consume.

Dina; housewife with a full time passion for farming in Jakarta Berkebun
Mrs. Dina mentioned that she has been experiencing several benefits through her farming efforts in
Jakarta Berkebun; as could be seen in the portrait chapter, Dina first of all had the opportunity to
have her hands on something other than raising her kid at home. Furthermore, her social network
grew through her efforts in urban farming, and she furthermore appeared in talk shows several times
– something she considered to be impossible for her in the first place. According to Mrs. Dina, the
opportunities that arose through the Indonesia Berkebun initiative are a relief for her, since she is
able to combine her passion with representing something in society – spreading the word about
urban farming, mainly through social media. Since Mrs. Dina cultivates the crops she consumes most,
or the ones with the highest market price, she is able to save a significant amount of money and
achieve food security for these particular fruits or vegetables.
The fact that Dina got this chance as a housewife meant an evolution in her lifestyle, because
nowadays she visits other places more frequently – both for ‘work’ and leisure purposes, and
indicates that urban farming actually carries an emancipating function for her, also because she is
invited for television and radio shows.
In terms of moving to another location because of economic improvements due to urban farming,
Dina said that she believes it does not apply to her as she is not experiencing that much economic
improvement – she only receives money for selling equipment and seeds, and for appearing in the
media. Though, she added that other people in Jakarta Berkebun experience this kind of growth. For
example Kurnia, who makes a living out of installing verticulture (vertical horticulture) systems in or
outside people’s houses or for companies, and through aquaponic farming with catfishes - all
knowledge that he gained was learnt in Jakarta Berkebun. In this way, Dina believes that “people get
to know Kurnia in different ways and then he will spread his and our knowledge, and maybe become
more successful through that”. Furthermore, Mrs. Dina thinks that people like Kurnia probably move
to other areas because they gain a higher income, but also strongly believes that they will not leave
this urban farming community, as the members of Jakarta Berkebun are as close as family to each
other.
The fact that Indonesia Berkebun already counts 46 branches throughout Indonesia indicates its
popularity and positive reception among the general public – which started with one berkebun six
years ago. Every branch is free to determine its own priorities as long as it books progress with its
urban farming efforts and spreading the word through social media and conferences in other cities.

Anita; housewife seizing the opportunity in RPTRA Karet Tengsin
For this respondent goes the same in terms of being someone in society as for Mrs. Dina, since Mrs.
Anita used to be a housewife alone as well, with not many other things to do. The arrival of an RPTRA
in her neighbourhood Karet Tengsin meant an evolution in her lifestyle as well, because she got a job
in the community centre and organizes several events there, in cooperation with local residents and
co-workers. According to Mrs. Anita, this change in life is made possible by corporate social
responsibility (CSR) from a company named Intiland – a real estate developer. This company
provided the location for the RPTRA and assigned trainers to the local residents for engaging in urban
farming, especially in hydroponics. However, as was mentioned in the individual portrait chapter,
nobody involved in the RPTRA still engages in hydroponic farming in public anymore, either due to
the fact they moved to other neighbourhoods because of Intiland’s future plans with Karet Tengsin –
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to build high rise office buildings and apartments, or because these people moved their hydroponic
activities to their own backyard.
In the case of Mrs. Anita, she mentioned that other residents in Karet Tengsin come to visit the
RPTRA when they are in need of medicine. This can be seen as a consequence of the increased
knowledge that the people associated with the RPTRA experience. But furthermore, Anita told that
she believes the arrival of an RPTRA meant an evolution for the local residents here because amongst
others, children have a safe place to play and this public space can be used for organizing events such
as workshops, but it can of course also be used for urban farming.
In other words, people in the community are presented a platform to do the things they are good at,
or learn things to become good at. For Anita goes she has the opportunity to earn money now –
which she did not before, and furthermore an extra activity besides taking care of everything in the
house. Another difference compared to before is that there is this trainer who teaches the people
involved how to keep up with new technologies like smartphones and computers, basically an expert
who has the aim to empower these people and let them benefit from the online dimension as well.
This person not only teaches the basics of these technologies, but also learns these people how to do
their marketing effectively.
Another consequence of this is that Anita experiences increased mobility since the arrival of
RPTRA, because she claimed that the income they get here definitely gives them more freedom to go
to other places. On the other hand, they have less time at the moment because they are more
responsible than before since they supervise the activities that people organize here – but in general,
they have more time and money to spend visiting other places, both for leisure and work purposes.

Kirman; retired hobby farmer in Cipinang Besar Selatan with a strong desire to mitigate
climate change
Given the descriptions provided in the two previous chapters, the impact of the location where Mr.
Kirman’s farming efforts take place – Cipinang Besar Selatan – is to be neglected compared to the
impact that previously seen initiatives have on these particular respondents. However, the
differences in outcome also have to do with the priorities set by the farmer; for Mr. Kirman goes that
he is retired and only aims to live a healthy life and contribute to climate change mitigation – the
latter to a limited extent of course.
For now, the improvements Mr. Kirman experiences in Cipinang Besar Selatan are limited to
better access to purely organic and cheap vegetables for the residents, so they do not need to buy
expensive vegetables on the market or somewhere else. For himself he achieves food security, and
furthermore Mr. Kirman said that farming really is his passion – this was already the case when he
was still working and checked on his crops every morning before he left for work. In this way, it is not
specifically a priority of Mr. Kirman’s to upgrade his farming practices; the only thing he demands
from himself and the others in the neighbourhood is to contribute to purely natural crop production,
preferably organic.
However, in the previous chapter was mentioned how several respondents who used to engage in
urban farming in this neighbourhood already left the area for a better place; Mr. Kirman also
mentioned that he is afraid nobody from the younger generations is interested in engaging in
activities that are related to farming. This is the goal that Mr. Kirman and co-farmer Mr. Larmo set to
achieve in the future – to involve younger people in these activities as well, so that they will be able
to experience the same benefits, and maybe even gain a living out of their farming efforts. It is a long
way to go before this could be achieved, and this state of mind has to be altered at first – Kirman
claimed that younger residents of Cipinang Besar Selatan do not want to engage in farming because
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they assume it is a rural activity and therefore do not want to associate themselves with it.
Furthermore, there are 15 residents of the rusunawa contributing to urban farming at the
moment, of whom six are women. Mr. Kirman said that the government provided the land not only
for utilizing it for urban farming, but also asked Mr. Kirman to involve local women in this initiative –
so that these women would be supported as well. Through engaging in urban farming, all people
involved contribute to the self-sustainability of the neighbourhood; through this initiative, an
increasing number of people – some of them already living in other places, becomes aware of what is
good for the environment and for producing healthy food.
In terms of moving around between places and moving to another place, Kirman does not have the
intention to move around more because he is dedicated to this area and hates to be away from
home for a long time. And besides, he told that he does not mind about not being able to have more
time to do fun things, since he sees urban farming as ‘his’ fun. And this relates to the fact that the
government assigned him as the main person responsible for the farmland in Cipinang Besar Selatan.
Furthermore, because of the fact that there is no profit made by Mr. Kirman, he says to have no
choice regarding moving to another place, and even though it would be possible, he does not want it
anymore because he is already old and retired. In this way, Mr. Kirman does not see any correlation
between his urban farming efforts and the possibility to move to another neighbourhood.

Richard; innovative entrepreneur in Tangerang
In terms of the effects that the farming initiative in which Mr. Richard is involved has on its
employees and the development of the community, he said that this initiative focuses more explicitly
on spreading sustainable knowledge on a larger geographical scale than on the near surroundings.
For both Jiri Farm and Indonesia Berkebun goes that these organizations are highly active in the
online realm, opting for the largest audience possible. And although Jiri Farm is a commercial
business and Indonesia Berkebun more of a social movement with a passion for gardening and
farming, their impact on the direct surroundings of their farmland can be seen as limited.
Mr. Richard however, claimed that it is a possibility to make more people in the community,
so in the direct surroundings, benefit from the farming initiative through cooperating with each other
in order to gain a larger customer base with the people involved having larger expertise in different
areas. In that way, this cooperation can be seen as a social project that is able to involve more people
in the direct surroundings and establish community developments on the long term. However, until
now this is not the case yet as the majority of the farmers associated to Jiri Farm are only
cooperating with Jiri Farm itself and not with other farmers in Tangerang – this is potentially an effort
for the future.
Since Mr. Richard already gains a high income, the impact of the initiative on himself is not
necessarily to be mentioned; he is an entrepreneur with a total different background than most of
the farmers in this research – as was described in full in the individual portraits chapter.

Pardi; initiator of neighbourhood change in Rawajati
The final respondent in this section on the impact of the different case studies on some of the
respondents interviewed during the fieldwork is Mr. Pardi. As was stated before, Mr. Pardi is an army
veteran who in cooperation with some fellow residents initiated the start of green kampung
Rawajati, a neighbourhood that is filled with urban green space and furthermore free of trash.
Through making fellow residents aware of becoming self-sustainable in terms of food production and
also about the benefits of urban green space for the environment, an increasing number of people in
Rawajati RW03 decided to join the initiative. The example of the recycling program for lower-income
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residents in the area indicates the impact of what Mr. Pardi started when he decided to engage in
urban farming.
Because crops are grown all throughout the green kampung, Mr. Pardi thinks this is benefiting the
mindset of the people in the neighbourhood in general – since everyone is allowed to take a share of
the crops back home. In this way, Mr. Pardi hopes to spread the belief in the health benefits of own
food production, in order to convince more people to support his vision. This also leads to the fact
that in terms of moving to another location, Pardi said he does not want to move at all, not to
another house and even less to another place. His desire is to stay here in this exact house, because
he initiated this change in the neighbourhood and wants to see it develop even further. Compared to
back in the day, a lot changed already said Mr. Pardi; nobody cared about the environment back
then, but after the organization in this neighbourhood was establishedm an increasing number of
people became aware of the benefits that urban green space and own food production bring about,
so they decided to engage in these activities as well, either as part of the organization or as an
individual.

6.3.2 - Role of internet
Miki; motorcycle taxi driver and urban farmer in Cikini
In terms of the role that internet plays in the life of Mr. Miki, it can be said that the internet is a
crucial aspect during his daily activities as a motorcycle taxi driver for Uber. Miki mentioned that he
has a smartphone that he also uses for socializing and Googling knowledge about different farming
methods. He claimed that his farming efforts are based on trial and error, since he Googles for
knowledge from everywhere around the world and the soil type or climate may obviously impact the
outcome of the technique.
According to Miki, the internet made it that he currently has higher chances to get busy with
working or getting into the urban farm. The advantage of being a motorcycle taxi driver for one of
the smartphone-based platforms like Uber, creates the opportunity to switch off his phone if he does
not feel like working a particular moment. In this way, Miki is able to separate his activities quite well
through the use of internet, and he believes that this certainly can be seen as an extra dimension
compared to how he used to live.
But when it comes to e-commerce engagement, Miki mentioned that he certainly has no intention to
engage in e-commerce with the crops that he produces on the urban farm in Cikini because the yields
are too small at the moment. What he said is that e-commerce can be really helpful, but that it
depends on the location where you live – also with an eye on the perishable nature of the crops. But
if you would only ship to places that are less distant, Miki said to think that e-commerce helps a lot
for entrepreneurs, because it helps to sell their products to a larger clientele. And this is an effort for
the future in Cikini as well, to grow in size at first, learn more and then try to sell their products to
more people through the internet – currently, all sold products are purchased by people who come
directly to the urban farm.
In general, Miki thinks e-commerce is able to bring about change in the minds of people
because they will be more aware of urban farming and its benefits through the online realm. In some
areas in Indonesia urban farming is not that big yet, or you will not be able to sell anything because
you are faraway and it is hard to ship crops according to Miki. However, if the possibility is there,
Miki said to definitely want to ship to customers in Jakarta or just outside.

Abdullah; individual urban farmer & neighbourhood crop-supplier in Pramuka Raya
In the life of Mr. Abdullah, internet does not play a role at all; this respondent does not have a
smartphone or computer and does not see the benefit of these devices. He claimed to be able to
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keep up without these because he already lives in this neighbourhood for a long time, meaning his
customers know him well and keep coming back for his crops – therefore, his business network is
very enhanced.
When it comes to e-commerce engagement, Mr. Abdullah mentioned that he thinks it is ideal
for other entrepreneurs to increase their sales, but for him goes that he does not have anything left
to sell online – which is partly the reason why he claims to not necessarily need a smartphone or
computer.

Dina; housewife with a full time passion for farming in Jakarta Berkebun
From Mrs. Dina’s life can be said that it is heavily influenced by the internet; Mrs. Dina has a
smartphone and said to use it for socializing and gaining knowledge as well, but also to spread
consciousness about urban green space and farming through posting pictures of her farming efforts
on Jakarta Berkebun’s social media. In this way, her online efforts can be seen as a campaign to
promote this urban farming initiative; she furthermore said that smartphones and internet in general
are highly useful for attracting an increasing number of people, which led to the fact that Jakarta
Berkebun and Indonesia Berkebun raised a lot of attention through social media over the years.
When she was asked how this initiative could have grown without the use of internet, Mrs. Dina
answered to have no idea at all, making her conclude that devices with internet access are crucial for
improvement and spreading the word about urban farming benefits among a greater public.
Especially because Dina used to be a housewife without many things to have her hands on, the
internet provided a platform for her to express herself in different ways, and most importantly to
gain and share knowledge about urban farming and the benefits of it. In this way, internet can be
seen as an extra dimension that led to more opportunities for Mrs. Dina.

Anita; housewife seizing the opportunity in RPTRA Karet Tengsin
For Mrs. Anita goes that she has both a smartphone and laptop, which she respectively uses to
socialize, gain knowledge and for answering emails that are work-related. In the interview, Mrs. Anita
claimed that she sees the internet as an extra dimension in her life because she is able to look up
everything she wants to know, and become more aware of varying things in that way.
The trainer assigned to the people involved in the RPTRA teaches them how to keep up with
technologies that have access to internet, who in that way contributes to particular people in this
neighbourhood to connect with other parts of the world, dependent on their interests. This trainer
demands from the residents to report about their activities in the RPTRA so that these can be posted
on its website: www.campaign.com/rptra. Furthermore, the RPTRA workers are trained in their
online marketing skills as well, in order to be able to make more people aware of RPTRA’s benefits
for a neighbourhood, thereby attracting new people to engage in the initiative.
In terms of e-commerce engagement, Anita said that she buys clothes online now every now and
then, but selling through e-commerce is definitely not an option because of a limited crop production
in the urban farm in RPTRA Karet Tengsin. Regarding other entrepreneurs, Mrs. Anita mentioned she
thinks e-commerce is able to increase these people’s clientele instantly, but the downside according
to her is that you cannot determine a certain product’s quality as a customer online, which is why
she prefers to visit physical stores. In that way, internet and e-commerce certainly provide benefits in
the life of Mrs. Anita, since she is now able to diversify more and gain income through increased
knowledge, however to a limited extent – partly because the respondent does not have the intention
to engage in e-commerce herself.
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Kirman; retired hobby farmer in Cipinang Besar Selatan with a strong desire to mitigate
climate change
Cipinang Besar Selatan resident Mr. Kirman is one of the respondents without internet access; he
said that when he needs something from the internet – for example knowledge about crop prices,
seeds or implementation of a certain farming method, then he consults one of the younger residents
in his neighbourhood to look this up for him. Another example that Kirman gave to avoid internet
usage is that he visits a hotel near his house every now and then to ask the employees to tell about
the plants, how to treat them and where to get the seeds. In this way, this is a direct source of
knowledge for Kirman. Furthermore, Mr. Kirman claimed that the internet tells people good things
but shows no prove in real life, by which he means that he only sees it as promotion.
When talking about e-commerce, Kirman said that he knows about it, but never tried it and
has no intention to do that in the future. Not only because of his opinion that the internet is purely
promotional, but also because he prefers to determine the quality of products in person. If he had
the chance to be a successful e-commerce entrepreneur, then Kirman would enable the customers to
come and judge the quality before they buy. For now, he says that there is no relation between ecommerce and geographical scale in this neighbourhood, because he thinks e-commerce will only
affect entrepreneurs on a bigger scale. And since Kirman only has a limited production, he just
produces for this area and for some people outside.

Richard; innovative entrepreneur in Tangerang
Mr. Richard has a laptop and two smartphones, and uses these devices to search about hydroponics
or aquaponics, mostly on Google and YouTube, and furthermore to socialize and enlarge his business
network through marketing and promotion on Jiri Farm’s website.
For local farmers, Richard said to believe that internet and e-commerce have the effect to
bring the competition for farmers more in balance because of a low entry barrier to engage in the
online dimension; “So basically you can just upload your products on the internet and the rest goes
automatically. So yeah, it is beneficial!”. Furthermore, Richard said to think people are increasingly
connected than ever before and in that way have the opportunity to share their expertise to the
world, or learn things from other people in the world. But due to a lack of experience to do the
marketing of these products well, many independent farmers are overwhelmed by the influences
and marketing strategies of bigger companies and are currently not automatically guaranteed with
success, according to Richard. That is also the reason why it is wise for these people to cooperate
with each other in order to expand and differentiate, so that they will be able to stand out more with
their products and gain more sales. However, there is an increasing number of initiatives – such as
RPTRA , where trainers are assigned to teach about marketing methods as well, possibly decreasing
the knowledge gap between poor and rich in the future.
The most important benefits of the online dimension are according to Richard to learn from each
other through tutorials and social media posts, and after that, people will dig deeper in the concept
of urban farming if they find it interesting. This is after all a striking contrast compared to before,
when social media such as Facebook, Twitter and Instagram did not exist yet. These platforms make
it that the word about urban farming can be spread much more easily, in order to make an increasing
number of people conscious and learn new things. Richard mentioned as an example that there are
lots of Facebook pages and WhatsApp groups where people are involved in some kind of community
where they show off to each other about their crops; “here’s my spinach” or “look at this eggplant”.
Regarding keeping up with the newest technologies, Richard mentioned that he believes all
technologies start off as expensive and become affordable for everyone over time - referring to his
belief that everyone is able to benefit from the latest technologies eventually. This relates to the fact
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that Richard believes urban farming is able to increase mobility of everyone engaging in it as well;
“when we have more urban farming, you also have more time to reach the market or other places
(also online) to sell your products. And obviously you can become part of the farmers movement,
where you basically work with the restaurants and they know how you grow your vegetables and
everything because of your certificate. So I think it’s better that more people work with this kind of
farming because food is better recognized, leading to an increase of people with successful
sales”, indicating the potential impact of the online dimension on local farmers.
However, the problem for now is according to Richard that although these people are
adjusting to modern techniques and everything, they still have no expertise in terms of marketing of
the products; through making partnerships with Jiri Farm, these farmers will be supported in their
marketing process in order to guarantee their sales and distribute parts of their profit to Jiri Farm.

Pardi; initiator of neighbourhood change in Rawajati
For Pardi goes that he does not see the need to use devices with internet access, and that he is not
planning to do that in the upcoming future as well. His knowledge is gained from books and face to
face training, and for socializing he visits other people inside or outside the neighbourhood.
The fact that he is aging contributes to this belief, as he saw and contributed to developing a
trashy neighbourhood into a green inner-city community over time with the help from internet. It
can be said Mr. Pardi is stubborn when it comes to this, but in the interview he mentioned that his
hope for future generations to continue these farming efforts is certainly related to the use of
internet – because he knows that especially younger generations use this platform for gaining
knowledge and connecting with each other.

6.3.3 - Perspective on future farming practices in this location
Miki; motorcycle taxi driver and urban farmer in Cikini
In terms of the future of urban farming, Miki said he thinks urban farming could have its influence on
the composition of society; people in urban society will be motivated to make farming bigger,
especially because of the role of internet to share information and learn from others. In this way,
people around the world are able to contribute to and benefit from developments in another place.
For Cikini RW03, this means that the local residents are dedicated to continue to develop the urban
farm in order to expand their own production, but also to raise more consciousness among fellow
urban residents so that they are interested to engage in farming as well.
E-commerce can also have its influence because of potential customers everywhere around
the world, but according to Mr. Miki this more specifically goes for other products than fruits and
vegetables because of their perishable nature.
In general, people will continue to concentrate in cities in the future according to Miki, but the focus
and exact locations where people decide to engage in farming has been shifting from rural areas
alone to urban settings as well. This makes it that people are interested in something that used to
only happen in rural areas, but can be practiced everywhere nowadays – with a major role for the
internet to connect people from rural and urban settings. The fact that people in rural areas can be
up to date with developments in urban contexts is according to Miki something that makes more
people to not move out of their place of origin as they are also able to make a living there and not
necessarily need to go the city anymore in search for work.

Abdullah; individual urban farmer & neighbourhood crop-supplier in Pramuka Raya
Mr. Abdullah from Pramuka Raya mentioned that in terms of the future of urban farming, he thinks
that this trend of living healthy only applies to major cities like Jakarta, especially because there are
large concentrations of consumers for these products in big cities. He even claimed that if he would
138

start farming outside Jakarta, there would be no customers for him as there are many competitors in
rural areas in the first place, and furthermore because the market is much smaller. An additional
reason why Mr. Abdullah believes that urban farming will only sustain in the bigger cities is because
there is a lower chance of the harvest being destroyed by natural disasters – when he used to be a
farmer in Bogor, his farmland was destroyed by flood several times. Since he already cultivates this
specific farmland in Pramuka Raya for over 20 years, he prefers to continue farming in this place.

Dina; housewife with a full time passion for farming in Jakarta Berkebun
For Mrs. Dina goes that she foresees a bright future of urban farming; as the majority of Indonesia
Berkebun’s members try to make more people conscious about the benefits of urban farming, an
increasing number of people becomes aware of food production techniques and how to live a
healthy life. In this way, Dina thinks that people in other places will stay in place in the future more
often, since they are able to implement their knowledge in their own surroundings as well. Through
meeting the needs of the environment and becoming more sustainable, people with the same
interests are provided a platform to share their perspectives and build something sustainable –
either individually or in one of the branches of Indonesia Berkebun. The downside of this is according
to Dina that many people are still attracted to the big city life of Jakarta, because work and markets
are readily available – is what is assumed by these migrants at least. Dina believes that these people
should make “their own crowd in their place of living” and develop their community in such a way
that it attracts an increasing number of people.
The value of Jakarta Berkebun for Mrs. Dina is as follows; since everybody is volunteer in this
initiative, the people involved are all sharing the same perspective regarding living healthy and
sustainable food production. The cooperation among the members and the collective development
they achieve through farming and making people conscious not only leads to increased social
networks, but also leads to the fact that people throughout Indonesia become more self-sustainable
as they learn about food production – which is why it is assumed this initiative is certainly able to
last.

Anita; housewife seizing the opportunity in RPTRA Karet Tengsin
Respondent Anita mentioned that the impact of the RPTRA in Karet Tengsin is noticeable in such a
way that bad people in the neighbourhood turned good; this indicates the fact that this initiative
helped to improve the lives of the people involved in this neighbourhood, but it still is to a limited
extent.
Anita claimed that the future of urban farming is certainly promising, but more people have
to be made aware of this at first. Because there are so many people without internet access or
without the skills to use the internet in such a way that they gain practical knowledge through it, the
awareness of urban farming benefits are limited for now. The fact that Jakarta’s governments started
to implement RPTRA’s in lower-income neighbourhoods is already one step, and according to Anita,
the next step concerns the involvement of local residents to show them what opportunities arise
through an RPTRA, among others to become self-sustainable in terms of food production.
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Kirman; retired hobby farmer in Cipinang Besar Selatan with a strong desire to mitigate
climate change
According to Mr. Kirman, the increase in people in cities like Jakarta is not really affecting the
production of locally produced foods. For the consumption goes that it increases with more people
coming to the city, but it does not apply to the production. Kirman said that not many people who
come here are focussed on doing a job that is related to farming, since they want to separate
themselves from the rural lifestyle. They apparently know that freshly produced local crops are
healthier than the ones you can buy on the market for example, so their consumption is definitely
affected, but as long as future generations do not want to engage in farming anymore, the
production capacity will not change. He furthermore says that change will never happen in the future
if there is no support from companies or government, indicating Mr. Kirman’s pessimism about
urban residents – at least in his neighbourhood, distancing themselves from farming.
Mr. Kirman says this has effects on the composition of society, because people will not
concentrate in one place but take this knowledge with them and implement it in other places after
they started to engage in urban farming. This however only applies to people born in urban areas
according to him, because migrated people no longer want to associate with this kind of work.

Figure 81: Water pump and other equipment supplied through CSR

The urban farm in this part of Cipinang Besar Selatan is, according to Mr. Kirman, helping to promote
sustainable food production and food security for the neighbourhood. Sometimes, government
officials or other visitors who are interested in this urban farm come to visit the place to see what is
exactly done here in terms of utilizing previously vacant land with urban farming – agricultural
tourism in Indonesia is also known as agrowisata. On the day I spoke to Mr. Kirman, government
officials had already visited the urban farm on the same day as well, and they were apparently
impressed because of the success of the farm here, especially in terms of the quality of the crops.
Based on this, the urban farmers in Cipinang Besar Selatan receive CSR, providing them with the
supplies that are needed (see figure 81). But furthermore, the farmers in this area are not financially
compensated for eviction out of previous neighbourhoods at all, so this government support and CSR
is only for achieving positive publicity in the media, and no real support to the residents. The
government provided this land so that it appears to treat lower-income residents well, and their
demand in return from the residents is to keep the area clean and use it for useful practices like
urban farming, also with an eye on meeting the needs of the environment in the future.
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Richard; innovative entrepreneur in Tangerang
This respondent perceives the future of urban farming to be dependent on the extent of cooperation
between small-scale farmers; as long as individual farmers have the desire to grow their business in
cooperation with people in other fields of expertise, Richard believes everyone will be able to benefit
from this work. Even though he thinks the main focus in Indonesia will continue to be on Jakarta as a
city, he thinks the surrounding New Towns will gain increasing attention for their large amount of
space that is still vacant. Urban farming in that way shifts to these locations when Jakarta does not
provide enough space for meeting the crop demand. In this way Richard believes that the pulling
function of major cities like Jakarta will attenuate and shift to nearby places with more vacant land.
Through cooperation between farmers on different scales, business networks stay no longer only
limited to Jakarta when it comes to farming, and will benefit an increasing number of people, with
corresponding benefits in terms of food security or economic improvement.

Pardi; initiator of neighbourhood change in Rawajati
Mr. Pardi said that the future of urban farming relates to supporting lower-income residents, as he
saw and experienced how many people in Rawajati RW03 improved their lives since the initiative
started. In this neighbourhood for example, the lower-income people were asked to join a waste-free
program with a special deal; these people collect waste in the area and dump it at a designated
point, for which they get money in return. In this way, little economic improvement can be achieved
by these people, but obviously this is also to raise awareness among them about the relevance of
keeping the environment clean. Additionally, Pardi suggested the other members of the organization
to donate cheap hydroponic systems with plastic bottles as carriers to the poorest people in
Rawajati, and teach them how to gain food security for themselves as well. In this way, the word is
spread in and outside the community, and time will tell whether these people are going to be
successful farmers or not.
The initiative furthermore led to improved cohesion among the people in the neighbourhood; Mr.
Pardi claimed that this RW was even awarded by the government several times for ‘Best
Neighbourhood in Jakarta’, which is due to the activities performed by the members of this
organization. In terms of economic benefits, this initiative has varying impacts on different people in
the neighbourhood, but more particularly affects people in terms of taking care of the environment
and living healthy.

6.3.4 - Summary of urban initiatives and their impact
These sections showed that the urban farmers interviewed during the fieldwork have set different
priorities when it comes to their farming efforts; some farmers were seen to engage in farming as
hobby in their life, while some of the interviewed urban farmers have such an entrepreneurial spirit,
that they are able to make the step from small-scale urban farming to starting an own business, or at
least to gaining more income. One of the people who was present in Jakarta Berkebun during my visit
there learned what to specifically focus on in terms of crop production, and now he is a real coffee
connoisseur selling his products to people all across Indonesia. Another example is Mrs. Sufi from
Rawajati, who uses the herbs in her urban farm for making packages of instant ginger tea and other
herbal medicinal beverages, as she sells these to a wholesaler.
Furthermore, also the poorer people in Jakarta want to live as healthy as possible when they
know about the benefits of own food production, but more importantly, they are able to save costs
on vegetables and fruits and produce these crops themselves. The people who are not involved in
the Ur-Farm case studies but engage in urban farming barely had experience with agriculture before
they started to engage in urban farming, and because of the land or training and education offered
to them, they learned everything and were able to take a weight off their shoulders.
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The role of the internet is argued to be very important in the process of developing this knowledge
into successful farming practices for urban residents from varying backgrounds; many respondents in
the interviews answered that internet made it that they became more interested in the concept in
the first place, because there is lots of information available about the benefits for society and, more
importantly, for people themselves. Some of the older respondents in this research answered to see
no benefits of internet access and in that way they are the exceptions to this claim; however, these
people all claimed to know someone who actually has internet access, meaning they have someone
they can consult whenever they feel the urge to learn more about a particular topic. When it comes
to farmers from different economic backgrounds, the internet is assumed to be a catalyst for the
poor to catch up with the latest technologies when it comes to farming, but also regarding other
things – dependent on someone’s interests. The internet is in that way no longer only something
extra or only accessible by wealthier residents, but helps to develop the lives of poorer people as
well, both directly – through searching – and indirectly – through consulting others to search.
Other frequently mentioned answers were regarding the fact that internet always is a good
consultant when you want to know something instantly, and that this quick support helped these
farmers to improve the quality of their crops. Through sharing this knowledge with other people in
the world as well, farmers on a worldwide basis contribute to better implementation of farming
techniques. And with the additional campaigns about urban farming benefits, the awareness about
this concept is ever-increasing among people from different backgrounds.
Not every respondent uses the internet, but all respondents in urban areas answered they
have at least someone in their community who owns a smartphone or computer, who can be
consulted whenever that is needed. Since the internet is definitely seen as an advantage for
increasing your knowledge, it is argued to contribute to improvements in the people’s economic and
societal position on the long term, and to more successful harvests on the short term.
In figure 82, a diagram is created along which the highlighted respondents can be compared to each
other; for example, Mr. Abdullah and Mr. Kirman would be classified as individual farmers without
much impact of their farming efforts on their lives, in that way leading to a low ranking on the scales
of empowerment and development. For them however goes, that they are engaging in farming
because they see it as their passion and do not care about its limited benefits – indicating the priority
put on the identity aspect of their practices.
For other people, the economic or developmental aspect of their farming efforts is more
relevant; Mr. Richard is an example that is most noteworthy, since he is a full time entrepreneur in
urban farming. The identity aspect is therefore less important in relation to financial aspect, but as
could be read in the previous chapters, Jiri Farm has been shifting its focus from urban farming alone
to being a company with a focus on sustainability in general. On the other hand, Mr. Pardi and Mr.
Miki have a mindset which is completely different from Mr. Richard’s, and respectively engage in
farming in order to respectively achieve food security, gain a side income, and contribute to climate
change mitigation through urban green space in a self-sustaining neighbourhood.
Not only has an increasing number of people from varying backgrounds decided to engage in urban
farming, these people at the same time contribute to community development programs through
their efforts. Through cooperating with fellow residents in their neighbourhood, many respondents
in this research said to experience increased cohesion in their place of living, making them feel more
comfortable. This indicates further joint development of liveable places in urban areas in Jakarta that
used to be far worse back in the day – the best examples in this research are Rawajati and Cikini.
These neighbourhoods developed into areas where cohesion and climate change mitigation are
highly valued by the residents, leading to a shift in priorities where the majority of the respondents in
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this research has the desire to stay in his or her current location and contribute to further
development from this point – instead of moving to a better neighbourhood.
This is in line with the UN Habitat agenda, which among others focuses on the housing and
slum upgrading in cities worldwide. One of its pillars regarding housing and slum upgrading is to
improve the living conditions in existing slums, with the aim to involve local residents in the
development process of the area, so-called pro-poor growth. The interventions needed to establish
better liveable places come in the form of reconstruction projects and vulnerability reduction, where
the concept of farming is strikingly suitable, since people utilize their surroundings for own crop
production – of which parts could be sold for gaining an (extra) income – and at the same time
contribute to a healthier environment through urban green space. Related to this is that the UN
Habitat agenda also covers the provision of public structures where residents can gather – such as
recreational or cultural centres, like RPTRA or community gardens. These places promote social
connectivity and diversity, potentially making neighbourhoods more cohesive, lively, and in this way
also more attractive for residents and investors.

Figure 82: Development-Empowerment Cube, individual versus collective
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6.4 – Discussion: Transformative continuities of farming
As was already assumed in the introduction of this chapter, that what happens in urban areas is a
completely new dimension to the traditional character of farming, which is ought to take place in
rural places or in any case directly planted in soil. The general perception on what farming exactly
entails is altering nowadays, and the definition gets more comprehensive, with people in the cities
being able to engage in farming as well, even without the use of soil. The fact that farming can be
seen as a continuative practice being implemented in both rural and urban settings although in
different ways for different reasons and with different intentions explains the title of this chapter, as
farming has become transformative in character and adjustable to everyone’s desired situation –
with an increasing role for the internet.
This final section of the chapter will provide a discussion about the findings in rural and urban
areas concerning individual and collective farming practices so that it can be shown that this practice
is indeed transformative in character and cannot be seen as a different activity when it is
implemented in a different location. Through discussing the effects of farming practices on people in
the case studies of this research, the outcomes will be held against each other to understand why
different factors impact the outcomes of farming in different locations – the cube in figure 82 above
providing a visualization in these differences. Furthermore, general outcomes are discussed in the
second part of this section – deducted from the first part and from the information provided before,
so that a stepping stone to the conclusion of this research can be formed.
In terms of a conceptual starting point with expected relations between the main concepts before
the fieldwork took place, it can be said that I assumed that every respondent would have internet
access, also because of the fact that Ur-Farm operates as an online and offline platform. And
although I broadened the scope beyond Ur-Farm and also visited several other neighbourhoods with
particular initiatives, it was still the expectation to find the majority of respondents having access to
the internet, with only a few outliers. It was quite a different story however, with almost half of the
respondents not being able to use the internet at all, let alone being able to use it for purposes such
as gaining knowledge or engaging in e-commerce.
Furthermore, I expected to see farmers engage in food production for various reasons, but – as an
urban resident myself – I did not expect to find that different farming techniques would relate to
different settings, motives to farm and, most importantly, very different outcomes for the actors
involved. When I conducted the interviews and observations in the areas of case study, I expected to
come across varying scales of farming practices, from tiny systems in front of people’s houses to
major plots of land somewhere outside of the inner-city, and that this in turn would relate to
someone’s lifestyle. This assumption seemed to be correct, although I did not think about the fact
that the exact motives and intentions with farming are firmly grounded arguments, made suitable for
implementation into these people’s lives. This is an additional dimension that furthermore relates to
the consequent outcomes of someone’s farming efforts; whether that person experiences
empowerment or better access to local developments over time or not, and if there is internet
access available. Summed up, this already makes it that reality turned out to be way more complex,
with more interrelations between concepts and more different variables that determine impact on
each other than were expected up front, hence the changes made in the conceptual model.

6.4.1 Conclusions of area-specific findings; explaining differences
In certain cases of this research, the updated conceptual model can be applied best; through
adjusting to more effective and efficient farming techniques in both rural and urban areas over time,
the produced crops are healthier because of the absence of chemicals and furthermore generate
higher earnings as well, leading to economic benefits for the producers. This increase in income can
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be saved, reinvested in the farm or donated to the community in which the farmer lives or works,
leading to increased agency and contribution to local developments – both individual and collective.
In Cianjur for example, farmers improved their own living conditions due to the switch from
traditional to organic farming but they also contribute part of their income to the village in which
they live in order give something back to the place that raised them. And although this sounds
nothing but positive, the presumed influence of the internet is put aside here; only a few of these
farmers have a smartphone with internet data packs to search for things and stay in touch with their
employer and customers. This not only makes it that these farmers are in general less up to date
about developments in crop prices, they are also behind in the process of developing the most
effective farming technique, and this is benefited from by a loan shark who still takes a major part of
these people’s earnings currently. The extent of empowerment and access to developments is
therefore limited for now, but this is something that could change over time, with a major influence
of innovation of farming techniques and increased agency these farmers are about to experience –
especially when the loan shark’s influence weakens and their conversion process to organic farming
is completed. Farmers associated to Ur-Farm Bogor were on the other hand seen to contribute less
to community development through their farming efforts, but are certainly further in their progress
regarding economic improvement than the people in Cianjur, with a key role for the internet to gain
and share knowledge about farming methods and recent developments. Also the fact that Bogor is
closer to Jakarta makes it that these people are experiencing improved living conditions to a different
extent compared to farmers in Cianjur, because the perishable nature of the produced crops explains
why nearby markets are preferred over long distance transport between producer and consumer,
the increased pollution put aside. This led to major benefits for local farmers in Bogor, attracting
non-farming residents to join the initiative as well, leading to an enhanced opportunity structure with
a larger clientele and increased earnings, and increased agency as well. The assumption that the
farmers in Bogor did not seem to be as close to each other as the farmers in Cianjur indicates that
despite the success of the farming efforts, improvement is still limited to individual level and not
necessarily invested in local developments in the neighbourhood; the farmers rather reinvest in
everything related to farming. The farmers in Bogor associated to Ur-Farm have completed their
conversion process not too long ago, therefore not able to gain the full benefits of their farming
efforts yet - collective local development could be achieved on the long term. In figure 82 is
visualized how this difference relates to the other case studies, and this is especially due to the
presence of a loan shark in Cianjur that restrains the farmers from completely reaping what they
sow, namely the increased earnings, enhanced agency in a less restraining opportunity structure and
consequent contribution to and benefiting from local developments. Although individual outcomes
vary between people manifested in the same initiative, the position of the neighbourhood in which
they engage in farming within the cube shows the general opportunity structure, extent of agency
and access to local developments, if there are developments at least.
Through local agglomeration advantages, Bogor seems to benefit from “linkages between workplaces
and firms in the sector (goods and services, knowledge), financial capital or merchant capital with
local connections and knowledge, sectorally specific collective facilities and infrastructures for firms
(for technologies, marketing, training), sectorally specific technical and business knowledge and
habits, appropriate communication infrastructures, and local labour forces with appropriate skills,
work habits or job expectations” (Gough, 2014, p.202). These connections are not based on short
term transactions or cooperation but often involve long term relations. The agricultural university of
Bogor provides all of the above in cooperation with local farmers and its connections to institutions
throughout Indonesia and probably even on an international level, affecting local farmers to a bigger
extent than people in Cianjur. This is for example to be seen in the farming techniques that local
farmers handle; while farmers in Bogor were seen to engage in organic farming, hydroponics and a
combination of these two, Cianjur farmers were still in the conversion period from traditional to
organic farming. This is not only because of agglomeration advantages, but they play a significant
role in the knowledge transfer, transport of crops and equipment, access of the area in general and
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several other factors as well. The geographical nearness of Bogor to Jakarta compared to Cianjur’s
distance to Jakarta is another advantage that helps to explain the difference in progress of local
farmers. Related to constantly changing localities, it can be stated that farmers in Bogor are ahead of
farmers in Cianjur in terms of both qualitative and quantitative aspects, but with the conversion
process of Cianjur farmers and gradually improving living conditions, these distinctions might fade
over time which might result in innovation of one of these localities in the future – very likely to be
farmers in Bogor. But it can be fruitfully applied in urban areas as well, since farming has been
proven a way to upgrade certain aspects of your life, possibly as a hobby but, more importantly, as
provider of food, budget saver, income generator and as means to make places more liveable while it
raises environmental awareness at the same time. In this way, farming can be seen as a practice that
is not specifically an innovation in urban areas, since it already exists in this context for a while, but
the forms it adjusts to, with the majority of urban residents in this research engaging in organic
farming or hydroponics – and aquaponics for a minor part, makes it that the techniques have been
improving over the years with increased knowledge transfer between people from significantly
different places. Social structures of localities are according to Gough (2014) proof of the assumption
that huge distinctions can be seen within countries, and this is shown in the previous chapters as
well, with people in different neighbourhoods engaging in farming for their specific reasons, even
within one neighbourhood. This in turn was seen to relate to the opportunities of a farmer in that
location, the outcomes of the farming practices, the popularity of the concept and the relevance of
farming for local residents in a particular area.
Another important finding is that the majority of the rural farmers cooperating with Ur-Farm
was already engaging in farming before their cooperation with Ur-Farm started – in Cianjur even all
farmers, while for some of the farmers in Bogor goes that they were attracted to farming more
recently as they saw that local farmers in this initiative are benefiting from their efforts beyond
expectations, especially in financial sense. The latter goes for the majority of urban farmers as well –
people who either saw benefits in financial sense or in terms of health and environmental benefits,
while some urban farmers originate from rural areas and already engage in farming since they were
still living there, before they migrated to Jakarta. This indicates that there is no strict division
between rural and urban contexts when it comes to the period of time that people are engaging in
farming, as people in both settings were seen to start engaging in it in different periods of their lives,
meaning that it is not guaranteed that people in rural areas farm their entire life and people in urban
areas are all just recently into farming; this is seen to depend on people’s background and priorities
in life as well.
Urban areas in this research where the conceptual model certainly can be applied are Cikini and
Rawajati, as people in these neighbourhoods engage in successful farming initiatives that help
develop the entire neighbourhood through joint effort. Furthermore, some of the respondents of this
research were seen to be given a platform to raise awareness about their local farming efforts and
their perspective regarding farming and the environment, indicating empowerment for these
particular people. The internet is in addition an important way in Cikini to gain knowledge about
farming techniques and developments in the sector, and the difference between these areas lies in
the fact that it is only used by a few individuals in Rawajati – the others in the neighbourhood all
gained their knowledge from their (offline) social network and from conferences and books. Fact is
that urban farmers in these areas engage in farming for different reasons and with varying outcomes,
but all engage in it to achieve food security for themselves and to contribute to community
development. Farming is in that way a highly valued activity in these neighbourhoods, with a
gradually increasing number of people contributing to and benefitting from community cohesion and
local developments. The introduction and development of farming practices in these areas is proven
to be real successful over time, and especially the adjustment and combination of farming
techniques mastered by the residents involved make it that they have the ability to guarantee
themselves and other people in their neighbourhood with food and additional income whenever
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there are surpluses. Their farming-related knowledge and capabilities are originating from different
sources both online and offline but do lead to similar outcomes with successful implementation in
the area so that an increasing number of people, interested because of striking developments, visits
their neighbourhood to learn about these particular farming methods themselves – especially about
compact hydroponic and aquaponic farming. The difference in position in the cube in figure 82 is to
be explained by the fact that people in Rawajati have already been engaging in this particular
initiative for a longer period of time, which is also seen in the influence that it has on urban greenery
throughout the entire community, while the farmers in Cikini decided to engage in farming more
recently and on a smaller scale. It is an effort for the future to attract more people to engage in
farming in Cikini with consequent contribution to local developments and thereby increasing their
agency in the given opportunity structure in the neighbourhood.
For urban case studies Jiri Farm and Karet Tengsin goes that the conceptual model applies to
these as well, but in different ways than to Cikini and Rawajati; where people working for commercial
business Jiri Farm operate on a huge farmland with mainly hydroponics and, to a limited extent,
aquaponics, local residents in Karet Tengsin implement traditional farming on a very small scale on
the surface of the community centre in the neighbourhood, RPTRA. And although this means that the
scale and technique of farming practices differs heavily among people involved in these initiatives,
both parties make progress in terms of food security and economic improvement. The internet plays
an important role for people in these initiatives, as they use it for gaining knowledge and promoting
their respective initiative online.
In terms of empowerment, people involved in the RPTRA in Karet Tengsin are provided a platform
that was not there for them before, enhancing their agency and opportunity structure to express
themselves, not only in terms of farming but also through other activities held in the community
centre; supervising these events will generate income for local residents. Through joint efforts,
people involved in the RPTRA contribute to community cohesion and on the long term to local
developments as well, since all respondents claimed to not ever leave the neighbourhood and prefer
to contribute to development here instead of moving to a ‘better’ place – with the RPTRA being a
highly relevant local development in the neighbourhood.
For people involved in Jiri Farm goes that empowerment does not apply to them to the same
extent as it does for Karet Tengsin residents; through setting up collaborations with other farmers
independent from Jiri Farm, bigger yields are achieved through specializing in a particular set of
crops. These collaborations help local farmers on the one hand to gain more economic security
through long-term contracts and online marketing taken care of by Jiri Farm, while the latter enjoys
larger supply to sell to its consumers for a premium price. Both parties of farmers who are working
for and working with Jiri Farm benefit from Jiri Farm’s presence in such a way, that local
developments are sooner to be achieved because of the online marketing principle that Jiri Farm
fulfils to extend their market, benefiting local farmers’ reach and sales. The scale of someone’s
farming practices therefore not always determines the success of that person’s efforts, and is seen to
depend on other factors as well, such as the livelihood organization and state of mind regarding
farming, including the technique(s) to handle and the goals he or she tries to achieve with it. Farmers
working for Jiri Farm particularly experience individual empowerment for the moment, and are able
to contribute to collective local development on the long term, if these partnerships turn out to be
sustainable. In the cube in figure 82, the main difference is characterized by the fact that people
involved in RPTRA Karet Tengsin achieve more joint outcomes than the people working for Jiri Farm,
but this gap will be bridged as soon as these partnerships between Jiri Farm and independent
farmers turn out successful and sustainable. The opportunity structure of local farmers will be
enhanced as well as their agency, and together they are assumed to be capable of achieving local
development.
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When it comes to areas that deviate from the proposed conceptual model, it can be stated that this
varies heavily between the outcomes of local farming practices and their impact on the farmers’ lives
and surroundings. In Jakarta Berkebun for example, people involved are all highly computer literate
since this movement’s aim to spread knowledge and attract newcomers happens mainly through
social media. This makes it that farmers in Jakarta Berkebun all know how to use the internet to
spread awareness about organic farming benefits, and for some of them this platform signifies a
form of empowerment in their lives, because their societal position improved due to engagement in
this initiative. Although most of the main concepts in this research are positively affecting each other
in this area of case study, local developments stay away because of the fact that Jakarta Berkebun is
currently located on a plot of land owned by a private developer and already has a history of moving
from place to place. This mostly has to do with their aim to utilize inner-city wasteland with farming
rather than developing the surroundings of their current plot of land, explaining why it leads to
deviation from the proposed assumption that farming practices are mutually connected to local
developments and access to these. It did lead to local developments in other places however, since
this location was the first branch of Indonesia Berkebun and led to the foundation of 45 branches in
other places in Indonesia, indicating the power of collective activity and awareness raising, hence the
case study’s position within the cube in figure 82
Outcomes of the farming practices of people in Pramuka Raya can also be seen as deviating
from the conceptual model, because although their farming is implemented on a big scale, due to
innovation in techniques and a high level of pollution affecting the crops, their efforts do not lead to
empowerment or development at all – potentially also because of the absence of the internet to
search for solutions. In Cipinang Besar Selatan, people were also seen to benefit from their farming
efforts in terms of food security alone; people in this neighbourhood are producing healthier crops
than in Pramuka Raya, but not much more than that. Local residents in Cipinang Besar Selatan were
mainly seen to have no internet available and gain their knowledge from other sources, and
empowerment or local developments stay off because of high rent prices and the fact that these
people are already evicted out of previous neighbourhoods, indicating a weak position in society. The
urban farm in this area is therefore certainly beneficial to local residents in terms of food, but is
furthermore the only development that local residents experienced in their neighbourhood since the
moment they arrived so far. Compared to the farmers in Pramuka Raya, the practice is more
collectively implemented in Cipinang Besar Selatan, including knowledge transfer and consulting
other people for searching things online, explaining the difference in position in the cube in figure 82.
The findings discovered during the fieldwork in Indonesia show that urban farming is more than only
a label given to a popular practice; in terms of the hype that urban farming brings with it, exactly this
hype makes it that more people are interested in this concept and want to try it themselves. This is
because they hear or see others improve, which makes them interested and in this way experience
increased awareness about urban farming, whether it is used as tool for achieving empowerment,
food security, more financial freedom or to be doing something different than daily urban activities.
As was mentioned before, it is not only dependent on people’s individual priorities, it is also
dependent on the amount of people in a certain area that are involved in a farming initiative and on
the fact if these people do it for individual or collective reasons, whether the impact of farming
affects mostly individuals or whole communities.
In some case studies that were visited during the fieldwork, groups or organizations were
mentioned to be responsible for what is currently established in certain areas, and that exactly the
cooperation between local residents made this development possible, which also forms an important
motive for many respondents to stay in this location whether they get rich from farming or not –
moving out is not an option for many of them. These groups or organizations also go on trips to other
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places jointly, on the one hand to learn more or teach about a specific aspect of farming or
sustainability, and on the other hand to have fun together, therefore improving the cohesion of the
involved residents and enlarging their mobility as well – maximizing the impact of farming
engagement.
Although there seems to be a major difference portrayed between the conducted observations and
interviews in urban areas and the rural areas where Ur-Farm operates, it has to be mentioned that
what happens in urban areas is a completely new dimension to the traditional background of
farming, namely in rural places or in any case directly planted in soil. The general perception on what
farming exactly entails is altering nowadays, and the definition gets more comprehensive, with
people in the cities being able to engage in farming as well, even without the use of soil – through
hydroponics. The initiatives that were started by the government took place because of the clean-up
of the Ciliwung river, the eviction of residents out of their previous neighbourhoods due to various
reasons and the establishment of RPTRAs throughout the city, while some other initiatives started
with one or a few people taking the lead after which a larger group followed, which led to the
establishment of a particular outcome. Regarding these government initiatives, social development
policies are implemented where the poorer residents are involved in community development
programs for example, possibly being able to combat deep-rooted poverty in a more effective way.
By making vacant plots of land available in certain areas, the government tries to motivate local
residents to turn this land into useful land, where urban agriculture is often a solution to use it
functionally and to gain more security in life, in terms of food or money. In the case of the private
initiatives started by community members, the organization of such initiatives consisted of one or a
few individuals who began prioritizing a healthy and sustainable lifestyle some time ago, seeing it as
a core principle of how to become happy with what you achieve in a certain place – in this case with
crop production, higher earnings or community development. This indicates that there is no strict
division between rural farming and urban farming, but that these practices are interconnected in
such a way – mainly because of the internet, that farmers in both settings learn from each other and
contribute to further development of their set of skills.
It turned out that many people who engage in urban farming do not consider themselves
thoroughbred farmers, more as people who want to achieve food security with healthier selfproduced crops or find a way to gain an income out of food production. This means that farming
practices gain increasing attention in urban areas, and because of this transformation, people in the
city think it is cool, trendy, and, at the same time, functional because you can provide yourself or
others with fresh crops, and therefore start joining an urban farming initiative. Exactly because of
this, it has to be mentioned that the stereotype of farming has shifted to something more
comprehensive, because people in the city who do the same practice but only part-time, do and at
the same time do not meet the traditional criteria of being a farmer. These people probably do not
want to be called farmers at all, since they do it because it is useful to them or see it as a hobby that
provides them with food or relieves stress.
In this research, I spoke with both the people who can be seen as pioneers in urban and rural
farming, and also with the so-called followers, the people who started engaging in farming in a later
stage because they saw the benefits of it somewhere else. Self-sustainability in terms of producing
healthy crops on a micro scale, but also on bigger scales, makes it highly valuable for the people who
are engaging in this, because they notice significant difference compared to how they lived before;
several examples of this are given in the chapter about individual portraits. This value can be
translated into either individual or collective success, which can be noticed in developments that
take place in people’s own life or in their neighbourhood. The accumulated added value of a certain
project or initiative for someone determines if that person will engage or continues to engage in
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farming or not. This means that when the economic value may not specifically be the motivation for
someone to continue his or her farming efforts, the sense of community and cohesion-building
through a joint effort could be seen as most meaningful because that person desires to clear his or
her mind through these practices for example, or because of the fact that he or she feels better
around other people in the community – and is convinced to contribute to further development.
Cohesion-building in communities in and around Jakarta is something which is as well
stimulated by the government since the election of president Joko Widodo; more than ever, the
focus is put on empowering the people in the margin, and through joint efforts, their problems
should be tackled on the long term, with development of the whole community as an ultimate goal.
One of the consequences of these community development programs is the revitalized sense of
community, just as in the traditional kampung, where people are close to each other and feel at
home, as if it still is a small village in a major city – preventing them to move to ‘better’ places. This
means that people feel comfortable where they are despite their economic worries, and feel as if
they really belong to this community. Apparently, the organizational skills of the residents of a
neighbourhood determine whether they are able to trigger change or not; for example through
launching a collective project or initiative. If these skills are absent among all people involved, then
the scale and effects of farming are likely to be smaller and less of a collective activity. And especially
for people who work all day at a pittance, individual action is obviously harder to expect from
potential pioneers in a community. It depends on the priorities set by an individual or collective how
farming is implemented in a certain place, but as was described in these empirical chapters, it
certainly is the case that it leads to improved living conditions in some way for the people engaging
in it, with a catalysing function of the internet.
As a concluding remark is stated again that farming practices in both urban and rural contexts are
converging, as an increasing number of people shares knowledge through the internet with each
other in order to develop their own knowledge and skills. This knowledge transfer leads to a
particular continuity of the concept of farming, being applied in different ways depending on the
specific setting someone is located in. Through this process, farming practices continue to evolve and
develop according to what turns out the best method for a particular location, indicating that trial
and error is a key aspect of this knowledge transfer. Therefore, access to internet is assumed to be
crucial in developing skills and gaining knowledge, also when it comes to farming. Some of the
respondents in this research claimed to receive training about using the internet in such a way that
they learn things and are able to promote what they do; these people seem to improve their life
because of the extra dimension that internet is said to carry with it. This indicates that the additional
role of internet in the future of farming in both rural and urban settings is assumed to be crucial, as it
brings people around the world closer to each other and in that way leads to structural change of
how people deal with all kinds of processes in life, one of them being their farming efforts. The
internet in turn has an accelerating function here, because people not only get in touch with each
other instantly, they are also facilitated in terms of the current development in crop prices, and in
terms of the ease of their transactions with other people. The way these people handle this exposure
depends on someone’s interest and priorities in life, determining whether that person is planning to
adjust to it or not.
Through using the internet for gaining knowledge about farming-related matters, people are
enabled to achieve improved living conditions on the long term with healthier food through the most
efficient farming method for them, positioned in their livelihood the way they want to, increased
earnings and an improved position within society, let alone their contribution to the environment
through farming. Further difference can be made between people who use the internet as source of
knowledge alone and people who go a step further and sell their products online as well, through e150

commerce. Besides Ur-Farm, also Jiri Farm and a few individuals in this research are active in this
online marketplace and sell their goods from there. This latter group is able to reach a larger market
without much effort, which can be seen in the fact that these entrepreneurs significantly sell more
premium-priced crops than they would without the internet. These people are in that way enabled to
make a living out of their farming practices instead of doing it on the side for limited additional
income or as a hobby only for own consumption.

When people decide to implement a certain activity, or change certain things in their lifestyle which
they initially did not plan or foresee happening, then the concept of serendipity comes into play;
these people were exposed to a particular concept at a certain moment, in these cases farming or
the internet, and this in turn led to ideas for implementing one or both of these concepts in their
own life, according to their desire and with specific priorities or goals to achieve with it – seen in the
previous two chapters. These different ways of implementing farming according to people’s desired
form and situation all relate to a specific extent of innovation and adjustments needed to make
farming relevant and successful for these people in a different context as well. It does not apply to all
initiatives however, because people associated to Ur-Farm or people manifested in initiatives that
focus on collective development like in Jakarta Berkebun, Cikini and Rawajati do not have to spend
major parts of their free time on the internet to search for farming-related knowledge since this
knowledge can be gained from people in their social network – with only an additional role for the
internet. This in turn is dependent on the specific context where someone finds himself in, and to
what extent that differs from the setting in which the particular farming practice that person is
interested in takes place; where urban residents will be exposed to farming either as a new practice
in their life or as another form of how they know it – for example for achieving food security or as
side income, rural residents are exposed to other technologies such as hydroponic farming and then
compare this method to their own farming technique in order to find the most efficient way to
produce and sell crops, potentially combining these methods in the end. It all comes down to the fact
that these people are engaging in farming practices in a particular way and with varying outcomes,
but the adjustments made because of encounters with other forms of farming make it that this
practice can be seen as a continuity that is transformative of character.
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7 – Farming as empowerment tool and means
for achieving development in any location
Farming is seen to be a practice that is rising in popularity, as it is transformative in character and
adjustable to every possible location in the world. Through engaging in own food production, people
in this research were seen to be positioning farming in many different ways into their lives for
different periods of time, with different intentions and corresponding outcomes. People are seen to
be farming for gaining food and income, but environmental action and future sustainability on
individual and collective basis are increasingly popular as well. This makes it that farming is able to
reach a larger audience on a worldwide scale on the long term.
In this research, among others the interrelations between livelihood organization and
farming practices is targeted, further attention is paid to food security and ways of generating money
through (innovative) farming efforts, and the transformative character of farming in the rural-urban
continuum is also highlighted. Additionally, the assumed role of the internet as catalyst in the
relation between farming, empowerment and local developments is elaborated upon, also in order
to describe how it is actually embedded in social practices, how it might lead to innovation and how
it comprises both individual and collective approaches. This is done in order to explain that farming is
also something that is not only being practiced by individuals, since innovations start with pioneers
and are adopted by followers later on – explaining the fact that pioneers with a certain mindset and
intentions embed themselves in a particular context in which they can express themselves with the
aim to gain support from peers for their ideas and ways of implementation.
This final chapter deals with the most relevant insights gained in this research, of which the most
important area-specific findings could already be read in the end of the previous chapter. This
chapter furthermore tries to generalize these area-specific findings to arguments applicable in other
places than Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur as well, also on the other side of the globe in countries with
completely different circumstances than farmers in Indonesia have to deal with.
In the second section of the chapter, recommendations are provided that are partly targeting UrFarm and other actors involved in particular initiatives in different ways, the farmers themselves, and
are also targeting scientists for future research. Another thing that will be discussed in short in this
chapter is the governance structure of major cities like Jakarta, especially regarding farming – also a
means of empowering poor residents, urban greenspace and environmental action. Especially with
the globally increasing number of urban residents, farming benefits should be identified by the
government as well in order to turn this traditional practice into something that really helps mankind
forward, in terms of food and income. Something that also helps to mitigate climate change, leading
to sustainable living in both rural and urban settings.
Before the actual fieldwork took place, several assumptions were made about how the situation in
Indonesia concerning the main concepts of this research might look like in reality, with particular
attention for the connections between farming, empowerment, developments and the internet. It
turned out that some of these assumptions do not apply to the entire research population; for
example, almost half of the respondents mentioned not to be able to use the internet themselves,
with some of them accessing someone else in the neighbourhood whenever they want to find out
about one thing or another while others were seen to be completely unaware of what the internet
has to offer. This makes it that application of ICT is not guaranteed and cannot be seen as a constant
in the conceptual model of this research but as a variable that is not always applicable.
Furthermore, an adjustment is made in the fact that ‘(Innovation of) Farming’ is added as a
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main concept, where it was omitted from the conceptual model in the first place. Different ways to
implement farming turned out to lead to significantly varying outcomes, also due to innovations,
some of these methods bringing about more success than other methods. Recent or innovative
encounters with farming turned out to be more valuable in determining the impact of someone’s
practices on the extent of empowerment and access to developments than people who still hold on
to the same farming technique as for example 20 years ago, and this often relates to knowledge
gained online. The assumptions made up front turned out to be way more complex and dependent
on the role of farming in someone’s life, including the particular technique someone uses and with
which priorities.
Before the interrelation between the main concepts in this research is clarified and explained, the
central research question is shown again in order to be able to provide an answer that includes the
cornerstones of this research entirely:

“How does farming engagement relate to empowerment of residents in Jakarta, Bogor
and Cianjur, and what is the (potential) role of the internet in this process of improving
their living conditions?”
The empirical chapters in this research, Chapter 4 to Chapter 6, were each provided with a subquestion in order to describe particular farming practices, intentions and priorities in the first place,
followed by a description of the initiatives in which these farmers are manifesting themselves, to end
with a connecting chapter that explains how different farming practices and consequent outcomes in
different contexts relate to each other, with an increasing role for the internet. These sub-questions
are not created to be answered separately from each other but jointly provide an answer to the
central research question.

7.1 - Conclusions
When it comes to farming, people in urban areas were on the one hand seen to become interested in
the concept because they see it being practiced by other people in their neighbourhood, read about
it either online or offline, or could be exposed to it when they visited a shopping mall where a bazaar
was held at that particular moment, with stalls exhibiting crops and equipment to engage in food
production at home. During the fieldwork in Indonesia it was noticed that people have been learning
about farming in various ways but in the end all engage in food production because they learned it is
beneficial to have control over the crops you eat yourself, and furthermore to have the feeling to live
healthier without paying a premium price. Engaging in farming collectively turned out to bring about
more consciousness about efficient methods in order to achieve more successful outcomes.
Economic benefits are lurking as well, however only to those who are entrepreneurial and seize
these opportunities, whether this is through the use of internet and e-commerce or through offline
sales.
Another way to learn about farming is through tacit knowledge that has been in someone’s family or
surroundings for generations already, relating to farmers living in or originating from rural areas. This
knowledge is inherent to a particular place or lifestyle and defined by certain skills and ideas about
something, farming in this case, which is traditionally related to a rural context. Transferring tacit
knowledge is harder to achieve because people are often unable to express how ‘their’ way of
farming proceeds, because they learned it like that and consequently assimilated it into their set of
skills. Tacit knowledge transfer happens through practicing farming with others around, making them
experience the way that farming in their particular context is implemented and why, contributing to
greater interpersonal relations that enable tacit knowledge transfer, as Polanyi (1966) argued.
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Ur-Farm and companies alike provide an end to end solution for rural farmers, with everything
provided from training to distribution and from micro-loans to online and offline support. In that
way, the farmers’ markets are expanded and cover a larger geographical reach, especially a major
step for rural farmers who are now able to sell their products in cities as well, for example on bazaars
in shopping malls. On the other hand, the impact of loan sharks remains low or absent because of
these transformations in life, thereby limiting their impact on people with internet access.
Ur-Farm and similar organizations furthermore aim to make the farmers they cooperate with
self-sustainable in the future, among others through enlarging these farmers’ business networks;
organic food stores in shopping malls, gyms that promote the produced crops and supplements, and
online connections leading to an increasing number of customers for these farmers, also on the
longer term. Eventually, these networks become consolidated and make it that these farmers are
benefiting from their efforts more than ever before. One of the things that help promote these
sustainable partnerships is the rising number of scientific publications about the relevance of organic
and hydroponic food production, not only for improving people’s lives but to improve the
environment as well. In this way, individuals will be attracted to engage in farming for own survival or
pursuing a healthy lifestyle, businesses will be attracted invest in farming since it has become more
profitable, also with an eye on achieving the Sustainable Development Goals of the United Nations
by 2030. This may be useful for aforementioned businesses or people who read these publications,
less-educated people have to be shown how farming is able to improve their lives. This can be done
through training and workshops, but also through teaching these people how to use internet in such
a way that they are able to learn from other people online in order to improve themselves.
The internet is thereby an important factor that determines the support and interest for farming,
simply because this medium enables and accelerates long-distance communication and knowledge
transfer, facilitating new findings and developments to cross local boundaries that can be
implemented everywhere around the world, as long as there is someone with internet access.
Although offline knowledge transfer is probably more time-consuming, real life training and
education are assumed to be most valuable in the process of raising awareness about farming
because people are exposed to something and then decide whether they like it or not instead of
avoiding farming-related information on the internet. Translating the knowledge found both online
and offline through books or from other people to actual farming practices is key in establishing
sustainable farming initiatives and partnerships, mainly because an increasing number of people is
exposed to the practice, people who might not have been aware about farming at all.
During the fieldwork it became clear that the greater majority of farmers engage in either organic or
hydroponic farming, and that only a few people engage in traditional farming – 3 out of 28
respondents. The former two farming techniques are seen to generate significantly more income for
the producer because of a higher crop quality, if the intention would be to sell the crops instead of
consuming them yourself or giving them away for free. The fact that these farming techniques lead
to higher earnings makes it that farming suddenly becomes interesting for lower-income people as
well, as it is traditionally seen as a low-paid job. Spreading awareness about own food production
through healthier, more profitable and less labour-intensive methods seems to attract people
because of the fact that people aim to eat as healthy as possible, especially when they can grow it
themselves instead of buy it on the market and save on their budget in this way as well. This makes it
that the stereotype of farming happening in rural areas on huge farmlands is more comprehensive
than it seems, with people finding different ways to implement this practice in their lives for varying
reasons and in completely different settings. It turned out that people’s migration background
concerning their current place of living does affect the success of their farming efforts, especially
because people are able to build a social network in a community over time, connecting to people
154

with the same interests, and if farming is among these interests, residents are enabled to cooperate
in order to maximize the impact of their farming efforts and to improve their techniques gradually.
Community cohesion is believed to accelerate desired outcomes, albeit still dependent on the
opportunity structure in a specific place, potentially limiting the effects of farming in that place.
People in the majority of urban areas in this research are actually stimulated to engage in
farming because they see other people in their neighbourhood achieve certain things in life, among
others food security, increased knowledge and economic benefits. This could be seen in the form of
individual efforts or through cooperation and partnerships, for example farming communities,
businesses or social projects. Especially the fact that you can save money on expensive healthy crops
on the one hand, or eat less healthy with cheaper crops from the market on the other hand makes it
that people experience more financial freedom. The actual empowerment however lies in the fact
that several people have been experiencing the feeling to be somebody in society compared to
before, either because they are offered a platform to express their ideas, but also for other reasons,
for example to feel valuable for the family and the neighbourhood through supplying healthy food,
income or greenspace in their location of living. Both their opportunity structure and agency are
enhanced because of the consequences of their farming-related activities, and make it that these
people experience improved living conditions compared to before, financially and socially.
In rural areas, people were seen to be empowered by the fact that they are handed the
knowledge, training, equipment and (financial) resources to start converting from traditional to
organic farming and consequently gain higher profit from their sales. Additionally, cutting the
traditional supply chain with lots of intermediaries between producer and consumer – taking profit
that actually belongs to the producer, helps to improve the living conditions of farmers in rural areas,
with direct producer-consumer transactions.
Furthermore, community cohesion improved due to jointly experienced improved living conditions
because of the switch to organic farming, making the farmers’ families and fellow residents benefit
from this as well, something that was described by Muljono (2011) as community empowerment.
Through selling their crops for the right prices without the presence of a loan shark or other
intermediaries, the opportunity structure for local farmers improves gradually, enabling them to
operate according to their own desires, or to those of the collective they find themselves in. This in
turn leads to more agency in both individual and collective terms, as the consequences of the
conversion to organic farming and cutting the traditional supply chain not only lead to more financial
freedom, but also to an improved societal position in which they are less restrained by other actors.
With support and training included in government policies to learn (poor) people how to
achieve food security and care for the environment at the same time, an increasing number of
people will see the benefits of food production in the future, especially through awareness-raising via
internet. This can only be achieved with the right policies, because without targeting these people,
they do not know about what makes food production beneficial to them – especially people who
migrated from a rural area to the city to avoid farming and food production in the first place.
Targeted policies to show people the benefits of farming concerning multiple fields are likely to lead
an increasing number of people to engage in farming in the future in both urban and rural settings,
with the internet as most important means of communication and source of knowledge, which in
turn have positive consequences for the government as well, among others to be contributing to
improved liveability in order to develop more equitably as a country.
An important role in this process is reserved for the internet, which is seen to depend on multiple
factors; first of all, someone is argued to be in need of internet access to learn through it, however in
several cases in this research could be seen that a few people in a particular neighbourhood search
things for the majority of the residents who do not have internet access, still leading to increased
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knowledge. Some of these people claim to not need the internet because they do not see why they
have to use it themselves when other people can search for them as well, while others are
completely unaware of the things they can learn on the internet and do not have any intention to
start learning about this at all – preferring to stick to the way they are used to.
For people aiming to use the internet for more than socializing, farming-related queries and
knowledge transfer, the internet offers more than that; through websites and social media, people
promote activities they engage in, either their own business or as part of a movement that tries to
raise awareness about food production and mitigating climate change to gain support. The internet
can in that way be seen as a catalyst that increases the number of people someone reaches with his
or her thoughts – albeit still dependent on the number of people that visits these webpages of
course. In that way it is not automatically guaranteed that an audience or business network will be
enlarged through the internet, but with the right knowledge and capabilities to make yourself visible
in the online dimension or outsmart competitors, this medium is assumed to be highly relevant in
order to promote a business among a greater public with less effort and lower costs. Due to the low
entry barrier of engaging in e-commerce compared to starting a physical store, many people
nowadays try to sell their crops or equipment online once they acquired the skills to do so, but this in
turn leads to an intensifying competition, leading to the risk of invisibility in the online dimension.
People who get acquainted with techniques to solidify their online position are among others taught
by trainers or through (online) manuals about how to get more clicks on their webpage and become
visible to a more general public.
Farmers in rural areas were seen to be less up to date than urban farmers about the internet
and the benefits it has to offer them in terms of knowledge and sectoral developments. This does not
apply to everyone in these settings, but in general, people in urban areas were seen to be using the
internet more often, not only as knowledge source or potential business, but also just for socializing,
while rural farmers were seen to live more traditionally. There were also farmers in rural areas with
internet access, the internet being highly important for them and other people in the
neighbourhood, and on the other hand farmers in urban areas without this access, however many of
the people in the latter group have people in their social network with internet access – making it
less of a necessity to have in an urban context, although still highly valuable.
Local developments could be noticed in the form of community development and improved
liveability within a neighbourhood, but also in the form of economic growth. The presence of
greenery is for example claimed to be an improvement in a certain place that contributes to
enhanced liveability, but also the establishment of public space is an important indicator. For urban
neighbourhoods goes that local developments were varying from an entire community centre with
evacuation area, used for local events and performances, children’s safe space and assigned trainers
that teach about urban farming and technologies like smartphones, computers and the internet to
governmental riverbank restructuring and land provision in order to let local residents utilize this
space for farming, as this previously unused space becomes useful public space for a
neighbourhood’s residents in these ways. These areas are accessible for everyone, some of them
inviting people to engage in farming alone while other areas are offering a platform for organizing
other activities as well – this was seen to heavily differ between the areas of case study in this
research.
In rural areas, local developments were seen to come in the form of upgraded housing and
personal inventory on the one hand, and in the form of community investments and reinvesting in
the farmland on the other hand – the latter leading to even more economic improvement in the
future, with beneficial effects for the rest of the community as well. The access to local
developments in turn is therefore either granted to farmers or people in the entire neighbourhood,
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dependent on the kind of development taking place with consequent impact on local actors. The
presence of a loan shark however can be seen as a restraining factor in the process of accessing local
developments, since it absorbs a big share of a farmer’s income, thereby limiting that person’s
agency and opportunity structure.
When it comes to people’s perspective regarding moving to a better neighbourhood if that option
would be there when their living conditions improve, many people in this research said to not even
think about moving out of their respective neighbourhood. This especially has to do with the fact
that these people are contributing to local developments and improved living conditions for
themselves and other community members, which in turn leads to improved cohesion among
residents in a particular place. This feeling of belonging makes it that many people are highly
determined to remain stationary in their current place of living and contribute to further local
developments in the future as well. Some of the respondents claimed to aim for the feeling of being
in a village while they are in fact located in a major city, as the kampung resembles the traditional
way of living in Indonesia and is favoured by its residents because people are close to each other and
able to help each other out whenever that is needed instead of living more anonymously in a global
city. Apparently, the organizational skills of the residents of a neighbourhood determine whether
they are able to trigger change or not; for example through launching a collective project or initiative.
If these skills are absent among people involved, then the scale and effects of urban farming are
likely to be smaller and less of a collective activity. At least, the assumption made up front about the
kampung losing its value with people leaving their neighbourhood in order to live in a better place is
seen to be incorrect, with people in this research increasingly benefiting from being in a community,
for example in terms of having a collective voice that leads to bigger impact through their efforts,
with increased belief in successful contribution to local development, something that Muljono (2011)
also claimed.
With the majority of respondents in this research seen to be stationary to their place of
living, one of the long term effects of this process is that a concentration of urban farming practices
in a particular place means a concentration of knowledge about food production and of ecological
awareness due to farming. With the addition of community cohesion, this knowledge is likely to
reach people beyond the boundaries of the neighbourhood itself as well, because successful farming
practices and the initiatives in which they are nested attract visitors and potential investors. This
makes it that urban farming through different techniques for achieving food security with
consequential health, environmental and potential economic benefits is assumed to gradually
become a relevant part of a modern urban lifestyle. In this lifestyle, people increasingly aim to live as
healthy as possible, with positive side effects concerning the environment - possibly inadvertently and an extra source of income, at least if selling crops would be the intention of the farmer.
Altogether, urban city life in the future could be less devastating for the environment when an
increasing number of people engages in own healthy food production, thereby contributing to
reduced pollution because no transportation is needed and because of the absence of chemicals in
crops produced. In combination with an increasing number of companies taking advice from
architects by implementing urban greenspace in or on the exterior of their buildings, crowded cities
might be more sustainable in the future, especially when the government grants incentives for green
architecture – something that is according to respondent Sigit Kusumawijaya already in existence in
Singapore. Without the incentives, green architecture is according to Sigit, an architect himself, much
more expensive than a building without urban greenspace, meaning that a similar model to that of
Singapore should be adopted in order to make cities considerably greener and more sustainable as
well. It all starts with the actions of individuals however, and through own healthy food production a
step towards future sustainability is already taken, also with an eye on providing opportunities for
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lower-income people to achieve food security and save money on crops from the market. When
there are enough individuals and communities concentrated in cities that focus on food security and
environmental action through inner-city farming, impact on a bigger scale can be established from
then. With an intensifying connection between urban and rural settings as part of the national
development planning of Indonesia but also through the internet, knowledge transfer is more likely
to affect people in another context than it currently is, leading to more efficient techniques and ways
to implement farming successfully into your life.
According to the majority of people in this research, farming is an activity that goes beyond food
sustainability for individuals and neighbourhoods; the practice is able to be adjusted in form and
scale according to someone’s personal desires and intentions, and therefore to be implemented by
practically everyone around the world. Of course there are differences in soil types and many other
variables in different geographical locations, but with the right adjustments made to a particular
farming technique, someone located in a completely different country than Indonesia should be able
to implement this knowledge as well. The internet obviously plays the most important role here,
since people in other countries are otherwise far more limited in the knowledge they gain and share
if there would be no internet available – only from people in their surroundings, books or potentially
from an encounter with a foreigner, but these encounters are obviously happening less often than
encounters with foreigners on the internet.
In that way, internet access is seen to accelerate knowledge transfer and consequent
implementation of this knowledge in someone’s own life, sometimes as innovation, sometimes as
alternative or addition to existing farming methods. People in all continents are able to engage in
food production, as long as they are aware of what exactly works and what does not work in their
location of living, explaining the many cases of trial and error until they found the most effective and
efficient method. Urban residents are assumed to be engaging in farming practices to an increasing
extent in the future, with more people seeing the benefits of own food production, and while they
come up with creative ways to implement farming on a limited plot of land, people in rural areas will
ultimately learn about these alternatives and might come up with adjustments in their own farming
method to make it more efficient. When there are enough individuals and communities concentrated
in cities focussing on food security, improved living conditions and environmental action through
urban farming, this practice is able to become integrated in the social structure of urban residents.
From then, impact on a bigger scale can be established, with rural areas becoming more profitable
and important for the entire country because of their potential for cultivating organic crops on a
large-scale and the economic benefits that come with it – reducing structural inequalities.
This transformative character of farming makes it that future sustainability is sooner to be achieved
when more and more people see the benefits of own food production, not only for themselves but
for the environment and a more sustainable future in general as well, with a catalysing function of
the internet. The additional role of internet in the future of farming in both rural and urban settings
is therefore assumed to be crucial, as it brings people around the world closer to each other and in
that way leads to structural change of how people deal with all kinds of processes in life, one of them
being their farming efforts, no matter what the exact intention of these people is.

7.2 - Recommendations
This section provides more insight in how present study can be seen as a guideline along which
future research can be conducted; through recommendations partly targeting Ur-Farm and other
actors involved in particular initiatives in different ways, the farmers themselves, and also targeting
scientists. In that way, future research and practical implementation is likely to proceed more
fluently. With an eye on future research, it is necessary to identify flaws in this research in the first
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place, after which recommendations concerning avoiding these flaws will be provided. Further
recommendations relate to the societal relevance of this research, targeting different actors about
how to improve the current situation in order to contribute to and benefit from developments
happening around the world.
The first and, at the same time, most important flaw in this research is that the research population
is too small for gaining valid results representing the entire population of these areas. Therefore it
has to be stated that the external validity of this research is low, as the research population is divided
over nine different case studies. To gain a representative perspective on how these connections
between the main concepts are constituted, it is important to interview more people in every case
study, something that could only be done in the form of a longitudinal study. This research method
not only brings about more people to be interviewed, it also provides deep-rooted causes and
specific patterns among people or entire neighbourhoods, for which more explanations can be found
afterwards.
Especially with the globally increasing number of urban residents, farming benefits should be
identified by the government as well in order to further turn this traditionally rural practice into
something that really helps mankind forward, in terms of food, income and that also brings less
damage to the environment, leading to sustainable living in both urban and rural settings. In that
way, farming is assumed to have become a relevant practice in governance. Furthermore, it was seen
that farming in both of these locations is seen to support poor people in their efforts to combat
poverty through food or income, besides self-produced crops already healthier than lower-priced
crops on the market. It is relevant at this very moment to gain better insight in the role that internet
plays in the pro-poor growth debate and in the road to sustainable development through the many
opportunities that it offers to reach a larger public. Since the eradication of poverty continues to be
one of humanity’s priority goals, it is beneficial for future studies to conduct further research on the
influence of internet and e-commerce on the process of achieving this goal - in this case in the local
contexts of Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur, but also on a wider geographical scale. Especially with an eye
on the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals, it is important for the government to
implement farming on a bigger scale from now on, as it not only contributes to the eradication of
poverty but positively affects many other SDGs as well, among others Zero Hunger, Climate Action,
Good Health & Well-Being and Sustainable Cities & Communities. The benefits that farming brings
with it concern multiple areas regarding future sustainability, meaning that it gradually becomes
interesting for people in urban areas who see that it is not something that only happens in the
countryside. Also for scientific purposes this is assumed to be highly relevant with an eye on
determining the impact of specific factors on achieving the Sustainable Development Goals, or to
future sustainability.
Regarding the societal relevance of this research, another recommendation is made to people in
urban areas; it is assumed to be highly important to accept and embrace farming as a practice that is
not necessarily time-consuming and does not need to be implemented through old-fashioned
techniques. Especially hydroponics are therefore suitable for implementation when you have other
things to take care of as well, besides the fact that this farming technique requires minimal space and
can be implemented both indoors and outdoors. When an increasing number of people living in cities
engages in farming, albeit only for their own household’s consumption, it is believed that people are
able to fully benefit from farming in multiple ways; among others through healthier food, income,
environment, future sustainability, fairer prices and collaborations or initiatives.
When it comes to Ur-Farm as rural partner, it is recommended to focus more specifically on
the role of internet; with that many benefits concerning knowledge-sharing with people around the
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world and engaging in online transactions, people are certainly more likely to improve their skills
through this medium. In this way, deep-rooted inequalities are also mitigated for a certain extent and
local residents are able to improve their living conditions.
Furthermore, it is assumed that Ur-Farm is really able to bring about change on a bigger scale as well,
especially when they launch their smartphone application; they raise awareness through the internet
among a larger public while they still empower local farmers and sell their products on bazaars in
Jakarta to provide offline knowledge as well. This in turn maximizes Ur-Farm’s reach and contributes
to a larger community of people with the same interests.
Regarding other initiatives has to be stated at first that these were seen varying heavily from
each other, although it is recommended that the initiatives further focus on collaborative action to
achieve both individual and collective goals. Joint effort not only leads to increased power or impact
of action, it also contributes to community cohesion and is more likely to lead to community
development than individual farming efforts. The collective aspect was seen to be already of high
importance in the majority of case studies, except for Pramuka Raya and Cipinang Besar Selatan,
where farming is practiced by individuals and small separate groups, with correlating outcomes
having less impact on the entire neighbourhood than collective approaches.

7.3 - Reflection
This final section reflects on the experience of conducting research in Jakarta and how it came into
existence; in 2016 when I was conducting research for my bachelor thesis in Yogyakarta, I decided to
fly to Kuala Lumpur for the weekend via Jakarta where I met Ur-Farm’s Dea. Later that year, I
contacted her again and we talked about the opportunity of conducting research on Ur-Farm’s work
as a Jakarta-based startup to empower rural farmers as part of my master thesis. This happened in
2017 from May to July, three months in total; I saw this as an opportunity to dig deeper in people’s
perceptions about particular things in life – in this case with farming as a familiar or unfamiliar
addition, something I also found interesting during my research in Yogyakarta. Where that research
was about the accessibility of people in different areas and from different backgrounds to the city
centre, this research focused on something completely different.
During my stay in Jakarta last year, I decided to not only focus on Ur-Farm’s partners in Bogor
and Cianjur but to also include urban areas in my research because of the assumption that farming is
just as important in this context nowadays, with the aim to compare differences in implementation
and impact on people’s lives. The start of the research period was quite hectic, because of setting up
connections with urban farmers in Jakarta, at least if that was possible in the first place; often I had
to visit a sub-district or neighbourhood without knowing the exact place of the urban farm, I either
heard or read about an urban farm just being there, and then I asked local residents to tell me more.
This turned out to be an effective but time-consuming method, and before I knew it, the first weeks
had already passed.
Another unexpected situation took place during Idul Fitri, the period after Ramadan; due to the huge
number of migrants living in Jakarta, it is tradition that the majority of these people travels to their
place of origin to celebrate the end of the fasting period with relatives and friends. Some people stay
there for a couple of days but it can take longer as well, for example when this place of origin is far
away or because of other reasons. During the research this turned out to be quite a disadvantage in
the process of planning interviews with local residents. In Cikini RW03 for example, I wanted to speak
to the founders of the urban farming organization but nobody in the neighbourhood knew if they
would come back within a week or not. I decided to come back after a week and they had not
returned yet, it turned out that they combined this family trip with a short holiday and would not
come back within another week.
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The uncertainty of people being around in the neighbourhood after the end of Ramadan is
applicable to people in all case studies, whether they have a relation to farming or not. This is
explained by Mrs. Dina, who told that people harvest as much as possible before everyone leaves the
city so that they can sell it or take it with them for own consumption instead of spoiling it. In this
way, the research stagnated for a while after Ramadan; I decided to analyse some of the interviews
already conducted, browse for more farming-related sources and took a weekend off myself as well.
When I arranged some interviews up front and was completely aware of all places to visit within the
city in the research period, I figured I needed different questionnaires as well, which I created
straight after. Because of questionnaires in both English and Bahasa Indonesia, the language barrier
that had to be overcome to get answers to interview questions turned out to be no real problem,
also because of the help of several friends serving an interpreting function, although some questions
required more explanation among certain respondents. Both the respondents and the people
working for Ur-Farm stimulated me in developing new insights by comparing people’s perspectives in
order to determine what role farming is able to carry out in a modernizing society, with a catalysing
function for the internet. These insights contributed to a better understanding of livelihoods and
perceptions among different people in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur, with corresponding explanations
behind these lifestyles, intentions and ways of thinking. Due to the profound and variated
conversations I had with several people who live in Jakarta, Bogor and Cianjur but are originating
from other places in the country as well, I learned a great deal about different priorities among
people, and how they aim to realize these. Every single person contributed to a better understanding
of the local cultures and the differences between those, contributing to cultural bonding at the same
time, with me as transmitter of ‘European’ culture.
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Appendix I: Interview Guides
Interview guide – Urban Farmers Jakarta
Name:
Age:

Gender:
Male / Female
Place of origin:

Prior to the interview:
- Explain the purpose of the interview to the respondent

- Indicate the expected duration of the interview

- Indicate how many questions the interview consists of

- Ask permission for (digital) recording

Pre-interview questions:
1. For how long have you been living in Jakarta?
2. Did you always live in the same district/quarters/neighbourhood?
3. For how long have you been an urban farmer?
4. Do you have another job? If so, what kind of work & where?

Questions on (the aim of) urban farming projects:
1. How do you think urban farming leads to more consciousness about benefits of local
products and sustainable food? Not only for you, also for the general public on a worldwide basis
2. How did this change to your current farming method/technique affect your own
knowledge about food production? How did you gain this knowledge?
3. How much space do you roughly have for your farming efforts?
4. Related to the SDGs, what kind of impact do you think you can have through your farming
efforts on meeting the goals that are set about a brighter future? For example on a local scale?
But also when the production worldwide increases (increasing popularity of urban farming)

5. How do you think about the effects of increasing crowdedness in the city on the demand
for/production of local products? Do you think this will change in the future (i.e. by 2030)?
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Questions on the creation of a better livelihood:
6. In what way does urban farming in this location contribute to changes/improvements in
life for local residents? And what kind of benefits does it bring to you personally (In terms of
opportunities, chances to improve)?

7. How do you think you can gain a foothold in modern society with your farming efforts? Is it
influenced by your dedication to urban farming?

8. How can you describe your future mobility due to the aforementioned possibilities?
Do you think you’ll have more freedom to move around between places?

9. What do you think about the consequential possibilities that urban farming brings to your
choices as a consumer?

Questions on the possession and use of computers/smartphones:
10. Do you have a computer and/or smartphone? If so, for what purposes do you use it/them?
11. How do computers/smartphones determine your organization of life/daily life?
 i.e. do they add an extra dimension to the way that you used to live before?
12. What do you know about the phenomenon e-commerce? Do you think it is a beneficial aspect
to the way society is organized, or leads to more opportunities for you and me?

13. How does an e-commerce platform offer opportunities for local people?
And what are the consequences of e-commerce engagement for you personally?

14. Connecting this to urban farming practices, what kind of additional effect(s) do you believe
that e-commerce has? For example to raise consciousness/extend the clientele to larger
geographical scale etc.

Questions on achieving development:
15. How do you think this farming initiative is able to develop your community?
Is an urban farming project like this affecting mostly individuals or also the collective/community?

16. What is your opinion on the effects of this farming process concerning your choice to move
to/settle in another location if that’s possible?
17. What kind of influence do you think urban farming can have on the composition of society
on the long term? With people being more mobile to move around/footloose (also because of an
extended reach caused by e-commerce), how do you think this place will look like in the future? Will
people concentrate even more, or spread?

End
- Do you have any questions or other things to say?
- Give a short indication of how the data will be processed
The data will be processed through the use of AtlasTI, a computer program that helps you in
organizing qualitative data to determine similarities and differences in the obtained data. In that
way, conclusions can be drawn to solidify the claims in this scientific research with the aim to gain
new insights.
- Thank the respondent with a little gift
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Interview guide – Ur-Farm(ers)
Name:
Age:

Gender:
Male / Female
Place of origin:

Prior to the interview:
- Explain the purpose of the interview to the respondent

- Indicate the expected duration of the interview

- Indicate how many questions the interview consists of

- Ask permission for (digital) recording

Pre-interview questions:
1. For how long have you been living in this location?
2. Did you always live in the same district/quarters/neighbourhood?
3. For how long have you been a farmer?

Questions on (the aim of) organic farming projects:
1. How do you think organic farming leads to more consciousness about benefits of local
products and sustainable food? Not only for you, also for the general public on a worldwide basis
2. How did this change to your current farming method affect your own knowledge about
food production? How did you gain this knowledge?
3. How much space do you roughly have for your farming efforts?
4. Related to the SDGs, what kind of impact do you think you can have through your farming
efforts on meeting the goals that are set about a brighter future? For example on a local scale?
But also when the production worldwide increases (increasing popularity of organic farming)

5. How do you think about the effects of increasing crowdedness in the city on the demand
for/production of local products from the countryside? Do you think this will change (i.e. by
2030)?

Questions on the creation of a better livelihood:
6. In what way does organic farming in this location contribute to changes/improvements in
life for local residents? And what kind of benefits does it bring to you personally (In terms of
opportunities, chances to improve)?
7. How do you think you can gain a foothold in modern society with your farming efforts? Is it
influenced by your change into organic farming (cooperation with Ur-Farm)?
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8. How can you describe your future mobility due to the aforementioned possibilities?
Do you think you’ll have more freedom to move around between places?
9. What do you think about the consequential possibilities that organic farming brings to your
choices as a consumer?

Questions on the possession and use of computers/smartphones:
10. Do you have a computer and/or smartphone? If so, for what purposes do you use it/them?
11. How do computers/smartphones determine your organization of life/daily life?
 i.e. do they add an extra dimension to the way that you used to live before?
12. What do you know about the phenomenon e-commerce? Do you think it is a beneficial
aspect to the way society is organized, or leads to more opportunities for you and me?
13. How does an e-commerce platform offer opportunities for local people?
And what are the consequences of e-commerce engagement for you personally?
14. Connecting this to organic farming practices, what kind of additional effect(s) do you
believe that e-commerce has? For example to raise consciousness/extend the clientele to
larger geographical scale etc.

Questions on achieving development:
15. How do you think this farming initiative is able to develop your community?
Is an organic farming project like this affecting mostly individuals or also the
collective/community?
16. What is your opinion on the effects of this farming process concerning your choice to move
to/settle in another location if that’s possible?
17. What kind of influence do you think organic farming can have on the composition of
society on the long term? With people being more mobile to move around/footloose (also
because of an extended reach caused by e-commerce), how do you think this place will look
like in the future? Will people concentrate even more, or spread?
End
- Do you have any questions or other things to say?
- Give a short indication of how the data will be processed
The data will be processed through the use of AtlasTI, a computer program that helps you in
organizing qualitative data to determine similarities and differences in the obtained data. In that
way, conclusions can be drawn to solidify the claims in this scientific research with the aim to gain
new insights.
- Thank the respondent with a little gift
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Interview guide Bahasa Indonesia – Ur-Farm(ers)
Name:
Age:

Gender:

Male / Female

Pre-interview questions:
1. Sudah berapa lama bapak/ibu tinggal di lokasi ini?
2. Apakah bapak/Ibu selalu tinggal di lokasi ini?
3. Sudah berapa lama menjadi petani?

Organic Farming Projects:
1. Bagaimana menurut anda peran pertanian organik dalam meningkatkan pemahaman dan
mafaat produk lokal yang memiliki nilai keberlanjutan?
(Tidak hanya untuk dirisendiri, tapi manfaatnya secara keseluruhan)
2. Bagaimana dampak dari perubahan teknik bertani anda; dari konvesional menjadi organik,
terhadap ilmu anda dalam menghasilakn produk yang memiliki nilai keberlanjutan?
(Darimana kamu mendapatkan ilmu pertanian organik ini?)
3. Seberapa banyak lahan yang diperlukan untuk melakukan pertanian organik?
4. Terkait SDG’s, dampak seperti apa yang pertanian adna berikan sesuai dengan pilar-pilar
SDG’s dibawah ini? Dalam skala Lokal?

5. Bagaimana menurut anda dampak dari meningkatnya populasi di kota-kota besar,
terhadap peningkatan pembelian produk-produk organik yang berasal dari desa? Apakah
menurut kamu di tahun 2030 ini akan semakin naik?

Better Livelihood:
6. Bagaimana dampak pertanian organik di daerah ini berkontribusi dalam perubahan dan
improvisasi kehidupan masyarakat lokal? (Dan seperti apa manfaat yang kamu rasakan
secara personal)
7. Bagaimana cara anda untuk bisa tetap terus menjalankan usaha pertanian ini di era
modern? (apakah bekerjasama dengan ur-farm merupakan salah satu caranya)
8. Bagaimana kamu mendeskribsikan mobilitas kamu di masa depan? (apakah kamu akan
memilih kebebesan untuk bisa berpindah-pindah ke lokasi lain)
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9. Menurut kamu seperti apa pentingnya mengkonsumsi prouk organik, jika kamu sebagai
konsumen?

Computers & Smartphone
10. Apakah anda memiliki smartphone atau komputer? Jika iya, apa tujuan anda
menggunakannya?
11. Bagaimana peran smartphone atau komputer menentukan kehidupan anda? (apakah alat
tersebut membantu anda menyelesaikan masalah tertentu)?
12. Apa yang kamu ketahui mengenai fenomea e-commerce? (menurut kamu apakah ecommerce memberikan manfaat dalam kehidupan kamu)?
13. Bagaimana e-commerce platform memberikan kesempatan kepada masyarakat lokal?
(apakah kamu pernah merasakan manfaat nya secara personal)
14. Berkaitan dengan organic farming, menurut kamu bagaimana koneksi e-commerce seperti
Ur-Farm dalam memberikan manfaat? (membantu petani untuk menjangkau konsumen
yang lebih luas)

Achieving Development
15. Bagaimana menurut kamu inistiatif ini membantu perkembangan komunitas? (apakah
proyek ini memberikan dampak secara kelompok atau individual)
16. Apa opini kamu terkait dampak dari proses pertanian ini, jika kamu memilih untuk pergi
mencoba ke lahan lain?
17. Menurut kamu bagaimana pengaruh dari pertanian organik terhadap komunitas dalam
jangka waktu panjang? (menurut kamu apakah orang akan beralih kesini)?

END
Apakah ada yang ingin ditanyakan atau ada hal lain yang ingin disampaikan?
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Appendix II: Observation Scheme of Case Studies
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Definition of observational units:
Estimated
area/community wealth:

low income – lower-middle income – middle income – upper middle income – high income (as far as
determinable)

Number of roads:

number of main roads to leave the area/community; no detours

Width of roads:

number of lanes

One-way/two-way:

one-way/two-way traffic on the roads adjacent to farming land

Traffic jams:

yes – no [during moment of observation]

Intensity of traffic jams:

light – mild – heavy – impermeable

Visibility of cohesion:

individual/collective character of the area/community at first sight

Amount of space
for urban farming:

how many square metres/acres?

Number of workers:

… farmers, … management, … total

Community project:

yes – no (collective or individual of nature)

Type of farming methods:

organic/hydroponic/et cetera

Air quality:

very bad – bad – neutral – good – very good

Mouth caps seen:

yes – no [on both locals and foreigners]
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Air quality negatively affecting yes – no
crop quality/quantity:
Types of crops produced:

description of the crops grown in this areas/community

Visibility of e-commerce
engagement:

yes – no [where & how]

Presence of customers:

yes – no [social & offline; or solely online clientele?]

Other remarks:
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Jakarta
Berkebun

Karet
Tengsin

1

4

2

2

1

2

0

20

% of total number of
respondents in this case
study
% of total number of male

100

100

100

80

50

50

100

66.7

0

X

10

30

5

20

10

10

5

10

0

100

% of total number of
respondents

7.1

21.4

3.6

14.3

7.1

7.1

3.6

7.1

0

71.3

- Female

0

0

0

1

2

2

0

1

2

8

% of total number of
respondents in this case
study
% of total number of female

0

0

0

20

50

50

0

33.3

100

X

0

0

0

12.5

25

25

0

12.5

25

100

% of total number of
respondents

0

0

0

3.6

7.1

7.1

0

3.6

7.1

28.7

Number of respondents
per case study

2

6

1

5

4

4

1

3

2

28

x
50
50
x
x
x
x
100

33.3
50
16.7
x
x
x
x
100

x
100
x
x
x
x
x
100

x
20
x
x
40
20
20
100

x
x
x
x
25
x
75
100

x
x
x
50
x
50
x
100

x
x
x
x
100
x
x
100

x
66.7
33.3
x
x
x
x
100

x
x
x
100
x
x
x
100

7.1
28.6
10.7
14.3
14.3
10.7
14.3
100

Age
Category
(in %)

11-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
Total

Cikini

Table 6: Respondent characteristics
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Total

Pramuka
Raya

6

Rawajati

Ur-Farm
Cianjur

2

- Male

Jiri Farm

Ur-Farm
Bogor

Respondent
Characteristics

Cipinang
Besar Selatan

Appendix III: Respondent Overview and Characteristics

Respondents’ age, year of arrival in current location, origin & interview date:
Sali (Ur-Farm Bogor)
– 42 years old
Donny (Ur-Farm Bogor)
– 37 years old
Putri (Larmo’s wife; Cipinang Besar
Selatan) – 47 years old
Larmo (Putri’s husband; Cipinang
Besar Selatan) – 61 years old
Shinta (Cipinang Besar Selatan)
– 47 years old
Kirman (Cipinang Besar Selatan)
– 67 years old
Dina Rahmawati (Jakarta Berkebun)
– 30 years old
Gibran (Jakarta Berkebun)
– 26 years old
Sigit Kusumawijaya (Indonesia
Berkebun) – 36 years old
Richard (Jiri Farm)
– 27 years old
Abdullah (Pramuka Raya)
– 52 years old
Pardi (Rawajati)
– 73 years old
Arwoso (Rawajati) – 71 years old

2 years in current location, originating from another part of
Bogor
2 years in current location, originating from Purwokerto

03-06-2017

3 years in current location, originating from Tegal

10-07-2017

3 years in current location, originating from Solo (39 years in
Jakarta now)
5 years in current location, originating from Kramat (29 years in
Jakarta now)
3 years in current location, originating from Kutoharjo (49 years
in Jakarta now)
Born in Jakarta (Pulo Gadung), has been living there her entire
life except for 7 years spent in Palembang
Born in Jakarta (Pondok Indah), has been living there his entire
life except for 7 years in Mannheim (Germany)
Born in Jakarta (Rawajati), but has been living all over the world
because of his work as an architect and urban designer
Born in Jakarta (Pasar Baru), lived there the major part of his life;
then went to college in the United States, now lives in Tangerang
20 years in current location, originating from Bogor

10-07-2017

56 years in current location (except for 2 years in Tangerang),
originating from somewhere in Central Java
56 years in current location, originating from Bogor

09-07-2017

Anni (Rawajati) – 59 years old

Born in Rawajati and still living there

20-07-2017

Sufi (Rawajati) – 71 years old

Born in Rawajati and still living there

20-07-2017

Anita (Karet Tengsin) – 42 years old

Born in Karet Tengsin and still living there

16-07-2017

Wati (Karet Tengsin) – 46 years old

Born in Karet Tengsin and still living there

16-07-2017

Born in Cikini and still living there

21-06-2017

34 years in current location, originating from another part of
Jakarta
Born in Cikini and still living there

14-07-2017

Born in Cikini and still living there

14-07-2017

26 years in current location, originating from Bogor (54 years in
Jakarta)
Born in Cianjur and still living there

14-07-2017

Born in Cianjur and still living there

16-07-2017

Born in Cianjur and still living there

16-07-2017

Nasir (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
– 30 years old
Andi (Ur-Farm Cianjur) – 17 years old

Born in Cianjur and still living there

16-07-2017

Born in Cianjur and still living there

16-07-2017

Saiful (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
– 17 years old

Born in Cianjur and still living there

16-07-2017

Miki (Cikini) – 23 years old
Bagiar Sugiana (Cikini)
– 76 years old
Agus Dian (Yani’s husband; Cikini)
– 57 years old
Yani Sumarni (Agus’ wife; Cikini)
– 56 years old
Endang (Cikini)
– 62 years old
Bucek (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
– 35 years old
Riduan (Ur-Farm Cianjur)
– 24 years old
Uus (Ur-Farm Cianjur) – 27 years old

03-06-2017

10-07-2017
10-07-2017
15-07-2017
15-07-2017
16-07-2017
02-07-2017
10-07-2017

09-07-2017

14-07-2017

16-07-2017

Table 7: Categorization of respondents according to age, year of arrival in current location (if applicable) and origin

178

Income
generation
with other
work than
farming
(in %)

Urban
farming
(in %)

Rural
farming
(in %)

Yes:

x

x

- Food seller
- Motorcycle taxi
driver
- Marketing
- RPTRA
- Head of
community
- In charge of local
mosque
- Architect

x

x

x

Total

Karet Tengsin

Jakarta Berke
bun

Pramuka
Raya

Cipinang
Besar Selatan

Rawa
jati

Cikini

Jiri Farm

Ur-Farm
Cianjur

Ur-Farm
Bogor

Occupational status in
relation to farming efforts

100

100

33.3

100

32.1

x
x

x
20

x
x

50
x

11.1
11.1

100
x
x

x
x
60

x
x
x

x
50
x

11.1
11.1
33.3

x

20

x

x

11.1

x

x

100

x

11.1

No
Total

100
100

100
100

x
100

x
100

100
100

100
100

100
100

66.7
100

x
100

67.9
100

Yes:

x

x

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

77.8

x
x
x
50
50

x
50
30
20
x

x
30
60
10
x

x
100
x
x
x

100
x
x
x
x

x
100
x
x
x

x
80
20
x
x

11.1
40
12.2
8.9
5.6

- traditional
- organic
- hydroponics
- aquaponics
- mixed methods

No

100

100

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

22.2

Total

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

Yes:

100

100

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

22.2

- traditional
- organic
- hydroponics
- aquaponics
- mixed methods

x
x
x
x
100

x
100
x
x
x

x

x

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

77.8

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

No
Total

x
11.1
x
x
11.1

Table 8: Occupational status in relation to farming efforts and location of farming
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Type of
land
tenure

- Own land
- Contract farmland
- Government land
- Private developer
land
- Public space
- In or adjacent to
own house
- In designated
areas within
community
- All over the
community [public]
- Rural farmland
- Mountainous
farmland
- 1970-1979
- 1980-1989
- 1990-1999
- 2000-2009
- 2010-2017

Location
of plot

Producing
crops on
this plot
since

x
x
5.200

Pramuka
Raya

Cipinang
Besar
Selatan

Jiri Farm

x
x
25.000

x
250
x

x
x
≈20.000

x
500
x

x
x
15.000

x
650
x

15
x
x

1x
3x
5x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x

○

x
x
x

x
x
x

x

○

○

x
x
x
x

1x (11%)
2x (22%)
2x (22%)
2x (22%)

Cikini

Jakarta
Berke
bun

x
x
5.700

Rawa
jati

Total

< 250
250-1000
> 1000

Karet
Tengsin

Plot size
(in m2)

Ur-Farm
Cianjur

Farmland
Characteristics

Ur-Farm
Bogor

Appendix IV: Farmland Characteristics

x

x

○

○

○

x
x

x
x

x
x
x

○

x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x

○

x
x

x
x

x
○

○

○

x

2x (22%)
2x

x

x

x

○

○

○

○

○

○

6x

x

x

x

x

○

x

x

x

x

1x

○
x

x
○

○
x

x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x

2x
1x

x
x
x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x

○

x
x

○
○○○○

○○○

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

○○○

○○

1x (4%)
0x (0%)
2x (7%)
7x (25%)
18x (64%)

○○

○
○○○
○○

○

x

x
x
x

○○○○

○
x
x

Table 9: Farmland characteristics
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Appendix V: Translation of written story about the foundation of
the urban farming organization in Cikini RW03
“A Short Story About Pertanian Sehati Bantarana Kali Ciliwung”
Introduction
Bismilahirohman Irohim
By Ridho Allah SWT I’d like to write a story about the beginning of Pertanian
Sehati Bantaran Kali Ciliwung with my husband.
Table of Content
Subtheme I
First Introduction with Organic Plants
Subtheme II
Meeting with the Farming Counselors
Subtheme III
Meeting with Bapak Kasudin and His Staffs
Subtheme IV
Meeting with the Mayor of Central Jakarta with His Wife and Staffs
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Subtheme I
First Introduction with Organic Plants
My husband (Mr. Agus Dian) was given a task by the members of PKK RW 003
to maintain the plants. I didn’t really care at first about organic plants, couple of times
my husband planted chili, kale, etc but always failed. After seeing that, my heart was
moved to do the planting my self and I started to discuss about growing organic plants
with my husband (with our own funds). At that time, in February, I started to plant chili,
tomato, basil and celery. Every morning I watered them with rice water and they grew
healthy.
A month later, there was a harvest festival going on at RW 001 and I challenged
my self to be successful like them.
Subtheme II
Meeting with the Farming Counselors
When my plants were about 2 months old, Bapak RW 003 introduced me with
the Farming Counselors, Mr Aprianto and Mrs Marwah. I was given many advices and
learnt a lot from them.
Subtheme III
Meeting with Bapak Kasudin and His Staffs
Through Mr Aprianto and Mrs Marwah, Bapak Kasudin visited my farm. Bapak
Kasudin was impressed and we harvested together. That was my first harvest, on
August 6th 2015. He asked, “What can I do for this farm?” I replied, “I need your support
so it’ll begin to flourish.” And his only response was just a smile which made me more
enthusiastic and work harder to grow these organic plants.
Subtheme IV
Meeting with the Mayor of Central Jakarta with His Wife and Staffs
Bapak Kasudin said that at the beginning of September 2015 (September 1 st,
2015), there would be a harvest festival. And Mr. Aprianto said that our Mayor would
come to Kepertanian Sehati. Waaaah I was really excited and happy. Turns out, he
couldn’t make it due to his sudden meeting with the Governor. I wasn’t disappointed at
all, because Mr. Widodo the Vice Mayor, head Districts of Menteng and also head of
our administrative village came. We were all happy. The products were basils,
tomatoes, long beans, kales, celeries, lettuces, etc.
Five months later, we harvested again in February (February 6 th, 2016). At that
time our Mayor finally could visit our farm. After his visit, I was given an offer from my
counselor, Mr. Aprianto, to make a group which is called P2KP that consisted 15
housewives.
So, that was my story about Pertanian Sehati Bantara Kali Ciliwung.
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Karet Tengsin

Jakarta Berkebun

Pramuka Raya

Cipinang Besar
Selatan

Rawajati

Cikini

Jiri Farm

Ur-Farm Cianjur

Crops grown (per crop type
and case study)

Ur-Farm Bogor

Appendix VI: Produced Crops
Total times
mentioned (as
percentage of
number of
respondents)

Vegetables:
Beet

○

1 (3.6%)

Black kale

○

1 (3.6%)

Broccoli

○

Cabbage

○

Caisim (choy sum)

○

○

1 (3.6%)
○

Carrot

○

Chicory

○

Cucumber

○

○

5 (17.9%)
2 (7.1%)
1 (3.6%)

○
○

Curly lettuce

○○
○

Chilli pepper
Corn

2 (7.1%)

○

○

○

○

3 (10.7%)

○

2 (7.1%)

○

4 (14.3%)

○

1 (3.6%)

Daun kelor (Moringa leaf)

○

Daun sorgum

○

1 (3.6%)

Edamame
Eggplant

○

Kacang babi

○

1 (3.6%)

○

2 (7.1%)

○

1 (3.6%)

Kailan (Chinese kale)

○

○○

○○

○

○

Kangkung (kale)

○

○○○

○○

○

○○

Ki fait

○

1 (3.6%)

7 (25%)
○

○

11 (39.3%)
1 (3.6%)
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Lettuce

○○

○

Longbeans

○

Pakcaw (white Kailan)
Paksoi

○○

3 (10.7%)
○

○
○

○

○

4 (14.3%)
1 (3.6%)

○

4 (14.3%)

Potato

○

1 (3.6%)

Radish

○

1 (3.6%)

Singkong (cassava)

○

Siomak (Romaine lettuce)
Spinach

- Green
- Red

○

○○

○
○
○

○
○

○
○○

Zucchini

○

Fruits:
Avocado

○

Banana

○

○

○

○
○

○

○

Orange
Paceh (similar to durian)
○

2 (7.1%)

○

2 (7.1%)

○

2 (7.1%)

○

1 (3.6%)
1 (3.6%)

○
○

3 (10.7%)

○

○

○

1 (3.6%)

1 (3.6%)

○

○

5 (17.9%)
8 (28.6%)

2 (7.1%)

○

Mango

Pitaya

○
○
○

○

Lime

Pineapple

○
○

1 (3.6%)

Grapes
Guava

5 (17.9%)
1 (3.6%)

Water spinach

Papaya

○

○

4 (14.3%)

○

3 (10.7%)

○

1 (3.6%)

Rambutan

○

1 (3.6%)

Sawo (sapodilla fruit)

○

1 (3.6%)
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Starfruit

○

1 (3.6%)

Tomato

○

1 (3.6%)

○

3 (10.7%)

○

1 (3.6%)

Herbs & spices:
Basil

○

○

Curry leafs
Djahe (red ginger)

○

Ginger

○

Ginseng

○

○

1 (3.6%)

○

Lemongrass
Mint

○

Pandan leafs
Rosemary

○

Other:
Aloe vera

○

2 (7.1%)

○

3 (10.7%)

○

1 (3.6%)

○

2 (7.1%)

○

1 (3.6%)

○

2 (7.1%)

1 (3.6%)

“Broken bone medicine”

○

1 (3.6%)

Cincau (grass jelly)

○

1 (3.6%)

Coffee

○

1 (3.6%)

Instant spice drinks

○

1 (3.6%)

Jamu (herbal medicine
beverage)
Mustard

○

1 (3.6%)
○

1 (3.6%)

Okra

○

1 (3.6%)

Sunflowers

○

1 (3.6%)

Teh Jawa (Javanese herbal
tea)
Tempe
Torenia flower

○
○

1 (3.6%)
1 (3.6%)

○

1 (3.6%)

Table 10: Produced crops
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