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Abstract
Climate change has become the most significant challenge which is faced by many nations in the
world. One of the impacts of climate change in Indonesia is the flood disaster. To address the impact
of climate change, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia has formulated the climate
village program. The climate village program is designed as a community-based adaptation program.
Community-Based Adaptation (CBA) is one of the approaches in climate change adaptation that has
received attention among academics in recent years. As a guide for the conceptual framework, this
research is mainly based on the study of McNamara and Buggy (2017) and Tyler and Moench (2012)
regarding factors and sub-factors related to the effectiveness of CBA implementation process and
urban climate resilience, respectively. This research investigates which factors should be marked as
essential in the community-based adaptation evaluation as well as scrutinize whether the
implementation of this adaptation approach is in the process of developing a climate-resilient city for
the future. The climate village program was chosen as a case study of this research. Five community
groups located in North Jakarta (three community groups) and West Jakarta (two community groups)
were selected as the case study areas. This research reveals five sub-factors that are considered to
be essential in the climate village program evaluation in the context of its implementation process.
These sub-factors are the ‘local community involvement’; ‘leadership’; ‘awareness and knowledge’;
‘community’s human resources’; as well as ‘communication and knowledge flows.’ Furthermore, this
research shows that there are three other factors outside the conceptual framework that influence
the program implementation, namely ‘self-dependency’; ‘security’ (asset security and security
towards social conflict); and ‘the government’s budget allocation planning.’ Moreover, this study also
indicates that the climate village program should make better use of the urban climate resilience subfactors, especially the sub-factors of ‘community’s responsiveness’; ‘rights and entitlements’; as well
as ‘the application of new knowledge.’
Keywords: community-based planning, community-based adaptation, urban climate resilience, the
climate village program, city of West Jakarta and North Jakarta, Indonesia
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Summary
Climate change has become the most significant challenge which is faced by many nations in
the world. Indonesia is vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change. Flood is the most frequent
climate-related disaster that occurs in Indonesia, especially in the dense coastal cities. The Ministry
of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia has formulated the climate village program to support
national climate adaptation and mitigation policies in Indonesia. The Ministry of Environment and
Forestry of Indonesia designs the climate village program as a community-based adaptation program.
Community-Based Adaptation (CBA) is one of the approaches in climate change adaptation that has
received attention among academics in recent years.
This study is conducted by using three theoretical concepts, namely the community-based
planning (CBP), the community-based adaptation (CBA), and the urban climate resilience (UCR). The
CBP can be seen as a planning approach to carry out the community-based adaptation. It is formed
by local action, and it may not be operationalized by using standard planning and formal design
guidance (Murphy, 2014). CBA is an effort to prepare and handle the climate change effect which is
initiated and led by a community according to their urgencies of demand and experience (Reid et al.,
2009). Three factors and thirteen sub-factors related to the effectiveness of the implementation
process of CBA - mainly based on McNamara and Buggy (2017) and supported by other related
literature – were used to construct a conceptual framework. These three factors are (1) the
participatory process, (2) the social and political factors, and (3) the multi-level stakeholders’
collaboration. The participatory process factor consists of two sub-factors namely (1) the local
community involvement, and (2) the acknowledgment of local knowledge. The social and political
factors comprise of several sub-factors namely social capital ((1) leadership; (2) trust; (3) awareness
and knowledge; (4) resources; (5) acceptance), (6) social cohesion, and (7) social equity. As for the
factor of multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration, it contains four sub-factors namely (1) continuous
support, (2) communication and knowledge flows, (3) local capacity building, and (4) accountability.
Regarding the next concept, Leichenko (2011) explained that the urban resilience, in general,
highlights the capacity of cities and their elements and networks to bear with various “shocks and
stresses” (p.164). Climate-related flood is one of the stresses that cities experience. Seven sub-factors
derived from the study of Tyler and Moench (2012) were used as a conceptual framework for this
research to assess the urban climate resilience. These seven sub-factors are (1) responsiveness; (2)
capacity to learn; resourcefulness; (3) rights and entitlements; (4) decision-making; (5) information
flow; and (7) application of new knowledge.
CBA has emerged as a promising approach that could realize an effective and comprehensive
measure to address climate change impact (Dodman & Mitlin, 2013). However, in a scientific context,
more research on CBA evaluations is needed to strengthen the proof of the effectiveness of this
approach in practice (Adhikari and Taylor 2012; Roberts and O’Donoghue 2013; Wright et al. 2014;
Lasage et al. 2015; Reid 2015 in McNamara and Buggy, 2017), include building urban climate
resilience (Brooks, et al., 2011; Ensor et al., 2016) in the future. From a societal perspective, there is
a limited evidence that indicates whether the (ongoing) process of the climate village program is
conducted properly according to the CBA discourse. Also, it is important to monitor whether this
program is on the right track towards realizing a climate resilient city.
This research investigates which factors should be marked as essential in the communitybased adaptation evaluation as well as scrutinize whether the implementation of this adaptation
approach is in the process of developing a climate-resilient city for the future. To do so, the research
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will investigate the process of community-based adaptation (CBA) program implementation in
practice and compare it with the conceptual framework of community-based adaptation and urban
climate resilience. The main research question which can be generated in this study is: What factors
are considered to be essential in the evaluation of a CBA implementation process and is its current
progress on the right track in building the climate-resilient city in the future?
A case study research design was selected to address the research question. The case study
areas chosen for this research are located in North Jakarta and West Jakarta city. These cities are two
of the cities in Indonesia that are susceptible to a flood disaster. Specifically, I selected three
community groups located in North Jakarta and two community groups in West Jakarta. A
(regulation) document review and semi-structured interviews were conducted for the data collection
method. The interviewees come from five community groups (eight interviewees) within the case
study areas and the government sectors (seven interviewees) involved in the climate village program
at the national, provincial, municipal, as well as Kecamatan (sub-district) level. Snowball sampling
method was used to identify these interviewees to identify these interviewees who are competent
and understand on the implementation process of the climate village program. Additionally, I also
conducted interviews with two experts to compare the results with other community-based
adaptation programs in Indonesia (outside the climate village program). I used a purposive sampling
to select the expert interviewees based on their expertise in the field of urban planning, communitybased adaptation to climate change, urban climate resilience or (urban) disaster risk management.
This study reveals several sub-factors that are considered to be essential in the climate village
program evaluation in the context of its implementation process. Firstly, the essential sub-factor
within the participatory process factor is the local community involvement. It is necessary because
the actor who truly understands and can manage their living environment intensively from the
impacts of climate change are the community members itself. Secondly, the essential sub-factors
within social and political factors are ‘leadership’; ‘awareness and knowledge’; and ‘the community’s
human resources’ (part of the sub-factor of social capital). Regarding the leadership sub-factor, the
community leaders have an essential role in disseminating information of the climate village program
and motivating community members to participate in the program. Next, this study indicates that the
community group members have low awareness and knowledge about climate change and the
essence of the climate village program. Furthermore, this study shows that the community’s human
resources are needed to manage the program day-to-day in their own neighborhood since the
government sectors cannot monitor the program intensively in all of the community groups.
However, this study indicates that the availability of community’s human resources in the climate
village program is inadequate. Thirdly, the essential sub-factor within the multilevel-stakeholders
collaboration factor is communication and knowledge flows. The communication process is only
aimed at delivering the information, but it is not considered whether all stakeholders can easily
understand the information.
Additionally, this study found three other factors outside the conceptual framework that
influence the CBA practice through the context of climate village program implementation within the
case study areas. These factors are self-dependency, security (asset security and security towards
social conflict), and the government’s budget allocation planning. The self-dependency is essential to
improve the capability of the community groups in solving their own problems and ensure the
continuity of the program even though the support from external actors is no longer available within
their neighborhood. Next, it is crucial to give more attention to the security of assets (e.g., equipment,
vi

property, or raw materials) that are utilized to conduct activities within the climate village program.
Moreover, it is also necessary to consider the security towards social conflict. Furthermore, this study
indicates that the government’s budget allocation planning should be defined and formulated
precisely but flexible in a planning document.
Lastly, this study reveals that the implementation process of the climate village program is
not optimal in improving the urban climate resilience sub-factors. The climate village program does
not consider the sub-factors of community’s responsiveness; rights and entitlements; and the
application of new knowledge. Giving more attention to the last three sub-factors is essential in the
climate village program evaluation so that all stakeholders can ensure that this program can develop
a climate resilient city in the future.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.1. Research Background
Climate change has become the most significant challenge which is faced by many nations
in the world. It has affected many aspects of development such as the spread of diseases (Patz
et al., 2005), the decline in agricultural commodities productivity (Mall et al., 2006), and extreme
weather that led to natural disaster (Mirza, 2011). Prior research has indicated that one of the
climate-related natural disasters faced by coastal cities in Asia is a tidal flood (Fuchs et al., 2011).
The vulnerability of coastal cities to tidal flood disaster become higher as the population and the
settlement density are increasing (McGranahan et al., 2007). Countries around the world have
made various efforts to deal with the impacts of climate change that potentially obstruct the
development process. Figure 1 indicates the climate change vulnerability index and the flood
frequency (event per year) from 1980 until 2001 in Southeast Asia countries.

Mildly Vulnerable

Highly Vulnerable

High
Low

Figure 1. 1 The Climate Change Vulnerability Index and the Flood Frequency event per year
from 1980 until 2001 in Southeast Asia Countries
(Source: Yusuf & Francisco, 2009, figure 6, p.11 and figure from appendix 2B, p.18)
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Besides mitigation - which is more oriented towards reducing carbon emissions - many
countries have acknowledged adaptation as an essential strategy for addressing climate change
impacts since the beginning of 2000 (McNamara & Buggy, 2017). Adaptation can be defined as a
reaction to the effect of existing or future climatic event through economic, environment, and
social adjustment (Smit & Pilifosova, 2003). As a result of the latest 21st UNFCCC Conference of
Parties (COP21), the Paris Agreement has encouraged its member countries to realize the
adaptation objective which is to improve “adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and
reducing vulnerability to climate change” (UNFCCC, 2015, Article 7, Clause 1, p.25). Moreover,
the Agreement also suggest all parties – that involved in COP 21 – to increase mutual
collaboration by supporting developing nations in investigating as well as enhancing the climate
adaptation program effectiveness (UNFCCC, 2015, Article 7, Clause 7, point d and e).
As an archipelago country in Asia, Indonesia is vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate
change, include causing climate-related disasters (Ministry of National Development Planning,
2010). Flood is the most frequent climate-related disaster that occur in Indonesia, especially in
the dense coastal cities (Boer & Perdinan, 2008 in Asian Development Bank, 2009; Harwitasari,
2009). Climate change effect also causes this disaster through several phenomena in Indonesia
such as sea-level rise, high precipitation intensity, as well as the sea surface temperature
increase. Figure 2 indicates the Sea Surface Temperature condition in the Southeast Asia
countries. In this figure, Indonesia is marked with a red line.1

Figure 1. 2 The Sea Surface Temperature (SST) of Indonesia in 1990 and 2017
(Source: NOAA, 2017)

Considering the impact of climate change to development, Indonesia has started an
initiative to integrate the climate adaptation agenda into its national development and spatial
1

The red borderline does not show the official border of Indonesia country. The line only indicates the approximate
boundary of the country.
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planning policies. On the national level, the Indonesia government has formulated a national
action plan for climate change adaptation. The action plan contains strategies to improve climate
resilience especially in cities that are vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. In addition to
this action plan, the Indonesia government has also issued two regulations that accommodate a
climate adaptation agenda in the national spatial planning policy, namely the Government
Regulation No. 46 of 2016 and No.13 of 2017 concerning procedures for strategic environmental
studies and National Spatial Planning, respectively. To implement the national climate change
adaptation policies into local level, The Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia launch
a program called Climate Village. In the Indonesian language, this program is called Program
Kampung Iklim which is shortened to Proklim. The word kampung means village and iklim means
climate. Kampung is the smallest territorial unit of Indonesian state located at the level of local
government (Law of Indonesian Republic number 23 of 2014 about Local Government, Article 2,
clause 2).
The Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia has formulated the climate village
program to support national climate adaptation and mitigation policies in Indonesia. The climate
village program is invented to enhance the community resilience so that the climate change risk
can be minimalized (the attachment of the regulation of Director General of Climate Change
Control, number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.13). Moreover, the climate village program
acknowledges and makes the inventory of the (local) adaptation and mitigation action(s) which
already exists in societies (the attachment of the regulation of Director General of Climate
Change Control, number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, pp.13-14). The inventory of the local
adaptation and mitigation actions are conducted with a bottom-up approach. The
implementation of the climate village program is expected to strengthen the various
stakeholders’ collaboration (the attachment of the regulation of Director General of Climate
Change Control, number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.14). Also, the program facilitates the
dissemination and exchange of information about the best practice of climate change adaptation
and mitigation interventions (the attachment of the regulation of Director General of Climate
Change Control, number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.14) from a particular place to other
vulnerable spots based on local context and communities’ necessity. Some of the activities
components in the climate village program include, but not limited to, rain harvesting; water
absorption; protection and management of water springs; water savings; provision of flood
control facilities; early warning system; adaptive building design; planting vegetation;
rehabilitation of coastal areas; clean water provision; and so forth (Ministry of Environment and
Forestry of Indonesia, n.d.).
Furthermore, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia designs the climate
village program as a community-based adaptation program. Community-Based Adaptation (CBA)
is one of the approaches in adaptation that has received attention among academics in recent
years. Comparing to Ecosystem-based Adaptation (EBA) that focuses on the aspects of
biodiversity and environmental ecosystems (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity,
2009), CBA focuses more on the aspects of local communities that are susceptible to climate
3

change impacts (Forsyth, 2013). The concept of CBA is also related to the community-based
planning approach.
1.2. Initial Problem Description
The Community-based Adaptation (CBA) approach has been considered as one of the promising
adaptation approaches to address the climate change effect at the local level. However, from a
scientific perspective, the CBA need more rational assessment to see whether this approach can
work or not, what the benefits and limitations are, the measurement of this approach, as well as
under what condition this approach is no longer effective in practice (Reid, 2011 in Reid 2016).
Through the climate village program, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia try
to highlight the role of the community in the climate change adaptation and enhance the
community resilience towards the climate change impact. Nevertheless, from a societal
viewpoint, there have not many findings that indicate whether the climate village program is
conducted effectively as a community-based adaptation effort for responding the climate change
impacts.
1.3. Preliminary Objective and Research Question
The preliminary objective of this research is to provide more understanding regarding the
Community-based Adaptation (CBA) evaluation in terms of its process to carry out adaptation
actions and deal with the climate change impact. In practice, this research aims to give insight to
the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia about the consideration in evaluating the
climate village program. Thus, the preliminary main research question that will be answered in
this research is:
What should be considered in evaluating Community-based Adaptation in the context of the
climate village program implementation?
1.4. Thesis Outline
After explaining the background of this research, initial problem description, as well as
preliminary objective and research question, this research will present further several chapters.
The second chapter explains the conceptual framework and research focus. It describes the
theories used in this research namely community-based planning, community-based adaptation,
and urban climate resilience. Also, this chapter explains the focus of the research which consists
of the research problem, research objectives, and research questions.
The third chapter comprises the research methodology. It contains the explanation of the
research philosophical worldviews, the research design, the research cases areas, research
method, as well as an overview of the climate village program. The fourth chapter presents the
result of this research regarding the implementation process of the climate village program. This
chapter consists of three sub-chapters. Firstly, it presents the geographical background of the
climate village program in selected case study areas. Secondly, the chapter explains the findings
related to the implementation process of community-based adaptation. Thirdly, the chapter
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describes the implementation process of community-based adaptation towards urban climate
resilience. Fourthly, I explain the other factors influencing the climate village program
implementation within the case study areas.
In the fifth chapter, I present the discussion and conclusion of this research to answer the
main research and sub-research questions. Also, I explain the interpretation of the research
findings based on the conceptual framework. Furthermore, I present the reflection of the
conceptual framework and research methodology as well as the recommendation for future
research and the climate village program implementation. The appendix contains the interviewee
list, the operationalization of conceptual framework, the interview questions, and the example
of climate change adaptation actions within the climate village program.
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Chapter 2. Conceptual Framework and Research Focus
This chapter begins with explaining the key concepts of community-based planning, communitybased adaptation, and urban climate resilience. These key concepts will make up the elements
of the conceptual framework to support this research. The explanation of these concepts offers
a comprehension of the explanation, characteristics, as well as factors related to communitybased planning, community-based adaptation, and urban climate resilience. Moreover, the
information generated from these key concepts will be further explained in the conceptual
framework to show how they are connected to each other and utilized for obtaining the research
objective. Furthermore, this chapter will explain the research focus which consists of the final
research problem, the research objective, as well as the research question. Hence, this chapter
comprises of three sub-chapters, namely the key concept (2.1), the conceptual framework (2.2),
and the research focus (2.3).
2.1. The Key Concept
This sub-chapter explained several key concepts namely community-based planning, communitybased adaptation to climate change, and urban climate resilience.
2.1.1. Understanding Community-Based Planning
Before exploring the discussion on community-based planning and adaptation, it is better
first to understand the use of the term ‘community.’ The term ‘community’ has a broad
interpretation. Two main notions of community can be associated with geographic identity or
scale (e.g. village, city, urban, etc.) as well as the relationship of human-beings beyond the locality
or place (Gusfield, 1975 in McMillan et al., 1986). Durheim (1964 in McMillan et al., 1986) also
linked the community notions with the similarities of abilities and fascinations possessed by
people. In this research, I refer the knowledge of ‘community’ term both in the perspective of
social relationship as territorial comprehension.
Etymologically, the term ‘community-based planning’ can be interpreted as a working
process of a direct alliance within communities to achieve their own objective while planning is
an intentional logical measure taken to direct upcoming decisions and activities (Kent, 1981). One
of the concerns of Community-based Planning (henceforth CBP) approach can be about the poor
and vulnerable societies’ necessity (Krumholz & Forester, 1990 in Grengs, 2002; Murphy, 2014).
The usage of this concept was then widely discussed in academic literature concerning
environmental planning and resource management. Some authors considered CBP as an
intentional and systematic decentralization of control or authority from government to (local)
communities as well as organization affiliated with them for the aims of planning or managing
environmental resources (Brosius et al., 1998 in Armitage, 2005; Lane & McDonald, 2005). It
implies that there is no absolute power of government in this planning approach. However, it
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should be noted that CBP is different from a radical planning approach which aims to ensure the
realization of communities’ aspiration with no government’s assistance and sometimes has a
dispute with state’s development agenda (Sandercock, 1998 in Lane & McDonald, 2005). Lane
and McDonald (2005) highlighted that in the CBP notion, local action and knowledge still can be
accommodated within the state’s development plan.
The discourse about community-based planning is also related to putting the focus of the
development planning to society. Some planning scholars argue that planner(s) should not be the
only actors who dominate the planning work (Friedmann, 1987; Forester & Stitzel, 1989;
Alexander, 1992). In this case, planning should be conducted by societies who are able to propose
interventions to handle their own matters (Simarmata, 2016). These arguments are further
discussed in the context of formal and informal planning.
The formal and informal planning tenets are generated from the academic discussion in
the field of institutional aspect. On the one hand, Armstrong (1982) mentioned that formal
(strategic) planning requires a precise method for deciding the long-term goals, the procedural
steps for formulating and evaluating optional measures as well as the systems for observing and
supervising the output of the measures when conducted. Formal planning involves legislation,
prescription, codification, mandatory and deductive approach, as well as coordinated actions
(Briassoulis, 1997).2 The scope or extent of formal planning exist at all scales (Briassoulis, 1997).
From the perspective of institutional design, some of the elements of formal institutions contain
laws, rules or regulations, as well as standards (Alexander, 2005). In practice, formal planning
indicates the intervention of government in ensuring the planning is implemented (Meijer, 2018).
On the other hand, the informal planning notion is motivated by the thought that
particular stakeholders are not willing to commit themselves to a (procedural) plan which may
not be complicated for a professional (planner) or politicians (Davidoff, 1965 in Briassoulis, 1997).
Informal planning does not have to be conducted by those who have a formal educational
background or trained as a planner (Dalton, 1989). In general, planners may include all individuals
who are recognized to have experience and job’s task or responsibility related to planning
activities even though they have not received formal education or training in the planning field
(Dalton, 1989). Informal planning includes ad-hoc and fragmented processes, and it does not
always require legislation, mandatory approach, coordinated actions (Briassoulis, 1997). The
scope or extent of informal planning occurs at the local level, but if it is conducted cumulatively
over a long-term period, it may influence all scales (Briassoulis, 1997). Furthermore, informal
planning contains perception, trusts, common and exchange behavior and values of involving
stakeholders (Reimer et al., 2014 in Meijer, 2018).

2

See further Briassoulis (1997: pp.108-111) for the detail explanation about differences and commonalities
between formal and informal planning
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By considering the characteristic of formal and informal planning, the community-based
planning may reflect the character of informal planning. The community-based planning depends
on local context and may not be operationalized by using standard planning and design guidance
(Murphy, 2014). However, it should be noted that the study of informal planning is dynamic and
it should continue in planning research, together with the study of formal planning (Briassoulis,
1997). What to be considered as an informal institution may turn into a formal institution as time
goes by (Van Assche et al., 2012 in Meijer, 2018).
In several articles, some factors related to community-based planning have been
identified. Table 2.1 presents a brief explanation of those factors. The factors are broadly
summarized mainly from Murphy (2014).3 Also, it is supported by other related literatures. The
factors in the table were organized based on publication year of academic literature.
Table 2. 1 The Factors that are Related to Community-Based Planning (mainly based on Murphy, 2014)

3

No.

Factors

1.1

It is formed by local action
and based on local context

1.2

It acknowledges local
community knowledge

1.3

It is conducted by using the
Participatory process

1.4

It encourages the
community empowerment

1.5

It promotes social justice

1.6

It involves social solidarity

Explanation
Source
The initiative of CBP should come from local
communities and it depends on the uniqueness of local
social context. Therefore, CBP may not be
operationalized by using standardized planning or design
guidance.
CBP approach accepts and takes into account the local
community knowledge into planning policy intervention.
In this case, planners or policymakers consider the local
community knowledge as a guide for development
planning and practices.
CBP operates through the process of participation and
support for local decision-making. Planners and
policymakers should involve the local community in each
stage of the project (Leung et al. 2004 in Murphy, 2014)
Murphy, 2014,
in order to ensure the planning intervention is on the
pp. 4-13, 94, 112
right track based on communities’ need as well as
enhance the legitimacy.
The main aim of community empowerment is to reduce
the dependency of local community for external
assistance and improve their skills to cope with their own
problem
In this context, the CBP ensure that various opinions, as
well as knowledge from heterogeneous stakeholders,
are positioned at the same level. Also, it prevents the
hegemony of particular group who want to dominate the
decision-making process. By doing so, CBP is expected to
stimulate social justice among community member
Every stakeholder is encouraged to have solidarity which
also involves loyalty, commitment, and responsibility to

See further Murphy (2014), for the detail explanation and an in-depth understanding of the Community-Based
Interventions (including Community-Based Planning).
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No.

Factors

1.7

It requires collaboration
with multi-level
stakeholders

1.8

It needs accountability

1.9

It entails inclusive
leadership

1.10

It needs communication
and Information flow

1.11

It is fostered by social
capital

1.12

It involves the exchange of
experience

Explanation
ensure the sustainability of a long-term communitybased project.
As mentioned earlier, CBP still needs to be supported by
all related stakeholders at every development level to
implement the policy optimally.
Accountability is needed to improve trust from local
community member and ensure that their aspiration has
been accommodated in planning policy and strategy.
 Leadership is needed to motivate and guide or
manage community-based projects.
 In CBP notions, it is important to change the
leadership model from unitary (only depends on one
person or institution) to an inclusive approach. The
existence of a local leader with all subordinate
coordinators is essential to monitor and manage the
direction of project delivery.
 Inclusivity in leadership also prevent the dominant
power from a particular leader or group in project
management.
CBP requires proper communication and information
flow to set cooperative atmosphere among involved
stakeholders
Social capital can be defined as component of
organization such as networks, trust, and norms which
can enhance societies’ work through collaborative
actions (Putnam, 1993 in Mansuri & Rao, 2004). High
level of social capital which underlies the collective
action affect the effectiveness as well as the
sustainability of community-based development through
participatory process in planning and monitoring.
CBP involves sharing experience from one particular
community to other communities. A success story of a
particular community-based project should be shared
with other similar projects to improve the impact of
community-based interventions on a wider scale.

Source

Koe, 2013, pp.4-5

(Mansuri & Rao,
2004, p.6,17,31)

Kent, 1981

2.1.2. Understanding Community-Based Adaptation
Adaptation has increasingly got attention as a policy that should be mainstreamed in a
development plan, besides mitigation (Preston et al., 2011). Some literature suggests that climate
change adaptation should not only focus on strengthening the physical infrastructure
interventions to shield cities from the climate-related hazard but also social and institutional
factors (Ayers & Forsyth, 2009; Shi et al., 2016). Ideally, adaptation measures are expected to
reduce the Vulnerability to Climate Change impact which is mostly suffered by the urban poor
society (Shi et al., 2016). Thus, the involvement of marginal communities in the adaptation
strategy formulation is crucial. However, in practice, these marginal communities often act more
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as the beneficiaries of a climate change adaptation project rather than truly participants who
have the right to decide what the best intervention could to suit with their local conditions (Chu
et al., 2016).
Community-based adaptation (henceforth CBA) to climate change can be defined as an
effort to prepare and handle the climate change effect which is initiated and led by a community
according to their urgencies of demand and experience (Reid et al., 2009). Besides, it is supported
by community empowerment as well (Reid et al., 2009). Furthermore, CBA is also referred as a
type of adaptation which encourages vulnerable local communities to be involved in formulating
aims and the intervention of an adaptation process (Forsyth, 2013). The birth of CBA at the early
2000’s is influenced by several aspects such as: recognition of the importance of local knowledge
for improving adaptive capacity; the need to concentrate at the local level where marginalized
people experience the climate effect; the acknowledgment of change of the social aspect
(McNamara and Buggy, 2017). Moreover, some research findings at the early 2000’s indicated
how this adaptation approach also depends on the local context of communities’ social livelihood
(McNamara and Buggy, 2017). Several factors determine the effectiveness of the process of CBA
implementation. Based on in-depth literature study, McNamara & Buggy (2017) has simply
categorized those factors into three groups, namely: the participatory process; the social and
political factors; and the collaboration of stakeholder at multi-level. Table 2.2 presents a brief
explanation of some sub-factors associated with each core group of factors. The sub-factors are
broadly summarized mainly from McNamara & Buggy, (2017)4. Also, it is supported by other
related literatures.
Table 2. 2 Factors and Sub-Factors which Contribute to the Effectiveness of CBA
(Mainly based on McNamara & Buggy, 2017)
No
2.1

Factors and Sub-Factors
The participatory process

2.1.1

4

Local Community Involvement

Explanation
The participatory process in this case refers to the
engagement of the local community and other
related stakeholders in each stage or phase of a
community-based adaptation project.
The involvement of the beneficiary communities
and other related stakeholders is one of the
factors which should be taken into account for
improving adaptive capacity within the CBA
interventions. The local communities should be
involved in the stage of diagnosis, formulation of
adaptation intervention, decision making, until
implementation

Source
McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

Youssoufa Bele
et al., 2013;
McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

See further McNamara & Buggy, (2017) and other related literature within this table for the detail explanation and
an in-depth understanding of factors and sub-factors which contributes to the effectiveness of CBA.
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No

Factors and Sub-Factors
2.1.2

2.2

The acknowledgement of local
knowledge

Social and Political Factors

2.2.1

Social Capital
(this sub-factor consists of
eight sub-factors)

2.2.1.1 Leadership

2.2.1.2 Trust

2.2.1.3 Awareness and
Knowledge
2.2.1.4 Resources
2.2.1.5 Acceptance
2.2.1.6 Networks

2.2.1.7 Incentives
2.2.1.8 (Macro) Political and
Economic Structure

2.2.2

Social Cohesion

Explanation
Since the CBA intervention depends on the local
context, it should be conducted by considering
local experience and knowledge through a
participatory process.
The social factors in this research refer to the
social capital and social cohesion among the local
community and other related stakeholders who
are involved in CBA. On the other hand, political
factors are related to the issue of social equity
which influences the consensus on local decisionmaking process within the community.
Social capital is one of the sub-factors which is
important to enhance community’s adaptive
capacity (McNamara & Buggy, 2017). In other
academic literature, Sekine et al (2009)
mentioned that social capital consists of several
sub-factors which are explained in point 2.2.1.1
until 2.2.1.8 in this table.
The adaptation intervention outcome will depend
on how the leader can persuade or motivate the
local community’s members to support the
program.
The trust between the community and the
external actors (e.g., the government sectors) as
well as trust within the community groups is
important to make the (CBA) program to be
accepted by all of the stakeholders.
Community’s understanding of the adaption
intervention as well as the rational thinking of
climate change issues is essential in the
implementation of (CBA) program
The availability of time and labor to support CBA.
Communities acceptance for adaptive
intervention
The relationship among community members as
well as between the community group(s) with
external actors (e.g., the government sectors).
The social and economic incentives for
community groups are essentials for conducting a
long-term adaptation intervention.
Political regime and economic strength of the
country and power relationship between the
national and local government.
Social Cohesion was considered as a process
which encourages human-beings or groups to
believe that they are mutually tied to each other
and parts of the same communities. It is also
associated with societal solidarity.

Source
Archer et al.
2014

McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

(McNamara &
Buggy, 2017);
Sekine et al
(2009)

Sekine et al.,
2009

(Jenson, 1998
in Berman &
Phillips, 2004).

11

No

Factors and Sub-Factors

2.2.3

2.3

Social Equity (*)

The multi-level stakeholders'
collaboration

2.3.1

The continuous support from
other stakeholders to local
community

2.3.2

Communication and
knowledge flows

2.3.3

2.3.4

Explanation
The same opportunity for an individual or group
to access resources and contribute to the
decision-making process. In the political context,
it is also related to the effort of promoting
inclusive community-based decision making.
CBA needs to be strengthened by collaboration of
all stakeholders including, but not limited to
government and non-government institutions
such as private parties, NGOs, or CBOs
Government and other external stakeholders
(e.g., donors) should maintain support for the
community groups
An effective CBA needs communication and
knowledge flows from national and city level to
local community level and vice versa.

Source
McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

(Drolet 2012 in
McNamara &
Buggy, 2017)
Reid &
Schipper, 2014
Lasage et al.
2015

Local capacity building

Capacity building is one of the essential element
in CBA. This process includes, but it is not limited
to training and the dissemination of information
about (adaptation) interventions.

Adhikari and
Taylor 2012

Accountability

Improving governance accountability in all multilevel institutions is required to realize the
successful CBA.

Regmi and
Star, 2014;
Archer et al.
2014

(*) Remark: Social equity is related to political factors. However, in the study of McNamara & Buggy (2017), this subfactor seems to mingle with social factors.

2.1.3 Urban Climate Resilience
The term ‘resilience’ has been explained in various ways. Holling (1973, p.14) firstly
introduced the concept of resilience as a level of the perseverance and capability of systems "to
absorb change and disturbance and maintain the same relationships between populations or
state variables." In this definition, the term ‘resilience’ was explained in the context of ecology
study. However, it is difficult to examine resilience only from the analysis scope of ecology (Adger,
2000). In subsequent developments, the term resilience was utilized in more various disciplines
of science such as economy, psychology, humanities, and engineering (Kim & Lim, 2016). The
resilience concept got more attention in academic discussions about climate change, particularly
since it was discussed on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). In this case,
IPCC (2012, p.563) explained resilience as:
“The ability of a system and its component parts to anticipate, absorb, accommodate, or recover from
the effects of a hazardous event in a timely and efficient manner, including through ensuring the
preservation, restoration, or improvement of its essential basic structures and functions.”

This resilience definition from IPCC will be adopted for this research.
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The urban climate resilience notion can be understood from knowledge construction of
the urban resilience concept. Leichenko (2011) explained that the urban resilience, in general,
highlights the capacity of cities and their elements and networks to bear with various “shocks and
stresses” (p.164). The academic discussion of urban climate resilience began to emerge when
climate change is considered as one of the threats and may become a potential shock to the
development of a city (Kim & Lim, 2016). The impact of climate change on a city include, but not
limited to, droughts, heat, and floods. Recognizing the impact of the uncertainty of climaterelated disasters on the urban development, many academics, especially in the field of urban
planning, explained the importance of building urban climate resilience.
The next question is how we can measure the urban climate resilience. In order to assess
and build the urban climate resilience, planners require a framework that can assist them to
comprehend the practice of the resilience concept (Tyler and Moench, 2012). In this context, the
study of Tyler and Moench (2012) showed the usage of the urban climate resilience framework
developed by the Institute for Social and Environmental Transition (ISET) for ten cities involved
in Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Network (ACCCRN). Two of these cities are Semarang
and Bandar Lampung from Indonesia. Tyler and Moench (2012, pp. 312-318) underlined that the
aggregate factors of this framework are “systems, agents, and institutions” as can be explained
as follows:
(1) Systems
The systems in this context refers to ecosystems and physical infrastructure systems which
are needed by cities to provide important services.
(2) Agents
The agents can be understood as stakeholders within the urban systems which include
individuals, households, government as well as non-government organizations (e.g., private
sectors, NGOs).
(3) Institutions
Institutions refers to regulation and best practices which relate systems and agents in the
configuration of governance (Tyler et al., 2016)
These three aggregate factors consist of several sub-factors which are explained in table 2.3.
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No

3.1

3.2

3.3

Table 2. 3. The Framework of Urban Climate Resilience (source: Tyler & Moench, 2012)
Factors
Sub-Factors
Performance Explanation
The capability of a system to provide a service in a
Flexibility and
variety of climatic conditions. The essential
3.1.1
Diversity
components are spread spatially and able to replace
for each other but are connected functionally.
The capability of a system to handle unpredicted
Redundancy and
service need or excessive climatic incidents. The
Systems
3.1.2
modularity
elements of a system offer numerous alternatives.
Those elements can be substituted to deliver service.
A Malfunction in one component of the system will
not affect the other components' or connected
3.1.3 Safe Failure
systems' failure. The delivery of service can be
carried out in the failure condition.
Capability to arrange and re-arrange at the
appropriate time; Capability to investigate the
3.2.1 Responsiveness
problem(s), prepare, prevent interference incident
or catastrophe as well as react rapidly to address the
adverse impact after the incident occurred.
Capability to access and utilize resources for
implementing the intervention. It also includes the
Agents
3.2.2 Resourcefulness
capability to use financial resources from other
systems or agents for implementing adaptive
strategy through collaborative action.
Capacity to consider previous experience(s) to
prevent the same mistake(s) and enhance a better
3.2.3 Capacity to learn
work performance. It also includes the ability to
improve and maintain the knowledge on an ongoing
basis.
The existence of informal or formal rights and
entitlement which encourage equal access to
Rights and
3.3.1
essential systems, capabilities or services.
Entitlements
It also empowers or promotes collaborative groups
to self-perform action.
The process of decision making requires
accountability, transparency, and
3.3.2 Decision-Making
representativeness. Every people have the same
Institutions
chance to give opinion or input in process of decision
making.
The stakeholders can receive and understand
3.3.3 Information flow
information for deciding effective measures and
creating adaptation intervention options.
The involving institutions promote investigation,
Application of new
3.3.4
critical appraisal as well as sharing and apply new
knowledge
knowledge to improve resilience.
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2.2. Conceptual Framework
Based on the explanation of the key concepts in the previous sections, we can see that
community-based planning and community-based adaptation have a similar concept. Both
concepts contain ‘led-by community’ aspects. Besides, one of their concerns could be on
marginalized and vulnerable societies’ necessity (Grengs, 2002; Reid et al., 2009; Murphy, 2014;
Forsyth, 2013). These concepts are also operationalized based on the local context of social
livelihood (Murphy, 2014; McNamara and Buggy, 2017). By considering the birth of these
concepts from several studies, it can be observed that the community-based planning emerged
before the community-based adaptation approach. In this case, it can be understood that the
community-based planning has become the roots of the concept of community-based adaptation
to climate change. Moreover, it also implies that community-based planning can be seen as a
planning approach to deliver or carry out the community-based adaptation approach to societies.
In this paragraph, I will show the linkage of the element of community-based planning and
community-based adaptation via table 2.4.
Table 2. 4 The Relation of The Elements of the Concept of Community-based Planning and CommunityBased Adaptation to Climate Change (based on table 2.1 and table 2.2)

1.1
1.2

Factors of CBP
It is formed by local action and based
on local context
acknowledgement of local community
knowledge

1.3

Participatory process

1.12

exchange of experience
It encourages the community
empowerment
It promotes social justice
It involves social solidarity

1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7

It requires collaboration with multilevel stakeholders

1.8

It needs accountability

1.9

It entails inclusive leadership

1.10
1.11

It needs communication and
Information flow
It is fostered by social capital

Factors which Contribute to the Effectiveness of CBA
2.1.1 Local Community Involvement (participatory
process)
2.1.2 The acknowledgement of local knowledge,
It includes sharing experience (participatory process)
2.3.3 Local capacity building (the multi-level stakeholders'
collaboration)
2.2.3 Social Equity (social and political factors)
2.2.2 Social Cohesion (social and political factors)
2.3.1 The continuous support from other stakeholders to
local community (the multi-level stakeholders'
collaboration)
2.3.4 Accountability (the multi-level stakeholders'
collaboration)
2.2.1 Social Capital (social and political factors)
2.2.1.1 Leadership
2.3.2 Communication and knowledge flows (the multi-level
stakeholders' collaboration)
2.2.1 Social Capital (social and political factors)

Due to the limitation of time in this research, I do not use all of the sub-factors of CBA. In
this case, I exclude the sub-factor of ‘networks’ (2.2.1.6), ‘incentives’ (2.2.1.7), as well as (Macro)
Political and Economic Structure (2.2.1.8). In my opinion, investigating these three sub-factors in
the field will take more time.
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On the one hand, adaptation discourse cannot be separated from the resilience notions.
For academicians and practitioners, both concepts can generate comprehension on measures
which should be taken into account to deal with climate change impact. Adaptation intervention
is required to build (urban) resilience (Nelson, 2011). The resilience concept focuses on the
current and future necessity of people to prepare the effect of climate change, whereby the
adaptation intervention is the measures that should be taken to realize it (Nelson, 2011). On the
other hand, Adhikari and Taylor (2012, p.56) also underline that one of the key indicators in
achieving an effective community-based adaptation intervention is the improvement of “resilient
livelihoods.” Thus, it implies that urban climate resilience is also one of the important long-term
outcomes which should be obtained through community-based adaptation. Table 2.5 indicates
the relation between the sub-factors of Urban Climate Resilience Framework and communitybased adaptation. In table 2.5, I exclude all of the sub-factors that are related to the factor of
systems within the UCR framework. I find difficulty in relating these UCR sub-factors with the
community-based adaptation (CBA) sub-factors. The sub-factors of “flexibility and diversity”;
“redundancy and modularity”; and “safe failure” are more associated with engineering and
ecological systems (Tyler and Moench, 2012, p.313), while the sub-factors of CBA in this research,
in my opinion, focus more on the humanitarian aspects.
Table 2. 5 the relation of the elements of the concept of Urban Climate resilience and Community-based
adaptation to climate change (based on table 2.2 and 2.3)
Factors which Contribute to the Effectiveness
of CBA
2.1 The participatory process
2.1.1 Local Community Involvement
The acknowledgement of local
knowledge
2.1.2
(This process includes experience
exchange)
2.2 Social and Political Factors
Social Capital
2.2.1 (this sub-factor consists of several
elements)
2.2.1.1 Leadership
2.2.1.2 Trust
2.2.1.3 Awareness and knowledge
2.2.1.4 Resources
2.2.1.5 Acceptance
2.2.2 Social Cohesion
2.2.3 Social Equity
2.3 The multi-level stakeholders' collaboration
The continuous support from other
2.3.1
stakeholders to local community
No

2.3.2

Communication and knowledge flows

Urban Climate Resilience Factors
3.3.2
3.2.1
3.2.3

Decision-Making
Responsiveness
Capacity to learn

3.3.4

Application of new knowledge

3.2.2

Resourcefulness

3.3.1

Rights and Entitlements

3.2.2

Resourcefulness

3.3.3
3.3.4

Information flow
Application of new knowledge
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No

Factors which Contribute to the Effectiveness
of CBA
2.3.3

Local capacity building

2.3.4

Accountability

Urban Climate Resilience Factors
3.2.3
3.2.1
3.2.1

Capacity to learn
Responsiveness
Responsiveness

The linkage between the concept of community-based planning, community-based adaptation,
and urban climate resilience can be illustrated as in figure 2.1 and 2.2.

Community
Based
Planning
(CBP)

CommunityBased
Adaptation
(CBA)

Urban
Climate
Resilience
(UCR)

Figure 2. 1 General Overview of Conceptual Framework
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Framework for Monitoring the
Implementation Process

Framework for Monitoring the
CBA Progress Towards UCR

Community-Based Adaptation
(CBA)

Climate Resilient
City

Figure 2. 2 Conceptual Framework
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2.3. Research Focus
This sub-chapter presents the final research problem, the research objective, and the research
question and sub-questions.
2.3.1. Research Problem
As explained earlier, there is a correlation between the concept of climate adaptation and
resilience. Climate change adaptation is supposed to improve “flexibility and resilience of systems
to react to and cope with climate shocks and extremes.” (Fankhauser et al., 1999, p.67).
Moreover, as explained earlier, one of four components for realizing an effective adaptation
strategy at the community level is the improvement of “resilient livelihoods” (Adhikari & Taylor,
2012, p.56). Furthermore, considering the existence of many adaptation projects around the
world, some academicians and practitioners highlight the urgent need for climate change
adaption evaluation to guarantee vulnerability reduction (Preston, et al., 2011; Brooks, et al.,
2011). Thus, one of the future research agendas that needs to be investigated is how an
adaptation approach can be effectively connected with (urban) development priority to reduce
disaster risk and to enhance resilience toward the climate-related hazard (Conway & Mustelin
2014).
In an academic discussion, CBA has emerged as a promising approach that could realize
an effective and comprehensive measure to address climate change impact (Dodman & Mitlin,
2013). Theoretically, the proponents of this adaptation approach claim that CBA can enhance the
local communities’ capacity so that they can participate in formulating the adaptation
intervention that is suitable for their local situation and improve resilience to climate-related
hazards (Dodman & Mitlin, 2013). Furthermore, Forsyth (2013, p.444) argues that CBA is
potential to become a breakthrough action which links climate change intervention with the
development agenda so it can obtain “more resilient and socially inclusive forms of growth.”
However, in a scientific context, more research on CBA evaluations is needed to strengthen the
proof of the effectiveness of this approach in practice (Adhikari and Taylor 2012; Roberts and
O’Donoghue 2013; Wright et al. 2014; Lasage et al. 2015; Reid 2015 in McNamara and Buggy,
2017), include building urban climate resilience (Brooks, et al., 2011; Ensor et al., 2016) in the
future.
As I mentioned in the introduction chapter, the government of Indonesia has been
implementing and even trying to upscale a community-based adaptation approach through a
climate village program. However, from a societal perspective, there is a limited evidence that
indicates whether the (ongoing) process of the climate village program is conducted properly
according to the CBA discourse. Also, it is important to monitor whether this program is on the
right track towards realizing climate resilient city.
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2.3.2. Research Objective
The objective of this research can be seen from the perspective of the scientific and
societal level. On the scientific level, this research investigates which factors should be marked
as essential in the community-based adaptation evaluation as well as scrutinize whether the
implementation of this adaptation approach is in the process of developing a climate resilient
city for the future. To do so, this study will investigate the process of Community-Based
Adaptation Program implementation in practice and compare it with the conceptual framework
of Community-Based Adaptation and Urban Climate Resilience. Furthermore, this study aims to
enrich the planning theory and practice, especially regarding the understanding of communitybased planning. On the societal level, the research aims to investigate whether the climate village
program is in line with the community-based adaptation approach and can support the
community and government in developing the urban climate resilience.

2.3.3. Research Questions
The main research question which can be generated in this study is:
What factors are considered to be essential in the evaluation of a CBA implementation process
and is its current progress on the right track in building the climate-resilient city in the future?
In this case, this research will compare the implementation process of community-based
adaptation in practice (using the climate village program) with several factors which seem to
contribute to the effectiveness of CBA implementation process, as explained earlier in the
conceptual framework. These factors are: the participatory process, social and political factors,
and multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration. Moreover, the effectiveness will be reviewed based
on the efforts that have been made so far in relation to the process of building urban climate
resilience in the future. Thus, based on the conceptual framework and main research question,
the sub-research questions include:
(1)

How is the participatory process in the CBA program implementation, using the climate
village program, compared to the conceptual framework of factors which contributes to the
effectiveness of CBA?

(2)

How are the social capital, social cohesion as well as social equity condition in the CBA
program implementation, using the climate village program, compared to the conceptual
framework of factors which contributes to the effectiveness of CBA?

(3)

How is the multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration in the CBA program implementation,
using the climate village program, compared to the conceptual framework of factors which
contributes to the effectiveness of CBA?

(4)

To what extent that the CBA program, using the climate village program, has considered
the conceptual framework of urban climate resilience factors in its implementation
process?
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Chapter 3. Research Methodology
3.1. The Research Philosophical Worldviews
This sub-chapter explains the research philosophy which influences and guide me as a
researcher to conduct the research method and present the research findings. The research
philosophical worldviews used in this research is ‘social constructivism.’ This research worldviews
developed from the philosophical thinking of Edmund Husserl’s phenomenology as well as
Wilhelm Dilthey’s and other German scholars’ hermeneutics (Eichelberger, 1989 in Mertens,
2010). Phenomenology concerns the human’s way of understanding the world around them
(Saunders et al., 2009) while hermeneutics is known as research of interpretative meaning
(Mertens, 2010). According to Creswell (2014), researcher(s) who support the social
constructivism worldviews (frequently linked with interpretivism) observe that the human being
looks for comprehension of the world in which they live. These human beings create subjective
meanings regarding their knowledge or experience related to particular matters (Creswell, 2014).
The research should refer to the perspective of interviewees or informants concerning the
condition which is being investigated as much as possible (Creswell, 2014). Furthermore, within
this research philosophy, the researcher(s) is supposed to learn and understand the contextual
situation faced by the interviewees or informants by obtaining the information from them
personally as well as interpret the findings based on researcher(s)’ background and experiences
(Crotty, 1998 in Creswell, 2009)
Concerning my research question, the study needs to answer which factors are
considered to be essential in the evaluation of CBA implementation and investigate whether the
current progress of CBA is on the right track in building a climate-resilient city in the future. As
explained in the conceptual framework, community-based adaptation (CBA) is mostly developed
on the contextual situation. As argued by Archer et al. (2014), the community-based adaptation
to climate change (CBA) relies on local context and should be implemented by considering local
experience and knowledge. Correspondingly, Murphy (2014) mentioned that community-based
planning (CBP) depends upon the uniqueness of local social background and it cannot be
conducted by utilizing standardized planning or design guidance as well. It indicates that the
condition of CBA factors in one location might be different with other locations. Therefore, to
answer the research questions, I need to understand the factors of community-based adaptation
(CBA) and Urban Climate Resilience (UCR) based on the perspective of interviewees towards the
contextual situation faced by them. Also, I need to interpret the meaning of their perspective
related to those factors based on my knowledge. To do so, I will use the social constructivism as
the research philosophical worldviews which lead me to conduct the research method and
present the research findings.
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3.2. The Research Design
The qualitative type of research design is chosen for conducting this research. This kind
of research design follows the research philosophical worldviews of social constructivism
(Creswell, 2014). As argued by Kumar (2011, p.104), the primary concern of the qualitative type
of research design is to comprehend, describe, investigate, and elucidate the condition,
emotional state, perspectives, behavior, faiths, meanings as well as experiences of a group of
societies. This is in line with the social constructivism worldviews. One of the qualitative research
designs types is a case study.
I use the case study due to two reasons. Firstly, the case study can help the researcher(s)
to scrutiny a certain phenomenon within the reality context (Yin, 1984). Since the CommunityBased Adaptation (CBA) depends upon the local context (Archer et al., 2014), I believe that using
a case study design will support me in enhancing the understanding of the Community-Based
Adaptation (CBA) approach and Urban Climate Resilience (UCR) by investigating the theoretical
notions in a real-life situation of specific regions. Secondly, as argued by Soy (1997), a case study
can expand experience and strengthen a preceding study. As I explained in 2.3.1, some scholars
underline that more research on CBA processes evaluation is needed to strengthen the proof of
effectiveness of this approach in practice (Adhikari and Taylor 2012; Roberts and O’Donoghue
2013; Wright et al. 2014; Lasage et al. 2015; Reid 2015 in McNamara and Buggy, 2017), including
building urban climate resilience (Brooks, et al., 2011; Ensor et al., 2016) for the future. By
applying the case study, the research will be expected to improve the knowledge about CBA and
UCR concept through investigating the effectiveness factors of CBA as well as the factors of UCR
within the CBA program implementation conducted in the specific regions.
The climate village program, as an example of community-based adaptation program, will
be the case study in this research. The climate village program is chosen because it is a
community-based adaptation program in which it is designed to include the involvement of the
government sectors and other related external actors at a multi-level scope and the community.
By studying the climate village program, it helps me to investigate the condition of CBA and UCR
factors (mentioned in the conceptual framework), not only based on the perspectives of the
community group, but also from other related stakeholders involved in the program. Sub-chapter
3.5. will explain further about an overview of this program.

3.3. The Research Cases Areas
This sub-chapter presents the selected study areas which are used to conduct the research. The
study areas will be explained at the city level and the community group level.
3.3.1 Selected Study Area at City Level
Jakarta is selected as case study area for this research. Jakarta is the capital city of
Indonesia, located in a coastal area with high rate of urbanization, and experiences (tidal) flood
disasters which reduce the economic productivity of its citizens. Geographically, Jakarta consists
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of lowland with an average height of 7 meters above sea level (Communication, Information, and
Statistics Department of Provincial Government of Jakarta, 2017). Jakarta experiences land
subsidence with a ratio of 0,8 cm annually, and it has to face sea level rise in its bay which
increases 0,57 cm per year (Measey, 2010). The rate of sea level rise is even predicted to increase
until 1 cm/year by 2050 (Bandung Institute of Technology in Regional Environmental
Management Board (BPLHD) of Jakarta, 2013). These natural physical conditions increase the
coastal flood risks in Jakarta (Measey, 2010). Moreover, it is exacerbated by the urbanization rate
in Jakarta which causes the population rate tends to grow every year.
The study area selected of this research is located in North Jakarta and West Jakarta city.
North Jakarta City is one of the cities in Indonesia which have a high level of vulnerability to
climate change impact (Ministry of environment and forestry of Indonesia, 2015). West Jakarta
city is also one of the towns in Jakarta Province which has flood risk. In the context of flood
disaster, West Jakarta city has the third highest risk for the number of victims (The National Board
for Disaster Countermeasure, 2016). The map location of the study area is shown in figure 3.1

Figure 3. 1 Study Area Location (source of picture: Ezilon and Designmap)

3.3.2 Selected Study Areas at Community Group Level
The state administration in Indonesia is divided over several levels, namely: (1) Nasional
(National), (2) Provinsi (Province), (3) Kota (City) or Kabupaten (District), (4) Kecamatan (sub23

district), (5) Kelurahan (Urban Village), (6) Rukun Warga or RW (Hamlet or Community Group
Level), (7) Rukun Tetangga or RT (neighbourhood). Figure 3.2 presents the division of State
administration in Indonesia. The smallest scope of the study area in this research is at RW or
Community Group Scale because the lowest level of the climate village program implementation
is in that level.

Figure 3. 2 State administration in Indonesia (source: modified from Simarmata, 2016, Figure 1.2, p.8)

The detailed of the study areas at community group level within the north and west Jakarta
city can be seen in table 3.1. I selected five community groups. I have three considerations for
choosing these five community groups, namely:
(1) The existence of climate change adaptation activities in each community group.
(2) The implementation process of climate change adaptation activities should be conducted
more than two years.
(3) The willingness and time availability of the interviewee(s) who live in the community groups
to be interviewed by me.
Table 3. 1 The Community Groups Chosen for the case Studies
No

City Level

1
2
3

North Jakarta City

4
5

West Jakarta City

Selected Study Areas
Community Group Level
Community group 01
Community group 14
Community group 03
Community group 06
Community group 04
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3.4. The Research Method
In this sub-chapter, I present the data collection method, the data analysis, and the research
validity.
3.4.1. Data Collection Method
I used a qualitative approach with a (regulation) document review and semi-structured
interviews as the data collection method. A review of the regulation document was conducted
to comprehend the background and objective of the climate village program as well as the
example(s) of adaptation activity conducted by the communities within the program. Since there
were not many secondary data related to factors or sub-factors of CBA and UCR in case study
areas as well as the limitation of time to conduct the observation method, the semi-structured
interviews were the primary data collection method in this research.
According to Yin (1984), by using an interview method, the interviewees are allowed to
suggest their own insights regarding a particular matter and the researcher may use the
suggestion as a basis for further investigations. Although I have made the interview questions, a
conversation with the interviewees can generate additional information which I have not
considered before. This additional information may be beneficial to expand the knowledge
regarding the concept being investigated. Additionally, the interviewees can recommend other
(competent) interviewees for the researcher to be interviewed, as well as another source of
information related to the study (Yin, 1984). By considering this information, I used a snowball
sampling method to identify the competence interviewees who understand the implementation
process of the climate village program. In the beginning of the data collection phase, I only had
one contact person as one of my interviewees. The first contact person was a national-level
government officer from the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia. Then, this
interviewee recommended me to interview an officer of the Environmental Agency of Jakarta
province. Similarly, the second interviewee also suggests me to interview other related
stakeholders at the municipal level and then they lead me to conduct the further interviews with
actors in five community groups. In the end, I had fifteen interviewees. The interviewees come
from five community groups (eight interviewees) within the study regions as well as the
government sectors (seven interviewees) involved in the climate village program at the national,
provincial, municipal, as well as Kecamatan (sub-district) level. Figure 3.3 shows the identification
process of the fifteen interviewees.
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the code of interviewee (see also the appendix A)

GOVMEFRI

National Level
GODWRJP

GOPEAJ

Province Level
GOMEAWJ

GOMEANJ

Municipal / City / District Level
GOVSDKWJ

GOVSDTNJ
Sub-District Level

CMRW04WJ

CLRW06WJ

CMRW14NJ

CLRW01NJ

RW / Community Group Level
CLRT01RW06WJ

West Jakarta
City

CMRW06WJ

CLRW03NJ

CMRW01NJ

North Jakarta City

: The interviewee suggested me to contact the next interviewee(s)

Figure 3. 3 The identification process of the fifteen interviewees.

Furthermore, I also conducted interviews with experts (two interviewees) to compare the
results with other community-based adaptation programs in Indonesia (outside the climate
village program). I would like to see whether the information I obtained through interviews with
stakeholders in the climate village program can be compared with other community-based
adaptation programs. Thus, it should be noted that the expert’s experience is not directly related
to the climate village program as the case study in my research. I used a purposive sampling to
select the interviewee from the expert's group. In this case, I decided to find and contact the
experts who have the expertise, at least, related to the field of urban planning, community-based
adaptation to climate change, urban climate resilience or (urban) disaster risk management.
Therefore, in total, there were seventeen interviewees in this research. The list of the
interviewees can be seen in appendix A.
The interviews followed an interview protocol (see further, e.g., Creswell, 2014). Before
the interview began, I introduced myself briefly as a master student from urban environmental
management program of Wageningen University. I described a short overview of my research to
the interviewees and explained the reason why I need to interview the interviewees. Sometimes
I also conducted a quick ice-breaking conversation to make the interview process flowing
comfortably. Furthermore, I asked the interviewees’ permission for audiotaping the interview.
For keeping the confidentiality and comfortability of the interviewees in giving information
during the interviews, the interviewees and I agreed not to mention the name of the interviewee
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in the study. In this case, I only mentioned their position or institution they represented by giving
a particular code to each interviewee (see appendix A). Before I asked the interview questions, I
wrote the date when each interview was conducted. Next, I interviewed the interviewees based
on the order of interview questions (see appendix C). In this stage, I allowed the interviewees to
explain additional information which was not directly related to interview questions but was still
connected to the research objectives. Also, I let the interviewees asked me questions, especially
when they did not understand the interview questions. Finally, I said thank you to the
interviewees for allocating their time to be interviewed by me. Besides, I asked them whether
they know other competent interviewees who involve in the climate village program
implementation and are willing to spare their time in the interview process.

3.4.2. Data Analysis
The research started with explaining the research background and preliminary research
problem and objective. Then, I conducted an (academic) literature review to study the theory of
community-based planning, community-based adaptation, and urban climate resilience. These
theories gave an insight of the concept as well as factors or sub-factors related to communitybased planning, community-based adaptation, and urban climate resilience. After reviewing the
literature, I refined the research problem and research objective in the scientific and societal
context. Also, I formulated the research questions. Subsequently, I decided on the research
philosophical worldviews and research design.
Thereafter, I made an overview of the climate village program as my case study according
to the regulation document. I selected the North and West Jakarta cities as the study areas of my
research by considering the climate vulnerability condition of those two cities based on the
literature. The next step was to operationalize the sub-factors derived from the conceptual
framework into the list of data or information needed to answer the sub-research questions (see
appendix B and C).5 The data or information was collected using a (regulation) document review
and semi-structured interviews with the interviewees from community groups (within selected
study areas), the government sectors, and experts.
After collecting the information from the field, I conducted the analysis that is mostly
based on the steps suggested by Creswell (2014), as follows:
(1) I organized the data or information obtained from the field for analysis. This process included
transcribing the interviews.
(2) After making the interview transcript, I read all of the response of all of the interviewees in
general. This step generates a broad sense of the information and allow me to make notes
to reflect its general meaning.
5

Appendix B presents the operationalization of conceptual framework while appendix C shows the list of the
interview questions which were derived from the operationalization of the conceptual framework. The response
to the interview questions will be expected to answer each sub-research questions.

27

(3) Make coding of information from the interview transcripts. In this step, I highlighted the
interviewees’ arguments which were related to the factors or sub-factors explained in the
conceptual framework (deductive coding). I also identified and grouped the interviewees’
arguments that have a similar topic linked to those factors or sub-factors. However, I did not
omit the opinions of any interviewee who did not have the same topic with other argument
interviewees. Every interviewee's opinion related to the factors or sub-factors is presented
in the research findings, even though only one interviewee mentioned it. Besides, the coding
was also made based on other essential information raised by the interviewees related to
the research objective or question (inductive coding).
(4) I organized the coding categories or themes. In this research, the themes become the subheadings in chapter 4 (the results chapter), and they were mostly based on the conceptual
framework.
(5) I presented and explained the themes in chapter 4. Within this step, I provided some of the
interviewees’ opinion to strengthen the explanation of the research findings. Also, I
complemented the explanation by displaying tables containing the recapitulation of the
interviewees' opinions which have been organized based on the coding categories (step 4).
The tables were presented at the beginning of each section in sub-chapter 4.2 and 4.3. The
figure in each cell of the table indicates the number of interviewees who gave each type of
opinion that emerged from the interview. On some sub-factors, I found that there are
interviewees who have two types of opinions. In this case, I give 0.5 points into the cell of
the table to show that an interviewee has two kinds arguments. It means that the
interviewee provided 50% of his or her thought which is in line with one kind of opinion and
the other 50% in another type of opinion. There are also interviewees who did not give
opinions because they did not have knowledge regarding the sub-factors which were asked
about. Furthermore, I also separated the argument of fifteen interviewees from the experts'
opinion to distinguish the context of information which obtained from the climate village
program implementation and other community-based adaptation programs within the
table.
(6) I highlighted and interpreted the research findings. After explaining each type of argument
displayed in the table, I highlighted and explained the essential information obtained from
each table in a concluding remark at the end of each section in sub-chapter 4.2 and 4.3. I
highlighted the cell of the table with an orange color to show that I typify this as essential
information which can be analyzed and interpreted further in the concluding remarks. I have
three considerations in highlighting and interpreting critical information from the table
namely:
(a) The relation between the opinion(s) with the sub-factor which are being investigated.
It means that the opinion should indicate whether the sub-factor has been taken into
account in the climate village program implementation, or not.
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(b) The majority of interviewees have certain types of opinions related to the sub-factor
being scrutinized. I highlight the majority of interviewees who have a particular opinion
if the minimum number of them is equal to six or more. I assume that six of fifteen
interviewees (40% of interviewees) is enough to indicate that most of them have
common or similar perspective regarding the sub-factors of community-based
adaptation (CBA) and Urban Climate Resilience (UCR) within the climate village
program. These minimum number of interviewees (six interviewees) should at least
come from three of eight interviewees from the community groups and three of seven
interviewees from the government sector groups. In this case, three people from each
group have helped me in gathering information from two group's perspectives about
the CBA and UCR sub-factors.
(c) It should be noted that the number of majorities of interviewees who gave a particular
type of opinion is not the only consideration that determines whether a sub-factor
has already or has not been considered in the implementation of the climate village
program. I also consider other essential information that arise during the interview
process as well as the condition of other related sub-factors. I explained all of the other
important considerations in the concluding remarks at the end of each section of subchapter 4.2. and 4.3.
Afterwards, essentials information obtained in each section was linked to each other and
discussed further in chapter 5. Then, I reflect it with the conceptual frameworks to guide me
in drawing conclusion and recommendation.
3.4.3. Research Validity
I used the triangulation of information source to validate the result of this research. By using the
triangulation of information source, the researcher(s) may reduce, refute, or balance the
limitation of the usage of single data sources and improve the researcher’s capability to interpret
the result of the research (Thurmond, 2001). To do so, I compared and analyzed the interviews
from the government sectors (municipal government agencies, the provincial government
sectors, and the Ministry of Forestry and Environment of Indonesia), community leader and
relevant local community members, as well as experts or practitioners (in the field of urban
Planning, community-based adaptation to climate change, urban climate resilience or (urban)
disaster risk management).
3.5. Overview of The Climate Village Program
The phenomenon of climate change impact in Indonesia has been investigated in several
studies. The climate change affects the shifting of the dry and rainy season and the intensity and
duration of rainfall (Directorate General of Climate Change Control, the Ministry of Environment
and Forestry, 2016). Moreover, having 65% of the people living in coastal areas, Indonesia is
susceptible to sea level rise and tidal flood (Directorate General of Climate Change Control, the
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Ministry of Environment and Forestry, 2016). As a result, this phenomenon causes the
destruction of coastal ecosystems due to tidal waves, the loss of local people’s livelihood, as well
as the food security. To face the climate change impact, all stakeholders, including the
community should strive to implement adaptation measures to adapt to climate change impacts
as well as mitigation actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The implementation of climate
change adaptation and mitigation activities can be integrated with environmental management
actions which should be implemented by the local community by considering the climate risk
factors that occur in each location. To realize these efforts, the government, in this case, the
Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia, initiated a program called the 'climate village'
program.
The climate village program is a program at national scale which is managed by the
Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia. The program is implemented to improve the
involvement of society and other stakeholders in strengthening the adaptive capacity towards
climate change impact and the effort of GHG emission reduction. Also, the program
acknowledges the local actions of climate change adaptations and mitigations which have been
done to enhance community’s welfare that are suitable for the local condition (The regulation of
the Minister of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian Republic, No. P.84/ MENLHK-SETJEN/
KUM.1/11/2016, article 1, point 1). In this program, the government makes an inventory and
records climate change adaptation and mitigation activities within the society. The government
conducts the inventory of local actions of climate change adaptations and mitigations through a
bottom-up approach. The government uses the bottom-up approach to encourage various
parties to collect and share information related to climate change impacts and ongoing
adaptation and mitigation efforts (The attachment of the regulation of Director General of
Climate Change Control (the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian Republic),
number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.12). The climate village program facilitates the
dissemination and exchange of information of best practices on both climate change adaptation
and mitigation actions in community level so that it could strengthen the local capacity widely.
The general goal of the climate village program is to enhance the understanding of climate
change and its impacts, and encourage real action that can strengthen community resilience in
facing the climate change and contribute to GHG emission reduction efforts (The attachment of
the regulation of Director General of Climate Change Control (the Ministry of Environment and
Forestry of Indonesian Republic), number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.14). The climate village
program has three main components of activities, namely: the adaptation actions, the mitigation
actions, and the aspects which support the continuity of the climate change control activity at
the local level (The regulation of the Minister of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian
Republic, No. P.84/ MENLHK-SETJEN/ KUM.1/11/2016, article 6, paragraph 1). These three main
components of activities are divided into several sub-activities (see appendix D). In this research,
I focused on the climate change adaptation actions within the climate village program. I
presented the examples of action of climate change adaptation within the climate village
program in appendix D.
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The location of climate village program implementation is located in community group level. As
I explained in the previous chapter, the community group level in Indonesia is widely called as
RW (Rukun Warga). However, the climate village program can also be conducted in the area
located at the level of Kelurahan (urban village), or village (in the rural area). Moreover, it can be
implemented in a particular place where the community has its own policy and takes actions to
deal with the climate change impact (The attachment of the regulation of Director General of
Climate Change Control (the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian Republic),
number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.18). For example, a traditional village, university or
educational institutions, and Pesantren (Islamic boarding schools in Indonesia). The specific
objective and stakeholders involved in the climate village program were described in appendix
D.
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Chapter 4. Results: The Implementation Process of
The Climate Village Program
In this chapter, I explain the implementation process of the Climate Village Program obtained
from the interview result. This chapter consists of three sub-chapters, namely the geographical
background of the climate village program location in the selected case study areas (4.1); the
implementation process of community-based adaptation (4.2); and the implementation process
of community-based adaptation towards urban climate resilience (4.3).

4.1. Geographical Background of The Climate Village Program Location
This sub-chapter describe an overview of the location of community groups that implement the
climate village program within the study areas. The data explained in this subchapter are based
on the information that was written on the registration sheet of a potential location for the
climate village program from the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia.6 Besides, I
also got the information from the interview with the community leader(s) in each community
group. Information related gender and profession of the community members were not found in
some community groups during the data collection phase. Figure 4.1 indicates all locations of
community groups within study regions.

: Location of selected community group
Figure 4. 1 All Locations of Community Group within Study Regions (source: google map, 2018)

6

The information and data can be filled in by the head of community groups, government sectors, NGOs, or other
stakeholders related to community groups as the party who proposed the location for the climate village program
implementation.
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4.1.1. Community Group (RW) 01, North Jakarta City.
The first community group is located at Kelurahan (Urban Village) ‘Sunter Jaya’, Kecamatan
(Sub-District) ‘Tanjung Priok’, North Jakarta City. Henceforth, in this research, I named this
community as community group 01, North Jakarta. The community group has approximately
2.531 households and 13.267 persons. Most of the population, in this community group, have
the profession as an informal merchant or trader (40% of the population) and as an office
employee (35% of the population).7 The total area of this community group is about 12 hectares.
The community group’s settlement has an elevation average about 1,3 meters above sea level
and the annual average rainfall is 196,34 mm/year. The location and situation of the community
group’s settlement is shown in figure 4.2.

(source: google map, 2018)

(source: google earth, 2018)

Figure 4. 2 Location Map (Top) and Condition of Community Group 01, North Jakarta City (Below)
7

There is no data or information that explained specifically the profession of 25% of the population living in this
community group.
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4.1.2. Community Group (RW) 14, North Jakarta City.
The second community group is located at Kelurahan (Urban Village) ‘Tanjung Priok’, Kecamatan
(Sub-District) ‘Tanjung Priok’, North Jakarta City. Henceforth, in this research, I named this
community as community group 14, North Jakarta. Within this community group, there are 641
households and 2.327 persons. The population consists of 1.062 males and 1.265 females. The
total area of this community group is approximately 1.500 meter square. The location and
situation of the community group’s settlement is shown in figure 4.3.

(source: google map, 2018)

(source: google earth, 2018)

Figure 4. 3 Location Map (Top) and Condition of Community Group 14, North Jakarta City (Below).
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4.1.3. Community Group (RW) 03, North Jakarta City.
The third community group is located at Kelurahan (urban village) ‘Kelapa Gading Timur,’
Kecamatan (sub-district) ‘Kelapa Gading,’ North Jakarta City. Henceforth, in this research, I
named this community as community group 03, North Jakarta City. The community group has
530 households and 1.560 persons. Most of the population, in this community group, have the
profession as an office employee (70% of the population).8 The total area of this community
group is approximately 5 hectares. The community group’s settlement has an elevation about 1,3
meters above sea level. The location and situation of the community group’s settlement is shown
in figure 4.4.

(source: google map, 2018)

(source: google earth, 2018)

Figure 4. 4 Location Map (Top) and Condition of Community Group 03 North Jakarta City (Below).
8

There is no data or information that explained specifically the profession of 30% of the population living in this
community group.
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4.1.4. Community Group (RW) 06, West Jakarta City.
The fourth community group is located at Kelurahan (urban village) ‘Meruya Utara,’ Kecamatan
(sub-district) ‘Kembangan,’ West Jakarta City. Henceforth, in this research, I named this
community as community group 06, West Jakarta City. The community group has 1.107
households and 3.440 persons. The population consists of 1.742 male and 1.698 female
community members. The residents who live in this community have the profession as an office
employee (60%), informal merchant (25%), and retiree (20%). The total area of this community
group is approximately 14 hectares. The community group’s settlement has an elevation average
about 100 until 200 meters above sea level and the annual average rainfall is 400 – 500 mm/year.
The location and situation of the community group’s settlement is shown in figure 4.5.

(source: google map, 2018)

(source: google earth, 2018)

Figure 4. 5 Location Map (Top) and Condition of Community Group 06, West Jakarta City (Below).
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4.1.5. Community Group (RW) 04, West Jakarta City.
The fifth community group is located at Kelurahan (urban village) Kembangan Utara, Kecamatan
(sub-district) Kembangan, West Jakarta City. Henceforth, in this research, I named this
community as community group 04, West Jakarta City. The community group has 600 households
and 1.900 persons. The population consists of 1.000 male and 900 female community members.
Most of the population (60% of the community members) have a profession as informal
merchants or traders.9 The total area of this community group is approximately 18, 095 hectares.
The community group’s settlement has an elevation average about 8 meters above sea level and
the annual average rainfall is 350 mm/year. The location and situation of the community group’s
settlement is shown in figure 4.6.

(source: google map, 2018)

(source: google earth, 2018)

Figure 4. 6 Location Map (Top) and Condition of Community Group 04, West Jakarta City (Below).
9

There is no data or information that explained specifically the profession of 40% of the population living in this
community group.
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4.2. The implementation Process of Community-Based Adaptation
In this sub-chapter, I investigated factors and sub-factors which might contribute to the
effectiveness of CBA in the implementation process of the climate village program in the study
areas. I present a summary and the recap of remarks that are extracted from the interviews with
fifteen interviewees and two expert interviewees.10 This sub-chapter is divided into three
sections: the participation process, the social and political factors, and multi-level stakeholders’
collaboration. All of the sub-chapters are based on the conceptual framework which has been
explained in chapter 2. As I explained in sub-chapter 3.4.2 (data analysis), I present tables
containing the recapitulation of the interviewees' opinions which have been organized based on
the coding categories at the beginning of each section in sub-chapter 4.2 and 4.3, followed by
the explanation of information within the tables. I highlighted the cell of the table with an orange
color to show that I typify this as essential information which can be analyzed and interpreted
further in the concluding remarks at the end of each section.11
4.2.1. The Participatory Process
The participatory process in the climate village program can be identified through several
sub-factors, namely: the local community involvement and the acknowledgment of local
knowledge (see chapter 2 and appendix C).
4.2.1.1. Local Community Involvement
The variety of opinions which stated by the interviewees regarding the local community
involvement are summarized in table 4.1.
Table 4. 1 The opinion regarding the local community involvement
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The opinion regarding
the local community involvement

(1) Most of people participate [more
than 50%].
(2) Only the community
representative /
not all of the community
members can involve in the
climate village program.

10
11

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

3

38

0

0

3

20

0

0

5

63

6.5 (*)

93

11.5

77

1.5 (*)

75

I refer to sub-chapter 3.4.1 (data collection method) regarding the information of interviewees.
I refer to sub-chapter 3.4.2 (data analysis) regarding the way I present, analyze, and interpret the data and
information.
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The opinion regarding
the local community involvement

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number
%
number
%
number
(3) It depends on the education and
economic condition of the
0
0
0.5 (*)
7
0.5
community groups.
(4) It depends on the program
0
0
0
0
0
duration
(*) Remark: the government sectors and one of the experts have two kinds of opinion

Experts
(2 interviewees)

%

number

%

3

0

0

0

0.5 (*)

25

Based on table 4.1, the fifteen interviewees from government sectors and community groups
have three kinds of opinions regarding the sub-factor of local community involvement. Firstly,
three interviewees (from two different community groups) mentioned that most of the
community members can participate in the climate village program, either in the public meetings
or the implementation process. Although, in this case, the community involvement cannot be
100%. This community members show their involvement by helping the development or working
process of the activities within the climate program. Also, for those who cannot join directly in
the working process, they support the program by donating money or providing materials for
implementing activities. As stated by two interviewees:
“In my opinion, people who involve directly in the meeting or participate in the activity of the [climate
village] program is approximately below 50%. […] However, the support from other community
members, I would say more than 50%. It means they cannot help in developing the activity directly,
but if we [the Community Organization Committee] need something [related to the climate village
program], they are willing to provide us anything [regarding tools or materials required to support the
climate village program]. For example, for making bio pore, a community member donates some PVC
pipes […]”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).
“[…] In our RW [community group], the community participation has been developed well. In the first
week of every month, all of people do the ‘Kerja Bakti’ [a voluntary work which sometimes aims to
clean up the community's neighborhood] for making the neighborhood become clean and green […]
The routine community meeting in RT [neighborhood] level is attended by most of the community
members. There are about 80% of people who involve in the community meeting […].”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

The interviewees’ opinion indicates that most of the community members (more than 50% of
people) can involve or participate in the climate village program. Secondly, most interviewees
(twelve interviewees) mentioned that not all of the community members can involve the climate
village program. In this case, I gave 0.5 points to the table because one interviewee from the
government sectors has two kinds of opinions. Most interviewees informed that the
implementation process of the climate village program is mostly implemented by the community
organization members (as the representative of the community groups). Besides, people who
can support the program are only the retired elderly people as well as the female community
members or group of housewives. These types of people have more time to involve in the
program compared to people who still have daily work. As expressed by two interviewees:
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“[…] Only the representative of community organization who involves in the meeting [between the
government and community]. So not all of the community members join the meeting. It’s difficult to
invite all of the people in this community group. It seems that they seldom or never come out from
their house. Probably, they can join the activity, but it depends on their availability of time.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).
“As far as I observe, the community organization members in RW [community group] level or RT
[neighborhood] level participate in the climate village program, especially the female community
members”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)

One of the challenges to encourage the community group members who live in Jakarta is the
availability of time. As a big metropolitan city which magnetizes people to earn money for living,
most of the people will prioritize their agenda for their daily work. This daily work makes them
have less time to join the climate village program.
“[…] the challenge of the climate village program implementation in Jakarta is that most of the
community members are employees. So, we realize that they cannot daily involve in the program.
They have to go to work and go home to sleep, [every day] on the weekday. Probably, they can
participate in the program on Saturday or Sunday. But if they have time to do that.”
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).

Thirdly, one interviewee mentioned that the local community involvement depends on the
education and economic condition of the community groups. This interviewee explained that the
community who has better education level and economic livelihood tend to participate more in
the program. Conversely, a low-income community who has a low level of education seems to
not involve in the program. Similar to the previous opinion, I gave 0.5 points into the table to
show that this interviewee had two kinds of opinions.
In the context of other community-based adaptation programs, two experts had three
kinds of opinions. The first and second opinions are similar to the most interviewees’ opinion,
which indicates that not all of the community members can involve in the CBA program. The third
kind of opinion shows that the local community involvement depends on the program duration.
One expert mentioned that the longer the duration of the program, the higher number of people
will support the program. The more extended period of the program will allow the external actors
(e.g., the government or NGO's) to interact with the community members intensively and
encouraging them to involve in the program.
Additional Information: The (Public) Meeting Between the Community Group(s) with the
Government Sectors or Other Related External Actors
During the interview about the local community involvement, I also asked the
interviewees about the occurrence and the agenda of the public meeting between the
government or other related external actors with the community groups. Although this matter is
not stated explicitly as the CBA sub-factors, it is essential to discuss it to investigate the
interaction between these two parties in the program implementation. Moreover, this aspect
also influences another subfactor, namely awareness and knowledge which will be explained in
subchapter 4.2.2.1-c. The interviewees’ opinions regarding the occurrence of the public meeting
between the community and the external actors are summarized in table 4.2.
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Table 4. 2 The opinion regarding the public meeting between the community and the external actors
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The opinion regarding
the public meeting

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number
Community meet with Government
Community meet with the NGO's

8
0

%
100
0

number
7
0

%
100
0

number
15
0

%
100
0

Experts
(2 interviewees)
number
1
1

%
50
50

Based on table 4.2, the fifteen interviewees said that there is the public meeting between
the government sectors and the community groups. As expressed by two of the interviewees:
“Yes, they [the government sectors] have come here. I think they are from municipal and provincial
environmental agency.”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).
“Yes, there is a meeting with the community groups […]”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).

In other community-based adaptation programs, one expert mentioned that besides the
government sectors, the community also conducts the meeting with the NGO’s.
Next, the interviewees’ opinions regarding the agenda of the meeting between the
community groups and the government sectors are summarized in table 4.3.
Table 4. 3 The opinion regarding the agenda of the meeting
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The opinion regarding
the agenda of the meeting

The government or private sectors
give socialization to the community
group(s) about the program.
The interviewees did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

7

87,5

6

86

13

87

1

50

1

12,5

1

14

2

13

1

50

Based on table 4.3, thirteen interviewees gave an opinion concerning the agenda of the
meeting while two interviewees did not give an argument because they did not know enough
about this matter. These thirteen interviewees mentioned that the meeting is the process of
delivering information or socialization about the climate village program from the government
or the private sectors to the community group(s). One expert said that the similar condition also
occurs in other community-based adaptation programs. However, the interviewees from the
community groups mentioned that the agenda of the meeting is focusing more on the
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socialization rather than a discussion process which aimed to enhance the community’s
understanding about the essence of the program or to exchange experiences in dealing with the
flood. Moreover, they said that the information about the climate village program has not been
fully explained to the community group’s members. As expressed by two of the interviewees:
“But, as far as I remember, I think they have not fully explained about the meaning of the [climate
village] program.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).
“[…] the government have explained a bit about the climate village program, then it asked our RW
[community group] to participate in the [climate village program] competition.”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).

4.2.1.2. The acknowledgement of local knowledge
To investigate this sub-factor, I asked the interviewees whether the government sectors
acknowledge community’s opinions or needs. The variety of opinions which stated by the
interviewees regarding this matter are summarized in table 4.4.
Table 4. 4. The opinion regarding the acknowledgement of local community’s opinions or needs
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The opinion regarding
the acknowledgement of
local community’s opinions or needs
(1) The government sectors
accommodate the community’s
opinion
(2) The community’s opinion is
considered, but it cannot be
accommodated entirely by the
community group's board or
government sectors.
(3) The community does not rely on
external actors' support

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

3

37,5

0

0

3

20

0

0

3

37,5

7

100

10

67

2

100

2

25

0

0

2

13

0

0

Based on table 4.4, the fifteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of opinions. Firstly,
three interviewees said that the community’s ideas and necessities are accommodated by the
government sectors. Secondly, most of the interviewees (ten interviewees) mentioned that the
community’s opinion is considered, but it cannot be accommodated entirely by the community
group's board or government sectors12. As expressed by one of the interviewees’ statement:
“As far as I know, they consider the community’s expectation. Although, not all of it can be
accommodated.”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
12

The community group’s board or committee (as a representative of the society) will decide the priority of needs
before it will be forwarded to the government sectors or other external actors.
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All of the government sectors complemented this second kind of opinion by stating that the
government can accommodate the local community opinion if it is in line with a government
sectors’ task. Also, it can be fulfilled if the government’s budget is sufficient or the supporting
equipment stock exists. It indicates that the government sectors’ capacity, authority, as well as
resources (concerning budget and supporting equipment), cannot accommodate all of the
community’s input. As stated by two of the interviewees:
“So far, we cannot accommodate all of the community’s aspiration. For example, the municipal
environmental agency can give cleaning equipment to the community, as long as we have the
[equipment] stocks […]”
(Interview with GOMEAWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 17 October 2017).
“[…] we can only fulfil the need of the community if it matches with the task and function of the
government institutions […] Also, the availability of the [government's] budget.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).

Thirdly, two interviewees mentioned that the community does not rely on external actors'
support. As expressed by one of the interviewees:
“In this RW (community group), we encourage people to have a community independence and
environmental awareness. So, in case there is no support from government or other external actors,
the activities of the [climate village] program can still be implemented by the community.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts have the same view as the
most interviewees’ argument (the second kind of opinion). It indicates that in other CBA
programs, the external actors may not be able to accommodate all of community’s opinion or
necessities.
Additional Information: The Decision-Making Process
During the interview about this sub-factor, I also asked the interviewees about the
decision-making process in the climate village program implementation. Although this matter is
not stated explicitly as a CBA sub-factor, it is essential to discuss it to investigate further whether
the society can determine and manage the climate change adaptation interventions which are
suitable for the community group’s neighborhood condition. The variety of opinions which
mentioned by the interviewees regarding the decision-making process in the context of the
determination and management of the climate change adaptation interventions are summarized
in table 4.5.
Table 4. 5 The opinion regarding the decision-making process in the context of the determination and
management of the climate change adaptation interventions in the community group’s neighborhood.
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The opinion regarding
the decision-making process

(1) The interventions are determined
and managed by the community.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

7

88

7

100

14

93

0

0
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The opinion regarding
the decision-making process

(2) The interventions are determined
by the government sectors.
(3) The interventions are determined
and managed by the community;
It should be introduced and
mentored.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

1

13

0

0

1

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

100

Based on table 4.5, most interviewees (fourteen interviewees) mentioned that the
community determines and manages the climate change adaptation intervention(s) within the
climate village program. As stated by two of the interviewees:
“The community decides the activities which are suitable for their neighborhood.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).
“That’s exactly what we want. The idea or initiative of the activities should come from the community
groups. That’s why we always encourage them to generate the idea of the adaptation or mitigation
actions. It’s up to them. We just support if they need help in the implementation process.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)

Only one interviewee perceives that the government sectors determine the climate change
adaptation interventions.
In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts argue that the community
can decide and manage the adaptation intervention(s) within the program, but this process
should be introduced and mentored continually so that the community can understand and
determine which intervention fits with the community’s neighborhood.
Concluding Remarks
Based on the information that has been explained in section 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.1.2, several points
can be concluded:
(1) Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) argue that not all of the community
members within the study areas are involved in the climate village program. The
availability of time of people to participate in the program is limited because most of them
have their own priority of agenda, including their work routines during the weekdays. This
condition makes the government sectors mostly interact only with community
representative(s), including the community leader(s). The community members who are
more active in carrying out this program are mostly the community organization members,
the retired elderly people as well as the female community members or group of
housewives.
(2) All of the interviewees (fifteen interviewees) mentioned that the community groups, within
the case study areas, conduct a meeting with the government sectors or other external
actors (e.g., NGO’s or private sectors). However, the agenda of the meeting is focusing more
on the socialization of the program rather than the discussion process which aims to
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enhance the community understanding of the essence of the program or to exchange
experiences in dealing with the flood.
(3) Most of the interviewees (ten interviewees) mentioned that the community’s opinion,
within the case study areas, is considered, but it cannot be accommodated entirely by the
community group's board or government sectors. It depends on the government sectors’
task or authority as well as its resources (concerning budget and supporting equipment).
(4) Most of the interviewees (fourteen interviewees) mentioned that the community groups,
within the case study areas, can decide and manage the adaptation interventions which are
suitable for their neighborhood condition.
(5) In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts have the same view in seeing
the local community involvement and the interaction between the community and the
external actors (the government and the NGO’s). However, regarding the decision-making
process, they argue that the process should be introduced and mentored continuously so
that the community can comprehend and decide which adaptation intervention(s) suit to
the neighborhood of the community.
4.2.2. Social and Political Factors
The social and political factors in the implementation process of the climate village program can
be identified through several sub-factors, namely: social capital, social cohesion, as well as social
equity (see chapter 2 and appendix C). The social capital factors consist of five sub-factors,
namely: leadership, trust, awareness and knowledge, resources, and acceptance.
4.2.2.1. Social Capital
a. Leadership
The variety of opinions which mentioned by the interviewees regarding the sub-factor of
leadership are summarized in table 4.6.
Table 4. 6 The Opinion regarding the sub-factor of Leadership
Role of the Community Leader in Motivating the Community Group Member to Participate
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The opinion regarding
The sub-factor of Leadership

(1) The leader(s) give motivation,
but cannot involve 100%
community members
(2) The leader(s) are not active in
giving motivation
(3) Some leader(s) give motivation,
and some of them are not active
in giving motivation
(4) Some leader(s) give motivation,
and some of them provoke the

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

7

88

5

71

12

80

1

50

1

13

0

0

1

7

0

0

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0
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The opinion regarding
The sub-factor of Leadership

community not to support the
program
(5) The leader(s) give motivation if
the external actors give support

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

Based on table 4.6, the fifteen interviewees mentioned four kinds of opinions. Firstly, most of
the interviewees (twelve interviewees) believe that the community leader(s) both in RW
(community group) and RT (neighborhood) level give motivation or encouragement to the
community members to participate in the climate village program. However, as explained in
section 4.2.1.1 (local community involvement), the motivation of the community leader(s) has
not been able to stimulate the participation of all of the community members. It is illustrated by
a statement of two interviewees from the community groups and government sectors:
“The community leader in RW (community group) level has actively motivated the community
members. However, not all of the community members can involve in the activities within the [climate
village] program.”
(Interview with CLRT01RW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“I observe that the community leaders always active in encouraging the community. Moreover, in a
certain RW [community group], I noticed that there is a community leader who is willing to support
the activity using his own money. Although, I have to admit [that] there are few people cannot fully
involve in the program.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017).

Moreover, I observe that the interviewees who support this opinion also perceive that the
leadership is an essential element that affects the implementation process of the climate village
program. These interviewees consider that the role of the community leader is to give motivation
or encouragement to the society to participate in the climate village program. Furthermore, the
community leader is also a key person who will first receive the information related to the climate
village program. As stated by two of the interviewees:
“The community leaders in RW [community group] or RT [neighborhood] level always motivate the
society to support the climate village program. I think it influences the success of the climate village
program. I believe that's the key.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
“Yes, they have motivated the community members. I think their role is essential because the first
person who receives the information of the [climate village] program is them [the community
leaders].”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).

Secondly, one interviewee thinks that the community leader(s) are not active in giving motivation
to the community. The interviewee who comes from one of the community groups said that
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there is a change of community leader in RT (neighborhood) level where the interviewee lives
currently. When I visited the new community leader that was mentioned by the interviewee, I
observed that the new leader has not mastered yet the knowledge of the climate village program,
so that is why the interviewee perceived this new leader is not active in giving motivation to the
community. Thirdly, one interviewee argues that some of the community leaders give motivation
and some of them are not active in encouraging the community to participate in the climate
village program. Fourthly, one interviewee said that some of the community leaders give
motivation and some of them provoke the community members not to support the climate
village program.
In the context of other community-based adaptation programs, two experts have two
kinds of opinions. One of the experts has a similar opinion with the majority of interviewees
(twelve interviewees) who said that the community leader has motivated the society to involve
in the program. The other expert argues that the community leaders give motivation if the
external actors (either the government, NGO’s, or private sectors) provide support to the
community. I think this expert's opinion consider that not all of the community groups have an
economic capability to fund or support the activities within the program.
Concluding Remarks
Based on the information which has been explained before and the summary of opinions shown
in table 4.6 above, most of the interviewees (twelve of fifteen interviewees) believe that the
community leaders have played their role to encourage people to support the climate village
program within the study areas. But, this encouragement has not been able to enhance the
involvement of all people within the community group. Although the majority of interviewees'
opinions indicate that there is no issue related to the leadership, but the interviewees perceive
this sub-factor as one of the essential factors that affect the implementation of the climate village
program. In addition to encouraging the community to participate in the program, the role of the
leader(s) is also vital in spreading the program information to all societies.
b. Trust
The sub-factor of trust among stakeholders involved in the climate village program can
be investigated by looking at trust from three relations. Firstly, the trust among the government
sectors. Secondly the trust between the government sectors and the community groups. Thirdly,
the trust between the community group’s members and the community leader(s). The variety of
opinions which mentioned by the interviewees concerning the trust among stakeholders are
summarized in table 4.7 until 4.9.
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Table 4. 7 The Opinion regarding The Trust Among the Government Sectors
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Trust
among Government Sectors
(1) Trust and coordinate with each
other
(2) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion.
(3) Not entirely trust each other

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

5

62,5

7

100

12

80

0

0

3

37,5

0

0

3

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

100

Table 4. 8 The Opinion regarding The Trust Between Government and Community
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Trust
Between Government
and Community
(1) Not entirely trust each other
(2) Trust to each other
(3) It depends on government's
service performance to the
community
(4) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number
3
5

%
37,5
62,5

number
0
7

%
0
100

number
3
12

%
20
80

number
0
0

%
0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

Table 4. 9 The Opinion regarding The Trust
Between Community Group’s Members to the Community Leader(s)
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Trust
Between Community Group’s Members
to the Community Leader(s)
(1) Not all communities trust their
leader(s).
(2) Trust
(3) The interviewees cannot be sure
about it
(4) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

1

13

0

0

1

7

0

0

7

88

4

57

11

73

0,5

25

0

0

2

29

2

13

0

0

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0
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The Opinion regarding
The Trust
Between Community Group’s Members
to the Community Leader(s)

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

(5) Trust but it depends on the
community's priority of needs.

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

(6) Trust if there are economic benefits

0

0

0

0

0

0

0,5

25

Trust among the government sectors
Based on table 4.7, twelve interviewees gave an opinion regarding the trust among the
government sectors, while three interviewees did not give an argument because they did not
know enough about this matter. Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) from community
groups and the government sectors perceive that the government sectors trust each other. The
interviewees observe that the government sectors are open to sharing the information and
willing to coordinate with each other to support the climate village program. It is illustrated by
two interviewees’ statements from the community groups and government sectors:
“…The provincial or municipal environmental agency are very open and share all of the information
related to the climate village program to us [the implementing unit officer of the municipal
environmental agency at ‘Kecamatan’ (sub-district) level]. We also do the same thing to the officer at
Kelurahan [urban village].”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)
“I observe that there is a trust among the government sectors. For example, the leader of Kecamatan
[sub-district] office is open to communicate with the government sectors in Kelurahan [urban village]
level.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).

However, according to two experts, government sectors have not been entirely open to
sharing the data or information in the context of other community-based adaptation programs.
In this case, one of the experts argues that to investigate the adaptation intervention(s),
sometimes each government sector only shares the processed data, but not the raw data. I argue
that this expert mentioned this opinion in the context when a particular government agency
conducts a research project of adaptation intervention that requires scientific data obtained from
other government sectors. The other expert said that the government sectors perform their task
based on their own strategic plan and it seems that each of their program (related to climate
change adaptation) is not integrated optimally. Each government sectors only focus on
developing their own project which, in fact, have a similar goal but they seldom to share
information with each other. Thus, two experts’ opinion indicates that the government sectors
do not entirely trust each other.
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Trust between the Government and the Community
Based on table 4.8, the fifteen interviewees gave two kinds of opinions regarding the trust
between the government and the community. Firstly, three interviewees, coming from the
community groups, perceive that not all of the community members or the government sector’s
human resources trust each other. One of the interviewees who mentioned this opinion also
explained that it seems that government sectors are not really open to sharing information
related to the climate village program. Secondly, most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees)
believe that the government sectors and the community are open to sharing information and
willing to coordinate with each other. In this case, they perceive that the government sectors and
the community groups trust each other in the implementation of the climate village program. As
expressed by two of the interviewees:
“Yes, in my opinion, the community still trust the government. They are open to share their problem
and communicate with us.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).
“Yes, we [the community] still trust the government sectors. I think both the community and
government sectors need to each other. So far, the government sectors can accommodate most of
the needs or opinion of the community.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).

In other community-based adaptation programs, one of the experts observes that the
trust between the community and the government depends on the track record of the
government's service or work performance to the community groups. If the performance of
government sectors in providing public service to the society is not optimal, the community may
lose trust in the government sectors. The other expert did not give an opinion because he did not
know enough about this matter.
Trust between the Community Member(s) and the Community Leader(s)
Based on table 4.9, fourteen interviewees gave an opinion regarding the trust between
the community groups’ members and the community leader(s), while one interviewee did not
give an argument about this matter. These fourteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of
opinions. Firstly, one interviewee believes that not all of the community group’s members trust
the community leader. The interviewee who mentioned this opinion come from one of the
community groups within the case study areas. As I explained earlier in the section 4.2.2.1-a (subfactor of leadership), in this community group, there is a change of community leader in RT
(neighborhood) level where the interviewee lives currently. By considering this fact, I argue that
the interviewee has this argument because probably the community members have not entirely
known the track record of the new leader in the community group. Secondly, most of the
interviewees (eleven interviewees) mentioned that the community group’s members trust the
community leader(s). It is illustrated by two of the interviewees’ statements:
“Yes, of course, people trust him [the community leader]. So far, people perceive the community
leader, especially in RW level, as an honest person.”
(Interview with CMRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
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“[…] People still put trust in their leader.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).

Thirdly, two interviewees mentioned that they cannot be sure about the trust between the
community groups’ members and the community leader(s) because they do not observe the
interaction directly among these actors in the implementation process of the program.
Additionally, in the context of other community-based adaptation programs, one of the
experts have two kinds of opinions. Firstly, this expert has a similar view as the majority of
interviewees (eleven interviewees) which indicates that there is trust between the community
members and the community leaders. This expert explained that this condition usually occurs in
the community groups that live in the marginalized areas. Most of the community’s business
depends on the community leaders at the RW [community group] level. So, there is a high
dependency of community members to their community leaders. Moreover, the community
members, who live in the slum or squatter areas, consider their leaders as their guardian or
protector. Secondly, this expert also observes that the community members, who belong to the
middle-up or high-income societies, usually trust the community leaders if they can be sure that
the community-based adaptation program can generate economic benefits. In short, I would say
that this expert observes that trust between society and the community leader(s) depends on
the social-economic condition. The other expert mentioned that in general, the community
group’s members trust the community leader. But, if the leader suggests something that is
different with the community's priority of needs, probably the community members do not trust
the leader.
Concluding remarks:
Overall, based on the information about the trust among stakeholders in the case study
areas, it can be concluded:
(1) Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) said that the government sectors involved
in the climate village program trust and coordinate with each other.13
(2) Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) mentioned that there is a trust between the
government sectors and the community group(s) in the implementation of the climate
village program. The government sectors and the community are open to sharing
information and willing to coordinate with each other.
(3) Most of the interviewees (eleven interviewees) believe that there is a trust between the
community members and the community leader(s) in the implementation of the climate
village program.14
In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts also gave their opinions.
Regarding the trust among the government sectors, two experts observe that the government
sectors do not fully trust each other. Furthermore, one expert also mentioned that trust between
the government and community depends on the track record of government's service
13
14

Three of fifteen interviewees did not answer the interview questions.
One of fifteen interviewees did not answer the interview questions.
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performance to the community groups. Concerning the trust between the society and the
community leaders, two experts observe that it depends on the community's priority of needs
and social-economic condition of the community.
c. Awareness and Knowledge
In this section, I investigate the community’s awareness of the meaning and impact of
climate change and the extent of their knowledge regarding the essence of the climate village
program. The variety of opinions which mentioned by the interviewees regarding the
community’s awareness and knowledge are summarized in table 4.10 and 4.11.
Table 4. 10 The Opinion regarding the Community’s Awareness of
the Climate Change and the Climate Village Program or Community-Based Adaptation Program
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Community’s Awareness

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

1

13

1

14

2

13

0

0

7

88

5

71

12

80

2

100

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

(1) The community groups do not
understand the meaning of climate
change or climate village program.
(2) The community groups are only
familiar with the term but they do
not understand fully about the
meaning of climate change or climate
village program.
(3) Some people do not care about the
meaning of the climate change or
climate village program, and some of
them are only familiar with the term.

Experts
(2 interviewees)

Table 4. 11 The Opinion regarding the Knowledge Scope / The extent of Knowledge of the climate village
program or community-based adaptation program
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Knowledge Scope

(1) The community only knows the
name of the activity, but they do
not understand about its
contribution to climate change.
(2) A program that can prevent the
water shortage and flood disaster

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

3

37,5

5

71,4

8

53,3

0

0

1

12,5

0

0

1

6,7

0

0
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The Opinion regarding
the Knowledge Scope

(3) The environmental/physical
change of neighborhood condition
(4) The extent of community’s
knowledge depends on the local
government’s coaching or
mentoring
(5) The community perceives climate
change as an unconducive natural
condition, and they only know the
name of the CBA program
(6) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

3

37,5

1

14,3

4

26,7

0

0

0

0

1

14,3

1

6,7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

1

12,5

0

0

1

6,7

1

50

The Community’s Awareness about the Climate Change
Based on table 4.10, the fifteen interviewees gave three kinds of opinions concerning the
community’s awareness of the meaning and impact of climate change. Firstly, two interviewees
said that the community group’s members do not comprehend at all about climate change term
or the climate village program. Secondly, most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees)
mentioned that the community group’s members are only familiar with climate change term or
the name of climate village program. However, they do not understand the meaning or essence
of climate change or the climate village program fully. As expressed by three of the interviewees:
“I think few people have heard this [climate change] term before. But, they cannot explain more about
it [the climate change].”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).
“I think they have heard about the [climate change] term because in several alleys there are signs
which are written: “welcome to the climate village.” So, at least, people have been familiar with this
climate change term. However, they have not understood the detail scientific information about the
meaning of the climate change.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
“[…] Some of the community members probably have ever heard about the [climate change] term.
Most of the community group who has middle low economic condition hasn’t understood the meaning
of the climate change. […] In North Jakarta city, most of the community group belongs to middle-low
income societies.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).

Furthermore, the interviewees who mentioned this second kind of opinion also explained that
the government sectors have not educated the community group about the meaning of the
climate village program optimally. As simply stated by one of the interviewees:
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“[…] As I told you before, they [the government sectors] haven’t fully explained the climate village
program to the community.”
(Interview with CLRT01RW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).

Thirdly, one interviewee said that some people do not care about the meaning of climate change
or the climate village program while some of them are only familiar with the term.
Two experts have a similar view as the majority of interviewees (twelve interviewees)
which indicates that in other community-based adaptation programs, the community group’s
members are only familiar with the climate change term, but they do not fully understand the
meaning or the cause of it.
The extent of community’s knowledge about the climate village program
Based on table 4.11, fourteen interviewees gave an opinion regarding the extent of
community’s knowledge of climate change or the climate village program, while one interviewee
did not give an argument about this matter. These fourteen interviewees mentioned four kinds
of opinions. Firstly, most of the interviewees (eight interviewees) explained that the community
only know the activity (within the program), but they have no understanding about the
contribution of the activity to the climate change. As it was mentioned by two of the
interviewees:
“As far as we know, we understand two things. Firstly, it’s about the solid waste management [one of
the activities of mitigations of climate change within the climate village program]. […] Secondly, it’s
about farming of food crops and medicine plant [one of the activities of adaptations of climate change
within the climate village program].”
(Interview with CMRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“[…] they know the name of the program. But like I said, they are not really aware of the terms of
adaptations and mitigations actions. The important thing for them is that the activities have been
implemented.”
(Interview with GOMEAWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 17 October 2017).

Secondly, one interviewee explained that the community perceives the climate village program
as a program which aims to prevent water shortage and flood disaster. Thirdly, four interviewees
mentioned that the community perceives the climate village program as a program that can
change the image of the neighborhood to become more clean and green as well as generates
comforts to the society. Fourthly, one interviewee (from the national-level government sector)
mentioned that the extent of community’s knowledge about the climate village program depends
on the coaching or mentoring from the regional or local government sectors.
In other community-based adaptation programs, one of the experts observes that the
community perceives the climate change as an unconducive natural condition, and they only
know the name of the program.
Concluding remarks:
Overall, based on the information about the community’s awareness and knowledge in
the case study areas, it can be concluded:
54

(1) Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) explained that the community members are
only familiar with the climate change term or the name of the climate village program. But,
they do not comprehend fully about the meaning of the term or the program.
(2) Most of the interviewees (eight interviewees) mentioned that the community members only
know the implementation of the activities within the climate village program without
understanding the contribution of the activity to the climate change.15
From the interviews with two experts, it indicates that this condition may be also similar
to other community-based adaptation (CBA) programs whereby the community do not fully
understand the meaning of the climate change, and they only know the name of the CBA
program.
d. Resources
I studied the sub-factor of resources by investigating the sufficiency of human resources
of the government sectors and the community groups. The variety of opinions which mentioned
by the interviewees regarding this matter are summarized in table 4.12 and 4.13.
Table 4. 12 The Opinion regarding the Human Resources within the Government Sectors
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Human Resources
within the Government Sectors
(1) Insufficient
(2) Sufficient
(3) Sufficient but there are time
constraints to coordinate with each
other.
(4) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion
(5) Sufficient but lack of the coordination
system and competence

15

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number
2
4

%
25
50

number
4
2

%
57
29

number
6
6

%
40
40

number
1
0

%
50
0

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

2

25

0

0

2

13

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

One interviewee did not answer the interview questions.
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Table 4. 13 The Opinion regarding the Human Resources within the Community Groups
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Human Resources
within the Community Groups
(1) Insufficient
(this is supported by two opinions)
1.1. The human resources are not
enough
1.2. Sufficient, but no participation
(2) Sufficient
(3) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

4

50

6

86

10

67

1

50

2

25

2

25

4

57

2

6

40

4

1

27

50

4

50

1

29
14

5

33

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

Human Resources Within the Government Sectors
Based on table 4.12, thirteen interviewees gave an opinion regarding the human
resources of the government sectors while two interviewees did not give an argument because
they did not know enough about this matter. These thirteen interviewees mentioned three kinds
of opinions. Firstly, six interviewees mentioned that the human resources within the government
sectors are insufficient. As stated by two of the interviewees:
“I think for the climate village program or other environmental programs, it seems that the human
resources are inadequate.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).
“I have to admit that our human resource in Kecamatan [sub-district] level is not sufficient, in terms
of number or competence. Many officers in kecamatan office have been retired. But, unfortunately,
there has not been procurement of the new employees.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)

Secondly, six interviewees explained that the human resources within the government sectors
are sufficient. Two of the interviewees expressed the following:
“The personnel of government sectors, in my view, it’s also adequate”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017)
“I think the government sectors’ [human] resource is enough in developing the climate village
program.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).

Thirdly, one interviewee said that the number of human resources within the government
sectors are sufficient. However, sometimes they have difficulty in matching their working
agendas to coordinate each other. So, they cannot cooperate to support the activities within the
climate village program.
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In the context of other community-based adaptation programs, one of the experts
explained that the number of human resources within the government sectors are enough, but
sometimes there is no clear coordination which makes the sectors understand what contribution
they should offer to support the program. Besides, some government sectors have lack of
competence in the field of climate change adaptations. The other expert mentioned that the
government sectors' human resources are not adequate.

Human Resources Within the Community Groups
Based on table 4.13, the fifteen interviewees gave two kinds of opinions regarding the
human resources of the community groups. Firstly, most of the interviewees (ten interviewees)
believe that the human resources of the community groups are not sufficient. Six interviewees
who support this first kind of opinion mentioned that the human resources of the community
groups are not enough. As expressed by two of the interviewees:
“I think that the human resources are still inadequate. As I told you before, in this community group,
the active community members [who involve in the climate village program] mostly come from female
or housewife group or retired grandparents. Most of the young male community members have to go
to work.”
(Interview with CMRW14NJ (Community Group 14, North Jakarta City), 16 November 2017).
“I observe that they [the community groups] are still lack of human resource to implement the
activities within the climate village program.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)

Four interviewees who gave this first kind of opinion also said that the human resources of the
community groups are sufficient, but some of them are not willing or cannot participate in the
implementation process of the climate village program. As stated by two of the interviewees:
“[…] the number of people who lived here is quite sufficient. But the problem is their availability of
time [to participate in the climate village program].
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“Actually, the [number of] human resources are also enough, but the awareness and care of the
community towards their environment still needs to be improved.”
(Interview with GOMEAWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 17 October 2017).

In this case, I argue that even though the human resources exist, they cannot be mobilized to
support the climate village program. This condition is also the same as the insufficiency situation.
Secondly, five interviewees argue that the human resources of the community groups are
sufficient.
In other community-based adaptation programs, one of the experts has a similar opinion
as the first kind of opinion. It indicates that the human resources of the community groups are
not adequate to support the other community-based adaptation programs. The other expert did
not give an opinion because he did not know enough about the condition of human resources of
the community groups.
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Concluding Remarks
Based on the information about the human resources of the government sectors and the
community groups in the case study areas, we can analyze several points:
(1) Regarding the human resources of the government sectors, the interviewees from the
government sectors and the community groups have different perspectives in seeing the
sufficiency of the human resources. Most of the interviewees from the community groups
(four out eight interviewees) perceive that it is sufficient while most of the interviewees from
government sectors (four out seven interviewees) argue the other way. Overall, the total
number of interviewees (both from community groups and the government sectors) who
mentioned the government sectors’ human resources is sufficient and insufficient is the
same (six out fifteen interviewees). Both of them are also the majority of interviewees who
mentioned these two contradictory opinions.
Furthermore, two experts also have a different opinion related to this matter in other
community-based adaptation programs. One of the experts mentioned that the human
resources are not sufficient to support the program. The other expert said that the
government sectors have enough (number of) human resources but there is no clear
coordination system, and they have lack of competence in the field of climate change
adaptations.
(2) Turning to the community's human resources, most of the interviewees (ten interviewees)
explained that there is an insufficiency of human resources of the community groups.
This condition is related to the local community involvement situation which has been
explained in the previous section. Moreover, one of the experts mentioned that the
capability of human resources of the community groups in other community-based
adaptation programs is not enough as well. Thus, in my opinion, most of the community
groups within the case study areas lack human resources to support the climate village
program.
e. Acceptance
The variety of opinions which mentioned by the interviewees regarding the (community)
acceptance are summarized in table 4.14.
Table 4. 14 The Opinion regarding the community acceptance of the climate village program / CBA program
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The community acceptance

(1) Community accept the climate
village program / CBA program
(this is supported by three
opinions)

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

6

75

7

100

13

87

2

100
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The Opinion regarding
The community acceptance

1.1 Accept / No resistance
1.2 Accept because the
community receives the
(environmental) benefits
1.3 Accept but a few people
cannot participate
(2) The community does not accept it
fully

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number
6

2

%
75

number
4

%
57

number
10

0

0

2

29

0

0

1

14

25

0

0

2

%

Experts
(2 interviewees)

67

number
2

%
100

2

13

0

0

1

7

0

0

13

0

0

The fifteen interviewees mentioned two kinds of opinions. Firstly, thirteen interviewees
mentioned that the community can accept the climate village program. Ten interviewees who
mentioned this opinion believe that the community groups do not resist the climate village
program. It is illustrated by two of the interviewees:
“All of the community accept the idea of the climate village program. So far, all of them [the
community members] agree with the idea or suggestion regarding the [climate village] program which
has been informed by us [the Community Organization Committee]”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).
“As far as I observed so far, the community accept the [climate village] program. They give positive
respond toward the activities within the program”
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).

Furthermore, two interviewees complemented this first kind of opinion by mentioning that the
community accepts the climate village program because they know or receive the benefits of the
climate village program. The benefits are more related to the environmental aspect of the
community neighborhood. Moreover, one interviewee who supports the first kind of opinion also
explained that the community can accept the climate village program, but some of them cannot
participate in the implementation process of the program. In this case, the emphasis of this subfactor is on the society's acceptance of the existence of the climate village program. This opinion
also indicates the community acceptance because it does not show the community’s resistance
towards the program. Secondly, only two interviewees said that some of the community group’s
members cannot accept the climate village program because they do not have much time to join
in the implementation process of the program. In comparison to the first opinion, the second
opinion indicates that there is resistance by the community members towards the existence of
the climate village program.
In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts also have a similar
argument as the first opinion. It indicates that the community can accept the other communitybased adaptation programs.
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Concluding Remarks:
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.14, it can be inferred that most of the
interviewees (thirteen interviewees) argue that the community members can accept the
existence of the climate village program in the community’s neighborhood.
4.2.2.2. Social Cohesion
The sub-factor of social cohesion can be investigated by looking at the willingness of the
local community for voluntary work to support the climate village program. In this case, the
community's involvement in voluntary work indicates a sense of kinship in helping each other
among the community groups members. The variety of opinions which mentioned by the
interviewees regarding the social cohesion are summarized in table 4.15.
Table 4. 15 The Opinion regarding Social Cohesion within the Community Group in Implementing the Climate
Village Program / Community-Based Adaptation Program
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Social Cohesion

(1) The community is willing to
support the climate village
program voluntarily
(this is supported by three
opinions)
1.1. Work Voluntarily (have a
sense of kinship)
1.2. Work Voluntarily due to the
(Environmental) Benefits Exist
1.3. Work Voluntarily, but still
need an (economic) support.
(2) Not all of the community members
willing to support the program
voluntarily

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

7

87,5

7

100

14

93

1

50

1

4

50

4

57

8

53

0

0

3

37,5

1

14

4

27

0

0

0

0

2

29

2

13

1

50

12,5

0

0

1

7

1

50

The fifteen interviewees mentioned two kinds of opinions. Firstly, most of the
interviewees (fourteen interviewees) said that the community groups are willing to support the
climate village program voluntarily. Eight interviewees who support this first opinion explained
that the community members still have a sense of kinship and are willing to help the climate
village program without expecting an incentive. As expressed by two of the interviewees:
“Yes, they willing to help in the [climate village] program voluntarily. […] People in our RW [community
group] have a sense of kinship.”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).
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“Yes, they [the community members] give support and are willing to involve in the climate village
program voluntarily. They do that even though they aware that there is no incentive”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)

Similarly, four interviewees who gave the first opinion mentioned that the community groups are
willing to support the climate village program voluntarily because they know that the program
have a positive impact on the community’s neighborhood (e.g., the area become green and clean,
etc.). In this case, the interviewees emphasize the reason for their argumentation. It is illustrated
by one of the interviewees:
“As long as I observed, the community members are willing to participate because they have received
the benefits of the environmental activities.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

Correspondingly, two interviewees who support this first opinion also explained that the
community groups are willing to work voluntarily, but they still need an (economic) support to
implement some activities within the program. In this context, the community groups are willing
to support the climate village program without expecting an incentive. But since some activities
require funding or supporting materials, the community groups cannot provide it due to their
economic condition. Thus, they will do that if external actors (Government, NGO’s, or the Private
sectors) can give them financial support or materials to develop the activities within the program.
As stated by one of the interviewees:
“Well, as far as I understand, they are willing to involve in the climate village program if there is the
fund to support their activity and the availability of materials.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).

Secondly, only one interviewee mentioned that not all of the community members are willing to
support the program voluntarily because it depends on the availability of their time. In the
context of other community-based adaptation programs, two experts have a different
perspective in observing the social cohesion. One expert gave an opinion which is in line with the
first opinion. The other expert provided a similar view as the second opinion.
Concluding remarks:
Overall, it can be concluded that most of the interviewees (fourteen interviewees) believe that
the community groups, within the study areas, have social cohesion. It is indicated through their
willingness to support the climate village program voluntarily.
4.2.2.3. Social Equity
As I explained in chapter 2, social equity can be investigated by looking whether each
community member have the same chance to give an opinion on the climate village program
without any domination from a particular group. The variety of opinions which mentioned by the
interviewees regarding the social equity are summarized in table 4.16.
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Table 4. 16 The Opinion regarding the Social Equity within the Community Groups in the implementation
process of the climate village program
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Social Equity

(1) Community members can speak
freely
(2) The input from the community is
dominated by the community elite
(3) Community members can speak
out their opinion freely. Although,
the community activist(s) (active
community members) are more
active to give arguments.
(4) Community members can speak
freely if the program duration is
longer and the local facilitator
exists

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

8

100

4

57

12

80

0

0

0

0

2

29

2

13

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

The fifteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of opinions. Firstly, most of the
interviewees (twelve interviewees) argue that the community members have the same chance
to give an opinion freely without domination of a particular group. As expressed by three of the
interviewees:
“Yes, every single person in this community group has the same chance to speak their argument. The
decision-making to manage the environment activities is very democratic in this RW [community
group]. There is no domination from a certain group in each meeting.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
Yes, we are free to speak our opinion so far, without domination from the leader.
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“[…] Everybody has the same chance to argue. I think that’s the positive thing of the community
leaders in RW [community group] level. They can accept the differences of opinion within the
community.”
(Interview with GOMEAWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 17 October 2017).

Secondly, two interviewees mentioned that the input or suggestion from the community group
is dominated by the community elite(s) or a particular team within a community group. As
expressed by one of the interviewees:
“I observed that the representative of the community, who have known about the [climate village]
program, were more passionate and dominant in conversation. For those who don’t understand
[about the climate village program], tend to be silent or just hear and observe.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).
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The second opinion indicates that one of the reasons why not all of the community members are
active in offering an idea is the limited knowledge and information possessed by the community.
Thus, to stimulate them to become more active in presenting their argument, the external actors
should provide coaching or mentor to enhance their knowledge. Thirdly, one interviewee said
that the community members can speak out their opinion freely. Although, the community
activist(s) (active community members) are more active to give arguments in the public meetings.
Additionally, in other community-based adaptation programs, one expert has a similar
argument as the second opinion as I explained before. The other expert explained that
community members can speak freely if the duration of the program is longer and the local
facilitator exists within the program. The more extended program duration makes the external
actors have more time to enhance community's knowledge about the CBA program and increase
the community's activeness in speaking out an opinion. The local facilitators can monitor or assist
the implementation process of CBA program routinely since they are part of community groups.
Concluding Remarks:
Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) believe that the community members,
within the study areas, have the same chance to give freely an opinion without domination of
particular group to support the implementation process of the climate village program. It
indicates that the sub-factor of social equity exists in the community groups within the case
study areas. However, by considering the second kind opinion and expert’s argument, I argue
that the government sectors or other related external actors should give more mentoring to the
community so that they can actively involve in the discussion. Also, by doing this action, the
government can disseminate or enhance the social equity at the location of other community
groups.
4.2.3. Multi-level Stakeholders Collaboration
The factor of multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration is identified through four sub-factors,
namely: the continuous support, communication and knowledge flows, local capacity building,
as well as accountability (see chapter 2 and appendix C).
4.2.3.1. Continuous Support
The variety of opinions which mentioned by the interviewees regarding the sub-factor of
'continuous support' are summarized in table 4.17.
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Table 4. 17 The Opinion regarding the Support from the Government Sectors
or other-related external actors to the Community Group
(Source: interviews, 2017)
The Opinion regarding
the support from
the Government sectors/
other external actors
to the community groups
(1) Continue to support
(2) Continue to support if it is in line
with the government sectors' task
or the human resources of the
government is available
(3) The support does not continue for
all activities within the program
(4) The interviewee is not sure about
the continuity of the support
(5) The Government cannot ensure
the continuity of the support
because of budget and program
duration

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number
4

%
50

number
3

%
43

number
7

%
47

number
0

%
0

0

0

3

43

3

20

0

0

4

50

0

0

4

27

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

The fifteen interviewees mentioned four kinds of opinions. Firstly, seven interviewees
mentioned that the government sectors or other related external actors continue to give support
to the community groups. As illustrated by the interviewees’ statement:
“Yes, the government sectors still support us routinely, especially through non-material support. They
keep visiting our community and giving coaching. They also have ever provided us composter [a
container which is usually used for converting organic waste into compost] as well as the drill for
making the bio pore holes.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
“The support from the municipal environmental agencies to the community continues. I observed that
the other government sectors such as public health agency, and so on, also keep their support to us
and the community.”
(Interview with GOMEAWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 17 October 2017).

Secondly, three interviewees mentioned that the government sectors can continue to give
support to the community if it is suitable with the task and function of government institutions
or the human resources of the government sectors is sufficient. As stated by one of the
interviewees:
“I argue the support continues. I mean that whenever there is a request for help from the community
the government sectors will respond and follow up the request. The request for help from the
community is [legal] justification for government sectors to provide the support. However, as I told
you before, the request can be fulfilled if it matches with the primary task of the appointed
government sectors.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).
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“I think that the government sectors in Kecamatan [sub-district] level has supported the community
group, but it depends on the human resources as I told you before.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).

Thirdly, four interviewees explained that the support from the government sectors or other
external actors does not continue, or it keeps on going but not for all activities within the climate
village program. Fourthly, one interviewee (from a national-level government sector) is not sure
about the continuity of the support because it depends on the regional or local government.
In other community-based adaptation programs, one expert has a similar argument as
the third kind of opinion. The other expert argues that the government sectors cannot ensure
the continuity of the support due to the constraint of budget and the program duration.
Concluding Remarks:
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.17, several things can be analyzed such
as:
(1) Most of the interviewees from the community groups have two kinds of opinions. Firstly,
four out eight interviewees (50% of a total number of interviewees from community group)
perceive that so far, the support from the government sectors or other related external
actors continue to their neighborhood. Secondly, another four out eight interviewees (the
remaining 50%) argue that the government’s support does not continue, or it keeps on going
but not for all of the activities within the climate village program. In other community-based
adaptation programs, one expert has the same perspective with this last argument.
(2) The interviewees from the government sectors have three kinds of opinions. Although, in
this case, I would focus only on two types of opinions because the third one shows that the
interviewee is not sure about the continuity of the government sectors at the local level.
Firstly, three out seven interviewees (43% of a total number of interviewees from the
government sectors) argue that the government sectors’ keep supporting the community
group in the program. Secondly, another three out seven interviewees (the remaining 43%)
think that the government sectors can continue to give support to the community if it is
suitable with the primary task and function of the government institutions or the human
resources of the government sectors are sufficient. The last opinion indicates that the
government cannot ensure the continuity of the support in the future due to the conditional
situation. In line with the last argument, the other expert also has the similar argument in
the context of other community-based adaptation programs. Although, in this case, the
expert highlighted the challenge of budget and the program duration.
Overall, by considering two points of analysis above, it can be inferred that the interviewees have
different perspectives in seeing the continuity of the government sectors’ support.
4.2.3.2. Communication and Knowledge Flows
I study the sub-factor of the communication process and knowledge flows among
stakeholders involved in the climate village program from two interactions. Firstly, I investigated
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the communication process, and knowledge flows among the government sectors, and secondly,
I did the same thing for the interaction between the government sectors and the community
groups. The variety of opinions which mentioned by the interviewees regarding this sub-factor
are summarized in table 4.18 and 4.19. In these tables, I did not highlight the essential
information because there are some considerations which will be explained and discussed in the
next paragraphs.
Table 4. 18 The Opinion regarding the Communication and Knowledge Flows among the Government
Sectors (Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Communication and Knowledge flows
among the Government Sectors

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

2

25

1

14

3

20

0

0

6

75

4

57

10

67

2

100

0

0

2

29

2

13

0

0

(1) Not all of the human resources in
government sectors know about the
program
(2) There is a communication process
and information delivery
(3) There is only a one-way
communication.

Table 4. 19 . The Opinion regarding the Communication and Knowledge Flows between the Government and
the Community Groups
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Communication and Knowledge flows
between
the Government and the Community Groups
(1) The communication process does not run
well
(2) Government communicates and delivers
information to the community
representatives
(3) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7
interviewees)

Total (a) + (b)
Community &
Government
(15
interviewees)
number
%

number

%

number

%

1

12,5

1

14,3

2

7

87,5

5

71,4

0

0

1

14,3

Experts
(2 interviewees)
number

%

13

0

0

12

80

2

100

1

7

0

0

Communication and Knowledge Flows among the Government Sectors
Based on table 4.18, the fifteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of opinions. Firstly,
three interviewees argue that not all of the human resources of government sectors know about
the climate village program. As expressed by two of the interviewees’ statements:
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“It seems that not all of the government sectors really understand about the [climate village] program.
They [the government sectors] also still learning about it. To be honest, only a few of officers of the
local government, like the municipal government of North Jakarta city, know about this program […]”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
“Not all of human resources in every [government] sectors have known about the [climate village]
program. The person from municipal level government sectors may change in the meeting which
discuss about the [climate village] program. So, it seems that the information is fragmented.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).

Secondly, most of the interviewees (ten interviewees) explained that there is a process of
communication and delivering information related to the climate village program. As mentioned
by one of the interviewees:
“Yes, we can receive news or the update information regarding the climate village program from
provincial or municipal environmental agency through e-mail or what’s app. If there is an invitation
letter related to the activities within the program, I can take a photo and disseminate the invitation to
the what’s app group.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017).

Thirdly, two interviewees said that there is a process of communication and delivering
information related to the climate village program. Although, the feedback from one party has
not been followed up by another party. In this case, the process of communication is more like a
one-way communication. As illustrated by two of the interviewees:
“I think that the quality of communication has not been optimum. We have not seen whether our
suggestion or opinion for the climate village program has been accommodated by the ministry [of
environment and forestry]. So, it seems that the communication process tends to become a one-way
communication. The what’s app group which currently exist is only used for informing the
announcement.”
(Interview with GOPEAJ (the government sector at Provincial Level), 10 October 2017).
“The technical assistance is a moment for us [the provincial and municipal environmental agencies] to
tell about the challenge or barrier of the climate village program implementation. In my perspective,
the implementation process of the program in Jakarta cannot be equated with other regions in
Indonesia. […] We had informed about this matter [something related to the assessment of the climate
village program location] to the Ministry of Environment and Forestry when they gave us the technical
assistance. The Ministry of Environment and Forestry have considered it, but so far it seems that it
hasn’t been a follow-up from them.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).

In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts also have similar opinions
as the second opinion.
Communication and Knowledge Flows Between the Government Sectors and the Community
Based on table 4.19, fourteen interviewees gave an opinion regarding the communication
process and knowledge flows between the government sectors and the community groups, while
one interviewee did not provide an argument because the interviewee did not know enough
about this matter. These fourteen interviewees mentioned two kinds of opinions. Firstly, two
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interviewees mentioned that the communication process between the government sectors and
the community does not run well. As simply stated by one of the interviewees:
“As far as I know, it [the communication process] doesn’t run well.”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).

Secondly, most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) argue that the government sectors
communicate or give information to the community representatives. However, in this case, the
information delivery has not been followed-up by a process of enhancing the knowledge of the
community about the climate village program. It is illustrated by two of the interviewees:
“The dissemination of information is also accessible easily nowadays through what’s app. We can
deliver the data to the community leader in the RW [community group] level. Then, usually, the
community leaders will forward the information to their internal what’s app group.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).
“I guess the information from government sectors in Kelurahan [urban village] level will be distributed
to the community leaders in RW [community group] or RT [neighborhood] level. Then the community
leaders will announce the information through an official letter or what’ apps. However, as I told you
before, the meaning of the program hasn’t fully understood by all of the community.”
(Interview with CLRT01RW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).

Moreover, one interviewee who mentioned the second opinion also explained that the
information which has been received by the community representative has not disseminated
optimally to all of the community members. In this case the community representatives are
community leaders at RW (community group) or RT (neighborhood) level as stated by the
previous interviewee (CLRT01RW06WJ):
“I think they [the representatives of the community members] have not done it [disseminate the
information to whole society].”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).

Two experts also have a similar argument as the second opinion in the context of other
community-based adaptation programs.
Concluding Remark
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.18 and 4.19, I analyzed two things:
(1) Most of the interviewees from the community group and the government sectors (ten
interviewees) argue that there is a communication process among the government sectors
which aims to deliver information related the climate village program (second opinion).
However, when I investigated the first and second opinion and compared to the other
interviewees’ statement, I found that the way of communication and delivering the
information has not been followed-up by a process of enhancing the knowledge of human
resources within the government sectors. Moreover, the information is not disseminated
widely to all of the human resources of the government sectors. Furthermore, there are also
the interviewees from the government sectors who argue that the communication process
from a particular sector is not followed by the feedback from another sector. This condition

68

is also in line with two experts’ opinion in the context of other community-based adaptation
programs.
(2) Most of the interviewees from the community groups and the government sectors (twelve
interviewees) also argue that there is a communication process between the government
sectors and the community representatives. In this case, although the information of the
climate village program has been delivered to the community representatives, it seems that
the process has not been followed-up by a process of improving the knowledge of human
resources within the community groups (as stated by the interviewee CLRT01RW06WJ).
Moreover, the community representative(s) has not disseminated the information optimally
to all of the community members (as stated by the interviewee CMRW04WJ).
Correspondingly, two experts have similar opinions.
In short, although the communication process is conducted among stakeholders, I believe that
the communication process is only aimed at delivering the information but has not considered
whether all stakeholders can easily understand the information. Thus, the knowledge flows do
not exist in the climate village program within the case study areas.
4.2.3.3. Local Capacity Building
The local capacity building refers to the number of training or other related technical
assistance from government or other external actors which aims to enhance the community’s
capacity in managing the activity within the climate village program. The variety of opinions
which mentioned by the interviewees regarding the local capacity building are summarized in
table 4.20.
Table 4. 20 The Opinion regarding Local Capacity Building
(Source: interviews, 2017)
The Opinion regarding
Local Capacity Building

(1) The local capacity building is
conducted within the program
(this is supported by five opinions
1.1. There is training given by the
government sectors.
1.2. There is training, given by private
sectors or NGO’s.
1.3. There is counseling or
consultation
1.4. There is training but the
frequency is low;
1.5. There is training, but only for the
community representative(s);
(2) There is no local capacity building (no
training)

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

7

87,5

6

85,7

13

86,7

2

100

1

Experts
(2 interviewees)

3

37,5

2

28,6

5

33

0

0

1

12,5

0

0

1

7

0

0

2

25

1

14,3

3

20

0

0

1

12,5

0

0

1

7

2

100

0

0

3

42,9

3

20

0

0

12,5

0

0

1

7

0

0

69

The Opinion regarding
Local Capacity Building

(3) It depends on the local government
and the community groups.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

0

0

1

14,3

1

7

0

0

Experts
(2 interviewees)

The fifteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of opinions regarding the sub-factor of
“local capacity building.” Firstly, most of the interviewees (thirteen interviewees) mentioned that
the local capacity building is conducted within the climate village program. Five interviewees who
support the first opinion explained that the community receives training related to the activities
within the program from the government sectors. As stated by one of the interviewees:
“Yes, there is training about it. As I told you before, one of the examples is from the farming activity
[farming of food crops and medicine plant]. The government sectors [department of Food Security,
Marine, and Agriculture] support us by providing the equipment and training. So, it’s not only the
theory but also the practical things.”
(Interview with CMRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).

Besides, one interviewee said that the community receives training, but it is mostly given by
private sector(s) or NGO’s. In the same way, three interviewees mentioned that the community
receives counseling or consultation from the government sectors.
“The municipal environmental agency does that things [give assistance to the community]. They will
encourage the community to do the activities [in climate village program]. For example, the
information and the consideration in creating bio pore are disseminated [by municipal environmental
agency] to society.”
(Interview with GOPEAJ (the government sector at Provincial Level), 10 October 2017).

However, the interviewees who gave argumentation in line with the first kind of opinion, also
explained some challenges in the implementation process of the local capacity building. One
interviewee said that the community receives the training but its frequency is low. As stated by
this interviewee:
“There is such training from the government, but it seems that it’s rare.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

Furthermore, three interviewees explained that the training is given only for the community
representative(s) and so far, it is not fully disseminated to the whole community members. As
stated by one of the interviewees:
“As far as I remember, for example, there was training about the urban farming from the KPKP
[provincial Food Security, Marine, and Agriculture Department] for the community representatives in
each Kelurahan [urban village] and the team from Kecamatan [sub-district]. The training was
conducted at ‘Cianjur’ city [outside Jakarta cities]. […] In my perspective, they [the community
representatives] still in the process to transfer the knowledge to the other community group members.
So, it cannot be done at once because they have to confirm or wait for the availability of time of the
other community members.”
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).
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Secondly, one interviewee said that the community has not received training related to
activities within the climate village program. Thirdly, one interviewee (from the national-level
government) stated that the local capacity building depends on the initiative of the regional or
local government as well as the community groups.
In the context of other community-based adaptation programs, two experts have the
same argument as the first kind of opinion. The experts also explained that there is no monitoring
or evaluation regarding the level of community’s understanding after they receive the training.
Moreover, the experts said that there is no maintenance of the activities within the program.
Concluding Remarks:
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.20, we can conclude two things:
(1) Most of the interviewees’ opinions (thirteen interviewees) indicate that the community
group(s), within the case study areas, receives training, counseling, or consultation regarding
the activities within the climate village program. In the context of other community-based
adaptation programs, the experts also have a similar opinion. Therefore, it can be inferred
that most of the community groups inside the case study areas and probably outside the
case study areas have ever received a local capacity building.
(2) Although most of the community groups, within the case study areas, have ever received a
local capacity building, four interviewees’ opinions indicate that there are two challenges
which need to be improved in the implementation process:
(a)
(b)

Low frequency of training implementation
The community representatives, who received the training, has not disseminated
optimally the information they obtained to all of the community group's members.

4.2.3.4. Accountability
Accountability refers to the commitment and responsibility of local and national
government sectors in supporting the community in implementing the activities within the
climate village program. The variety of opinions which mentioned by the interviewees regarding
the sub-factor of accountability are summarized in table 4.21.
Table 4. 21 The Opinion regarding the Accountability of the Government Sectors in the Implementation
Process of the Climate Village Program
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Accountability of
the Government Sectors
(1) The government sectors have a
responsibility or commitment to
support the program

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

1

13

7

100

8

53

0

0
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The Opinion regarding
the Accountability of
the Government Sectors
(2) The government sectors have a
responsibility or commitment, but it
is not optimal
(3) It cannot be ensured whether the
government will be committed and
responsible to support the program
in the future
(4) The government sectors are only
responsible for their own basic
tasks, but they do not focus on the
program’s objective
(5) It is a challenge to measure it
because there is no measurable
target for each government sector.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

6

75

0

0

6

40

0

0

1

13

0

0

1

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

The fifteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of opinions. Firstly, eight interviewees
mentioned that the government sectors have a responsibility or commitment to support the
climate village program. As mentioned by two of the interviewees:
“Yes, I think they [the government sectors] have commitment to cooperate with us because the society
is also support the climate village program.”
(Interview with CMRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“Yes, I believe that the other [government] sectors commit to collaborate in supporting the climate
village program. That’s because we have the regulation through the Governor [of Jakarta Province]
instruction and The Regulation of the Mayors of North Jakarta [city] which have divided the task for
each government sectors to support the program.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).

All of the interviewees from the government sectors mentioned this opinion. Only one
interviewee from the community groups also stated this argument. Secondly, six interviewees
explained that the government sectors have a responsibility or commitment. But, in some
activities within the program, their responsibility or commitment is not optimal (not for all
activities within the program). As expressed by one of the interviewees:
“So far, I think the government has a responsibility to support the climate village program. Although,
in my opinion, not all of them [all of the government sectors who responsible for the activities related
to the climate village program] have a strong commitment”
(Interview with CLRT01RW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).

All of the interviewees who support the second kind of opinion come from the community
groups. Thirdly, one interviewee from the community groups explained that it cannot be ensured
whether the government sectors will continue to be committed and responsible for managing
the activities within the climate village program in the future.
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In the context of other community-based adaptation programs, two experts have two
different opinions. One expert mentioned that the government sectors are only responsible for
their own basic tasks (not focus on the objective of the community-based adaptation program).
This expert also explained that there is no clear coordination system among sectors (who does
what). The other expert said that assessing or monitoring the responsibility or commitment of
the government sectors involved in the community-based adaptation programs is a challenge.
That is because there is no tangible or measurable target for each government sector.

Concluding Remarks:
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.21, I analyzed three things:
(1) Most of the interviewees from government sectors (seven interviewees) and community
(one interviewee) argue that the government sectors have a responsibility or commitment
to support the climate village program. However, most of the interviewees within this
majority of groups come from government sectors. Only one interviewee from the
community group mentioned this opinion as well.
(2) Six interviewees mentioned that the government sectors show their responsibility and
commitment to support the climate village program. However, they perceive that the
government sectors’ commitment is not optimal in some activities within the program. All
of these interviewees come from the community group. Furthermore, one of the
interviewees from the community groups also perceive that the government sectors’
responsibility to support the program cannot be maintained in the future.
(3) In the context of other community-based adaptation (CBA) programs, one expert observes
that the government sectors are responsible only for fulfilling their own basic tasks, but it
seems that they do not focus on realizing the objective of the CBA program. Also, there is no
clear coordination system among government sectors that show the detail contribution that
should be provided by each sector to support the program. The other expert also
complemented this opinion by arguing that there is no tangible or measurable target for
each government sector to support the CBA program.
Hence, it can be inferred that the interviewees from the government sectors and the community
groups have different perspectives in seeing whether the government's responsibilities and
commitments have been implemented optimally for all activities of the climate village program
within the case study areas.
4.3. The implementation Process of Community-Based Adaptation towards Urban Climate
Resilience
In this sub-chapter, I will investigate whether the implementation process of the climate
village program has considered the urban climate resilience sub-factors. I present a summary and
the recap of remarks that are extracted from the interviews with fifteen interviewees and two
expert interviewees. The sub-chapter is divided into seven sections: responsiveness, capacity to
learn, resourcefulness, rights and entitlements, decision-making, information flow, and
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application of new knowledge. All of the sections are based on the conceptual framework
(chapter 2). The way I present, highlight, discuss, as well as interpret the information is the same
as I explained at the beginning of sub-chapter 4.2.
4.3.1. Responsiveness
The responsiveness refers to the capability to investigate problem(s), prepare, prevent
interference incident or catastrophe as well as react rapidly to address an adverse impact. In this
study, the responsiveness sub-factor is divided into the community’s responsiveness and the
government’s responsiveness. Table 4.22 and 4.23 present the summary of interviewees’ opinion
regarding community responsiveness. Next, table 4.24 and 4.25 show the recap of the
interviewees’ opinion concerning the government’s responsiveness.
Table 4. 22 The Opinion regarding Community Responsiveness
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
Community Responsiveness

(1)
(2)
(3)

The program can improve the
community responsiveness
The program has not improved the
community responsiveness
The community responsiveness
depends on the local government's
initiative to formulate the (adaptation)
intervention

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

0

0

1

14

1

7

1

50

8

100

5

71

13

87

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

Table 4. 23 Detail Information which supports the opinion regarding Community Responsiveness
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
Community Responsiveness

(1) The program can improve the
community responsiveness
(this is supported by two opinions)
1.1. There is training to increase
people’s awareness of clean and
healthy behavior
1.2. There is flood preparedness
training, but it is only for community
representative(s).
(2) The program has not improved the
community responsiveness
(this is supported by four opinions)
2.1. There is training to make the bio
pore, but it does not help much
when a (big) flood happens

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

0

0

1

14

1

7

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

8

100

0

0

5

71

1

14

13

87

1

1

7

50

0
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The Opinion regarding
Community Responsiveness

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number
2.2. There is no training related to flood
preparedness
2.3. There is no training related to flood
preparedness, but the community
can react when a flood happens.
2.4. The community only receives
socialization about flood
preparedness without feedback.
(3) The community responsiveness depends
on the local government's initiative to
formulate the (adaptation) intervention

%

number

%

number

Experts
(2 interviewees)

%

number

%

5

63

3

43

8

53

0

0

3

38

1

14

4

27

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

Table 4. 24 The Opinion regarding The Government’s Responsiveness
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Government’s Responsiveness

(1) The program can improve the government’s
responsiveness
(2) The program has not improved the
government’s responsiveness
(3) the interviewee is not sure about the current
condition

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

3

37,5

5

72

8

53

0

0

5

62,5

1

14

6

40

2

100

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

Experts
(2 interviewees)

Table 4. 25 Detail Information which supports the Opinion regarding The Government’s Responsiveness
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Government’s Responsiveness

(1) The program improves the government’s
responsiveness
(this is supported by four opinions)

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

3

37,5

5

72

8

53

0

0

Experts
(2 interviewees)

1.1. It improves the government’s
responsiveness, through
communication with the community
regarding the flood problem

0

0

3

43

3

20

0

0

1.2. It improves the government’s
responsiveness, through the exchange
information of best practices

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0
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The Opinion regarding
The Government’s Responsiveness

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

number

1.3. It improves the government’s
responsiveness, through
communication with the community
regarding the bio pore holes and
infiltration wells
1.4. It improves the government’s
responsiveness, through the solid
waste management
(2) The program has not improved the
government’s responsiveness.
(this is supported by five opinions)
2.1. It has not improved the government’s
responsiveness (without reason)
2.2. It has not improved the government’s
responsiveness because the bio pore
activity is not working
2.3. It has not improved the government’s
responsiveness because the community
has not discussed flood preparedness
with the government sectors
2.4. It has not improved the government’s
responsiveness because the scope is
different.
2.5. It has not improved the government’s
responsiveness because lack of
coordination with NGO and massive
flood impact
(3) the interviewee is not sure about the current
condition

%

number

%

number

%

0

0

0,5 (*)

7

0,5

3

0

0

3

37,5

0,5 (*)

7

3,5

23

0

0

5

0

%

Experts
(2 interviewees)

62,5

1

14

6

40

2

100

2

25

0

0

2

13

1

50

2

25

0

0

2

13

0

0

1

12,5

0

0

1

7

0

0

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

0

1

14

1

7

0

(*) Remark: one of the interviewees from the government sectors have two kinds opinions

The community’s Responsiveness
Based on table 4.22, the fifteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of opinions. Firstly,
one interviewee mentioned that the activities within the climate village program can improve
the community responsiveness. The interviewee explained that there is training to increase
people’s awareness of clean and healthy behavior. This training is mainly related to healthy
sanitation. The interviewee explained that by educating people about a clean and healthy
behavior, it can reduce the risk of disease(s) caused by the flood disaster. Besides, it is expected
that it can make the community’s neighborhood clean from (solid) waste. Usually, the community
member(s) throw the solid waste improperly into the river or water drainage and make that the
flood water cannot flow so that it generates flood puddles. Secondly, most of the interviewees
(thirteen interviewees) said that the activities within the climate village program has not
improved the community responsiveness. In table 4.23, several interviewees explained further
the second opinion, namely:
(1) The training to make bio pore hole does not help much when a big flood happens.
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One interviewee mentioned that the government provide training to make the bio pore
holes. Bio pore is the activity of making a cylinder hole in the ground to increase water
absorption into the soil and reduce water puddle. However, this interviewee observes that
this activity does not help much when a big flood happens. The training does not have impact
to improve the community responsiveness.
(2) There is no training related to the flood preparedness
Eight interviewees explained that there is no training related to the flood preparedness
which has been given to the community within the climate village program. As stated by four
interviewees:
“As far as I know, there has not been training from the government sector, especially in Kelurahan
[urban village] level, which informs about the actions which should be taken by the community when
the flood disaster happens to our neighborhood.”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
So, far no. We haven’t received flood disaster preparedness training.
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
I think it [the training of flood and fire disaster] hasn’t integrated with the climate village program
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).
As far as I know, I think in this Kecamatan [sub-district], the community group hasn’t received the flood
preparedness training. In my perspective, it should be integrated with the climate village program so
that the community members can know how to anticipate the flood disaster.
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)

(3) There is no training related to the flood preparedness, but the community can react when a
flood happens.
Four interviewees believe that community can react when a flood happens, even though
there is no training related to the flood preparedness within the climate village program.
However, in this case, the community's action is more like a spontaneous reaction rather
than preparedness response when they face the flood disaster.
Thirdly, one interviewee said that the community responsiveness depends on the regional or the
local government's initiative to formulate the (adaptation) intervention. Additionally, three
interviewees who mentioned the second opinion also explained that training for improving the
community’s responsiveness is needed in the climate village program. They told that by
improving the community’s responsiveness, the community can prepare them self when the
flood disaster occurs in their settlement. As expressed by three interviewees:
“[…] In case the flood hit us, we can prepare our self.”
(Interview with CLRT01RW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“[…] We [the community] need to know about the step we should do when the flood disaster hit us.”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“[…] It’s better to have the flood disaster preparedness training in the climate village program because
the community groups will directly face the impact of the flood disaster.”
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).
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In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts explained two kinds of
opinions. One expert said that there is flood preparedness-related training within the program,
but it is only for the community representative(s). The other expert mentioned that the
community only receives socialization or information about the flood preparedness without
feedback. This activity focuses more on theory rather than practice.
The Government’s Responsiveness
Based on table 4.24, the fifteen interviewees mentioned three kinds of opinions. Firstly,
eight interviewees mentioned that the implementation process of the climate village program
can support the government to deal or prevent the flood disaster. Based on the interviewees’
perspective, the are several reasons why it can support the government sectors:
(a) It can support the government through communication with the community regarding the
flood problem (mentioned by three interviewees)
(b) It can support the government through communication with the community regarding the
potential area for bio pore holes and infiltration wells (mentioned by one interviewee)
(c) It can support the government through the exchange information of best practices related
to the flood disaster prevention or management (mentioned by one interviewee).
(d) It can support the government through the solid waste management (mentioned by four
interviewees)16. Most of the time, some of the households within the community groups
throw the (solid) waste improperly into the river or rainwater drainage. As a result, this
unhealthy behavior causes the water drainage become clogged so that it cannot drain the
rain or waste water. In addition to changes in the intensity of rainfall and the location of the
city close to the coastal areas, the household solid waste in neighborhoods is one of the
issues which exacerbated the flood problem in Jakarta Province. Figure 4.7 shows how this
condition looks like within the community groups. Although the solid waste management is
one of the components of climate change mitigation within the climate village program (see
appendix D), in this case, four interviewees believe that this intervention could help the
government handle the flood problem. It is illustrated by one of the interviewees’ statement:
“In my opinion, it can support the government to deal with the flood issue. I think the household waste
also exacerbates the flood problem. After the climate village program has been conducted actively in
our community group, through the waste banks activity, the volume of solid waste can be reduced.
So, currently, there is no solid waste which piles up in the drainage. Thus, the drainage can drain the
flow of the flood water smoothly. If all of the drainage systems run well, I believe it can reduce the
flood puddle no matter how intense the rainfall condition.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

16

One of the interviewees from the government sectors gave two kinds of opinions. The interviewee mentioned two
opinions as described in point 1.3 and 1.4 within table 4.25. I put 0.5 points into the cell of table to show that this
interviewee has two kinds of opinions.
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Figure 4. 7 An example of household solid waste which cause the drainage become clogged and cannot flow
the rainwater and increase the risk of the flood occurrence
(Photo taken in one of community groups’ neighborhood within the study areas)

Secondly, six interviewees explained that the activities within the climate village program
have not improved the government’s responsiveness. Two interviewees who support this second
opinion perceive that the implementation process of the climate village program cannot support
the government to deal or prevent the flood disaster. Moreover, the other interviewees also
explained the reason why it cannot support the government, namely:
(a) The activity, which is expected to reduce the risk of flood impact like bio pore holes, is not
working (mentioned by two interviewees)
(b) There has not been discussion between the community and government regarding the flood
problem within the climate village program (mentioned by one interviewee)
(c) The scale of the flood problem urgency faced by the government could differ with the scale
faced by the community. For example, a flood puddle in a small community neighborhood
may not be a priority for the government sectors unless the floods have expanded to a subdistrict or city-wide scale (mentioned by one interviewee).
Thirdly, one interviewee explained that the program is supposed to support the government, but
the interviewee is not sure about the current condition. In this case, I cannot take the third
opinion into account since it does not show the current situation.
In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts mentioned that the CBA
program cannot support the government’s responsiveness. One expert has a similar argument as
the second opinion. The other expert complemented this argument by mentioning that the
implementation process of the CBA program cannot support the government to deal or prevent
the flood disaster because the government sectors are lack of coordination with NGO and the
flood disaster have a massive impact which cannot be handled by the CBA approach.
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Concluding Remark
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.22 until 4.25, I analyzed several things:
(1) Regarding the community responsiveness, some points which should be concerned are:
(a) Most of the interviewees (thirteen interviewees) believe that the community has not
received an improvement of community responsiveness within the climate village
program in the case study areas.
(b) In other community-based adaptation programs, one expert mentioned that the
external actors give the insight of flood preparedness to the community only through
the socialization rather than training which more practice-oriented. The other expert
also explained that even though there is training related to the flood preparedness
within other community-based adaptation programs, in fact, it is only for community
representative(s). Thus, the expert’s opinions also indicate that the other CBA programs
may has not been able to improve the community’s responsiveness.
(2) With respect to the government’s responsiveness, some points which should be concerned
are:
(a) In general, most of the interviewees (eight interviewees) explained that the
implementation process of the climate village program can support the government’s
task in dealing or preparing the flood disaster. However, there is different perspective
between the interviewees from the community groups and government sectors in seeing
this matter. Most of the interviewees from community groups (five interviewees) believe
that the activities within the climate village program have not improved the government’s
responsiveness. Conversely, most of the interviewees from the government sectors (five
interviewees) mentioned the other way.
(b) In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts also argue that the CBA
program has not been able to help the government sectors to handle the flood issue.
Overall, by considering all of those points above, it can be inferred that the community’s
responsiveness factor is weak because most of the interviewees argue that the community has
not established an improvement of community responsiveness within the climate village
program in the case study areas. Moreover, two experts have the same perspective which
indicates that it may occur in other community-based adaptation programs. As for the
government’s responsiveness, the interviewees have different perspectives in seeing whether
the climate village program can support the government to prepare, prevent, or deal with the
flood disaster.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the community responsiveness sub-factor has not
been considered thoroughly in the climate village program implementation in the context of its
progress in realizing the urban climate resilience.
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4.3.2. Capacity to learn
In this section, I explain whether the lesson-learned or experience generated from climate
village program can help the government as well as communities in evaluating current measures
and creating more effective intervention in flood disaster risk management. Table 4.26 and 4.27
presents the summary of interviewees’ opinion regarding the sub-factor of “capacity to learn”.
Table 4. 26 The Opinion regarding the Factor of Capacity to Learn
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Capacity to Learn

(1) A lesson learned is obtained from the
program to evaluate the measures to deal
with the flood
(2) No lesson learned is obtained from the
program to evaluate the measures to deal
with the flood
(3) The interviewee(s) did not give an opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

2

25

5

72

7

47

0

0

5

62,5

1

14

6

40,7

2

100

1

12,5

1

14

2

13

0

0

Table 4. 27 Detail Information which supports the Opinion regarding the Factor of Capacity to Learn
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Capacity to Learn

(1) A lesson learned is obtained from the program
to evaluate the measures to deal with the
flood.
(this is supported by two opinions)
1.1. A lesson-learned obtained through the
exchange of information about flood
problems.
1.2. A lesson-learned obtained through the
exchange of Information about
potential locations for bio pore holes
and infiltration wells.
(2) No lesson learned is obtained from the
program to evaluate the measures to deal with
the flood.
(this is supported by four opinions)
2.1. No lesson-learned because it is not easy
to transform local input to policy
2.2. No lesson-learned because the
government have different way to deal
with the flood compared to the
community's way

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

2

25

5

72

7

47

0

0

2

25

4

58

6

40

0

0

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

5

62,5

1

14

6

40,7

2

100

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

1

12,5

0

0

1

7

1

50
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The Opinion regarding
the Capacity to Learn

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number
2.4. A lesson-learned is not optimal because
the risk reduction effort in Indonesia is
weak.
2.4. The interviewees are not sure if it can
evaluate the strategy to handle the flood
problems.
(3) The interviewee(s) did not give an opinion

1

%

number

%

number

Experts
(2 interviewees)

%

number

%

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

4

50

0

0

4

26,7

0

0

12,5

1

14

2

13

0

Thirteen interviewees gave an opinion regarding the sub-factor of ‘capacity to learn’ while
two interviewees did not give an argument because they did not know enough about this matter.
These thirteen interviewees mentioned two kinds of opinions. Firstly, seven interviewees said
that there is a lesson learned obtained from the climate village program to evaluate the measures
to deal and prevent the flood. Five interviewees who support the first opinion come from the
government sectors while two interviewees are from the community groups. Seven interviewees
explained the reason why the climate village program can generate the lesson-learned for
evaluating the intervention(s) to deal with the flood disaster, namely:
(1) A lesson-learned obtained through the exchange of information about flood-prone areas /
or flood problems (mentioned by six interviewees). As stated by three of the interviewees:
“Yes, I think so. It [the climate village program] can support the government or community [to evaluate
the actions to deal with flood issues]. For example, we can exchange the information regarding the
flood-prone spots and I guess the government have made [flood prone area] map based on the
information.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).
“Yes, it can. By having dialog or meeting with the community, we may know the flood-prone spots
within the community groups’ neighborhood. I think that this information can be one of the
considerations in the evaluation.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).
“[…] by knowing the communities at the flood-prone area who haven’t understood or have a
misunderstanding about, for example, regarding the maintenance of 'infiltration well,' we can know
the next intervention or the socialization material needed to enhance their awareness.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).

(2) A lesson-learned of the program is generated through the exchange of Information about
potential locations for bio pore holes and infiltration wells. One interviewee explained this
reason. These two activities are expected to drain and absorb the flood puddles into the soil.
According to the interviewee, exchanging information about this matter will allow the
government or community to identify the potential spot(s) within the flood-prone areas to
implement these two activities so that the flood risk can be reduced.
Secondly, six interviewees mentioned that there is no lesson learned obtained from the climate
village program to evaluate the measures to deal and prevent the flood disaster. Most of the
interviewees who support this argument mostly come from the community group (five
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interviewees) while one interviewee is from the government sectors. Two interviewees explained
the reason why the climate village program have not generated the lesson-learned for evaluating
the intervention(s) to deal with the flood disaster, namely:
(1)

There is a difficulty to transform local input to policy for evaluating the flood intervention
It was mentioned by one interviewee who come from the government sector. As expressed
by the interviewee:
“For government sectors, [the challenge is] how the information [from climate village program] can
be transformed into policy because we [government] should work based on regulation such as
Regional Regulation [or] Governor Regulation. […] Are those kinds of information [from the community
through the climate village program] significant to be translated into policy? Policy [making] has
priority. For example, [while mimicking the possible dialogue among government sectors] “let’s do it
later…we need to deal with the massive flood problem first before handling with small flood-prone
spots.”
(Interview with GOPEAJ (the government sector at Provincial Level), 10 October 2017).

From this statement, I see that one of the challenges faced by the government to
implement the lesson-learned obtained from the exchange information through the
climate village program, is to mainstream the local community input into policy since the
government may have a different priority agenda.
(2)

The government have a different way to deal with the flood compared to the community's
way. it was mentioned by one interviewee who come from the community groups. As
stated by the interviewee:
“As far as I know, there has not been no lesson-learned which has been obtained by the government
from the implementation of the climate village program in our community group to evaluate the
current measures to handle the flood. It seems that the government has own theory or way to deal
with the flood but we have not seen the practice is well integrated with the climate village program.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

Since the government and the community have a different way to deal with the flood, this
interviewee sees that there is no exchange of information regarding the lesson-learned
obtained from the climate village program.
Furthermore, four interviewees who are in favour of the second opinion mentioned that they are
not sure if the lesson-learned of the program can help them in evaluating the strategy to handle
the flood problem. All of them come from the community groups. In this case, their opinions
indicate that the community perceives the program has not given insight into the society for
learning of mistakes and improving the (local) action to deal with the flood. As illustrated by two
of the interviewees’ statement:
“For now, perhaps not. That’s because I seldom or perhaps never receive information regarding the
flood disaster management measures within the climate village program.”
(Interview with CLRT01RW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“I am not sure if it can help us evaluate the current strategies to deal with flood disaster”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
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In the context of other community-based adaptation programs, one expert has a similar
argument as the second opinion. The reason is similar to the opinion mentioned by CLRW01NJ
before. As mentioned by the expert:
“[…] the government has a different way to deal with the flood problem compared to what community
does. For example, in facing the flood disaster, the government will prioritize to build the sea wall
while the community will only raise the height of their house. So, the way they deal with the flood is
divergent. On the one hand, government tends to block the flood disaster while, on the other hand,
the government tries to get used to living with the flood disaster.”
(Interview with EXP-1 (Expert), 08 November 2017)

The other expert explained that the lesson-learned obtained from the program is not optimal to
evaluate the measures to deal and prevent the flood because of the risk reduction effort,
including the adaptation effort to deal with the flood disaster impact, in Indonesia is weak. The
stakeholders tend to focus only on handling the problem when a disaster happens as well as postdisaster actions. As stated by the expert:
“In general, actually, the flood risk reduction effort in Indonesia is still weak. Usually, when the [flood]
disaster happens, people or government respond quickly. The condition is relatively the same in postdisaster. But, when the flood doesn’t happen anymore, not many people who participate in the floodpreparedness and flood risk reduction activity.”
(Interview with EXP-2 (Expert), 15 November 2017)

From the interviews with the experts, I see that in other community-based adaptation programs
context, the sub-factor of ‘capacity to learn’ may not have been optimal or even has not ever
existed within the implementation process of the CBA program.
Concluding Remarks
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.26 and 4.27, I analyzed several things:
If we identify each interviewees’ argument, we will see that there are different
perspectives between the interviewees from the community groups and government sectors in
seeing whether the climate village program can generate lessons-learned to help the government
or society in evaluating the measure to deal with the flood matter. Most of the interviewees from
the government sectors (five interviewees) think that there is a lesson learned obtained from the
climate village program to evaluate the measures to deal and prevent the flood disaster. These
interviewees argue that the lesson learned can be obtained through the exchange of information
about the flood-prone areas or potential locations for conducting the bio pore holes and
infiltration wells.
On the contrary, most of the interviewees from community groups (five interviewees)
perceive the other way. Four interviewees mentioned that they are not sure if the program can
generate knowledge to the society for learning of mistakes and improving the (local) action for
dealing with the flood. One of these interviewees explained that the community seldom receives
information regarding the flood disaster management measures within the climate village
program. Moreover, one interviewee mentioned that the government and the community have
a different way to deal with the flood so that there is no exchange of information regarding the
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lesson-learned obtained from the climate village program. Besides, there is one interviewee from
the government sectors who also support this argument by mentioning that the local
community’s input cannot be transformed easily into the government’s policy. The last opinion
indicates that there is a challenge in mainstreaming the local community input into policy since
the government may have a different priority agenda.
In other community-based adaptation programs, the experts also argue that the CBA
program has not been able to support the community or government to evaluate their
intervention to deal with the flood. In short, the interviewees have a different opinion in looking
at the existence of lessons-learned from the climate village program in helping the community
groups or government sectors to evaluate their intervention to deal with a flood.

4.3.3. Resourcefulness
I study the sub-factor of resourcefulness by investigating three conditions, namely:
(1) The sufficiency of human resources within the government sectors involved in climate village
program to prepare and handle (future) flood disasters
(2) Collaboration among government sectors within the climate village program in dealing with
flood issues
(3) The sufficiency of human resources within community in climate village program to prepare
and handle (future) flood disasters
Table 4.28 and 4.29 presents the summary of the interviewees’ opinion regarding the sufficiency
of human resources and collaboration among government sectors involved in the climate village
program in dealing with flood issues, respectively. Next, table 4.30 will show the recap of the
interviewees’ opinion concerning the sufficiency of human resources within community groups
in case study areas.
Table 4. 28 The Opinion regarding the Government’s Human Resources within the Climate Village Program or
other community-based Adaptation Programs in Dealing with the Flood Issue
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Government’s Human Resources

(1) sufficient
(2) insufficient
(3) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number
4
0

%
50
0

number
4
2

%
57
29

number
8
2

%
54
13

number
0
2

%
0
100

4

50

1

14

5

33

0

0

Experts
(2 interviewees)
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Table 4. 29 The Opinion regarding the Collaboration among government sectors within the climate village
program / community-based adaptation programs in dealing with the flood disaster
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Collaboration among government
sectors
(1) The government sectors coordinate
among each other.
(2) The government sectors coordinate
among each other, but sometimes
there is a constraint in the budgeting
system.
(3) There is a lack of coordination
especially in pre-disaster or disaster
risk reduction stages.
(4) The interviewee is not sure whether
there is collaboration among
government sectors.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

8

100

4

57

12

80

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

0

0

1

14

1

7

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

Experts
(2 interviewees)

Table 4. 30 The Opinion regarding the Community Group’s Human Resources within the Climate Village
Program or other community-based Adaptation Programs in Dealing with the Flood Issue.
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
The Community Group’s Human Resources

(1) Sufficient
(2) Sufficient, but some are willing to
help and some are not
(3) The interviewee(s) did not give an
opinion

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number
8

%
100

number
4

%
57

number
12

%
80

number
1

%
50

0

0

2

29

2

13

0

0

0

0

1

14

1

7

1

50

Human Resources within the Government Sectors
Based on table 4.28, ten interviewees gave an opinion regarding the human resources of
the government sectors while five interviewees did not provide an argument because they did
not know enough about this matter. These ten interviewees gave two kinds of opinions. Firstly,
most of the interviewees (eight interviewees) mentioned that the human resources are
sufficient. As stated by two of the interviewees:
“I argue that the human resources of the government sectors are also sufficient and they always monitor
with our situation, especially from Kelurahan [urban village] office.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
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“Yes, I think we have enough human resources. We have several teams who handle the flood problem
in the community groups.”
(Interview with GOMEAWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 17 October 2017).

Secondly, two interviewees said that the human resources are insufficient. In other communitybased adaptation programs, two experts mentioned that human resources of the government
sectors are also inadequate. One of the experts also explained that the human resources are not
allocated mainly for dealing with the flood disaster within the program. Moreover, the human
resources within the government sectors have not been dedicated to giving insight or
information intensively related to flood disaster preparedness to the community.
Collaboration within the Government Sectors
Based on table 4.29, the fifteen interviewees mentioned four kinds of opinions concerning
the collaboration among government sectors within the climate village program in dealing with
the flood disaster. Firstly, most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) said that the
government sectors coordinate among each other. As expressed by two of the interviewees:
“Yes, there is no problem with the coordination [among the government sectors]. They [the
government sectors] give us the call center of the evacuation post. So, in case a bad thing happens,
we can call that number immediately, whenever we need something. We also disseminate the [call
center] number to the whole community members.”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).
“Certainly. Under the coordination of the mayor of North Jakarta city, the collaboration among the
government sectors in handling the flood disaster runs well. We often conduct a meeting to
consolidate the [human] resource and formulate the intervention plan when the flood disaster
happens. If the flood hit the community, the priority of action which should be done by us is to
evacuate the victim first.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017).

Secondly, one interviewee mentioned that the government sectors coordinate among each
other. Although sometimes there is a constraint in the budgeting system. However, in this case,
the second opinion indicates that the coordination among government sectors often runs well.
Thirdly, one interviewee explained that although there is collaboration among government
sectors, there is still a lack of coordination, especially in pre-disaster or DRR (Disaster Risk
Reduction) stages. Fourthly, one interviewee is not sure whether there is collaboration among
government sectors.
In the context of other community-based adaptation programs, two experts gave two
different opinions. One expert has a similar argument as the first opinion (mentioned by the most
of interviewees). The other expert has a same view as the third opinion.
Human Resources within the Community Groups
Based on table 4.30, fourteen interviewees gave an opinion regarding the human
resources of the community groups while one interviewee did not provide an argument because
he did not know enough about this matter. These fourteen interviewees mentioned two kinds of
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opinions. Firstly, most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) said that the human resources
are sufficient. As expressed by two of the interviewees:
“I think the human resource of the community group is enough and they are willing to cooperate with
each other when the flood disaster happen. […] Moreover, we have the team, within the community
group, which dedicate their self to give help to people when the flood disaster happens.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
“Well, I think the community group has enough human resource to handle the impact of the flood in
their own neighborhood. As far as I observe, they are willing to help each other voluntarily when the
flood hit their community group.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)

Secondly, only two interviewees mentioned that the human resources are sufficient, but some
of them are willing to help, and some are not. In the context of other community-based
adaptation programs, one of the experts have a similar argument as the first opinion (mentioned
by the most of interviewees).
Concluding Remarks:
Based on the explanation and the fact shown in table 4.28 until 4.30, I conclude two main things:
(1) Regarding the government’s human resources:
(a) Most of the interviewees (eight interviewees) stated that the number of human resources
within the government sectors who are involved in the climate village program is
sufficient to prevent and handle the flood problems. Moreover, most of the interviewees
(twelve interviewees) also mentioned that these human resources are coordinated
among each other.
(b) In other community-based adaptation programs, the experts observe that the human
resources within the government sectors are not sufficient to deal with the flood
problems. Regarding coordination, one of the experts argues that the government sectors
are lack of coordination among each other, especially in pre-disaster or DRR (Disaster Risk
Reduction) phase.
(2) Regarding the community’s human resources:
(a) Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) argue that the number of human
resources within the community groups is sufficient to deal with the flood issues.
(b) In other community-based adaptation programs, one of the experts also has a same
argument as the most interviewees’ opinion.
Overall, by considering those two points, it can be inferred that the resourcefulness sub-factor
has been considered in the climate village program within the case study areas. However, in the
context of other community-based adaptation programs, the condition may be different,
especially regarding the human resources within the government sectors.
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4.3.4. Rights and Entitlements
The sub-factor of 'right and entitlements' is studied by investigating whether each
community member has the same chance to access the benefits of the climate village program.
Mostly, the community groups within the case study areas conduct the adaptation intervention
to minimize the flood puddle by making the bio pore holes or infiltration wells. These two
activities aim to enhance water absorption into the soil (see appendix D). The question is whether
these two activities can be implemented evenly in all of the neighborhoods within the community
groups? Table 4.31 presents the summary of interviewees’ opinion regarding the factor of “rights
and entitlements”.
Table 4. 31 The Opinion regarding the Rights and Entitlements
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Rights and Entitlements

(1) The community group cannot receive equally
the benefits of the program
(2) The community group can receive equally the
benefits of the program
(3) The community group can receive equally the
benefits of the program initiated by the NGO’s

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

6

75

5

71

11

73

1

50

2

25

2

29

4

27

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

50

The fifteen interviewees gave two kinds of opinions. Firstly, most of the interviewees
(eleven interviewees) mentioned that the community group cannot receive equally the benefits
of the climate village program which are related to a reduction of the flood risk. These
interviewees explained that the community cannot receive the benefits of the program because
the availability of the land or space within the neighborhood is limited. As expressed by three of
the interviewees:
“I think the climate village program is more focused on several spots, especially in RT [neighborhood]
04 and RT 05, because the land is quite spacious. The other spots don’t have the area which is as
spacious as these two RT’s [neighborhoods] have.”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).
“[…] we should consider the [physical] condition of the region of the community groups as well as the
urgency. Not all of the community neighborhood has the availability of space or land”.
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).
“In my opinion, the benefits of the climate village program have not distributed evenly in all of the
neighborhoods. The implementation of some activities within the climate village program, in some
neighborhoods, is not feasible to be conducted because of the population density and the land
availability which is limited.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
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Moreover, one of the interviewees who mentioned this opinion also explained that the
community cannot receive equally the benefits because it depends on the availability of the aids
or support from the government sectors. As it is illustrated by this interviewee:
“It depends on the case. In general, probably the benefits are not distributed evenly because the
supports or aids are limited only for particular spots.”
(Interview with GOVMEFRI (the government sector at National Level), 09 October 2017).

Secondly, four interviewees mentioned that the community groups can receive equally the
benefits of the climate village program which are related to the reduction of the flood risk. As
stated by one of the interviewees:
“Yes, I am sure that it [the benefits of climate village program] is distributed in every RT [neighborhood]
level.”
(Interview with CLRW03NJ (Community Group 03, North Jakarta City), 14 November 2017).

In other community-based adaptation programs, one expert has a same view as the first opinion.
However, the other expert explained that in the CBA program which is initiated by the NGO’s,
the community groups receive equally the benefits of the program.
Concluding Remarks:
Most of the interviewees (eleven interviewees) believe that the benefits of the climate
village program which are related to the reduction of the flood risk have not been distributed
equally in the community groups’ neighborhood within the case study areas. These interviewees
explained that this situation occurs because the community groups’ neighborhood has limited
space of land which can be utilized for implementing the adaptation intervention such as making
bio pore holes, infiltration wells, or other related activities which requires land to reduce the
flood disaster impact.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the sub-factor of ‘rights and entitlements’ is not
optimal in the implementation process of climate village program within the case study areas.

4.3.5. Decision-Making
The process of decision making requires accountability, transparency, and
representativeness. Every community member has the same chance to give an opinion in the
process of decision making. Thus, in this study, I investigated whether the community members
have the equal opportunity to provide an opinion regarding the intervention related to the flood
disaster risk management. Table 4.32 presents the summary of interviewees’ opinion regarding
the sub-factor of “decision-making.”
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Table 4. 32 The Opinion regarding the Decision-Making Process
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Decision-Making Process

(1) The community members have
the same chance to speak and
their opinion is considered.
(2) The community elite dominates
the decision-making process.
(3) The interviewee is not sure
whether the community groups
have the same chance to give an
opinion and their opinion can be
accommodated.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

Experts
(2 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

7

87,5

6

85,7

13

86

2

100

1

12,5

0

0

1

7

0

0

0

0

1

14,3

1

7

0

0

The fifteen interviewees gave three kinds of opinions. Firstly, most of the interviewees
(thirteen interviewees) mentioned that the community members have the same chance to speak
and their opinion is considered or accommodated by the government sectors. Seven
interviewees come from the community groups. As stated by one of the interviewees:
“Yes, they have [same chance to give information about the flood disaster]. As I told you before, they
[the community members] are free to speak their argument to me. In my opinion, the government
sector let the community to decide the actions which suitable for dealing with the flood problem at
our RW [community group].”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).

Furthermore, six interviewees from the government sectors also mentioned that the community
members have the same chance to give their opinion. However, these interviewees explained
that the government sectors have to consider whether the community’s opinions can be
accommodated based on the government’s capacity (in terms of budget and human resources)
and its task. As expressed by two of the interviewees:
“[…] All of the people can come or contact the [public complaints] center to give the information,
including the information related to the flood problem. […] the government sectors will consider the
local communities’ opinion or needs. We will follow-up the local community’s suggestion or needs as
best we can, based on our task. If we cannot fulfill the community’s needs or respond to their input,
then we will forward it to the municipal or provincial government sectors.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017)
“[…] all of the societies can inform their experiences in dealing the flood issues through the ‘Qlue’
application [a social media application program which allows Jakarta citizen report all issues and
sharing information to the government, private, and neighborhood to support Jakarta Smart City
concept]. Moreover, we also have evacuation post, so we don’t have to wait for the complaints from
the community groups. […] in the ‘musrenbang’ [planning forum], the government will inform which
ideas that can be implemented.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).
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Those two opinions indicate the presence of the sub-factor of “decision-making” because
every community member has the same chance to give an opinion, and the element of
accountability and transparency have also reflected in the way the government responds to the
community’s input.
Secondly, one interviewee argues that the community elite dominates the decision-making
process. The community elites are the community leaders or someone or some groups within the
community who has power or money to steer the decision-making process. Thirdly, one
interviewee is not sure whether every community member has the same chance to give an
opinion and their opinion can be accommodated. That is because this interviewee does not
observe intensively this matter in the community groups within the case study areas. Hence, I
cannot take the last interviewee’s opinion into account.
In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts also have the same
perspective which is in line with the first opinion (most of the interviewees’ opinion).
Concluding Remarks:
Most of the interviewees (thirteen interviewees) argue that the community members have the
same chance to give an opinion in the decision-making process. Moreover, the experts also have
the same perspective with this opinion. Therefore, it can be concluded that the sub-factor of
‘decision-making’ process has been considered in the climate village program within the case
study areas and it may also occur in other community-based adaptation programs.
4.3.6. Information flow
In this section, I explain whether every stakeholder can receive and understand information for
deciding the intervention for dealing with the flood disaster. Table 4.33 presents the summary of
interviewees’ opinion regarding the sub-factor of “Information flow”.
Table 4. 33 The Opinion regarding the Information Flow
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Information Flow

(1) The government can understand the
information from the community, but
not all of the community can
understand the information from the
government.
(2) The government and the community
can understand each other.
(3) There is exchange of information
among government sectors and the
community groups.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

0

0

2

29

2

13

1

50

8

100

4

57

12

80

1

50

0

0

1

14

1

7

0

0

Experts
(2 interviewees)

92

The fifteen interviewees gave three kinds of opinions. Firstly, two interviewees
mentioned that the government sectors can understand the information from the community,
but not all of the community can understand the information from the government sectors. As
expressed by two interviewees:
“The government can comprehend the information from the community. But, usually, I observe that
some of the community members cannot understand the information from the government sectors.”
(Interview with GOVSDTNJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 22 November 2017).
“As far as I know, either the government or community can comprehend each other. Although, there
might be some people who haven’t understood.”
(Interview with GOMEAWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 17 October 2017).

Secondly, twelve interviewees mentioned that the government sectors and the community
groups can understand each other. It is illustrated by two interviewees’ statements:
“I think so. The community members and the government can comprehend each other in the
communication process. I believe that the community organization members also help us in
disseminating the information from the government to all of the community members.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
“For the government sectors, it is not difficult to understand the information from the community
representatives. It’s also the same for the community. They [the community] can understand the
information from the government since the government sectors use casual language. When we
communicate to the community, we sometimes use informal conversation.”
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).

Thirdly, one interviewee explained that there is an exchange of information among government
sectors and the community groups that are mostly related to the flood risk. Although in this case,
the interviewee did not explain further whether the government and the community can
understand each other. That is why I exclude this opinion separately from the second opinion.
In other community-based adaptation programs, two experts have different opinions.
One expert has the same perspective as the first opinion. The other expert has a view which is in
line with the second opinion. This expert also explained that in comparison with the climate
change issue, the community can understand easier the information related to the flood issues.
Moreover, the information related to the flood disaster is broadcasted more in the media. As
stated by the expert:
“If the matter related to the flood disaster, I think both of them have understood each other.
Moreover, the media [television, radio, social media] often disseminate the information regarding the
[flood] disaster.”
(Interview with EXP-2 (Expert), 15 November 2017)

Concluding Remarks:
Most of the interviewees (twelve interviewees) argue that, in general, the government sectors
and the community groups can understand each other about the flood issue and the intervention
to deal with this problem. It means that the sub-factor of ‘information flow’ has been considered
in the implementation process of the climate village program.
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4.3.7. Application of new knowledge
In this section, I explain whether the information or lessons learned from the climate
village program can inspire or encourage the involving or related institutions to generate new
insights or innovations in formulating flood risk management strategies. Table 4.34 presents the
summary of interviewees’ opinion regarding the sub-factor of “application of new knowledge”.
Table 4. 34 The Opinion regarding the Application of new knowledge which can be generated from the
lessons-learned of the climate village or other community-based adaptation programs.
(Source: interviews, 2017)

The Opinion regarding
the Application of new knowledge

(1) There is no innovation which can be
generated from the program
(2) The interviewees are not sure
whether there is an innovation
which can be generated from the
program.

(a)

(b)

Total (a) + (b)

Community
(8 interviewees)

Government
(7 interviewees)

Community &
Government
(15 interviewees)

number

%

number

%

number

%

number

%

8

100

5

71

13

87

2

100

0

0

2

29

2

13

0

0

Experts
(2 interviewees)

The fifteen interviewees gave two kinds of opinions. Firstly, thirteen interviewees
mentioned that there is no innovation which can be generated from the lessons-learned of the
climate village program. As stated by two of the interviewees:
“Currently, I think the government effort [to deal with the flood problem] is still stagnant. There is no
new innovation […].”
(Interview with CLRW06WJ (Community Group 06, West Jakarta City), 12 October 2017).

“I think, in practice, there has not been an innovation [in flood disaster management] obtained
from the lesson-learned of the [climate village] program. The government sectors still use their
current intervention to handle the flood disaster.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector), 18 October 2017).

Secondly, two interviewees are not sure whether currently there is an innovation which can be
generated from the lessons-learned of the climate village program. In other community-based
adaptation programs, two experts mentioned a similar argument as the first opinion.
Concluding Remarks:
Most of the interviewees (thirteen interviewees) argue that there is no innovation or new
intervention from the government sectors which can be generated from the lessons-learned of
the climate village program to deal with the flood problem. The experts have the same
perspective with this opinion in the context of other CBA programs.
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4.4. Other Factors influenced the Climate Village Program Implementation within the Study
Areas
The sub-chapter presents other factors which also influence the climate village program
Implementation within the case study areas. Different from previous factors which are based on
the conceptual framework, the factors in this sub-chapter emerged from the interviewees during
the interview process.
4.4.1 Self-Dependency
As described in chapters 3, the case study areas used in this study are five community
groups located in North Jakarta (3 community groups) and West Jakarta (2 community groups).
During the interview process, I found that four interviewees mentioned a funding issue for the
climate village program implementation. These interviewees are from the community group 14
and 01 in North Jakarta city and community group 04 in West Jakarta city. As expressed by three
of the interviewees:
“We must have own capital [to finance the activities]. Some of the people don't want it [to fund the
activities]. […] Compare to other RW [community group], one of the challenge to implement the
activity within the climate village program in our community group is capital [funding].”
(Interview with CMRW14NJ (Community Group 14, North Jakarta City), 16 November 2017).
“[…] But the problem is their [community members’] availability of time [to participate in the climate
village program] and the funding [for implementing the activity].”
(Interview with CMRW04WJ (Community Group 04, West Jakarta City), 20 November 2017).
“There was a moment when one of the community leaders in RT level has the problem to implement
the environmental activity due to the financial problem.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

Two interviewees from community group 14 and 04 said that they are still facing this issue
currently. Two interviewees from community group 01 mentioned that this problem had ever
occurred in their community group, but they can overcome it nowadays. The interviewees from
community group 01 also explained that a financial issue should not be an obstacle to implement
the climate village program. To address this challenge, the leader of community group 01 has the
initiative to raise self-help funds from the community group members, especially to a few people
who have better financial ability than the average community. Furthermore, fundraising is also
conducted via some potential donors outside the community group. As it is illustrated by one
interviewee’s statement:
“Actually, the events or activities related to the environmental actions are also financed by the
community self-fund. […] I observe that there are a few people in this community group that can
support the funding of the environmental activities implementation. But, probably these people less
concerned about such environmental activities due to the availability of their time. So, what we have
to do is to raise their awareness. Then, I visited people who are potential to become the donator of
the activities. The day after that, some people give the fund for the actions and some are willing to
involve in the working process of the actions until dusk.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).
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Nonetheless, the other interviewee from community group 01 also mentioned that the
community group does not depend upon external actors’ support (e.g., the government or the
private sectors). The community group will implement the climate village program by using the
available resources from the community, even though without the support from external actors.
As mentioned by one interviewee:
“[…] In this RW, we encourage people to have a community independence and environmental
awareness. So, in case there is no support from government or other external actors, the activities of
the [climate village] program can still be implemented by the community. We don’t consider the
current help from external actors as the primary support. Also, we don’t rely on the CSR [corporate
social responsibility] support from the private sector. […] the community independence is important
in this RW. We even have community cooperative for saving and loan.”
(Interview with CMRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

The interviewees’ opinions from community group 01 indicate that this community group has a
self-dependency factor which makes that the group can handle the financial problem. Different
from the community group 01 (North Jakarta) I did not find this factor in community group 14
(North Jakarta) and community group 04 (West Jakarta) as I explained at the beginning of this
section. It seems to me that society in community group 14 and 04 still hope the government or
private sectors can fulfill all of their needs related to the climate village program implementation.
In my opinion, the self-dependency is also an essential factor which influence the
implementation process of climate village program. Firstly, although the support from external
stakeholders is crucial, it cannot be denied that the support has limitation to cover all of the
communities’ necessities in implementing the climate village program. One of the findings
explained in sub-chapter 4.2.1.2. indicates that the government sectors cannot accommodate
entirely the community’s opinion or necessities. The budget allocation is one of the
considerations for the government sectors to fulfill the community needs. In the context of other
community-based adaptation programs, one of the experts also argue that the community
should not depend upon the government’s support. As stated by the expert:
“[…] the community-based adaptations should not rely on the government’s budget. [Climate change]
adaptations should also become the community’s concern. [Climate change] adaptations are
supposed to be a collective action of the stakeholders to reduce the climate change impact.”
(Interview with EXP-1 (Expert), 08 November 2017)

Secondly, by having self-dependency, the community can enhance their skills to overcome the
problems that cannot be accommodated by the external actors (e.g., the government or private
sectors, NGO’s, etc.). Furthermore, the community group can also improve their capacity to
manage the program activities and ensure the continuity of the program even though the support
of external actors is decreasing or absent. Regarding this matter, the experts also have the same
perspective in the context of other CBA programs. As mentioned by one of the experts:
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“[…] one of the success indicators of the participatory program is that when the program has finished,
the meeting regarding the community-based adaptation is continued and conducted by the
community members itself.”
(Interview with EXP-1 (Expert), 08 November 2017)

To grow and improve self-dependency, the experience of best practice - like the one that has
been done within the community group 01, North Jakarta - should be shared to other community
groups who have a similar problem such as community group 14, North Jakarta and community
group 04, West Jakarta.
4.4.2 Security
During the interview process, I also found that security is one of the factors which
influence the implementation process of the climate village program. In this case, security is
related to two aspects. Firstly, it is related to the safeguarding of the assets, property, or
equipment used in the implementation of the climate village program. Secondly, it is related to
the security towards a social conflict.
Regarding the first aspect, one interviewee from the community group 14, North Jakarta
explained that some assets - used for implementing the climate village program - are often stolen
by irresponsible persons. For example, the stolen assets are the plants utilized to conduct food
security action or equipment needed to support other activities within the program. The
interviewee also explained that their settlement is different from the (fancy) housing estate that
has a fence for security. The location of the community group's settlements is on the side of the
road, allowing the outsider pass through their settlements freely. As illustrated by the
interviewees’ statement:
“Moreover, there is another challenge happen in our neighborhood. We've planted some plants in
some spots. But, unfortunately, the plants were gone. Yeah, but we don’t want to accuse the people
who live here. We realize that our neighborhood location is on the outskirts of public roads. […] Our
neighborhood doesn’t have fence like a [fancy] housing estate. So, anyone can pass in our community
neighborhood”.
(Interview with CMRW14NJ (Community Group 14, North Jakarta City), 16 November 2017).

In addition to a financial problem, the community group has to deal with the asset security within
their neighborhood. Although I found this information only from one community group, I argue
that a similar problem can occur in the typical community group’s settlement like the community
group 14 North Jakarta has.17 Moreover, another reason is that theft is also one of the most
common criminal cases in the province of Jakarta.18 The figure 4.8 indicates the occurrence of
theft case in general that occurred in several cities in the province of Jakarta.

17
18

it can refer to societies who do not belong to the gated community
Data is processed by summing the total occurrence of several theft events. The types of theft cases that occur
are 'vehicle stealing'; 'stealing households' assets'; 'steal by forcing'; 'stealing with threatening'; 'pickpocket'; and
'stealing others.'
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Figure 4. 8 the occurrence of theft case (in general) that occurred in several cities in the province of Jakarta
during the year 2016 (Source: Police of Jakarta Province in Central Bureau of Statistics, 2017)

Hence, the (asset) security aspect also needs to be taken into consideration in the process of the
program implementation.
Concerning the second aspect, one interviewee from community group 01 (North Jakarta)
explained that securing the community’s neighborhood from social conflicts is also important in
the implementation process of the climate village program. A social conflict can potentially
happen because of the ethnicities differences among societies who live in the community group.
As explained by the interviewee:
“[…] our community group consists of several ethnicities. For example, some people belong to Chinese
or Batak [ethnic groups predominantly found in North Sumatra, Indonesia] ethnicities. They are
familiar and harmonize with each other. We treat people equally and never distinguish them [based
on their ethnicities. That’s why the community members feel secure and protected. There is no social
conflict in this community group. I think that one of the important things for our community group is
that the community’s neighborhood is secure so that we can implement the activities within the
[climate village] program conducive without intimidation or pressure.”
(Interview with CLRW01NJ (Community Group 01, North Jakarta City), 03 November 2017).

The interviewee’s opinion indicates that the security towards social conflict is crucial in
the climate village program evaluation. As a capital city of Indonesia, Jakarta is occupied by
various ethnicities people that come from other provinces in Indonesia as well as other countries.
Cultural differences sometimes create social conflicts and decrease the social cohesion among
societies. Moreover, the insecure feeling perceived by the society towards social conflict cause
the low involvement of community members as well as reduce trust among them in the climate
village program implementation.
4.4.3. The Government’s Budget Allocation Planning
Generally, the government of Jakarta Province has issued The Governor of Jakarta
Province Instruction no.91 of 2016 which regulates the role of each government sector at
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provincial level in giving coaching and guidance for a climate village program location.19 This
provincial level regulation is followed-up by the municipal-level regulation that set the similar
matter for each government sector at municipal level. In response to this, the North and West
Jakarta city (as a case study location of this research) issued two regulations, namely: The North
Jakarta city Mayor Instruction No.18 of 2017 and the West Jakarta city Mayor Instruction No.11
of 2017, respectively.
However, based on the perspective of the interviewees from the government sectors,
these regulations are too general to explain the authority of each government sector, mainly
related to the determination of budget allocation needed to support the climate village program
in each RW [community groups] within the Jakarta Province. The authority of each government
sector in spending the budget in the village program should be explicit in the current regulation.
It is necessary as a legal basis to be used during the financial audit process. But, one of the
interviewees’ argument indicates that this authority remains a question among government
sectors. As illustrated by one of the interviewees from government sectors:
“[…] sometimes the problem is the government budgeting system. It’s related to the questions, “which
government sectors who have the allocation budget and authority or responsibility to issue the
budget? […] If we [the provincial government sectors] spend our budget to manage something which
does not belong to our asset, we’re afraid we cannot explain the [regulation] basis of the expenditure
of the budget, in the audit process later.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).

Correspondingly, one interviewee also argues that the government should have a master plan
(one of the kinds of strategic planning) to justify budget allocation needed for conducting
activities related to the climate village program in each community group.20 A master plan can
clarify the number of the location which needs to be assisted, the detail activity in each location
as well as the necessary budget allocation to support the activities. As mentioned by the
interviewee:
“[…] there has to be a master plan so we can know how many locations which should be monitored
in each city. If they [other government sectors] can see the number [of the sites], they can do the
location survey. For example, if the forestry agency can know how many and type of the trees needed
for particular [climate village program] location, they can allocate their budget for accommodating
that necessity. In current [policy] system, it’s hard to do that. Other government sectors do not have
[budget] planning to support the climate village program fully. So, if we [provincial or municipal
environmental agency] need something from them [other government sectors], they can
accommodate the needs depends on the availability of their stock. To allocate the budget, they need
planning document while on the other hand, we have not had the planning document which manages
19

20

One out fifteen interviewees from the government sectors (code: GOPEAJ) explained that the provincial
government will issue a new regulation and replace the Governor of Jakarta Province Instruction no.91 of 2016.
Because this new rule has not been legalized, this research still refers to the Governor of Jakarta Province
Instruction no.91 of 2016.
In Indonesia, the strategic planning or master plan also manage the (detail) task division of each government
sector, including the budget allocation to support particular program or development agenda.
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about the climate village program [in detail]. […] The current regulation has not managed the location
and activity of the climate village program in each place. Even if the action has been mentioned, but
still, the number of [climate village Program] locations need to be quantified. For example, if we want
to develop 400 sites for five years, by having a master plan, we can improve 80 locations in each year.
So, every related government sectors can allocate the budget for supporting the 80 areas in each year
as well.”
(Interview with GOPEAJ (the government sector at Provincial Level), 10 October 2017).

Another issue is that sometimes the government’s budget plan is not responsive enough
to accommodate the current community’s needs. Although the government plans the budget
allocation based on the community’s aspiration, the government sectors have not prepared the
unexpected necessities when suddenly informed by a community group. Sometimes the
community’s necessities are related to equipment for supporting the activities within the climate
village program and dealing with the flood issues. As stated by one interviewee from the
government sectors:
“The government sectors have the budget plan of the program. The information of the budget plan
necessity is also obtained from the community. If they need new water suction pump, they have to
propose the request earlier in the formulation of the budget plan. If they request the pump suddenly,
we cannot provide it quickly because we haven’t allocated the budget previously.”
(Interview with GOVSDKWJ (the government sector at West Jakarta City), 27 November 2017).

Furthermore, the government’s budgeting system cannot be flexible to accommodate or fulfill a
new activity proposed by the community or other related stakeholders. As mentioned by one
interviewee from the government sectors:
“Another problematic challenge is that we [the government sectors] have a rigid ‘e-budgeting’ system
[a web-based computer program application which facilitates the drafting process of the government’s
revenue and expenditure budget]. So, we should know the type of the activity within the climate
village program which matches with each [government] sectors’ task. […] If there are no types of
activity [which match with the government sectors’ task] so that we have to propose the new one. […]
Unfortunately, it takes time.”
(Interview with GODWRJP (the government sector at Provincial Level), 18 October 2017).
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Chapter 5. Discussion and Conclusion
This chapter will discuss findings of this research to answer the research sub-questions. it will
also provide explanation of the reflection of the conceptual framework and research
methodology. At the end of this chapter, recommendations for future research and the climate
village program are listed.
5.1. Discussion and Conclusion in the context of research question.
The main research question in this research is described as:
What factors are considered to be essential in the evaluation of a CBA implementation process
and is its current progress on the right track in building the climate-resilient city in the future?
By considering the conceptual framework and the main research question, four sub-research
questions will be answered in this study:
(1)

How is the participatory process in the CBA program implementation, using the climate
village program, compared to the conceptual framework of factors which contributes to the
effectiveness of CBA?

(2)

How are the social capital, social cohesion as well as social equity condition in the CBA
program implementation, using the climate village program, compared to the conceptual
framework of factors which contributes to the effectiveness of CBA?

(3)

How is the multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration in the CBA program implementation,
using the climate village program, compared to the conceptual framework of factors which
contributes to the effectiveness of CBA?

(4)

To what extent that the CBA program, using the climate village program, has considered
the conceptual framework of urban climate resilience factors in its implementation
process?

To answer these questions, factors that are considered to be essential in the evaluation of
the Community-Based Adaptation Program will be discussed onward. This discussion will thereby
answer the sub-research questions in the context of climate village program as the case study in
this research. Information presented in this subchapter is based on the findings provided in
chapter 4.

5.1.1. The participatory Process in the Climate Village Program
Based on the findings which have been explained and summarized in chapter 4.2.1, the
process of participation in the climate village program is not running optimal. On the subject of
local community involvement sub-factor, most of the interviewee’s opinions indicate that not all
community members can join or support the activities within the program. This leads to the
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government sectors or other related external actors to mostly interact only with limited
community representative(s) such as the community leader(s), retired elderly people as well as
female community members or groups of housewives. Furthermore, as explained in sub-chapter
4.2.1.1, the interaction between the government and the community through meetings are
focusing more on socialization or delivering information of the program rather than to stimulate
a two-way discussion process to enhance community understanding of the essence of the
program.
Moving on to the sub-factor of acknowledgment of local knowledge, most of the
interviewees perceive that the government sectors have considered community’s input in the
implementation of the climate village program. However, the government is not able to
accommodate all of the community’s opinions or needs. Due to the government’s authorization
and resource limitation, government sectors can only consider arguments or needs that have to
be accommodated first based on its urgency. Additionally, by examining the government’s
statement in other sub-factors, it was observed that the municipal government still shows good
intentions in explaining to the community representatives, which of the community's inputs can
be accommodated as transparent as possible. As expressed by one of the interviewees from the
government sector:
“So, in the ‘musrenbang’ [planning forum], the government will inform which ideas can be
implemented.”
(Interview with GOMEANJ (the government sector at North Jakarta City), 18 October 2017).

Moreover, in the decision-making process, most of the interviewees see that the community
groups in the case study areas can decide and manage adaptation interventions that are more
suitable for their neighborhood conditions. Thus, it indicates that the government sectors
acknowledge the local community’s opinion.
Overall, I argue that the sub-factor of local community involvement is one of the subfactors which is essential in the climate village program evaluation. There are two reasons
which lead me to this argument. Firstly, compared to the sub-factor of ‘acknowledgment of local
knowledge,’ the local community involvement sub-factor is a more urgent issue. The research
findings show that even though the government sectors have limitation to accommodate all of
the community’s opinions or needs, they still acknowledge the community’s aspiration in the
climate village program implementation. It shows that this sub-factor has been taken into
account in the climate village program. As for the local community involvement sub-factor, the
research findings reveal that the community members are not entirely involved in the program.
It indicates that this sub-factor is not carried out well in the implementation process of the
climate village program. However, it does not mean that the sub-factor of the acknowledgment
of local knowledge can be ignored in the program evaluation. By considering the urgency of the
problem, I argue that the local community involvement sub-factor should be given more
attention in the climate village program evaluation. Secondly, the involvement of the community
members in the implementation process of the program is essential because the actor who truly
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understands and can manage their living environment intensively from the impacts of climate
change are the community members itself. Unfortunately, the interview result shows that the
community members cannot completely involve in the climate village program implementation
and the information of the program has not been optimally understood by all of the community
members. Moreover, the experts have the similar perspective which indicates that the same
condition related to the low community involvement may occur in other community-based
adaptation programs.

5.1.2. Social and Political Factors
Based on findings in section 4.2.2, I would like to conclude several things regarding the subfactors of social capital, social cohesion, and social equity.
5.1.2.1. Social Capital
The social capital factors consist of five sub-factors, namely: leadership; trust; awareness
and knowledge; resources; and acceptance. From all of these sub-factors, I argue that leadership;
awareness and knowledge; as well as the community’s human resources are three of the subfactors that are essential in the climate village program evaluation. The following paragraphs
will explain the reasons for this statement.
On the subject of the leadership sub-factor, there are two reasons why this sub-factor
should be considered in the climate village program evaluation. Firstly, although the findings (in
section 4.2.2.1-a) show that most of the community leaders have motivated people in supporting
the climate village program within the case study areas, the encouragement has not been able
to improve the involvement of all people within the community group.21 Without the
involvement and support of community members, it is difficult to implement program activities
within the community’s neighborhood. Secondly, most interviewees believe that the leadership
sub-factor influences the dissemination of program’s information to all of the community
members since the first person who receives this information is the community leader(s).
Moving forward to ‘the awareness and knowledge’ sub-factor, the research findings in
section 4.2.2.1-c indicate that the community group members have low awareness and
knowledge about climate change and the essence of the climate village program. Most of the
interviewees' opinions indicate that the community members are only familiar or at least have
heard of the climate change term.22 The community members have not understood completely
about the meaning of the climate change and not been aware of the impacts it can cause.
Moreover, the experts’ opinions also indicate that this condition does not only occur in the
climate village program (within the case study areas), but it may also happen in other communitybased adaptation programs in Indonesia. Furthermore, I argue that the community’s awareness

21
22

As it is indicated in table 4.6 in section 4.2.2.1-a
As mentioned by twelve interviewees in section 4.2.2.1-c.
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and knowledge can influence the local community involvement. Based on the research findings
regarding the sub-factor of ‘local community involvement,’ I found that the agenda of public
meetings between the community and external actors are less focused on improving the
community’s knowledge on climate change and the essence of the climate village program. The
low awareness and knowledge of community members on this matter cause them to become
unaware of the importance of their support in establishing and maintaining adaptation activities
in the climate village program. Hence, I argue that this sub-factor is one of the factors which is
essential in the climate village program evaluation.
Regarding the community’s human resources, there are two reasons that lead me to
argue that insufficiency of human resource within the community group is crucial to be
considered in the program evaluation. Firstly, there is a similar opinion among the majority of
interviewees who perceive that the condition of human resources in community groups is still
inadequate.23 Moreover, based on one of the experts’ opinion, there is an indication that this
situation also occurs in other community-based adaptation programs. Secondly, related to the
local community involvement sub-factor in the previous section, the human resources in the
community are needed to manage and monitor day-to-day community's neighborhood
environment from the impacts of climate change. Furthermore, it is difficult for the government
sectors to monitor intensively the condition of all community groups' environment in the entire
cities of Jakarta. However, it does not mean that human resources of the government sectors can
be ignored. Alternatively, there is still a different perspective from the interviewees regarding
the sufficiency of the government's human resources. The competence and capacity of the
government sectors' human resources should also be improved. Only, in this case, the
community's human resources should be prioritized.
Different from those three sub-factors above, most of the interviewees’ opinions indicate
that the sub-factor of trust and acceptance exist in the implementation process of the climate
village program within the case study areas. The majority of interviewees stated that there is
trust, openness (in information exchange), and coordination among stakeholders involved in the
climate village program. They observe this condition in the context of trust among the
government sectors, between the government sectors and the community groups, as well as
between the community group’s members and the community leader(s). As for the sub-factor of
acceptance, the majority of interviewees’ opinions indicate that the (social) acceptance within
community groups in the case study areas exists as well. Most of the communities do not resist
the idea of the climate village program. A similar condition may also happen in other communitybased adaptation programs, based on the experts' opinions.
5.1.2.2. Social Cohesion and Social Equity
Based on findings in section 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.3, most of the interviewees’ opinions
indicate that the sub-factor of social cohesion and social equity exist in the implementation
23

As it is indicated by ten interviewees’ opinion.
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process of the climate village program within the case study areas. In the context of social
cohesion, the majority of interviewees argue that the community members experience social
cohesion, based on their willingness to support the climate village program voluntarily.
Correspondingly, most of the interviewees also believe that the community members have the
same opportunity to provide opinions or ideas freely, without the domination of a certain group,
to support the implementation process of the climate village program. It indicates that these
interviewees perceive that the sub-factor of social equity exists in the community groups within
the case study areas.
To finalize, it can be concluded that from all of the sub-factors of social and political
factors, the social capital sub-factors are more essential in the climate village program
evaluation. Specifically, for the sub-factor of leadership; awareness, and knowledge; as well as
the human resources of community groups.

5.1.3. Multilevel-Stakeholders Collaboration
The factor of multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration consists of four main sub-factors
namely: the continuous support; communication and knowledge flows; local capacity building;
as well as accountability. From all of these sub-factors, I argue that the communication and
knowledge flows, is one of the sub-factors that is essential in the climate village program
evaluation. The following paragraphs will explain the reasons for this statement.
From section 4.2.3.2, we can see that most of the interviewees stated that there is a
communication process among government sectors and between the government and the
community. However, the result of the interviews shows that the communication process is only
aimed at delivering the information, but it is not considered whether all stakeholders can easily
understand the information.24 The opinion which was expressed by all of the interviewees only
indicates the existence of information flows but not knowledge flows. The experts also have a
similar perspective which indicates that the same condition may also occur in other communitybased adaptation programs. As a consequence, it causes the community members have low
awareness and knowledge about climate change and the essence of the climate village program.
Moving forward to the sub-factor of the 'local capacity building,' the findings in section
4.2.3.3 show that the majority of interviewees observe that the community groups, within the
case study areas, received training, counseling, or consultation. It indicates that the local capacity
building has been conducted in the implementation of the climate village program. The experts
also have a similar view in seeing this condition in other community-based adaptation programs.
However, the opinions from four interviewees and two experts also indicate that two things need
24

As analyzed in section 4.2.3.2, the way of communication and delivering the information has not been followed
by the process of improving the knowledge or understanding of the human resources within the government
sectors or the community groups. Moreover, the community representatives have not disseminated the
information optimally to all of the community members.
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to be done to improve the process of delivering the local capacity building. The first thing is to
increase the frequency of training. The second thing is to expand the dissemination of
information related to the training from the community representatives to all of community
group's members.
Regarding the sub-factor of 'continuous support' and 'accountability,' the research
findings indicate that the interviewees have different perspectives in seeing these two subfactors within the climate village program. Some interviewees believe that the government
sectors keep supporting the climate village program.25 The others perceive that the support does
not continue for all activities within the program and depends on the suitability of the
government sectors’ main task and the sufficiency of their human resources.26 Similarly, the
interviewees also have different opinions on the sub-factor of accountability. Most interviewees
from the government sectors believe that they have a responsibility and commitment to support
the climate village program while most interviewees from the community groups think that the
government sectors’ commitment is not optimal in some activities within the program.27
Therefore, the sub-factor of ‘communication and knowledge flows’ is a more urgent issue
compared with the sub-factor of ‘local capacity building,’ ‘continuous support,’ and
‘accountability.’ There are three reasons which lead me to this argument. Firstly, most
interviewees have a similar perspective in observing that the knowledge flows in the
implementation of climate village program is not running well. This fact is also supported by the
findings which indicate that the community’s knowledge about the essence of the climate village
program is weak. Secondly, in comparison to this sub-factor, the local capacity building sub-factor
is conducted in the climate village program. Even though the local capacity building still needs
some improvements related to its implementation frequency and information dissemination.
Thirdly, the different perspectives among interviewees in seeing the sub-factor of continuous
support and accountability indicate that these two sub-factors are still considered in the climate
village program, although these are not applied for all activities within the program.

Other Factors influenced the Implementation Process of the Climate Village Program
During the interviews process, this research found three other factors, outside the
conceptual framework, that influence the implementation process of the climate village
program. These factors are the self-dependency, the security, and the government’s budget
allocation planning.28 The research findings indicate that the self-dependency is essential to
25
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It is indicated by seven interviewees’ opinion (four interviewees from the community groups and three
interviewees from government sectors).
It is indicated by seven interviewees’ opinion (total number interviewees who mentioned first and second
opinion).
The majority of interviewees from the government sector are seven interviewees while the majority of
interviewees from community groups are six interviewees.
Based on findings in section 4.4.1 to 4.4.3.
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stimulate and improve the capability of the community groups in solving their own problems
which cannot be handled or assisted by the external actors (e.g., the government or private
sectors, NGO’s, etc.). This capability is crucial because the fact shown that the support of the
government sectors or other related external actors have limitation to accommodate all of the
community’s needs in conducting the climate village program. Furthermore, by having selfdependency, the community can improve their skills in managing the adaptation activities and
ensure the continuity of the program even though the support of external actors is diminishing
or it is not present anymore within the community group’s neighborhood.
Moving on to the factor of security, there are two things which are essential in the climate
village program evaluation. Firstly, this factor is related to the security of assets (e.g., equipment,
property, or raw materials) that are utilized to conduct activities within the program. By
considering the fact that thievery is one of the most common criminal cases in Jakarta, it is crucial
to give more attention to this factor in the program evaluation.29 The loss of supporting
equipment or raw materials will cause delays in the implementation of activities and lead the
community cannot conduct the program optimally. Secondly, this factor is also related to the
security towards a social conflict. Since Jakarta is inhabited by multi-ethnic people from all other
provinces in Indonesia as well as other countries, social conflicts sometimes occur because of the
cultural differences and reduce the social cohesion within communities. If the community
members have insecure feeling towards social conflicts, their involvement in the program will
decline. Also, it will reduce social cohesion and trust among community members in the climate
village program implementation. Thus, it is necessary to consider the security of social conflict in
the climate village program evaluation.
Lastly, the research findings reveal that the government’s budget allocation planning is
essential in the climate village program evaluation. The interviewees from government sectors
argue that the regulations that set for the climate village program implementation are too
normative or general to explain the authority of each government sector in allocating detail
budget needed to support the program in each RW [community groups] within the Jakarta
Province. To solve this challenge, the budget allocation planning should be defined and
formulated precisely in the planning document so that each government sector can have the
authority to spend financial resources to conduct detail activities within the program in each
community group. Furthermore, the result of interviews indicates that the government’s budget
plan is not responsive to fulfill unexpected necessities of community groups. Thus, the budget
allocation planning should be flexible to accommodate the dynamic and spontaneous community
groups' needs in the implementation process of climate village program.
Based on the presented discussion, we can highlight the factors and sub-factors that are
essential in the climate village program evaluation. It is illustrated in figure 5.1.

29

The occurrence of thievery cases in several cities in the province of Jakarta during the year of 2016 is shown in
figure 4.8 section 4.4.2.
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Figure 5. 1 Factors and Sub-factors which are essential in the climate village program evaluation

5.1.4. The implementation Process of Community-Based Adaptation towards Urban Climate
Resilience
As explained in chapter 2 and 4, this research investigates whether the climate village
program has considered the urban climate resilience sub-factors in its implementation process.
The urban climate resilience sub-factors which were studied are responsiveness; capacity to
learn; resourcefulness; rights and entitlements; decision-making; information flow; and
application of new knowledge. This study reveals that the implementation process of the climate
village program is not optimal in improving the urban climate resilience sub-factors. From all of
the urban climate resilience sub-factors, I argue that the community’s responsiveness; rights
and entitlements; as well as the application of new knowledge are not considered in the climate
village program. The following paragraphs will explain the reasons for this statement.
As explained in section 4.3.1, most of the interviewees argue that the community groups
within the case study areas have not received any training, technical assistance, or other related
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activities that can improve the community’s responsiveness towards the flood disaster.30 In the
context of other CBA programs, the experts have the same perspectives regarding this sub-factor.
Therefore, it indicates that the community responsiveness sub-factor has not been considered
thoroughly in the climate village program implementation in the context of its progress in
realizing the urban climate resilience. Three interviewees also explained that the community’s
responsiveness is essential in the climate village program implementation. They perceive that by
improving the community’s responsiveness, the community members can prepare them self and
know what they have to do when the flood disaster hits their neighborhood. The stakeholders
who directly affected by the flood is the community members so that improving their
responsiveness towards this disaster is a must. As for the government’s responsiveness subfactor, the interviewees have a different argument. Most of the interviewees from community
groups believe that the activities within the climate village program have not improved the
government’s responsiveness. Conversely, most of the interviewees from the government
sectors mentioned the contrary.
Similarly, findings in section 4.3.4 indicate that the ‘Rights and Entitlements’ sub-factor is
not optimal in the implementation process of climate village program within the case study areas.
Most of the interviewees perceive that the benefits of the climate village program which are
related to the reduction of the flood risk have not been distributed equally in the community
groups’ neighborhood. Based on the interviewees’ perspective, the limited space within the
community’s neighborhood causes that the community groups cannot conduct the adaptation
intervention(s) within the program such as making bio pore holes and infiltration wells or other
related activities which requires land to reduce the impact of the flood. In Jakarta or other similar
metropolitan cities in Indonesia, the availability of land or public spaces is one of the issues which
strongly influence the implementation of the adaptation intervention.
Turning to the sub-factor of ‘the application of new knowledge,’ most of the interviewees
argue that there is no innovation or new intervention from the government sectors which can be
generated from the lessons-learned of the climate village program to deal with the flood
problem.31
Different from those three sub-factors mentioned earlier, the interviewees have different
perspectives in observing the sub-factor of ‘government’s responsiveness’ and ‘the capacity to
learn.’ Regarding the sub-factor of ‘capacity to learn,’ most of the interviewees from the
government sectors (five of seven interviewees) think that there is a lesson learned obtained
from the climate village program to evaluate the measures to deal and prevent the flood.
Conversely, most of the interviewees from community groups (five of eight interviewees)
perceive the other way (see also section 4.3.2). The same condition also occurs for the sub-factor
of ‘government’s responsiveness.’ Most of the interviewees from community groups and most
of the interviewees from government sectors differ in view on perceiving whether the climate
village program has improved the government’s responsiveness. Some argue that it can support
the government’s task in dealing or preventing the flood while others mentioned the opposite
argument. Therefore, considering the different opinion among the interviewees, it can be
30
31

it is indicated by thirteen interviewees’ opinion (within table 4.22 and 4.23 in section 4.3.1)
Thirteen interviewees mentioned this opinion (see also table 4.34 in section 4.3.7)
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inferred that the urgency of issues of these two sub-factors are less, compared to three subfactors as explained before (‘community’s responsiveness’; ‘rights and entitlements’; as well as
‘the application of new knowledge’). In this case, the previous three sub-factors are considered
weak in the program implementation.
In regard to the influence of CBA to UCR, this research indicates that the CBA practice through the climate village program context - cannot generate new knowledge and improve the
responsiveness in dealing with the flood optimally. It is because the participatory process is
focused more on the program socialization rather than stimulate the discussion process for
exchanging experience. Without an exchange of experiences, it is difficult for them to learn from
each other and cooperate to improve effective local adaptation interventions in dealing with the
flood. This leads the community cannot improve their responsiveness towards the flood. Also, it
causes the government sectors have not been able to absorb knowledge or experience from the
local community to invent innovation to deal with the flood.
Concerning the sub-factor of ‘resourcefulness,’ ‘decision-making,’ and ‘information flow,’
the findings in section 4.3.3, 4.3.5, 4.3.6 indicate that these three sub-factors are considered in
the climate village program. Regarding the resourcefulness sub-factor, most of the interviewees
stated that the number of human resources within the government sectors who are involved in
the climate village program is sufficient to prevent and handle the flood problem. 32 Most of the
interviewees also mentioned that these human resources coordinate with each other. Also, most
of the interviewees argue that the number of human resources within the community groups are
sufficient to deal with the flood issues.33 About the sub-factor of ‘decision-making’, most of the
interviewees argue that the community members have the same chance to speak out their
opinion when the government sectors communicate with them regarding the intervention
related to the flood disaster risk management. Moreover, the experts also have the same
perspectives as this argument in the context of other CBA programs. Lastly, for the sub-factor of
information flow, most of the interviewees mentioned that the government sectors and the
community can understand each other when they communicate about the flood issue and the
interventions to deal with this problem.
Based on the discussion in this section, we can highlight the urban climate resilience subfactors that are essential in the implementation of climate village program to realize a climate
resilience city. It is illustrated in figure 5.2.

32
33

Five interviewees did not give argument.
One interviewee did not give argument.
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Figure 5. 2 The UCR sub-factors which should be given more attention in the climate village program
evaluation to ensure its current progress can develop Climate Resilient City in the future

5.2. Reflection on Conceptual Framework and Research Methodology
This chapter presents the reflections on the conceptual framework and research methodology
regarding their strength and limitation utilized in this research.
5.2.1. Reflection on the Conceptual Framework
Reflection on Conceptual Framework related to Community-Based Adaptation (CBA) and
Urban Climate Resilience (UCR)
The conceptual framework explained three factors and thirteen sub-factors which
contributes to the effectiveness of community-based adaptations (CBA) implementation process.
These factors are the participatory process, the social and political factors, and the multi-level
stakeholders’ collaboration. The participatory process factor consists of two sub-factors, namely
the local community involvement and the acknowledgment of local knowledge. The social and
political factors comprise of seven sub-factors namely social capital (leadership; trust; awareness
and knowledge; resources; and acceptance), social cohesion, and social equity. As for the factor
of multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration, it contains four sub-factors namely continuous
support, communication and knowledge flows, local capacity building, and accountability.
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However, in a scientific context, more research on CBA evaluations is needed to strengthen the
proof of the effectiveness of this approach in practice (Adhikari and Taylor 2012; Roberts and
O’Donoghue 2013; Wright et al. 2014; Lasage et al. 2015; Reid 2015 in McNamara and Buggy,
2017), include building urban climate resilience (Brooks, et al., 2011; Ensor et al., 2016) in the
future.
This study offered an opportunity to scrutinize which of the factors or sub-factors should
be considered as essential in the community-based adaptation evaluation as well as a study
whether the implementation of this adaptation approach is in the process of developing a climate
resilient city for the future. Moreover, since the community-based adaptation is based on a
contextual situation (Archer et al., 2014), it is essential to understand how these factors and subfactors are considered in CBA practice based on the perspectives of involving stakeholders. The
climate village program implementation in five community groups within West and North Jakarta
city is one of CBA practices in Indonesia. The program has been chosen as the case study for this
research.
The theoretical and conceptual framework (which is mainly based on McNamara and
Buggy, 2017) has given insight in indicating factors and sub-factors that contributes to the
effectiveness of CBA implementation process. However, there is less insight regarding which
factors or sub-factors are considered more important or urgent than the others. The research
findings indicate that there is a difference of importance and urgency among those factors and
sub-factors when they are considered in the climate village program evaluation as explained in
section 5.1.1, 5.1.2, and 5.1.3. Nevertheless, it does not mean that the other factors that are
considered less important or urgent can be ignored in the program evaluation. In this case, it can
be interpreted that the essential factors can be prioritized to be considered when the program is
evaluated. Generally, the factors of the participatory process, social capital, and multi-level
stakeholders’ collaboration have not run optimally in the process of the climate village program
implementation within the case study areas. There are several sub-factors for each main factor
that were perceived by the most interviewees as a weak factor and very essential in influencing
the effectiveness of the process of the climate village program implementation. These are
‘community involvement’; ‘awareness and knowledge’; ‘leadership’; ‘community’s human
resources’; as well as ‘the communication and knowledge flows.’ Moreover, the research findings
uncover three new factors which also influence the CBA practice in the context of climate village
program implementation, namely: self-dependency, security, and the government’s budget
allocation planning. These three new factors present a challenge and opportunity in
implementing the climate village program within the case study areas.
Furthermore, through the urban climate resilience framework from Tyler and Moench
(2012), this study reveals which of urban climate resilience (UCR) factors have not been
considered in the process of climate village program implementation. In general, the framework
has been beneficial to operationalize the urban climate resilience discourse. The framework can
be utilized as one of the indicators to monitor which of the UCR factors needs to be improved to
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ensure the climate village program implementation is on the right track in developing a climateresilient city. The framework is derived from the theoretical notions and practice regarding the
climate adaptation and disaster risk reduction (Tyler and Moench, 2012). However, during the
interviews, I found that the government sectors (as one of the interviewee groups) which deal
with disaster risk reduction, such as Indonesian National Board for Disaster Management or
Jakarta Regional Disaster Management Agency, is not involved in the climate village program
implementation in Jakarta Province.
Concerning the limitation of this study, it should be noted that not all of the sub-factors
within the theoretical approach of CBA has been scrutinized on the conceptual framework of this
study. Due to the limitation of time in this research, this research did not include the sub-factor
of networks, incentives, (macro) political and economic structure, as well as equity to resources.
Investigating these three sub-factors in the field will take more time. Similarly, within the UCR
framework, this research has not investigated three factors, namely “flexibility and diversity”;
“redundancy and modularity”; as well as “safe failure,” as explained by Tyler and Moench (2012,
p.313). I find difficulty in relating these three UCR sub-factors with the CBA sub-factors. These
three UCR sub-factors are derived from the research of engineering and ecological systems (Tyler
and Moench, 2012, p.313) while the sub-factors of CBA in this study focus more on the
humanitarian aspects. Besides, the adaptation activities that were investigated within the climate
village program (in the case study areas) do not focus on the infrastructure engineering aspect.
Moreover, within the sub-factor of resourcefulness, the financial resources were not investigated
because of time limitation as well.
Reflection on Conceptual Framework related to Community-Based Planning (CBP)
As explained in sub-chapter 2.1.1, the community-based planning may reflect the
character of an informal planning type. This kind of planning does not always have a precise and
procedural stage (in conducting actions), rules, prescription and standard as mentioned by
Armstrong (1982), Briassoulis (1997), and Alexander (2005) when explaining the formal planning
characteristics. Conversely, Murphy (2014) argued that community-based planning depends on
the local context and may not be operationalized by using standard planning & design guidance.
The limitation of the community-based planning which contains the informal planning character
is that sometimes it cannot be easily adopted or applied to the formal planning procedure. The
informal planning is considered as a complicated approach by those who apply the formal
planning framework since the characteristic of informal planning is associated with an
uncontrolled and unorganized development (Meijer, 2018). The government sectors design and
use the formal planning framework for conducting their planning practice (Meijer, 2018). This
phenomenon reflected in the research findings.
In the context of community-based adaptation implementation process, the current
government’s budget allocation planning has not been responsive and flexible to accommodate
unexpected or new activities that are needed or proposed by the community groups. Although
the government plans the budget allocation based on the community’s aspiration, it seems that
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the government sectors find it difficult to fulfill the community’s needs when suddenly informed
by a community group without having legally and formally justification (see further section 4.4.3).
Correspondingly, in the context of urban climate resilience, one of the research findings also
indicates that there are four reasons why there has not been a lesson learned obtained from the
climate village program to evaluate the flood interventions. Two of these four reasons are related
to the issue discussed in this paragraph. Firstly, transforming a local community input into a
regional and national policy framework is not an easy matter. Secondly, the government sectors
and the community groups have different ways to deal with the flood so that the exchange of
information process regarding the lessons-learned may not be optimal (see further section 4.3.2).
Furthermore, if the lessons-learned or input from the climate village program, within the case
study areas, cannot be easily adopted or mainstreamed into the government’s policy framework,
then it indicates that the CBP and CBA approach may not generate a positive impact on a higher
scale. Without up-scaling the process, the CBA will remain to be a fragmented process which may
be a success only on the local level. An obstacle in mainstreaming the local input from CBP and
CBA practice into formal planning context, explains why McNamara & Buggy, (2017) argue that
one of the challenges of community-based adaptation implementation is whether this
adaptation approach can address complex global issues.
Alternatively, the informality character which may be owned in community-based
planning could also generate a benefit. In planning academic discussion, some planning scholars
argue that planner(s) should not be the only actors who dominate the planning work (Friedmann,
1987; Forester & Stitzel, 1989; Dalton, 1989; Alexander, 1992). Moreover, Dalton (1989) believe
that planning is not a job which is exclusively made for the educated, trained, and professional
planner. Dalton (1989) argues that a planner can include all individuals who are acknowledged to
have experience or job’s responsibility related to planning activities even though they have not
received formal education or training in planning field. Correspondingly, planning should be
conducted by communities who can initiate interventions to handle their own matters
(Simarmata, 2016). From the informality dialectical perspective, informal planning can be
considered as a substitution of formal planning routine, especially when formal planning practice
is absent or inadequate to provide solutions (Meijer, 2018). This opportunity is reflected in the
research findings. The research findings (in section 4.4.1) indicate how a community group can
handle the financial problems related to the implementation process of the climate village
program through the self-dependency they have. The interviewees from the community group
01, North Jakarta realized that the support from external actors has limitations to cover all of the
communities’ needs in implementing the climate village program. By having a self-dependency,
communities can improve their capability to solve their own problem which cannot be
accommodated by the external actors. Also, the community can ensure the continuity of the
program implementation in their neighborhood, even though the support of the government
sectors or other external actors is diminishing or not exists anymore. Thus, this fact indicates that
a self-dependency is a factor that enables the CBA practice to complement or substitute the
support from the government sectors if it is absent in the community’s neighborhood. In my
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opinion, the exchange experience of best practice related to the self-dependency (adaptation)
interventions should be improved and shared optimally from one community group to others so
that the impact can spread widely.

5.2.2. Reflection on the Research Methodology
Applying a case study design in this research helped me to understand how the concept
of community-based adaptation is implemented in practice through the climate village program
at five community groups within North and West Jakarta city. Furthermore, the use of semistructured interviews allows me to interpret the interviewee's perception towards several factors
and sub-factors related to the effectiveness of community-based adaptation and urban climate
resilience. The interviewees provided their perspective in looking at whether or not these factors
have been considered or influenced the implementation process of the climate village program.
The absence or weakness of these factors or sub-factors indicates that they should be considered
to be essential in the climate village program evaluation. Moreover, by using the case study
design and semi-structured interviews, I can explore other sub-factors outside the conceptual
framework that can also influence the CBA practice through the context of climate village
program implementation in North and West Jakarta City.
However, there are some practical limitations in conducting this research. Firstly, the time
allocation of this research was designed for only six months. Due to this consideration, the time
allocation for data collection phase was planned as efficient as possible. As a consequence, the
research cannot study all of the community groups that are involved in the climate village
program in West and North Jakarta or even in other cities of Jakarta Province. As explained in
section 3.3.2, one of the considerations in selecting the community groups is the existence of
climate change adaptation activities in each community group. Concerning this consideration,
the selection of five community groups represents the other community groups (outside the case
study areas) that have the same adaptation interventions. Secondly, the willingness of
stakeholders to be interviewed is also a challenge that I had to face during the process of
collecting the information. Some stakeholders were reluctant to be interviewed because they
reasoned that they do not have the capacity or knowledge to explain the implementation process
of the climate village program. Some others did not respond my request to interview them. In
each community group, there was a limited number of residents that could be interviewed (with
numbers ranging from 1 to 3 interviewees). Triangulation of the source of information, from
government sectors and experts, was the best effort I could do to increase the validity of this
research.34 The information from the government sectors is essentials because they are one of
the external actors who is expected to give support to the community.35 Thirdly, there was a
34
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Although, in this case, the expert’s experience is not directly related to the climate village program as the case
study areas in this research (see section 3.4.1 about the data collection method).
Investigating the information related to the government’s support for the community is essential because it is
related to the sub-factor of multi-level stakeholder’s collaboration.
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constraint related to the location of case study areas and traveling budget allocation. I live in the
city of Tangerang (sub-urban of Jakarta) that take two hours to reach the location of the
community groups’ neighborhood.36 Due to the time and traveling budget allocation, it was
difficult for me to visit the location of study regions as many as I needed. That is also the reason
why this research mainly consisted of semi-structured interviews as the data collection method
and could not be combined with an intensive observation method. I realize that the information
related to some CBA factors (e.g., the participation process) or UCR factors (e.g., responsiveness
or decision-making process) should also be complemented by observations.
Concerning the research design, I also faced some limitations when conducting this
research. Firstly, the research did not scrutiny deeply about the unique characteristics (e.g.,
social, culture, economic background) of the community group. For example, during the data
collection phase, one of the interviewees from the government sector argued that the economic
factor of the community also influences the implementation process of the climate village
program. When I made the research proposal, I have not considered this factor. Also, I argue that
to investigate the economic (welfare) background of the community requires a specific study.
The poverty or welfare indicators need to be identified first because some institutions have
different parameters in seeing and evaluating this matter (the Minister of Social Affairs of
Indonesia in Hakim, 2015). Due to the limited time allocation for interviews given by the
interviewees (both from the community and the government sectors), I decided to prioritize the
investigation of factors or sub-factors related to the CBA and UCR concept first. Thus, it was hard
for me to explore the economic background or other unique characteristics of the community
groups within limited interview duration. Secondly, some questions related to the UCR subfactors sometimes could not be understood easily by the interviewees. For example, when I asked
the interviewees about the sub-factors of ‘capacity to learn,’ occasionally they are not sure
whether the government had evaluated the current intervention which is used to deal with the
flood impact. The interviewees who had difficulty to understand this sub-factor were mostly from
the community groups. Then, I gave them some examples of flood intervention activities (e.g.,
making more water absorption zones, etc.) to stimulate their understanding of the questions.
Although I did not aim to direct the interviewees’ opinion, I realized that it could influence the
interviewees’ argument. Thirdly, after making the interview transcripts and conducted the coding
process, I realized that the interview questions - that I made before – could not generate detail
information regarding the influence of each sub-factor of CBA to UCR sub-factors. This research
only reveals the influence of the factor of 'participatory process' within the CBA framework
towards the sub-factor of 'application of new knowledge' and community responsiveness (two
of three sub-factors that are not considered in the climate village program). Additionally, the
interview questions could not obtain the perception of interviewees regarding the relevance of
all of the sub-factors of CBA or UCR in the context of North and West Jakarta.

36

The time that is needed to reach the location also depends on the traffic congestion situation.
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In short, it can be inferred that limitations regarding the practical issues (e.g., constraint
of time, location, research cost, the willingness of interviewees to be interviewed) and research
design exist during this study conducted. However, I believe that this research can reveal the
interviewees’ perspective regarding issues which are related to the sub-factors of CBA and UCR
in practice, specifically in West and North Jakarta city, Indonesia. The information from the
interviewees’ perspective can generate the initial indications on which factor that is considered
essential in the climate village program evaluation based on the urgency of issues.
Influence of Researcher
A self-reflection to explain the bias from the researcher is one of the characteristics of a
qualitative type of study (Creswell, 2014). In this section, a self-reflection will be explained in the
context of my educational and prior job background. Firstly, before taking my master program at
Wageningen University, my previous education is urban planning. I have a working experience in
city and regional planning consultant. However, I have never had a job experience in civil
engineering. This background is also one of the reasons why I could not operationalize and
explore more the sub-factors of UCR that are related to infrastructure engineering systems.37
Secondly, before conducting any interviews, I introduced myself to all of the interviewees as a
master student at Wageningen University, Netherlands. I assume that one of the interviewees
aware that the information from the interview will be open to the public. Although I agreed not
to expose the interviewees' name, somehow, I feel that the respond of this interviewee in the
sub-factor of ‘communication and knowledge flows’ tend to emphasize the positive aspect only.
Triangulate the information with other sources as well as reviewing the answers of this
interviewee in other related sub-factors (e.g., awareness and knowledge) was the best thing that
I could do to verify this interviewee's response.
5.3. Recommendation
After discussing the several findings related to the research questions and reflecting on
conceptual framework and methodology, this sub-chapter will explain recommendations for
future research and the climate village program implementation.
5.3.1. Recommendation for Future Research
By considering limitations for this research as explained earlier, the following paragraphs
will explain several recommendations to make the next research. Firstly, as explained in subchapter 5.2.1, this research has not entirely scrutinized all of the sub-factors within the
theoretical notions of Community-Based Adaptation (CBA) and Urban Climate Resilience (UCR).
The sub-factors of CBA that have not been investigated include, but not limited to: the sub-factor
of networks, incentives, (macro) political and economic structure, as well as equity to resources.

37

These sub-factors are “flexibility and diversity”; “redundancy and modularity”; and “safe failure,” as explained by
Tyler and Moench (2012, p.313).
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Based on the literature review and my perspective, it is important to study whether these subfactors influence the implementation process of CBA. Furthermore, the uninvestigated subfactors of UCR framework consist of ‘flexibility and diversity’; ‘redundancy and modularity’; ‘safe
failure’ as well as the ‘financial resources aspect within the resourcefulness’ sub-factors. It is also
essential to investigate whether the progress of CBA implementation can improve these UCR subfactors in practice. Thus, investigating these sub-factors can be one of the alternative topics of a
subsequent study to complement this research. However, a next researcher should
operationalize these sub-factors in a way that can be understood easily by the potential
interviewees or informants. Correspondingly, to study the sub-factor of ‘flexibility and diversity’;
‘redundancy and modularity’; and ‘safe failure,’ the CBA program that will be used for the case
study should also include the adaptation interventions which are associated with infrastructure
and ecosystem aspects.
Secondly, one of the limitations of researching multiple factors or sub-factors in more
than one case study areas within a limited time allocation is that the findings related to particular
sub-factors could be general. It will generate an opportunity for more detailed research on each
sub-factor, especially on those that are still perceived differently by the interviewees regarding
the existence of those factors in the CBA practice and within its progress towards the climateresilient city. Furthermore, it is also essential to conduct in-depth research to investigate the
influence of each CBA sub-factor to the Urban Climate Resilience (UCR) sub-factors. In my
opinion, it is better for researching those factors by using different research design (e.g.,
phenomenology) or adding the method of data collection (e.g., observation, etc.) to strengthen
the findings of the research.
Thirdly, as explained in section 5.2.2, this research has not investigated details about the
unique characteristic (e.g., social, culture, gender, economic background, etc.) of the community
groups. The unique characteristic of each community group may influence the implementation
process of CBA practice. Thus, a next researcher should also investigate the unique characteristic
of the community groups and correlate it with the motive that explains why certain factors or
sub-factors can exist in one community group but not in another. This information is necessary
because from this point we may obtain knowledge on other potential factors or sub-factors that
affect the effectiveness of CBA beyond its existing theoretical basis.
Fourthly, adding more research areas and the number of interviewees in the next study
will make the research findings to be more comprehensive. Since this research was conducted in
a metropolitan area of Jakarta, it could be interesting to know the extent of these factors or subfactors of CBA and UCR are considered in other CBA practices at the different type of cities (e.g.,
small cities, organic cities, etc.) or even at rural areas. Next research can also investigate the
opportunities and challenges or complexities in conducting the CBA practice in other study
regions. Similarly, by involving more diverse interviewees (especially those who have expertise
in disaster risk management) may improve the findings of this research regarding the
contribution of CBA in reducing other climate-related disasters (besides the flood disaster).
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Fifthly, there is a call for research to investigate whether community-based planning and
community-based adaptation - which may contain the informality characteristics – can be
adopted in a formal planning framework of the government sectors. Also, the next research
should study the mechanism to mainstream the input of CBA to a formal planning procedure. As
explained in section 5.2.1, the informal planning type sometimes cannot be easily adopted to the
formal planning procedure which is conducted by the government sectors. In the context of CBA,
the limitations of the formal government’s policy framework in accommodating the local input
or lessons-learned of the CBA practices can inhibit the up-scaling process of the CBA itself. As a
consequence, this adaptation approach will remain to be conducted at the local scale and may
not be able to generate a positive impact on addressing the climate change issues on a higher
level. Briassoulis (1997) argue that although the scope of informal planning occurs at the local
level, if it is conducted cumulatively over a long-term period, it may influence at all scales. Also,
an informal institution can be transformed into a formalized institution with rational justification
from time to time (Van Assche et al., 2012 in Meijer, 2018). It indicates that there is a possibility
that CBP and CBA can be up-scaled in the formal planning framework and may generate a wider
positive impact. Therefore, the next research is needed to prove this argument.

5.3.2. Recommendation for The Climate Village Program
There are several recommendations which can be made for the implementation of the climate
village program.
(1) Improving the process of discussions and two-way communications between the community
and the government sectors or other external actors.
The government or other external actors should stimulate discussions in every public
meeting which aims to improve the community awareness on the climate change risks as
well as the knowledge of the contribution of each activity within the climate village program
to address the climate change impact. Increasing the awareness and knowledge of the
community members may encourage their involvement in this program. For example,
knowing the risk of climate change impact related to flood disaster will motivate community
members to do their best to support and prepare for adaptation interventions that need to
be done. Before implementing this strategy, the government should discuss the way to
communicate the content of information with the experts in the field of climate change
adaptation and communication practitioners. The government needs to do this to ensure
the content of information is not misleading and understandable for community members
in general. Using interactive media such as movies, videos, or various social media could be
an alternative to support this action. The role of community leaders is also crucial in this
strategy to disseminate the information and motivate the community members to
participate in the program.
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(2) The government sectors or other related external actors should facilitate and improve the
exchange of experience or knowledge related to CBA among the community groups as well
as between the government sectors, NGO’s, experts, and practitioners who involve in CBA
practices and disaster risk management with the community groups. The exchange of
experiences is not limited to the best practices of the local adaptation intervention in dealing
with the flood disaster; promoting self-dependency in managing the activities within the
climate village program; stimulating the new knowledge for all stakeholders to improve
adaptation measures and dealing with flood disaster.
(3) The government sectors and community group committees (including the community
leaders and members of community organization) should ensure that the information about
the local capacity building which has been obtained by the community representatives will
be disseminated to all community members. Also, they have to monitor the level of
knowledge or skills of the participants after the local capacity building have been conducted.
(4) The government sectors, especially in provincial or municipal level, should formulate detail
(strategic) planning to allocate the human and financial resources to support the climate
village program in each community group that is proposed. In this case, the government
sectors should also allocate more time and room for discussions with the communities to
add input for the (strategic) planning. Furthermore, the government sectors should improve
the flexibility in the (strategic) planning process in order to accommodate new input or
prepare for spontaneous community needs which should be fulfilled immediately in the
context of CBA.
(5) The government sectors, community leaders, community organization members, and other
related stakeholders should ensure the benefits of climate village program are distributed
to and received evenly by all community groups’ members. These benefits are also including
activities that aim to reduce the flood risk. For community groups that have limited space
for land within their neighborhood, a study to formulate specific adaptation intervention is
needed. The government sectors should cooperate with academician or professional experts
to invent new adaptation intervention that requires less of space.
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Appendix A (List of Interviewees)
Table A.1 List of interviewees from Government Sectors
Level / Scope
National
Province

City / Municipal

Kecamatan
Sub-District

Institution

Code

The Ministry of Environment and
Forestry of Indonesia

GOVMEFRI

Provincial Environmental Agency

GOPEAJ

Provincial Water Management Agency
Municipal Environmental Agency of
West Jakarta City
Municipal Environmental Agency of
North Jakarta City
Kecamatan (Sub-District) Kembangan –
West Jakarta City
Kecamatan (Sub-District) Tanjung
Priok, North Jakarta

GODWRJP
GOMEAWJ
GOMEANJ
GOVSDKWJ
GOVS
GOVSDTNJ

Remarks

• GOV: Government
• MEFRI: Ministry of Environment and
Forestry Republic of Indonesia
• PEA: Provincial Environmental Agency
• MEA: Municipal Environmental Agency
• NJ: North Jakarta
• WJ: West Jakarta
• SDK: Sub-District of Kembangan
• SDT: Sub-District of Tanjung Priok

Table A.2 List of interviewees from Community Groups
Community
Group
RW (Community
Group) 03 – North
Jakarta
RW (Community
Group) 01 – North
Jakarta
RW (Community
group) 14 – North
Jakarta
RW (Community
group) 06 – West
Jakarta
RW (Community
group) 04 – West
Jakarta

Interviewee

Community Leader in RW level
Community Member / Environmental
Activist
Community Leader in RW level
The Community Member
and community organization Members
Community Leader in RW Level
Community Leader in RT level
Community Member
The Community Member
and community organization Members

Code

Remarks

CLRW03NJ
CMRW01NJ
CLRW01NJ
CMRW14NJ
CLRW06WJ
CLRT01RW06WJ
CMRW06WJ

•
•
•
•
•
•

CL: Community Leader
CM: Community Member
RW: Community Group
RT: Neighborhood
NJ: North Jakarta
WJ: West Jakarta

CMRW04WJ

Table A.3 List of interviewees from the experts(*)
Expert/ Practitioner
Vice Head of Research Center for Urban and Regional
Studies of University of Indonesia (PRPW UI)

Code
EXP-1

Research Interest
Urban Planning, Community resilience,
Vulnerability and risk assessment,
Disaster management planning
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Expert/ Practitioner

Code

Research Interest

Spatial planning, disaster risk
management, climate change
EXP-2
adaptation, cultural, heritage & tourism,
renewable energy policy and
microinsurance.
(*) Remarks: It should be noted that the expert’s experience is not directly related to the climate village program as the
case study in my research. I conducted interviews with the experts to see whether the information I obtained through
interviews with stakeholders in the climate village program is similar to other community-based adaptation programs.
Lecturer / Assistant professor at School of Architecture,
Planning and Policy Development, Institute of Technology
Bandung (ITB), Bandung, Indonesia
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Appendix B (operationalization of conceptual framework)
Table B.1 Operationalization of CBA conceptual framework (mainly based on Murphy, 2014)
No
2.1

2.2

Factors and Sub-Factors
The participatory process

2.1.1

Local Community Involvement

2.1.2

The acknowledgement of local
knowledge

Social and Political Factors

2.2.1

Social Capital
(this sub-factor consists of five
sub-factors) (*)

2.2.1.1 Leadership

2.2.1.2 Trust

Explanation
The participatory process in this case refers to the
engagement of local community and other related
stakeholders in each stage or phase of
community-based adaptation project.
The involvement of the beneficiary communities
and other related stakeholders is one of the
factors which should be taken into account for
improving adaptive capacity within the CBA
interventions. The local communities should be
involved in the stage of diagnosis, formulation of
adaptation intervention, decision making, until
implementation
Since the CBA intervention depends on the local
context, thus it should be conducted by
considering local experience and knowledge
through a participatory process.
The social factors in this research refer to the
social capital and social cohesion among the local
community and other related stakeholders who
involved in CBA. On the other hand, political
factor is related to the issue of social equity which
influences the consensus on local decision-making
process within the community.
Social capital is one of the sub-factors which
important to enhance community’s adaptive
capacity (McNamara & Buggy, 2017). In another
academic literature, Sekine et al (2009)
mentioned that social capital consists of several
sub-factors which explained in point 2.2.1.1 until
2.2.1.8 in this table.
The adaptation intervention outcome will depend
on how the leader can persuade or motivate the
local community’s members to support the
program.
The trust between the community and the
external actors (e.g., the government sectors) as
well as trust within the community groups is

Source

Operationalization

McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

Youssoufa Bele et
al., 2013;
McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

The involvement of community member in CBA Program

Archer et al. 2014

• The input/ opinion/needs/aspiration of community is considered /
accommodated in CBA Program
• The community can decide and manage the adaptations intervention
by themselves.

McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

McNamara &
Buggy, 2017;
Sekine et al., 2009

The role of local leader in motivating community members to support CBA
program
Sekine et al., 2009

• The trust among government agencies and between government
sectors and community
• The trust between community and the leaders
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No

Factors and Sub-Factors

2.2.1.3 Knowledge

2.2.1.4 Resources
2.2.1.5 Openness/Acceptance

2.3

2.2.2

Social Cohesion

2.2.3

Social Equity

The multi-level stakeholders'
collaboration

2.3.1

The continuous support from
other stakeholders to local
community

2.3.2

Communication and knowledge
flows

Explanation
important to make the (CBA) program to be
accepted by all of the stakeholders.
Community’s understanding of the adaption
intervention as well as the rational thinking of
climate change issues is essential in the
implementation of (CBA) program

Source

Awareness and knowledge of communities about climate change and CBA
Programs
The availability of human resources within community as well as
government sectors to support CBA

The availability of time and labor to support CBA.
Communities
acceptance
for
adaptive
intervention
Social Cohesion was considered as a process
which encourages human-beings or groups to
believe that they are mutually tied to each other
and parts of the same communities. It is also
associated with societal solidarity.
The same opportunity for an individual or groups
to access resources and contribute to the
decision-making process. In the political context,
it is also related to the effort of promoting
inclusive community-based decision making.
CBA needs to be strengthened by collaboration of
all stakeholders including, but not limited to
government and non-government institutions
such as private parties, NGOs, or CBOs
Government and other external stakeholders
(e.g., donors) should maintain support for the
community groups
The effective CBA need communication and
knowledge flows from national and city level to
local community level and vice versa.

2.3.3

Local capacity building

Capacity building is one of the essential element
in CBA. This process includes, but not limited to
training and the dissemination of information
about (adaptation) interventions.

2.3.4

Accountability

Improving governance accountability in all multilevel institutions is required to realize the
successful CBA.

Operationalization

Communities acceptance for adaptive intervention
(Jenson, 1998 in
Berman & Phillips,
2004).

McNamara &
Buggy, 2017

Willingness of local community in voluntary work for supporting CBA
intervention

Every community members have same chance to give opinion in CBA
program without any domination from particular group (**)

(Drolet 2012 in
McNamara &
Buggy, 2017)
Reid & Schipper,
2014

The continuous support from other stakeholders to local community

Lasage et al. 2015

Communication process and knowledge flows from national and city level
to local community level and vice versa

Adhikari and Taylor
2012

Training or (technical) assistance from government / other external actors
which aims to enhance communities’ ability in managing the project within
CBA Program

Regmi and Star,
2014; Archer et al.
2014

The commitment and responsibility of local & national government
sector(s) in supporting project within CBA program
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Remarks of Table B.1
(*)

The sub-factors of 2.2.1.6 Networks; 2.2.1.7 Incentives 2.2.1.8 (Macro) Political and Economic Structure are not included in the conceptual framework (see
the explanation in sub-chapter 2.2).

(**) This research focus on social equity in terms of inclusive community-based decision making whereby every community members have the same opportunity
to give opinion in CBA program. The equal chance for an individual or groups to access (financial, natural) resources is not covered in this research.

Table B.2 Operationalization of UCR conceptual framework (Source: Tyler & Moench, 2012)
Factors (***)

No

Sub-Factors

3.2.1

3.2

3.3

Responsiveness

Agents
3.2.2

Resourcefulness

3.2.3

Capacity to learn

3.3.1

Rights and
Entitlements

3.3.2

Decision-Making

Institutions

Performance Explanation
Capability to arrange and re-arrange at the
appropriate time; Capability to investigate the
problem(s), prepare, prevent interference
incident or catastrophe as well as react rapidly
to address the adverse impact after the
incident occurred.
Capability to access and utilize resources for
implementing the intervention. It also includes
the capability to use financial resources from
other systems or agents for implementing
adaptive strategy through collaborative
action.
Capacity to consider previous experience(s) to
prevent the same mistake(s) and enhance a
better work performance. It also includes the
ability to improve and maintain the knowledge
on an ongoing basis.
The existence of informal or formal rights and
entitlement which encourage equal access to
essential systems, capabilities or services.
It also empowers or promotes collaborative
groups to self-perform action.
The process of decision making requires
accountability, transparency, and
representativeness. Every people have the

Operationalization
For government or non-government organizations:
The lesson learned or experience generated from CBA
intervention can help the organization(s) in preparing,
preventing, or managing the future flood disaster
For Local Community:
Local community receives knowledge from CBA
intervention regarding action needed to be taken when
the flood disaster is coming
• The availability of human resource within community
and government sectors allocated or prepared for
handing future flood disaster (****)
• Government and non-government sectors give
support and collaborate in terms of dealing with flood
issues within climate village program?
The lesson learned or experience generated from CBA
project can help the government organization(s) as well
as societies in evaluating current measures and creating
more effective intervention in flood disaster risk
management
Every community members have same chance to access
the benefits of CBA programs which related the effort for
reducing the impact/risk of flood disaster
• Local community member can give opinion/input
regarding CBA action plan which related to the flood
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No

Factors (***)

Sub-Factors

Performance Explanation
same chance to give opinion or input in
process of decision making.

3.3.3

Information flow

The stakeholders can receive and understand
information for deciding effective measures
and creating adaptation intervention options.

3.3.4

Application of new
knowledge

The involving institutions promote
investigation, critical appraisal as well as
sharing and apply new knowledge to improve
resilience.

Operationalization
disaster risk management (e.g., give opinion about
location point(s) that are prone to flooding)
• External Actors consider/ accommodate the local’s
opinion
Local government sector and other related institution
involved in CBA project can access and understand
information from local community regarding their
problem dealing with flood disaster and vice versa.
The information or lesson learned from climate village
program can inspire or encourage the involving or related
institutions to generate new insight or innovation in
formulating flood risk management strategies.

Remarks of Table B.2
(***) The factors of ‘flexibility and diversity’; ‘redundancy and modularity’; as well as safe failure (the parts of ecosystems and physical infrastructure ‘systems’)
are excluded in the conceptual framework. I exclude these factors because I find difficulty in relating these UCR factors with community-based adaptation
(CBA) factors (see the explanation in sub-chapter 2.2 and 5.2.1).
(****) Within the factor of resourcefulness, I did not investigate the financial resources.
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Appendix C (Data Collection Method and List of Interview Questions)
Conceptual Framework
Sub-Research Question

: Community-Based Planning and Community-Based Adaptation
:

(1)

How is the participatory process in the CBA program implementation, using the climate village program, compared to the conceptual framework of factors which
contributes to effectiveness of CBA?

(2)

How is the social capital, social cohesion as well as social equity condition in the CBA program implementation, using the climate village program, compared to the
conceptual framework of factors which contributes to effectiveness of CBA?

(3)

How is the multi-level stakeholders’ collaboration in the CBA program implementation, using the climate village program, compared to the conceptual framework
of factors which contributes to effectiveness of CBA?

Table C.1. Data Collection Method and List of Interview Questions related to CBA
No

Factors

Sub-Factors

2.1.1

2.1

Local Community
Involvement

Operationalization

The involvement of
community member in CBA
Program

Data Collection Method

the semi-structured
interviews

Sources

See the list of the
interviewees

Interview Questions (*)

(1) have the government sectors ever conducted a
meeting with the community to discuss the
climate village program? May I know, how
many times the meeting occur?
(2) To what extent the whole community members
involve in the climate village program?

Participation
Process

2.1.2

The acknowledgement
of local knowledge

The input/
opinion/needs/aspiration of
community is considered /
accommodated in CBA
Program

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

(3) To what extent, community’s opinion or
expectation is considered in the climate village
program?
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No

Factors

Sub-Factors

Operationalization
The community can decide
and manage the
adaptations intervention by
themselves.

2.2.1

2.2

Social and
Political Factors

Social Capital

Consist of Leadership
(2.2.1.1), Trust (2.2.1.2),
knowledge (2.2.1.3),
Resources (2.2.1.4), and
Openness / acceptance
(2.2.1.5).

Data Collection Method

the semi-structured
interviews

-

Sources

See the list of the
interviewees

-

2.2.1.1 Leadership

The role of local leader in
motivating community
members to support CBA
program

2.2.1.2 The trust

The trust among
government agencies and
between government
sectors and community
The trust between
community and the leaders

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

2.2.1.3 Knowledge

Awareness and knowledge
of communities about
climate change and CBA
Programs

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

2.2.1.4 Resources

The availability of human
resources within
community as well as
government sectors to
support CBA

the semi-structured
interviews

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

See the list of
the interviewees

Interview Questions (*)

(4) Does the local community have the freedom to
decide and manage the intervention in the
climate village program which fits with the
problem or situation in the neighborhood?

-

(5) To what extent community leaders have
motivated their members to participate in
supporting the climate village program?
(6) In your perspective, do you see a trust between
government sectors with local communities in
managing the climate village program?
(7) How about the trust between the society and
the community leaders? Do the society trust
the leaders in managing the program?
(8) In your opinion, do the all of societies know
about the climate change term and its impact?
(9) Then, to what extent the community know
about the climate village program?
(10) Are the human resources in the community
group or government sectors sufficient to
manage the activity in the climate village
program?
(11) How about the human resources in community
groups?
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No

Factors

Sub-Factors

Sources

Communities acceptance
for adaptive intervention

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of
the interviewees

Social Cohesion

Willingness of local
community in voluntary
work for supporting CBA
intervention

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

2.2.3

Social Equity

Every community members
have same chance to give
opinion in CBA program
without any domination
from particular group

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

2.3.1

The continuous
support

The continuous support
from other stakeholders to
local community

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

2.2.2

2.3

Data Collection Method

Openness /
acceptance

2.2.1.5

Multi-Level
Stakeholders
Collaboration

Operationalization

2.3.2

2.3.3

Communication and
knowledge flows

Communication process
and knowledge flows from
national and city level to
local community level and
vice versa

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

Local capacity building

Training or (technical)
assistance from
government / other
external actors which aims

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

Interview Questions (*)

(12) Based on your observation, do the societies
accept the climate village program
implementation?

(13) Do the societies willing to participate in climate
village program voluntarily?

(14) Does every community member have the same
chance to give an opinion on climate village
program implementation? Or is there any a
particular group within the community who
dominate the decision-making process?
(15) Does the government sectors give continuous
support to community in implementing the
climate village program?
(16) According to your opinion, how is the
communication process and knowledge flows
among government sectors when they
coordinate each other in implementing climate
village program?
(17) How is the communication process and
knowledge flows between government sectors
with all societies in the Climate Village program
implementation?
(18) Is there any training or technical assistance
regarding the way to manage the activity in
climate village program?
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No

Factors

Sub-Factors

Operationalization

Data Collection Method

Sources

Interview Questions (*)

to enhance communities’
ability in managing the
project within CBA Program

2.3.4.

Accountability

The commitment and
responsibility of local &
national government
sector(s) in supporting
project within CBA program

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

(19) Do you think that the other government
sectors have responsibility and commitment to
cooperate with the community to support the
climate village program implementation?

(*) Remarks: If it is possible, ask the interviewees to give reason or explanation about his/her response. Also, let the interviewee(s) gives additional
information regarding the other factors or sub-factors which influence the CBA program.
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Conceptual Framework
Sub-Research Question

: Urban Climate Resilience
: To what extent the CBA program, using the climate village program, has considered the conceptual framework of urban climate resilience
factors in its implementation process?

Table C.2. Data Collection Method and List of Interview Questions related to UCR
No

Factors

Sub-Factors

3.2.1 Responsiveness

3.2

Agents
3.2.3

3.2.2

Capacity to
learn

Resourcefulness

Operationalization
For government or non-government
organizations:
The lesson learned or experience
generated from CBA intervention can
help the organization(s) in preparing,
preventing, or managing the future
flood disaster
For Local Community:
Local community receives knowledge
from CBA intervention regarding
action needed to be taken when the
flood disaster is coming
The lesson learned or experience
generated from CBA project can help
the government organization(s) as
well as societies in evaluating
current measures and creating more
effective intervention in flood
disaster risk management
• The availability of human
resource within community and
government sectors allocated or
prepared for handing future flood
disaster
• Government and nongovernment sectors give support
and collaborate in terms of
dealing with flood issues within
climate village program?

Data Collection
Method

Sources

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of the
interviewees

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of
the interviewees

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of
the interviewees

Questions (**)

(20) Is there any training or technical assistance about
prevention and handling flood disaster to societies,
within the climate village program?
(21) Do you think that the climate village program
implementation can support the government to deal
with the flood problem?

(22) Can the climate village program make the community
or government evaluate the current actions to deal
with the flood?

(23) Are the human resources within the community or
government is sufficient to help in dealing the flood
disaster?
(24) From your perspective, have all the government
institutions, especially which are involved in the
climate village program, collaborated with each other
in managing the flood disaster?
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No

Factors

Sub-Factors

Rights and
3.3.1
Entitlements

3.3.2

3.3

DecisionMaking

Operationalization
Every community members have
same chance to access the benefits
of CBA programs which related the
effort for reducing the impact/risk of
flood disaster
• Local community member can
give opinion/input regarding CBA
action plan which related to the
flood disaster risk management
(e.g., give opinion about location
point(s) that are prone to
flooding)

Data Collection
Method
the semi-structured
interviews

Sources

See the list of
the interviewees

3.3.3

Information
flow

3.3.4

Application of
new
knowledge

Local government sector and other
related institution involved in CBA
project can access and understand
information from local community
regarding their problem dealing with
flood disaster and vice versa.
The information or lesson learned
from climate village program can
inspire or encourage the involving or
related institutions to generate new
insight or innovation in formulating
flood risk management strategies.

(25) Does every community member receive the equal
benefits of climate village program which are
expected to reduce the impact of flood disaster?

(26) Do the community members have the same chance
to give information based on their knowledge or
experiences about the flood disaster?
the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of
the interviewees

(27) When the government sectors implement measures
for dealing with the flood disaster, do they discuss it
with the community?
(28) Do the government sectors accommodate the local
communities’ opinion in dealing with the flood
disaster?

• External Actors consider/
accommodate the local’s opinion

Institutions

Questions (**)

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of
the interviewees

(29) Do you think that the government and the
community can understand to each other when they
discuss the information related to the flood problem?

the semi-structured
interviews

See the list of
the interviewees

(30) Do you think that the lessons-learned from climate
village programs can encourage government sectors
to generate innovations in formulating flood disaster
management strategies?

(**) Remarks: If it is possible, ask the interviewees to give reason or explanation about his/her response. Also, let the interviewee(s) gives additional
information regarding the other factors or sub-factors which influence the impact of CBA for building UCR.
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Appendix D (Detail Information about The Climate Village Program)
D.1 Stakeholders involved in the program
The parties who can propose an area to become the location of the climate village program
implementation are (the attachment of the regulation of Director General of Climate Change
Control (the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian Republic), number
P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.62):
(1) The Ministries or the Institutions which has equal position as the ministries in national
level
(2) The Provincial Government
(3) The Municipal Government
(4) The Village-level Government
(5) The partner institutions
(6) The research institutions
(7) The NGO’s
(8) The University
(9) The religion institution
(10) The Private Sectors
(11) The Societies or Communities
(12) The Indigenous peoples' organizations
After those parties propose the locations, the secretariat of the climate village program then will
validate and verify the data of climate change adaptations and mitigations actions. If the data is
incomplete, then the secretariat of the climate village program will coordinate with the party
who propose the locations.
D.2. The Goals and Objectives of the Climate Village Program
The specific goals of the climate village program are (the attachment of the regulation of Director
General of Climate Change Control (the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian
Republic), number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, p.14):
(1)

To encourage the community group to implement the climate change adaptation and
mitigation actions at the local level.

(2)

To give the acknowledgment to the climate change adaptation and mitigation actions
at the local level which have been conducted by the community groups.

(3)

To give the acknowledgment to the local government in strengthening the climate
village program implementation.

(4)

To give the acknowledgment to the supports which facilitate the development of
climate village program
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(5)

To encourage the information dissemination of best practices of the climate change
adaptation and mitigation actions at a particular location so that it can be applied in
another place by considering the local condition and the local community’s necessities.

Based on those goals, the objectives which need to be achieved in the climate village
program implementation are (the attachment of the regulation of Director General of Climate
Change Control (the Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian Republic), number
P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, pp.15-16):
(1) To grow the national movement of the climate change adaptation and mitigation
through community-based actions which are applicative, adaptive, and sustainable.
(2) To develop community’s independence in conducting adaptation and mitigation
actions, including preserving the local wisdom which can support the measure to deal
with the climate change and the control of environmental damage in general.
(3) To bridge the community’s necessity with the stakeholders who can give support in the
implementation of climate change adaptation and mitigation actions.
(4) To Increase cooperation of all stakeholders at the national and local level in enhancing
the community’s capacity to implement the climate change adaptation and mitigation
actions.
(5) To optimize the development of the climate change adaptation and mitigation actions
which give benefits in the aspect of ecology, economy, and the reduction of climaterelated disasters.
(6) To support the national program which can strengthen the efforts to deal with the
climate change impact globally, such as the movement of food security, energy security,
the community’s welfare improvement, and the realization of national GHG emission
reduction target.
D.3. The Component of Activities of the Climate Village Program
The climate village program has three main components of activities, namely: the
adaptation actions, the mitigation actions, and the aspects which support the continuity of the
climate change control activity at the local level (The regulation of the Minister of Environment
and Forestry of Indonesian Republic, No. P.84/ MENLHK-SETJEN/ KUM.1/11/2016, article 6,
paragraph 1). These three main components of activities are divided into several sub-activities
which can be seen in figure D.1
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Focus of Research

Figure D.1 The main components and sub-components of the climate village program
(source: modified from the regulation of the Minister of Environment and Forestry of Indonesian
Republic, No. P.84/ MENLHK-SETJEN/ KUM.1/11/2016, article 6, paragraph 2-4)
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Table D.1 Description of climate change adaptation actions within the Climate Village Program
(Source: Summarized from the regulation of Director General of Climate Change Control (the Ministry of
Environment and Forestry of Indonesian Republic), number P.1/PPI/SET/KUM.1/2/2017, pp.37-48)
No

Sub-Component of
Activities in Climate
Change Adaptation

Example of Actions

(1) Rainwater harvesting

(2) Water absorption

(3) protection and management
of water springs

1

The prevention and
control of drought,
floods, and landslide

(4) Water Savings

(5) Flood control facilities and
infrastructure

(6) adaptive design of building

(7) Agriculture Terrace

(1) cropping system

2

Food security
improvement

(2) Irrigation
System

and

Drainage

Description
An action which aims to collect and reserve the rainwater as
maximum as possible so that it can reuse and be utilized to
prevent or handle the drought disaster.
An action is supposed to improve water absorption and restore
water into the soil as optimum as possible through bio pore hole
and infiltration wells.
The protection and management of water springs are conducted
to minimize the risk of drought disaster caused by climate
change. This action includes, but not limited to, water springs
protection structures, plant conservation around the water
springs, and local regulation which can ensure the water springs
keeps functioning.
The action aims to use water effectively and efficiently. For
example, reuse the water for a particular purpose or limit the
water usage.
Build the facilities for flood protection is needed to anticipate the
change of rainfall pattern due to the climate change. The actions
to control the flood water debt can be implemented through the
development of dams and flood reservoirs, flood embankment,
polder, flood retention areas, or evacuation path preparation.
One of the interventions to anticipate the flood risk due to the
climate change is to design or modify the (housing) building
construction. For example, elevate the structure of the building,
or apply the design of houses on stilts or floating houses
This action is conducted to minimize the risk of landslides and
land erosion. The Agriculture terrace is developed with a
particular elevation. This action also includes the development of
water disposal sewer, water absorption channel, planting the
plants which can strengthen the soil structure. The kind of plants
is selected based on the local condition.
Cropping pattern system is a sequence of planting the crop plants
on a plot of land in one year, including the period of land
cultivation. Cropping pattern system is divided into two, namely
monoculture and polyculture planting system. Monoculture
farming is the planting one kind of crop plant to improve
agricultural yields. Polyculture farming is the planting with many
types of crop plants in one plot of land which is planned by
considering the environmental aspects. This second kind of
agriculture can reduce pest attacks, increase soil fertility, and
break the cycle of pests/diseases.
Irrigation is the act of providing, arranging, and discharging
irrigation water to support agriculture. Irrigation systems include
irrigation infrastructure, irrigation water, irrigation management
institutions, and human resources. Each irrigation network
construction is equipped with the development of drainage
network. Drainage network serves to flow the excess water so as
not to interfere with land productivity. A good irrigation/drainage
system can reduce the risk of crop failure. Implementation of
water-efficient irrigation systems will strengthen adaptive
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No

Sub-Component of
Activities in Climate
Change Adaptation

Example of Actions

(3) Integrated Farming

(4) Diversification of Crops

(5) Utilization of housing yard

(1) natural and artificial
protective structures

3

The prevention of
sea level rise, tidal
flood, seawater
intrusion, abrasion,
ablation, and high
waves.

(2) Settlement relocation

(3) management of integrated
coastal areas

(4) alternative livelihood

4

Control of Climaterelated diseases

(1) disease vector control

Description
capacity to anticipate the shortage of water due to the long dry
season in certain areas which is one of the impacts of climate
change.
An integrated farming system is a system that combines the
activity of agricultural, livestock, fishery, forestry and other
agricultural-related activities in a single field to increase land
productivity and strengthen food security. In integrated farming
practices, the output of one cultivation becomes another culture
input that will improve soil fertility and balance all organic
nutrients leading to the natural and sustainable environmentally
farming concept.
With the diversity of plant species, the food crops that grow in a
particular location become more varied so that if there is a failure
of the harvest on certain species, there are other types of plants
that can be harvested. Also, it is necessary to develop the usage
of climate-proof commodities (e.g., water-saving rice, high
salinity resistant rice).
An integrated approach to cultivating various types of crops,
livestock, and fish in the (housing) yard, to ensure the availability
of various food ingredients continuously and at the same time
improve the fulfillment of family nutrition.
The intervention to maintain, protect, and rehabilitate coastal
areas to anticipate climate change impacts can be done through
the development of natural or artificial protective structures. The
natural protective structure is conducted through the planting of
coastal vegetation. The artificial protective structures are
manifested through the construction of several types of coastal
protection buildings such as groynes, breakwater (jetty,
breakwater, seawall artificial headland), beach nourishment,
artificial reefs and tidal gates.
The transfer of residential sites or vital assets to other safer
locations because the old place is not feasible for habitation due
to rising sea levels and affected by other climate change impacts.
The process of the utilization of coastal and marine resources and
space by considering the conservation and sustainability aspects.
Implementing an integrated coastal management concept that
takes into account climate risks will strengthen community
resilience to climate change impacts.
Climate change can increase the frequency of the occurrence of
high waves, storms and sea level rise that threaten the activities
of coastal communities in fulfilling the basic daily needs.
Therefore, one of the adaptation interventions is to develop
alternative livelihoods to improve the level of economics of
people who are resistant to climate-related disasters, such as
crab cultivation and the replacement of fish species which are
adaptive to climate change. The concept of alternative livelihood
development refers to the principle of integration between
economic and ecological interests.
Control of disease-carrying vectors also includes the
implementation of early warning system to anticipate the
occurrence of climate change-related diseases such as diarrhea,
malaria, Dengue Fever. Some examples of activities that can be
implemented to control disease-carrying vectors are: (1) drain,
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No

Sub-Component of
Activities in Climate
Change Adaptation

Example of Actions

(2) sanitation and clean water

(3) healthy and clean behavior

Description
stockpile, and close mosquito nests; (2) control of mosquitoes
and rats; (3) improving the environment so that there are no
water puddles; (4) insert fish in ponds / potted plants; (5) forming
the team to monitor the mosquito larvae.
It is necessary to prepare the provision of clean water, both
individually and communally to anticipate the occurrence of
water scarcity due to the climate change. This action aims to
improve and maintain the fundamental environmental
conditions that affect human’s well-being. These conditions
include (a) the supply of clean and safe water; (b) efficient
disposal of wastes from animals, people, and industries; (c) food
protection from biological and chemical contamination; (d) clean
and safe air and house.
The implementation of this action can strengthen the community
resilience in anticipating the climate-related diseases. In this
action, the community groups are encouraged to actively
participate in the community health activities, such as the social
movement of cleaning hand with soap, the usage of the clean
toilets and water.
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