




























































































































































































































































































































































































































sell our land for much money” (cf. field notes farms and sites 04/03/2013). A community garden in

a low-income community is unlikely to extend as the existing area is needed for residence (cf. G-2).

High land prices are one factor of land accessibility for urban farmers, but there are also restraining

issues with land ownership (cf. R-1, G-1): Most gardens are on private land, but some on claimed

abandoned  land  (cf.  G-1),  which  generally  seems  to  exist.  A series  of  Sososo  funded  urban

gardening projects counts significant loss when they cannot be continued for reasons of unsolved

land ownership conditions (cf. field notes MCE-06/03/2013). For the landless urbanites, the legal

access to potential garden plots is troublesome, particularly as the Bangkok municipality does not

provide regulations favouring land attribution to the non-land owners (cf. R-17). For tenants, it is

not given that the actual owner accepts the agricultural use – “some people cannot grow here […]

because the land owner don't agree about” it  – or that already set up gardens can be maintained:

“The big point I think is the land ownership. We cannot make sure […] we can take care this land in

a longer time” as the “land owner, they want to manage by themselves” among other reasons (G-1,

p.12). (Cf. Table 13)

There are a number of environmental factors Bangkok's urban farmers need or potentially

will need to deal with: Water can be a limiting factor in terms of availability as well as quality (cf.

R-9, Table 13). The study has found that once ubiquitous canals for watering have been cut or

covered (cf. chapter 2.6) – a long-term business-scale urban farm site in an otherwise residential

area in the outer Eastern centre of Bangkok probably is one of the last remaining of its kind, being

water-fed by irrigation canals (cf. field notes farms and sites Khlong Tan, data CD). In contrast, R-7

still maintain the family's traditional house garden, though the old irrigation canal travelling through

the neighbourhood has been disconnected in the course of nearby construction works (cf. field notes

MCE-07/05/2013,  data  CD).  Large-scale  rain  water  collection  requires  ponds  or  tanks  which

consume space and electricity for water pumping, tab water contains chlorine which could harm the

plants (cf. R-26: #00:27:33-9#); waste water is also used for irrigating urban gardens but should be

further examined for toxic contamination to appraise suitability (cf. R-1, p.23). Soils are possibly

contaminated (cf. G-2), for example as a consequence of intensive farming and other, industrial

issuances in peri-urban area (cf. R-9). Moreover, general urban pollution (air, water, ground) and

garbage volume are problematic (cf. R-17, G-2) (cf. Table 13). An urban gardener feels climate

related challenges with periods of increasing heat and unpredictable rainfall (cf. field notes farms

and sites Laksi community gardens n°4, data CD). This poses limitations in terms of growing in the

city:  There is a space-related limit to urban farming, “they can't really grow everything” (R-22:

#00:04:04-1#), hence plant varieties require adjustment to the local urban environment (cf. R-8) or

complementation  with  organic  products  from  rural  production  via  direct  consumer-producer
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cooperation (cf. R-10). Urban gardening may require constant occupation, and finding the right

supplies, for example soil, water, mulching materials, and predators can be challenging (cf. R-26);

some projects are not able to sustain (cf. G-1) – “You have to work, all the time […] and it's change

all  the time” (G-1, p.12).  However,  there is  opportunity.  A sustainable garden can work out  in

Bangkok if  the farm is  not too big (cf.  R-26), it  may combine planting area with a fish pond,

mushroom cultivation, kitchen waste composting and organic fertilizer production (cf. G-2), and it

may provide ingredients on daily basis (cf. R-43). Towards the edges of the city, where bigger plots

are practicable, planting patterns can almost imitate the rural farming: A private gardener at the

Laksi district in Bangkok is familiar with rural farming and has studied agriculture hence brings

according skill and knowledge (cf. field notes farms and sites Laksi community gardens, n°4, data

CD). The rooftop garden and learning centre at Laksi district is already giving a good example in

demonstrating opportunities for urbanites through urban gardening (cf. R-12). (Cf. Table 13)

“[C]ity farming will be our landscape, of the city, modern city. Nowadays, there are rooftop

garden. It's small space in between you grow vegetable. I think that might be a future of how people

have their food consumption” (R-12, p.34). 

Moreover, urban gardening has social functions: “some benefit from our project is like a

family activity.  Some hospital use as a therapy programme […] for […] psychological disorder

patient” (R-1 p.21). Rooftop or terrace gardens and backyard trees contribute to an ecological urban

layout, with the potential to enhance the city greening and climate (cf. R-9, R-11), especially local

micro climates.  A major  potential  lies  beyond in the  usage of  the  peri-urban space  (cf.  R-18):

conventional farms could be turned into organic farms to supply the city from optimal distance (cf.

R-9). As institutional support is still missing, more impact needs to go out from municipal policies,

and also the mass of the citizens themselves in the future (cf. R-27). (Cf. Table 13)

So what is a challenge for growing? What is a restraint? What does it make hard to grow

organic? What are the reasons why people give up for example? Possible challenges are time and

space: People live in smaller units compared to before, for example in condominiums, and need to

adjust  planting  to  the  urban  conditions.  Growing  takes  time;  and  the  output  might  be  small

compared to the efforts (cf. R-11, p.8/9).
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Locations

Figure 6: Locations of urban and peri-urban gardens and farm sites
(from own source based on Stamen Design)

This map shows all urban farming sites and urban gardens that have been visited during the

field research.  While  13 sites are  located within the central  areas of Bangkok, eight are  in the

northern outskirts, and two in the peri-urban, reaching the adjoining the provinces. The sites vary

according to size and nature, as there is generally less space available in the city centre, and houses

are more likely to have backyards the further they are located outwards. However, some of the

central sites are private town houses or vacant lots, too. 

The following map shows the central city more detailed. Most sites are independent of each

other; there is no typical dispersion. 

209

10km



Figure 7: Inner-urban garden and farm sites
(from own source based on Stamen Design)

4.6.2 Three waves of the urban farming 

A key informant narrates the unfolding of the organic urban farming scene in Bangkok. The

contemporary movement has evolved in three waves: 

“The first wave is after World War II. After World War II, we have a campaign from the

government, because at that time, the prize of the food is very high. But after, we rehabilitate our

economic. It's happen again after the economic crisis. In around 15 years ago. And at that time is

210

10km



the emerging of the green movement, we have a lot of green shop. And it's the emerging of the [first

health  shop  and  social  enterprise,  St.62].  It's  like,  the  second  wave,  it  is  not  come  from  the

government  sector,  it's  come from the people society,  like a NGO, like a environmentalist.  The

emerging  of  [St.62],  the  emerging  of  [a  magazine  for  natural  farming,  St.74], two  important

organisation with office. At that time, they try to sell the organic vegetable into the city, and they

want to promote to the urban people; there are some trends of the macrobiotic. [St.62] and [St.74]

promote a lot how to grow vegetable in your home: [St.62] used a land in the city and set up a

community garden, for the people who wants to join growing vegetable. After that, they already

start  off  the government  sector,  too,  especially  Laksi,  Laksi  Rooftop Garden. It's  a government

officer building. It's like a district office. This is a second wave of Thai City farm or Thai urban

gardening. And some of the urban people who learn how to grow vegetables from many resources

that I say to you, they start to plan to be a organic farmer in a rural area, middle class people. They

are a Bangkokian, and after they learn how to grow vegetable in Bangkok, they test a little bit in a

small area and increase the area year by year and now they turned to be the very big name of the

organic farmer in Thailand. And this is the one of example that relate with the second wave of

urban farming in Thailand. And after that until now, around four years ago, we have the third wave

or the third campaign about the promoting of growing vegetable on your own by the movement of

many people, from the second wave like the Laksi Rooftop Garden. They grow for 15 years ago

now, and maybe now it's 17, 18, I don't remember exactly. But they grow a rooftop garden, they are

very  famous  in  Thai  and  also  in  international  level  too,  because  Food  and  Agriculture

Organisation, they gave a prize to them to be a one of inspiration in the city. So this is the one of

good action from the government side. And at that time, I start to grow my vegetable in my garden,

too” (R-1, p.1-6, edited).

We extract from the narrative that urban gardening in Thailand, apart from the traditionally

attached garden patches around Thai houses, has been promoted since the post World War II period

with  changing  objectives.  The  first  campaign  brought  in  urban  gardens  as  tool  for  individual

households to balance the country's economic instability. While this first campaign is a government

initiative, the second one in reaction to the economic crisis beginning in 1997 was ushered in by

civil  society.  This  second wave of  urban gardening coincided  with  the  unfolding of  the  green

movement or organic food movement during which a food cooperative and social enterprises began

to link rural organic farmers with urban consumers, NGO activism became relevant and the organic

food topic introduced to a broader public. To be precise, this second campaign not only coincided

with  but  was integral  element  of  the  emerging organic  movements.  The third,  a  contemporary
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generation of  urban gardening in  Bangkok departed from the variety of stakeholders identified

during preceding chapters.  The oldest of this  contemporary wave is  probably the governmental

Laksi District office, actually the last remaining site of the second generation, post-crisis campaign

of the early 2000s. 

The narrative contains notion about twofold tendency regarding Bangkok's urban gardens:

On the one hand, urbanisation continuously forces back the traditional urban house gardens, on the

other hand, a new and independent urban gardening scene emerges that is an urban co-product of

organic farming movements. “Cityfarm, we founded all together, and next month, I think, we will

[talk about] the PGS movement in Thailand” (R-10:  #00:51:30-3#), says a stakeholder from an

organic agriculture research and funding network about the participation of different institutions and

private  persons  in  the  movement.  Proceeding  with:  urban  gardening  slowly  accompanied

urbanisation, and finds acceptance particularly among persons about to retire. Regular trainings are

happening at the various learning centres (cf. R-10: #01:07:49-8#).

The impact of the Bangkok flood events 2011

A great flood struck Thailand in 2011 and inundated Bangkok for three months. The flood

disrupted production and supply of commodities and foods, causing actual shortage, and stark price

elevation;  drinking water  especially became a scarce product  in  some areas.  The flood had an

impact on local ecosystems and on agricultural landscapes. Soil constitution changed in affected

areas after the long-term exposure to the waters, accumulating debris and industrial effluents. The

imbalanced farm lands became prone to unpredictable and uncontrollable pests in the aftermath: “A

lot of pests, and some of them cannot fight the pest at that time” (G-1, p.13). The abundant orchards

in Bangkok's adjoining province  Nakhon Pathom were notably affected. Particularly the region's

pomelo plantations were ruined and the local pomelo gene pool nearly extinct. The following period

faced the reality of insufficient saplings to replant (cf. TANGWISUTIJIT 2015). The event demonstrates

above all the vulnerability that farmers are exposed to. 

G-2's community in a northern Bangkok district  stayed flooded over months.  The ladies

representing the community recall how they swam during two months to a government station to

pick up free meals for the neighbourhood. At the time, the water was black and evil-smelling. The

rent for a boat was very expensive (cf. G-2: #00:57:43-3#). In fact, soil quality collapsed with the

waters banked with garbage; it took three consequent growing periods to recover the soil before

being able to start over planting (cf. G-2: #00:50:44-5#). 

Also a private garden of the Laksi initiative remained flooded at one meter (cf. field notes

farms and sites, Laksi community gardens n°2, data CD). 

212



A  Cityfarm group  was  engaged  in  activities  to  help  the  flood  victims:  They  made

microorganism dirt balls and distributed them in the flood affected areas where insalubrious waters

had  banked.  The  balls  contain  indigenous  microorganisms  that  help  purifying  waters.  Another

activity was to grow vegetables around their houses to share it among the affected people, and also

to demonstrate how to cook on solar cookers. After the waters withdrew, the group was active with

a seed sharing action for urbanites to start over food cultivation, and urban gardening instructions

(cf.  R-1,  p.18).  At the  Khlong Toei District  Office,  their  terrace cultivation was already giving

vegetables. During the flood though, the gardeners delayed their harvest as long as possible, waiting

to give them out when people in the neighbourhood were in need of it. Like the  Cityfarm group,

they made use of their home made bio liquid fertilizer for water sanitation (cf. R-40: #01:07:07-9#;

#01:10:25-4#).

Indeed, more urbanites gained interest in urban farming as survival strategy, as they had just

experienced a critical situation (cf. R-17, Table 16). 

“During the flood, I was afraid that all […] don't want to grow. Because it flooded and

most of them have to leave the house and travel to the rural area, to the province. Escape

the water.  But  after  the flooding, I,  we found that all  so many city  people interested in

agriculture because they think they have to survive” (R-17: #00:18:28-6#). 

The flood was definitely and extreme situation, an influential event for many urbanites (cf.

R-26,  Table  10).  Those  who  were  able  to  left  the  city  to  stay  with  family  members  in  the

countryside. R-26, whose house was unaffected, hosted his mother during the flood. His narrative

reveals how his occupation as city farmer arose from those days: 

“And when she stay here and she start cooking things, cooking like really good food from

the plants that grow by itself, of the backyard. And it was like amazing food. So, I think that

was a quite a good life. Before that, I have a football pitch which I, I'm a bit bored of it

because I have to fix the grass all the time, and I was thinking to invest more in making it

artificial grass, artificial lawns. [...] So, I sit down with my mum and doing nothing because

it was like the rainy season, we have to close down the pitch, three months, during the rainy

season to fix the grass. And we have time watching television, so we see people growing

things, see Jon Jandai. And we see Phi Um, she's a, a star. Um Siriyakorn. Ah, she grow

rice, she buy a land in Supanburi and she grow rice and that is very motivating. [...] So, I

found, might be nice if I start growing things. Because, my mum started growing vegetables
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at the, at, in in a very small piece of land at the back of the house. She start growing like

four by four meters. Growing what, very small. And we start eating good food. So, the whole

thing,  it  motivates.  My dad talk  to  me all  the  time,  he want  to  grow organic.  [...]  So,

everything comes at the same time. Jon Jandai is on the television at the same time as my

mum is here and we see what the King does, and my father was talking. So, everything just

pushed me and I start growing first banana in the football pitch. And I start doing bananas

and start designing things. [...] It was the situation that brings everything together” (R-26:

#00:02:29-8# - #00:06:13-5#).

 

Also the pomelo farmers at  Nakhon Pathom province reacted to the disaster: Considering

changing weather normalities, farmers need to think ahead, preserve seeds and rely on their own

local sources (cf. TANGWISUTIJIT 2015).  

These details show the impacts of an extreme weather event that possibly contributed to the

further evolution of urban gardening in Bangkok.

4.6.3 Suan Pak Kon Mueng – Thai Cityfarm Project

“The City Farm Project  is  an exciting and relatively new initiative that  has emerged as

central to urban transformation in Bangkok. The ‘city of angels’ is taking steps to becoming a city

of farmers!” can we read in an article (Mekong Commons 2014). Most urban gardens found in

Bangkok happen to be members of the Thai Cityfarm Project (Suan Pak Kon Mueang). It belongs to

the third generation of urban gardeners in Bangkok and was initiated by NGOs and R-1 (cf. chapter

4.3.1) whose university studies had led to work in the rural development with local organic farming

communities before (cf. R-1, p.6). In 2013, the project is managed by three full time coordinators; a

main activity are regular gardening workshops held at six learning centres in different boroughs, of

which  one  is  the  Laksi Rooftop Garden  and  another  one  a  mobile  unit.  There  is  a  focus  on

techniques  for  organic  growing  (space-adaptive  design,  seeding,  planting,  composting,  organic

fertilizer  making)  mixed  with  ideas  of  self-sufficiency,  to  allow  urbanites  to  learn  how urban

gardening can provide food security. It includes a “green living course” too, where people learn

about soap and detergent making from garden plants (cf. R-1, p.12, 13, 20).

A Cityfarm coordinator said in 2013, the project is still small-scale although many persons

are interested in their work, and many became active members already (cf. G-1, Table 13). 

“I think, Thai Cityfarm project is just small project and we work just only, this our third
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year. So, I think we still in a small [...] position and […] also trying to connect with different

issue, […] like health and mental health and school […]. But is not the real network yet

[…], we still some kind of trying to find some best practice or model” (G-1, p.4). 

An estimated number  of  50000 persons support  the  network as  actual  farmers,  network

members or using their social media platform as to discuss the topic (cf. Mekong Commons 2014).

However, there is no complete recording on members as it is overall difficult to tell who are active

gardeners and who are passive or virtual members (cf. field notes MCE-06/03/2013, data CD). 

The  project  includes  gardens  of  different  range  –  mostly  private  gardens,  a  couple  of

community gardens, public gardens, maintained full-time or as a sideline by gardeners of different

social situations, in different parts of the city or the peri-urban areas. Most of them are “weekend

farmer” (G-1, p.12) who are still  working full-time. After what could be observed, they follow

organic  farming techniques  as  much as  allows  the  urban environment.  Thai  Cityfarm also  has

community activity taking place partially on via internet platforms, and partially on the occasion of

regular open meetings joined mostly by core members. A monthly picnic day is organised where

members bring and share home-made food and exchange seeds, seedlings or information (cf. R-1,

p.19). 

A yearly forum and festival draws attention on the group, although R-1 regrets that there is

hardly any attention from academia (cf. R-1, p.20). 

They receive funds from Thai Health Promotion Foundation, and have the small workshop

fee as an extra income (cf. R-1, p.19). Starting from 2009, Cityfarm had an initiative together with

Sososo where urban communities could submit their proposals and receive a small fund for their

gardening projects. 50 participated in the first year but this reduced to 30 in the third year due to

missing capacity to train all gardeners accordingly (cf. R-1, p.8, 9). 

R-17 along with the NGO co-founder and an umbrella organisation of Cityfarm talks about

her experience: 

“Our experience during 4 years. At first, we think we focus to the food, self-sufficiency to

the city people. And we found they have more self-sufficiency on food, but not only the food.

We found the other like the garbage management. And also the, we found that this activity is

related to […] people who have [...] mental problem” (R-17: #00:29:09-2#).

G-1 describes the urban gardening scene as a tree of which its core is Thai Cityfarm and its

branches are all the new learners. Those gardeners who are already successful are the fruits of this
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tree who might be able to inspire further persons by their positive experience. They add, the group

is lucky as they happened to emerge in the right moment, and to have the financial backing of

Sososo. (Cf. G-1, p.6)

At  present,  the  project  is  steadily  growing  as  a  group  and  reaching  out  to  additional

activities. In the interview, G-1 explained: 

“when I start to do this project, I predict that [...] maybe in third year or in fourth year,

[...] Cityfarm, [...] we meet some point with the some work of another network […] because

we have to grow up […] to increase the topic, not only a gardening level” (G-1, p.9). 

They now go beyond this to solidifying the alternative food systems in and around the city,

seizing on the inclusion of peri-urban agriculture as potential source for organic food. There are

farmers'  trainings  to  give  advice  during  their  conversion  period  towards  organic  practices,  and

organisation of product outlets, partially in collaboration with local universities and other networks

for green markets. There is an aspect of empowerment too, as farmers often lack the confidence to

grow organically, to organise their marketing to contact possible customers (cf. R-1, p. 25). 

Their outreach has been growing since the network was founded in 2009. It seems as if

newly acquired urban gardeners automatically become  Cityfarm members. It seems therefore the

contemporary representative of urban gardening in Bangkok and at the time promoter of organic

practices, health food systems and green urban living while connecting to the peri-urban and rural

space as well. Thai Cityfarm raises awareness (cf. R-23, Table 13). The network has above all the

function of the connector of all different stakeholders from institutional to private gardener level. A

couple of new learning centres became Cityfarm members, for example a university co-organised

one on the rooftop of a shopping mall right in the centre of Bangkok, and another temporary garden

in the Sukhumvit Road area. Furthermore, it is relatively famous thanks to public presence in media

or at fairs. For example, it is represented at two annual fairs in the field of health and food, but also

more commercial lifestyles fairs as explained in chapter 4.4.6. The network organisers are engaged

in fortifying their presence by organising their own small events, too. “But after Thai Cityfarm

support the learning centres, is growing better […] than the past because it depends on the mass

[…] communication, too” (G-1, p.7). There is knowledge of, and links to the international urban

scene too. G-1 are eager to widen the city farm movement from a rather recreational purpose to a

level where urban farming can actually be business opportunity. To reach this, government policies

need to play a role in making abandoned plots available for cultivation and to involve more poor

communities (cf. G-1, p. 29). 
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Although some exist, community gardens are not very common; the majority of city gardens

is private (cf. G-1, p. 10). 

4.6.4 The urban gardeners – selected projects and profiles

With reference to the sketch map in 4.6.1, we would like to present next a range of urban

gardens of different scales and purposes encountered during field research. We observe different

categories of urban gardens, among others private households, educational, institutional, business,

learning centre, community, traditional.

N°1 Private backyard garden and learning centre

The epitome of urban garden pioneers maintains his garden at his concrete backyard. The garden became

like  a  prototype  for  followers,  with  typical  brick-ringed  raised  beds  and  bucket  plantings.  Located  in  an

urbanised former village, the street has mainly detached houses with backyards. Following an integrated

farming approach adapted to the urban environment, he uses organic inputs, like his own compost, plant-

based fertilizers and mulching with straw. On about 40m² of garden surface grow fruit trees, flowers, chilli,

herbs,  lettuce  and  different  kinds  of  most  leafy  vegetables.  There  is  space  for  seedlings  and  fertilizer

production, and a covered area where workshops are hold. (Cf. R-1 field notes interview situation, data CD)

N°2 Private house garden

This 1 rai big garden is on a former football pitch, hence has, uncommonly for the urban gardens, soil as

ground – a layer of over 2 metres. Starting off in 2012 with 20 chicken, five banana varieties and local trees,

the owner calls his garden an organic experiment. He follows the self-sufficiency concept, growing for his own

need first, giving away or selling the surplus; he sees processing as a tool to generate income. At another site

visit over a year later, the plants looked lush and the soil had improved markedly thanks to compost layering

and mulching; the area for chicken keeping was also extended. There is a field in the middle of the garden

which is sunflower field during spring time and rice field during rice season between August and December.

The grown-up banana plants give a big yield, forest trees are set in the back of the property, fruit trees, herbs

and vegetables on beds are spread over the remaining land. Major crop curiously is Italian basil which the

owner processes into pesto to deliver it to his customers – the pesto business is decent. In contrast to its

environment – more and more residential buildings arising – the garden seems to come close to an intact

biotope. In fact, snakes and many birds are around his house which can be problematic when they eat the

rice harvest, or kill the chicken. Whereas no watering is necessary during rainy season, it can be troublesome

during dry season. (Cf. R-26, R-26 field notes interview situation, data CD) 
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N°3 Urban demonstration farm in dense high price neighbourhood

The farm includes plants and animals which is unique among the urban garden sites in Bangkok and is in fact

a curious undertaking. Apart from a wet rice field in the back of the property, there are raised vegetable beds

in the manner of the prototype from N°1, herbs in pots, and beyond chicken and goats, rabbits, and a fish

pond. The site is demonstration site and event space for a number of activities. Farmers' markets are hold on

some weekends, otherwise workshops, cultural and informational events. A coffee shop is open daily for

which natural materials are used. Set next to a dense high price residential street in the  Sukhumvit Road

area, the garden is well received by local residents and other Bangkokians alike. The concept is really to raise

awareness about the reality of rural landless farmers specifically among urbanites who do not have this issue.

Managed by an NGO, there is a main objective to achieve revision of the Thai law about land access in rural

areas. The foundation who was given the property is obliged to rent the land for educational or charitable

purpose;  the  former  owner's  remains  are  placed  in  a  tomb on  the  property  –  an  obligation  to  leave  it

undeveloped. (Cf. R-38 field notes interview situation, data CD)

N°4 Rooftop garden on a hotel in the old town centre

Set up on the rooftop of three-story hotel in the old town, this garden is inspired by the Laksi Rooftop Garden.

The owners, a young family have set up their hotel with a slow life concept, are choosing organic ingredients

for  the  catering,  and natural  materials  in  design.  Their  background is  in  environmental  education  which

explains their business focus on this. Also the backyard is greened by trees. The garden had about 60m²

surface with eight raised beds and containers in which grow herbs, corn, limes, leafy vegetables among

others. There is a compost that recycles the kitchen wastes. The yield are for the hotel catering or home

consumption.  A challenge  is  still  though  that  growing  larger  amounts  might  exceed  both,  maintenance

capacity and load of the building. The garden has an educational and recreational purpose and involves hotel

guests in small  gardening activities or cooking classes. The owners are beyond ambitious to involve the

neighbours in growing kitchen gardens for themselves or the hotel. Neither has succeeded thus far. (Cf. field

notes R-11 interview situation, data CD)

N°5 Backyard garden for home consumption and sale, with attached learning centre and restaurant

This backyard garden in residential neighbourhood is set on a parking lot and serves home consumption, sale

of surplus harvest and learning centre. The owner who is renting the plot combines her business with an

organic  vegetarian restaurant with small  attached health shop.  As an extra, she runs a CSA distribution

programme. The organic products are collected from different farms and packed in ecological materials in a
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refrigerated storage on-site, then delivered to 95 members. At the time of a previous visit almost two years

before, the number of CSA customers nearly quadrupled. Her own and occasionally her neighbour's produce

contribute, too. Her second occupation are the gardening, crafting, cooking, other do-it-yourself workshops

that take place in the garden. Especially children groups from kindergartens and elementary school come for

nature and gardening experience. Set on a concrete surface, the garden has container beds using recycled

materials such as boards or bamboo, pending crops, rice bags, baskets and many, smaller containers. There

are several compost sites and vermiculture. The site has become renowned as one of major urban gardening

learning  centres;  the  owner  now employs  a  gardener,  and  gets  volunteers.  (Cf.  field  notes  farms  sites

28/03/2013; MCE-12/12/2014, data CD)

N°6 Terrace garden at an international hospital for therapeutical purpose

This garden on the sixth floor of an international hospital right in the centre of Bangkok gathers about 35

members of  staff  from the different  departments to  participate  in  garden work.  The organic  garden with

attached  compost  has  been  established  with  the  help  of  the  Cityfarm network.  There  is  a  purpose  of

strengthening teamwork and the staff's satisfaction. Patients are meant to find recreation there.

N°7 University designed demonstration rooftop garden on central shopping mall

It is the most recent of our case studies, opened in 2015. Located on the seventh floor rooftop of a new

shopping mall in central Siam area, this urban gardening demonstration belongs to and has been designed by

a local university. Gardening workshops and expert talks are organised here. Vegetable and rice beds are laid

out mostly in slant terraces, but there are no shade trees or other plants to prevent strong sunlight. The

garden demonstrates an ecological function: As the setting is in the central urban area where high density

builds up heat clusters, rooftop greening can help decreasing the local temperature. Engineers have been

involved in designing a waterproof membrane under the garden, and future water recycling from the building.

The water pumps are partially run by solar panels. The site has more of an ecological building design that a

sustainable garden; though demonstrates possibilities to improve local micro-climates, and appeals to many

visitors, among them school classes. (Cf. Field notes farms and sites 24/05/2015, data CD)

N°8 Community garden in low-income neighbourhood

This project is a garden for communal use in a resettlement area of formerly homeless persons. The group is

well connected to a major social and environmental NGO in Bangkok and national network of low-income

residents. Size of this community garden is limited because space is needed for residency. At the time of the

site visit, the beds are still in recovery from the big flood in 2011 which had covered the area for two month
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and left soil damaged from the polluted waters. Plants still do not grow well. However, the fish pond with fish

for consumption is active again, and banana trees together with chillies, herbs and some vegetables are

growing.  The  community  has  the  plan  to  build  a  food  distribution  centre  on  the  plot,  and  a  mushroom

cultivation. Although the garden is open to the community, it is mainly several gardeners who maintain the

site.  However,  anybody can come and pick ingredients for  free.  The gardeners,  a group of  ladies, grow

organically, using liquid plant fertilizers. Their motivation for growing the garden is mainly health care although

they are able to have a slight economic benefit from it. Seemingly, the activity brings above all well-being to

the residents. (Cf. field notes farms and sites 09/09/2014; G-2 interview notes, data CD)

N°9 Long-term, family-based commercial urban farm

This farm is the only non-organic one among our case studies but is noteworthy as it is also one of the last 

remaining commercial farms family-run over three generations. Situated near eastern outbound Pattanakan 

Road on 20000m², the property belongs to relatives of the current farmers and would be able to sell at high 

price. They farm it in a community and rent out one patch to another farmer. The land is surrounded by 

residential buildings, and a big road is visible in the backdrop. The farmers grow typical Thai market 

vegetables in the traditional canal-dyke-pattern that date back to his grandparents; the canals have fish and 

shrimp for the home consumption. He needs to buy chemical fertilizers from outside and regrets high inputs 

costs, though thanks to decent plant diversity, not much pesticides are needed. He had considered growing 

organically but found that sale is more difficult. In contrast to that, he never sprays the trees and herbs that his

family picks. The produce is sold at a local fresh market and to the wholesale market, but prices are very 

competitive. As his production costs are higher than for monoculture grown products from the province, he 

needs to ask for higher prices. Middle men use to cut prices a lot, which makes that his income is low, 

although enough to sustain his household. His biggest challenge for growing in the city is that he can hardly 

compete with rural monoculture. Also, there is an unsolved issue of succession as the younger generation 

does not seek to continue. (Cf. Field notes farms and sites Khlong Tan 08/06/2013, data CD)
Box 10: Examples of urban farming sites in Bangkok

4.6.5 Municipal involvement

Overall,  governmental  involvement  is  limited  considering  that  no  policies  exist  that

undertake the institutionalisation of urban gardening. Thus far, the benefits of urban farming are not

officially recognised nor is it encouraged. Moreover, no policies address areas for food cultivation

spared from urbanisation of the suburbs (cf. R-17:  #00:47:49-5#). Urban gardening is in reality

taking place on a municipal sub-level, namely under the responsibility of two of Bangkok's districts,
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Laksi and Khlong Toei.

Certainly, the urban gardening initiative at Laksi District Office is the most prominent and

comprehensive  municipal  engagement.  It  comprises  a  rooftop  garden  and  learning  centre,  and

further several garden plots in the surrounding neighbourhoods, of which four were visited. The

Khlong Toei rooftop garden initiative followed later but attempts to build up a separate community

garden for the participation of local participants. 

The Laksi initiative started early, when a group of ladies – until now employed as gardeners

at  Laksi –  had  to  leave  their  organic  gardens  that  they  maintained  on  abandoned  land  in  the

neighbourhood.  The  group,  called  ‘Pluk  gab  Raksa’,  which  translates  to  ‘Plant  and  Preserve’,

moved on suggestion of the district administration to the rooftop on their office building. There are

two major motivations for the district office, first to improve the garbage management in the district

as the garden recycles certain materials, second to pioneer food production in the urban setting.

Indeed, the rooftop garden was a by-product of the need to find a big surface to sort and recycle the

district's garbage. The idea of reusing the disposed containers, baskets and election boards among

other  items  for  planting  came  successively.  The  Laksi  team  executed  their  mission  with

determination, their message to visitors being that anyone can manage to grow their own food. The

initiative is well-known in Thailand because it was one of the first to demonstrate urban gardening

in this third generation, and receives much attention from print media or television. The fact that the

initiative is municipal helps their popularity. 

The  garden  has  a  strong  focus  on  fertilizer  production,  which  they  call  effective

microorganisms or plant hormone, apparently still within the range of the organic method. It can be

made from sugar, egg, bean, coconut and is meant to improve taste of the vegetables when applied.

The Laksi garden prototype used raised beds with a ring of bamboo and plastic board, plants in

pots, worn-out hampers, car tyres and other items. Shading plants wind around arches made from

plastic tubes. A total  of 130 different kinds of typical vegetables,  herbs and fruits grow on the

rooftop,  and  beyond  the  situation  even  allows  to  grow high  altitude  varieties  like  strawberry,

cabbage or grapes. However, there are issues with the wind and sun exposure of the garden. The

rooftop produce is sold in front of the office building at very reasonable price (10 Baht for one bag

of vegetable compared to around 15 to 20 at the regular market), together with products from the

organic  gardens  in  the  district  maintained  by  the  same  group.  Two  site  visits  allowed  for

confirmation that the setting and planting has been constant over two years. However, the project

seems to be better organised and demonstrations more routine at the second visit.  

The Laksi initiative comprises: 
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 a rooftop garden of 70-80m² on the district office building

 vegetable beds, nursery, herbs and flower arrangements, mushroom cultivation, sprouting

 organic liquid fertilizer manufacturing

 an outlet for the vegetable produce, fertilizer and earthworm cultivation

 a  renowned  learning  centre  having  trained  about  3000 people  from Bangkok  and other

provinces in six years since opening

 maintenance and supervision of private organic gardens within the district

 integration in Cityfarm network as platform for knowledge exchange

Once the rooftop garden was established, the initiative was taken to widen their action to the

neighbourhood. Four organic gardens in Laksi and the adjoining Don Mueang district have been

displayed to us at a field visit in 2013. They are found to be noteworthy for their integration in the

Laksi urban gardening initiative. All four depart from different conditions of land access but all use

organic method. Several sites are run by Laksi garden staff members, and the others all received

their trainings. 

A local community garden has run on the property of an electricity company in Laksi district

for around ten years. Their story is that they sought to make this abandoned plot useful in terms of

food security and neighbourhood greening. Ten persons take care for the garden each day. They

grow organically because using chemical  sprays  had caused them headaches,  and also because

encouragement of it  came from the Laksi team. There are banana plants,  vegetables,  chilli  and

herbs, mainly, and a compost area where the residents can dispose their kitchen wastes. Some of the

beds remain unmaintained due to lack of time. Residents can come to buy the produce at a low price

which funds the costs for seeds. The group would like to expand the garden surface as at present, it

does not yield enough for all. Though, there are several limitations: Insufficient garden caretakers

are available; the plot is rented from the electricity company but on temporary basis which means

the risk to be expelled at any moment; it is not allowed to build on the land except for a little shelter

and shade area. Nonetheless, the ladies who take care for the garden are rather positive about the

future of their garden, and even have the vision to expand to cater the city. They feel that organic

food  is  becoming  a  trend  now  which  is  visible  with  a  growing  number  of  backyard  gardens

emerging all around. They make allusion to many abandoned properties in the area that could be

cultivated. 

Another  site  at  Laksi  district  belongs to  a  dentist who lives  nearby but  was  unused or

misused by residents to dump their wastes whereupon the owner sought the Laksi group to cultivate
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a garden on the plot. In fact, the private owner is able to reduce his tax by its utilisation (cf. R-1,

p.24). Laksi staff takes complete care for the 200m² garden and also sells the organic produce to

their  benefit  at  the  district  office.  No  resident  is  involved  in  this  project;  main  intentions  are

neighbourhood greening and an extra source of vegetables for the caretakers. Beyond, they feel the

garden brings happiness and healthy food to others.

There is a garden on the site of army barracks, of which one part is grown organically by the

Laksi staff gardeners, and another part by the soldiers' wives. The project's name is ‘from rooftop to

the ground’ following the Laksi rooftop initiative. The enormous plot consists of several elements

including vegetable beds,  a diversity of trees,  a  lotus  pond, a  canal,  a little  shed and compost

production. At the time of our visit, the garden had just started a year before, but already looked

lush. The background of the project is to provide occupation and leisure for the soldiers' families,

and to make use of the vast area. The produce is sold to the local families, equally at the district

office, in case of surplus at local markets. 

The last site visited at Laksi is a private house garden on about 800m² which the owner

keeps part-time. The owner grows common fruits and vegetables, enriches the soil with compost

and plant fertilizers, mulches with coconut husk and applies crop rotation. The owner originates

from the countryside and indeed has a background in agricultural studies, and gardening is passion

so help from the Laksi district office was sought for the initial phase. The setting up of the garden

took three to four weeks initially. The main motivation of this organic garden is food safety; and the

owner appreciates producing healthy food for consumption, which can also be given away to other

people. This also improves the living situation by bringing happiness, extra money, better health and

relationship  with  family members.  The  owner  would  like  to  make  further  people  interested  in

growing  food  and  mentions  that  the  Laksi  initiative  has  become  a  kind  of  brand  among  the

neighbourhoods. 

The  district  of  Khlong  Toei  established  a  similar  garden  on  the  terrace  of  their  office

building in about 2003. In contrast to Laksi, the district is situated in a dense area of buildings that

hardly have any external space, close to the river port. Plot size, plants, methods are similar but bed

arrangements slightly different from Laksi Rooftop Garden. The initiative equally combined district

garbage recycling with the greening of the building, on top of that, liquid fertilizer is produced for

source of income. The garden seemed to happen as a by-product as well, as the liquid fertilizer was

already available, it suited the purpose of growing. In an interview the translator explains: 

“she do this garden because she want to demonstrate how her bio liquid fertilizer can be

used in household or in, in the operation. That's why she spend time doing all the vegetable.
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But for she, herself, she just never eaten any vegetable in here” (R-40: #00:47:10-2#).

 

Apart from this balcony garden, the caretakers redesigned a worn out park in Khlong Toei

belonging to the tollway authority, which had apparently become the scene of drug trafficking, drug

consumption and crimes. The district bought the property, initially with intention to place recycling

materials and to park their garbage trucks. One part of the site was eventually turned into garden

beds including composting. Roads and an elevated express way surround the plot.  

The notable objective of this garden was at the time of the first visit in 2013, to make it a

community garden for the local residents to find leisure and participation. As the visit is just after

opening of the garden, this community concept is not yet implemented. Yet, on returning almost two

years later, the situation is unchanged. It was observed that the garden seems to be taken good care

for, though a brief discussion with a random visitor from the neighbourhoods reveals that residents

are not involved in the garden: People “just see and walk around” but are not allowed to pick any

vegetables. It is “the people from the district office Khlong Toei who take care for it. [...] They do

everything, watering, planting” and are also the ones who do the harvest (R-36, translated from

Thai). The resident further states that some people come to walk around in the garden, but the site is

not well maintained and looks sad. He assumes that the district administration is lacking money for

appropriate  maintenance.  He regrets  that  it  does  not  really  serve  the  use  of  the  community in

contrast to before when the site was a popular football pitch attracting locals (cf. R-36, translated

from Thai).

This goes in line with impression from visiting the site. It seems maintained by the district

but residents can neither participate nor benefit from the harvest. This reality might describe why

there  is  generally  little  knowledge  about  urban  community  gardens.  Apparently,  “there  are

community gardens but I've never seen them” (R-12, p.34).

These  examples  picture  municipal  involvement.  The  Laksi  case  is  well-known  among

Bangkok's urban gardeners and the study's respondents. For example, “[t]he most beautiful case of

secret garden is at Laksi. They're very very known. Unbelievable in the cement high-rise floor” (R-

12, p.35). They seem to have inspired many urban gardeners in growing organically, and some of

those known to us have received their initial training there. 

At Khlong Toei, the interview participant suspects that Laksi staff used to grow organically

in the beginning but now employ chemicals as they are more production-oriented than before (cf. R-

40: #01:00:24-5#).
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Image 26: Organic urban prototype garden with raised beds and brick frames
(from own source)

Image 27: Urban house gardens in backyards on soil or in beds on concrete
(from own source)

Image 28: A rooftop garden on a slow-life hotel, and private urban planting in pots and containers
(from own source)
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Image 29: Inauguration of an urban balcony garden at a hospital in Bangkok
(from own source)

Image 30: A rooftop learning centre in Siam area, an educative public urban garden, and urban 
chicken
(from own source)

Image 31: Impressions from the Khlong Toei initiative
(from own source)
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Image 32: The Laksi Rooftop Garden learning centre I
(from own source)

Image 33: The Laksi Rooftop Garden learning centre II
(from own source)

4.7 New paths of urban living 

In  4.1,  we quote  that  reasons  for  people  engaging  in  the  organic  scene  include  health,

environment,  social,  spiritual  and  lifestyle  aspects.  Having  discussed  ideologies,  attitudes  and

spirituality in chapter 4.5, the lifestyle aspect should be additionally elucidated. Simple life, back-

to-nature,  home-made,  alternative  or  green  living,  community,  well-being,  happiness,  self-

sufficiency, freedom are attributes itemised in the context of lifestyles. An organic business owner

and rural farming expert says about urban farmers, they were not real farmers as concerned by
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different issues (cf. R-2, Table 17). One such issue might be that most urban gardeners, at least in

our study, are consciously looking for ways of living that are alternative to those lifestyles that

would typically match their curricula. A fourth research question being how the organic food scene

in Bangkok might contribute to realising green urban living, we need to view causes and effects of

the organic food scene, or the connections that are made between stakeholder motives and their

individual aspirations in terms of living. (Cf. Table 14 in the following)

The research participants have confirmed already (cf. chapter 4.4.5) that urbanites' lifestyles

are undergoing changes at the moment, for example in eating patterns. Among new trends in the

ways urbanites figure their living, for example cycling and healthy living, or gardening and home

produce and cooking (cf. G-1). Within this trend of healthy living,  organic food is becoming a

fashion, too (cf. R-10: #01:57:27-9#; R-35), driven by unhealthy living and the menace of cancer

(cf. R-22), not least because Thai society is facing a health crisis (cf. R-21). There is change in

terms of lifestyle and it is partially about leading sustainable, organic lifestyles (cf. R-19). People

search  more  independence  in  their  lives,  among  other  aspects  from  the  conventional  market

products, hence if they have the choice, they will choose the best quality for themselves (cf. R-10).

R-43 is a suitable example for a full-time urban gardener producing and processing many things at

home. The case is also interesting from an urban greening and ecology aspect: Now, the respondent

rarely needs to shop at the supermarkets, even making their own medicine (cf. R-43). 

Healthy living may link for some to an entire philosophy of living, a mindset that is prepared

for  alternative  thinking  which  includes  the  elements  of  self-reliant  living,  connecting  with  the

nature, seeking happiness in life (cf. R-25). It could refer back to what was described as the concept

of Voluntary Simplicity in chapter 2.2.5. (Cf. Table 14)

While  searching  for  happiness,  R-26  narrates  in  4.6.2  how the  change  from successful

professional life to being an organic urban farmer was made because money and partying did not

bring happiness any more (cf. R-26: #00:50:00-7#); R-19 had similar mindset change, in fact when

experiencing a physical breakdown: 

“I didn't really sleep at that time, [...] I ate to make my stomach full but then, I didn't care

about nutrition. So one day, [...] my body just shut down” (R-19: #00:01:03-9#). 

There are  more,  similar examples:  A  sales manager at  Kodak resigning to start  up with

farming, first in the city, now on a new plot in the province; a former flight attendant starting her

farm; a trainer at a communication company doing alike (cf. R-26: #00:52:48-7#). Full time urban

gardener R-43 affirms that many people in the Cityfarm network seek for this kind of fulfilment of
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happiness and simple living (cf. R-43). (Cf. Table 14)

People  may miss  an  important  aspect  of  life  when driven by the  cycle  of  earning and

spending money, which is as if working for something uncertain. Instead, creating happiness and

bonds between people can be the remedy for a healthy society and holistic personal health (cf. R-30,

p.5).  

4.7.1 “Back-to-nature“ and “do-it-yourself” visions

“[N]ow, it's like a new trend [...], it's a paradox you know, in the rural area, young people

[…] from the farmers families don't want to be a farmer. But young people in the urban area

wants to be the farmers. It's a paradox. And most of the students in many curriculums in the

university interested about the organic farming” (R-1: p. 26). 

Respondents  say,  many  people  are  talking  about  organic  agriculture  and  the  idea  of

“returning”  lifestyles  (cf.  R-10:  #01:22:10-8#),  about  individuals  who change their  lifestyles  to

“turn to be the organic farmer, [...] organic farming entrepreneur” (R-1, p.5). In this context, the

recall of what is missing in the urbanites' lives is momentous, and it is often the aspect of nature that

is difficult to find in the megacity. This has been uttered by various consumers – green living in

Bangkok is difficult to realise for its lacking access to nature due to confined living space, pollution,

food issues. On the other hand, others positively describe the options that individuals have by taking

good care of themselves, choosing the right food channels, excercising and practising a happy mind

(cf. Table 8). Many respondents report of urbanites who go one step further to realise their garden in

the city, or even settle down as rural organic farmers. People who change their lifestyle to become a

farmer scarcely do it in order to gain money but because they can find freedom therein. City life

misses  freedom and  contact  to  nature,  hence  contact  to  the  real  life  (cf.  R-32:  #00:43:08-6#).

Nowadays, technologies make rural life with home office possible. 

“So why the new generation choose to be the farmer because they can earn money, not by

the farming but another way” (R-32: #00:44:27-3#). 

The reality is that our respondents feel urban lifestyles are quite individualist, and many

people  are  bored  by their  work  and  daily  routines  and  might  aspire  different  life  experience;

furthermore office employees show the “office syndrome” and need relaxing environments (cf. R-

1).  It  resonates with R-22's personal experience: Tired of working employed for companies, he
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wanted to change his lifestyle. Instead, “we found that […] city people who grow city farm, they

development  themselves  lifestyle” (cf.  R-17).  From the perspective of  the overall  Thai  society,

organic is not yet integral of people's daily living (cf. R-4), but farming is, for a certain clientele that

aspires  green  living,  a  new  lifestyle  matter:  Celebrities  like  Thai  actress  Um  Siriyakorn  are

modelling it (cf. R-34), other Bangkokians, educated middle classes are buying land to retire from

city life to be rural farmers (cf. R-39). By the experience of an organic farming expert in the rural

area, Bangkokians are looking for alternatives, and some with determination: “some of them are

really grew in, they never know anything about farming but they want to change their life” (cf. R-

21). The new generation needs the nature and space around them, knows R-32, and they even “want

the  time  back”  (cf.  R-32).  Rural  living  brings  a  certain  freedom and creativity  which  is  what

younger people are looking for. The organic movements are hence correspondingly movements of

sustainable living (cf. R-9). Those interested in organic farming quest after independence, nature

experience and recalling the basic living (cf. R-8). These quested lifestyles include for instance self-

reliance elements of making things at home, which the Cityfarm group transmits in their workshops

(making of soaps, shampoos, detergents from garden plants) (cf. R-1) and R-11 with their hotel

concept of slow life. (Cf. Table 14)

4.7.2 Simple living and community

The quest for happiness through simple life and community (cf. R-43, R-23, R-16, R-31, R-

17, Table 14) draws through the individual visions. Simple life provides more time to dedicate to

others (cf. R-16). It was said that many urbanites take their opportunity to start simple living in the

rural area; it is not an option for anyone to leave the city – how can these lifestyles be realised in the

city though? 

A public network (St.16, Table 6) started off from a core group of city farmers who are

determined to  experiment  with  alternative  paths  of  living,  personal  well-being  through holistic

nutrition,  community spirit,  and appear  as such on public  events.  They meet  up regularly as a

community to discuss and exchange. On regular workshops, they often invite guest speakers to talk

for example about organic farming topics, screen educative films, demonstrate healthy cuisine or

baking. The workshops and gatherings are public and are advertised mainly via social media, and

the Thai Cityfarm group. The network is present at most organic food and health-related fairs (cf.

field notes observations). Remarkable about this network is, it seems to represent a group of like-

minded members who manage to realise both community living and sustainability as much as the

urban environment allows. From the outside, most members appear as what could possibly be called
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alternative, creative and nature-loving. One member divulges about the network: 

“And as I told you, it's really different from the other kind of network. [...] This is like the

old farmer, Thai farmer, when they have a farm next to each other, they go and give the food. They

bring the food from that house. When they walk out the street, they talk along the street and say

hello to every house. That's the old way of doing Thai agriculture” (R-26: #00:46:05-9#). 

This being said, the community aspect is repeatedly mentioned throughout our interviews as

aspiration whether it concerns rural farmers' communities or urban communities, and whether it be

for a lifestyle or an economic rational. 

“I think [...] being alone is a big problem. I think the farmer, as long as they're still buying

chemical stuff, they're not gonna make money. As long as they're gonna sell the rice to the big rice

company and I think that's not the answer. If people [...] started to do that, a very small community,

they have all the equipment to process their rice, packaging, and do the label of the groups. I think

that's the answer” (R-26: #00:48:37-9#). 

Also  R-32 stresses the community aspect,  saying that anonymity in big cities can create

feelings of loneliness among urbanites, rural living in turn bonds and stability through community

life (cf. R-32: #00:44:51-1#). 

Recently, urbanites have brought into being a foundation for people who want start over a

farmer's life in the countryside (cf. St.17, Table 6). Various challenges arise from the circumstances

that  few urbanites  own rural  land  and  that  many face  familial  resistance.  At  a  seminar  about

alternative food markets in 2015, we have the chance to talk to representatives of the network. From

the field notes can be extracted: 

At the seminar, we meet a marketing professional in his 40s, who we had encountered two years before at

another symposium organised by the School for Wellbeing. At that time, he was still working in his profession

but already considering an alternative life as a farmer. Now, he is just about to start his own farm, a bit out of

Bangkok. As he is urbanite, he has no land but was offered a government grant: The government allocates

him a plot under the condition that he can start a farm there within six months. As he is still working part-time

in Bangkok, he commutes but cannot wait to be back on his farm any time he is in the city. He found the

support of the foundation of which he is a member now.
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On the following day, we meet a foundation responsible who must be in her early 40s. She and her partner,

both wearing an “alternative” outfit with fisherman pants and handwoven scarves, just started their own farm

in Ayutthaya province. They equally still have a work in Bangkok, hence leave their garden be grown with fruit

and forest trees before starting the farm. According to her information, the project started only in January

2015, though already has 780 members, 680 of them having started their farm already. Their advertising

intentionally is defensive because they want to appraise the first year's evolution before launching a campaign

– proofing first the concept before encouraging people to follow. 

The project content is to facilitate urbanites who had once come to Bangkok for study and work purpose their

return to their home town for farming. Most of them have university degree but manifold motives to go back:

to join their families, to support them directly instead of funding them from the distance, to escape the city life

perceived as wearying, to live healthier, to recollect farming because they miss it, to give their home towns

something back. They include organic farming and the Sufficiency Economy as a model and try to reach out

additionally to farmers in the area. The project's members share similar personal stories: their families invest

much to facilitate their children's studies and a more comfortable life. Most of their families are cash crop

farmers and indebted. Although missing their far away children, they prefer them to have a stable profession

in the cities. When their children decide to return, they usually find their parents reserved and neighbours

looking down on them. They often experience exclusion: quitting a stable profession can be interpreted as

failure. Returning to the village to continue farming does not suffice the common pretensions, and particularly

organic  farming  is  considered  as  an  unreasonable  endeavour.  Our  foundation  responsible  affirms  high

pressure from Thai  communities.  The foundation tackles here the root  of  the problem which is  to make

families and villagers understand the notion of self-sufficiency and organic farming. The aim is to build up

trust, back the members and try to reconcile the families. Their involvement is hence very personal and close

to the individual cases. The foundation's concept finds inspiration in Adam Kahane's 'Power and Love', aiming

at  social  change.  Some  urbanites  have  no  access  to  land  when  they  leave  the  city,  but  there  is  a

governmental programme for the redistribution of abandoned land. Members have the chance to be allocated

a plot; there is option for lease after a first year of approval. The foundation itself is apolitical. 

Our responsible considers this evolution as a movement, being integrated in a higher movement around the

School for Wellbeing. (Cf. field notes MCE-01/09/2015)
Box 11: Foundation for the promotion of rural organic farming 

The foundation and other  quotes demonstrate reactions to  urban living that lead to  new

aspirations of projecting one's own life. For all examples, it is the contemporary urban lifestyles

quoted as new challenge, as cause for mindset changes.
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4.7.3 Urban greening

The effect of urban gardening on the urban ecology does not appear often as an explicit

motive in the interviews, although respondents occasionally allude to it saying that urban gardens

contribute to neighbourhood greening or better micro-climate. The rooftop demonstration garden on

a central  shopping mall (n°7 chapter 4.6.4) is  found to be the only gardening project explicitly

devoted to the decrease of the urban heat island effect in the dense central locations in Bangkok,

and the potential  for the general urban climate if  greening was more consistently integrated in

vernacular  design.  Their  ecology  aspect  appears  plausible  as  it  is  embedded  in  a  university

landscape architecture programme. 

We observe that urbanites direct their aspirations of new ways of living towards two options:

First to arrange green living in the urban sphere, or second to outsource them into the rural sphere.

4.8 The organic networks within the movement

One  of  preliminary  results  of  our  first  field  work  period  in  2013  was  that  a  range  of

stakeholders  is  involved  in  the  organic  scenes  in  Bangkok,  though  it  is  missing  consistent

interaction,  sometimes  even  missing  knowledge  of  each  other.  R-10's  work  is  about  making

different groups meet, knowing how challenging it is: “Why will the NGOs not collaborate? […] I

think it is one of my most difficult tasks to gather all in one room” (R-10: #00:53:05-7#, translated

from German). 

Since the second, long-term field work period,  we find this  globally still  valid although

stakeholders do interact within smaller sub-networks more regularly. For a number of reasons that

concern  the  constitution  of  the  city,  but  also  the  way how urbanites  make  use  of  media  and

technology,  virtual  communications  compose  the  organic  network  significantly.  Social  media

communication,  mostly  within  sub-networks,  is  found  to  be  the  preferable  means  to  topical

exchange, announcements, for example. 

The networks how they currently exist in the organic movement should be briefly introduced

in the following. Our stakeholders give their personal opinions on the networks, mostly consistently

(cf.  Table 15):  “We have different networks now” (R-10). Principally,  some organic groups are

organised within networks, there is mutual knowledge but not a single whole. For example, there

are still the pioneer groups who were inspired by Fukuoka in the early years of the movement but

share not much with the contemporary groups (cf. R-10). Each group works individually so that no

overarching network has become apparent so far (cf. R-19), some stakeholders try to connect but
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are hard to bring together on the same level because of differing interests, for example the activist

movement and the industrial or commercial movement (cf. R-13). Two respondents find that it is

not yet  the right time to achieve one network (cf.  R-13, R-27) because some might not yet be

prepared for it; “technocrates” in the ministries or universities can be a nuisance with coordination

(cf. R-18). Others in turn, do agree on positive effects of coordination among the organic groups but

prefer that it keeps the scale of smaller groups (cf. R-32); it could be on neighbourhood level as on

higher levels, relationships can be difficult (cf. R-17). (Cf. Table 15)

This  small-scale  interaction  is  implied  in  the  respondents'  comments  about  how  they

personally handle it: a slow-life hotel in a network of five other green hotels in Thailand (cf. R-11),

a northern NGO attaching to local governments and universities (cf. R-6), the urban farming groups

having some exchange with other cities but attempting more networking, also on international level

(G-1), R-35 with other alternative health experts, a public urban garden with further organic farmers

for  sharing  a  fresh  produce  market  (cf.  R-38),  organic  farming  expert  R-39 occasionally with

individual stakeholders, an organic farmer in the South connecting to the local NGOs (cf. R-15) and

a  low-income  community  to  nation-wide  organisations  for  homeless  people  (cf.  G-2).  This  is

probably what R-8 means when saying, organic stakeholders are interconnected and just loosely

connected at the time (cf. R-8). (Cf. Table 15)

It becomes apparent that the networking backs upon smaller scale organisations rather than

one consistent base. 

At  the  moment,  many  stakeholders  organise  their  own projects.  Although  they  share  a

common objective, their outreach could be more effective if work and competencies were shared,

and all groups congregated yearly or half-yearly (cf. R-10: #01:28:50-2#). Apart from the reality

that physical meetings are time-wise difficult to arrange, some stakeholder agendas differ too much

from others' to find a common point of view – it happens that NGO and business meeting does not

produce any fruitful results (cf. R-10: #01:46:12-8#). On the other hand, it seems to exist in some of

the coordinating sub-networks in the organic movements: The School for Wellbeing which gathers

various sub-networks functions as a connector in the movement, for it is the instance to which many

other stakeholders attach, having the higher objective to build up a green consumer society. They

coordinate with NGOs and other institutions, and support many projects of individual stakeholders

(cf. R-4). It is beyond a key stakeholder in connecting consumers and growers (cf. R-25). (Cf. Table

15)

The organic farming model project near Bangkok (St.11,  Table 6),  tries to involve local

universities, Cityfarm experts, an organic farming NGO, a certification body as well as government

agencies in  the project (cf.  R-30, Table 15).  An organic farming research and funding network
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(St.19, Table 6) coordinates among NGOs, the School for Wellbeing, Thai Cityfarm among others

(cf. R-10). Other of these connecting instances are arguably the Thai Health Promotion Fund for

enabling  many  private  projects  financially,  of  ACT  private  certification  body  (cf.  R-4),  the

Alternative Agriculture Network whose offspring many NGOs are (cf. R-2), the Thai  Cityfarm as

elucidated  in  4.6.3  (cf.  R-1,  R-11),  and  a  major  NGO  in  the  field  of  sustainable  farming

implementation (St.39, Table 6) that consists of 14 other NGOs (cf. R-17). (Cf. Table 15)

A few respondents are explicit that improved stakeholder cooperation is likely to strengthen

the  organic  scenes  to  form a  more  unified  movement  (cf.  R-18,  R-19);  fairs  and other  public

gatherings are a positive move already being seen (cf. R-9, R-22, R-26). Networking is important

for R-33 who maintains a sustainable restaurant in the city. In order to find preferred ingredients

and to  realise  the  concept  requires  dependence  on the  organic  scene  (cf.  R-33:  #00:04:18-6#).

Network does not mean that all of their actions need to be synchronised, but it can mean that groups

work individually on a shared topic and build one network (cf. R-32: #00:57:28-6#). (Cf. Table 15)

It is interesting to have closer look to some of the network's agendas for some seem to

constitute key aspects of organic movements. One organic food network (St.53) under the School

for Wellbeing aims at building up a concept mindful consumers, or a “new green society” (R-4,

p.8).

4.8.1 Mindful consumption

“Thailand especially [is a] very consumerist society, [...] easy, cheap, cheap and easy and

this is all” (R-12, p.46). The counter-concept of mindfulness is being promoted among Buddhist

scholars, and in this context also among a couple of organic stakeholders. The “Mindful Markets”

2014 is a forum organised by the School for Wellbeing with the purpose “to empower the emerging

consumers movement in Asia in support of its small-scale farmers” (WILLENSWAARD 2015: 7). The

movement  raises  the  question  of  whether  we  as  consumers  prefer  the  free  market  or  food

sovereignty as underlying market base, and raises awareness of food sources

“Where does my food actually come from? How has it been grown? Who grew my food? Did

these farmers grow my food because he and she want to  bring me and my family health,  and

nutrition for my soul? Do the persons who grow my food enjoy a healthy and meaningful  life

themselves? Can they maintain their livelihood with dignity and joy?” (id.: 14).

A mindful market hence means to provide consumers – which includes the food growers as

235



well – with healthy food; and healthy food includes that it has been produced in ethically correct

manner.  It  hence  must  ensure  health  and  economic  viability  for  producers,  and  a  sustainable

handling with the local environments, too. Health ideally refers to both, physical and mental health,

which is synonymous to well-being. Consequently, the organic movement is a constituent part of

mindful market. 

The  public  network  (St.16,  Table  6),  a  group  of  engaged  city  farmers,  endeavours  the

mindful urban consumers. Giving consumers deeper knowledge about organic nutrition, the food

quality of regular products, or the options of participating in food systems is on the group's agenda

(cf. R-26: #00:24:54-6#). 

A spontaneous encounter with a couple of network members opened us their perspectives on food and health.

As noted in the field notes, “we engage in a conversation about nutritional values of food and alternative

medicine, and [a member] starts to talk about [the network's] activity on Vitaforce in foods: foods have varying

vitaforce properties according to their digestion especially by liver and thyroid. “That is what organic is about –

organic has better value, better vitaforce, and also tastes better”. [Another member] does healing workshops

with 20 participants each time; [we observe that the group] sincerely feels bad about the spaghetti lunch from

the food chain we eat at. Their technique is a blend of Thai and Japanese method. (Cf. field notes MCE

20/06/2015, data CD)
Box 12: Mindful consumers

On another occasion,  R-26 explains about their  idea that embraces the healthy living in

general: 

“So, the core of [our group] is not just growing vegetables, also living. Also if you know the

information, you don't have to grow yourself, but if you know the information, you can know what

to buy and what [...] not to buy. That's the core of the group” (R-26: #00:25:49-7#).

A way to ensure food quality to consumers while appropriate income to producers is via

PGS systems. To recall,  “Participatory Guarantee Systems are locally focused quality assurance

systems. They  certify producers based on active participation of stakeholders and are built on a

foundation of trust, social networks and knowledge exchange” (IFOAM, Definition of Participatory

Guarantee Systems).  Discussed on various forums, PGS generally find approval among organic

farmers and many NGOs in the field. Farmers are already questioning third-party certification as it

involves higher investment,  or they simply prefer the most viable way. St.41 (cf.  Table 6) is a
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foundation actively promoting PGS systems. The foundation's founder knows:

“I think it's not very suitable for the situation in Thailand. Where the farmer are very poor.

And the income very, very less. That's why here, you have a lot of debts, you know. And how they

manage to pay for the […] certification. And the P[GS] […], it has already guarantee system” (R-

39: #00:57:52-6#). 

PGS systems require commitment from the growers and trust from the consumers, a pair that

seems to  work for the Thai case. St.19, the organic agriculture research and funding network is

trying to  achieve PGS implementation in  the agricultural  policies,  having negotiations with the

government at  the time of research (cf. R-10). PGS is less economically interesting than it  has

benefit for empowering communities (cf. R-30 p.3). Even though working on PGS system, R-30

remains slightly sceptic about trust relationships, because obligation among communities in Thai

mentality would require to cover a farmer who is misusing the organic principles. Nevertheless, the

system is becoming a base for guarantee systems for the organic farming community,  replacing

third-party certification. Different organic marketing channels in Thailand rely on these trust-based

guarantees. 

The present situation of the organic market

To  recall  what  the  respondents  have  to  say  about  the  market  (cf.  Table  7):  There  is

insufficient organic produce available and green market systems is a viable additional organic food

source  (cf.  R-3),  the  conventional  market  offers  low quality  products,  often  imports  (cf.  R-4),

concerning certified organic produce, consumer-grower links can be more efficient (cf. R-5), there

are health shops selling organic products but supermarkets sometimes fake organic labels (cf. R-7),

GAP certified products have been found to show residues (cf. R-37), for example. (Cf. Table 7)

It  was  the  general  market  situation  that  made  R-30 consider  growing  and  induce  local

farmers to grow organically to be able to cater for the hotel with organic food: 

“Well if you want to see it from the business point of view, I wanted to serve organic but

couldn't find enough organic food on the market” (R-30, p.3).

To give a brief overview on the existing forms of organic food sale, shops with organic food

range are commonly referred to as green shop or health shop among the stakeholders. Hardly any

shop sells uniquely organic, but handicrafts or goods from sustainable fabrication alike. Apart from
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a number of health shops and organic traders that exist since the first emerging of green consumer

movement, there are more outlets recently gaining momentum. Among the health shops, the first

model has several branches in Bangkok, selling under their own organic brand or retailing others.

They sell  also  non-organic,  but  related  health  products.  Some of  the  latter  are  foreign  brands

regularly sold on the conventional market, too. The outlets of Royal Project production have similar

range of goods but usually fewer genuinely organic products. Conscious organic consumers may

have  reservations  against  these  shops  as  their  products  are  often  under-declared.  There  are

individual health shops, too, which retail certain organic brands or the products they obtain from the

rural communities they deal with. Supermarkets increasingly dedicate a limited share to organic

products, with a certification label to provide guarantee. These are mainly vegetables and a small

range of basic food, depending on their clientele, and possibly imported goods. However, some

supermarkets also sell local organic brands, one of which is organic trade pioneer St.58 (cf. Table

6). Given the circumstances that firstly, supermarkets sell a limited range and at multiple higher

prices, secondly health shops are often small and inconveniently situated, and thirdly, farmers need

reliable,  regular  and  profitable  outlet  for  their  produce,  farmers'  markets  and  other  direct  sale

platforms have found to be a viable alternative for both, consumers and farmers. 

Farmers' markets are where growers bring their fresh produce to the market location and sell

directly.  This  has  some  advantages,  for  example,  personal  knowledge  and  eventually  trust  is

established,  growers  might  pay a  reasonable  membership  fee  but  get  full  profit  from the  sale,

growers learn consumers' preferences and can adjust, consumers can improve their food awareness,

mutual knowledge can widen to consumer activities like farm visits. 

There is another concept, very similar, the green market. Its initiative comes from the green

marketing  groups  around  the  School  for  Wellbeing.  Having  an  intervention  focus  on  farmers'

assistance to commence organic farming, the green market is meant to be their direct sale outlet. As

the green markets in Bangkok have the idea of farmers' support, they equally offer products from

during their organic conversion period. Considering that growers face lower yields, and difficulties

to find their  market  niche,  this  usually is  a  demanding period for  them. The green markets in

Bangkok have originally been held in office buildings or hospitals, but some of the original markets

are currently in decline. Apparently,  there are still  many markets but they have less consumers,

often because the locations  are  hard to  reach for  the growers  […].  The organisers found other

channels to be more viable: 

“And now we are try to develop that green market to be a movement. So the markets that not

means the physical markets, you know. [...]  But maybe CSA is some kind of movements. Or the
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RDC, DC [...] distribution centre. Is a centre to collect the products. And deliver to many shop” (R-

34: #00:06:58-1#). 

Some alternative  schools  happen  to  host  small-scale  green  markets,  often  organised  by

school parents; 

“there was this man who was a farmer. He would come every Thursday to sell vegetables.

Organic. Straight from the field to you. So it doesn't go through a middleman, through supermarket,

packed in a package. Everybody had their own cloth bags, it was all very nice, and. So, I had been

buying from him” (R-35: #00:02:36-2#). 

Bangkok's so-called farmers' market scene started from the initiative of one stakeholder, a

sustainable restaurant (St.68, Table 6), gathering in the bounds of his restaurant on Sukhumvit Road

in early 2013. Idea was here to create a platform for fresh produce vendors and sustainable business.

The farmers' markets eventually changed location and management, and seem to become more and

more popular. The stakeholder who hosted the first market regrets they became too big, and their

offer has changed: 

“It just disappoints me that there's not as much fresh produce, Thai, fresh Thai produce, but

you know it's definitely serves a market here” (R-33: #00:11:48-0#). 

Indeed, the markets widened to include handicrafts, fashion, ready-to-eat food and many

different kinds of home made goods. 

“The reason why we sort of stopped doing the farmers' market is because it changed from

what we wanted to something that we didn't want. […] all of a sudden, it just turned into a lot of

Westerners selling westernised products, all being organic or whatever, but the reason why […] I

started the market, because we wanted Thai products” (R-33: #00:10:13-8#). 

It was also observed that a great share of offer is not organic, and this accounts especially for

the processed products. Despite of this, there is effort to ensure the organic quality – certified or

non-certified – of the fresh fruits and vegetables; and the growers still sell physically. Organic fruit

farmer  R-23  appreciated  the  farmers'  market  as  an  opportunity  of  outlet  for  seasonal  fruits,

considering there has been troubles to find a market niche before. The farmer also appreciates the

239



market in the sense of a community as the vendors maintain good relationship and exchange (cf. R-

23, p.1). Since its beginnings, the farmers' markets developed itself a reputation of organic produce

outlet,  hence  is  known  among  consumers  as  source  of  organic  and  health  foods,  as  well  as

sustainable produce to some extent. At some point in 2014, the then only core market group split to

become two separate farmers'  markets at  different locations but with similar concept.  The base

location  of  the  first  market  moved  to  be  hosted  by  mostly  shopping  centres  in  different

neighbourhoods. 

Conceptionally, there is not much difference between green markets and farmers' markets in

Bangkok but they rather  differ  in  terms of their  clientele.  The green markets  tend to  represent

mostly Thai customers, the farmers' market mixed nationalities.

Apart from these physical markets on set locations, delivery schemes are gaining popularity;

they work on people's order or on base of regular vegetable boxes that contain a fixed amount but

varying  range  of  farmer's  produce.  Presently  four  of  these  delivery  schemes  are  known  for

Bangkok. They are called CSA programmes,  community supported agriculture, even though not

necessarily  following  the  CSA principles  of  consumer  groups  ensuring  their  farmers'  arranged

yearly income besides the order. The first order and delivery scheme was a cooperative in the early

years of the movement selling organic rice from a north-eastern farmers group to a Bangkok-based

customer group.

Other remarkable markets are the two Santi Asoke bases in Bangkok. Both feature health

shops with the community's production line, as described in chapter 4.5.4. A small green market of

one or two vendors is attached to the centres where Asoke members or farmers who were trained by

Asoke sell. 

Affordability of  organic  food is  one aspect  of  accessibility,  and when consumers  worry

about  excessive  prices,  it  refers  to  certified  products  most  of  the  time  which  are  available  in

supermarkets, to some extent on farmers' markets, too. The advantages of both, the existing green

markets and cooperative or delivery schemes in Bangkok is that organic farmers can sell without

third-party certification and mostly directly,  so the market  price is  almost  their  profit.  And the

consumer avoids paying the surplus for middle men, hence the products become very affordable. To

quote an example, our organic farming model project in a province in vicinity to Bangkok (cf. St.11,

Table  6)  gathers  the  project's  farmers  every  weekend  at  a  green  market,  visited  by  many

Bangkokian day-trippers. The project coordinator tells, guava fruit can be at 20 Baht per kilo during

high season on the regular fresh market and even 80 Baht in high-end supermarkets of which the

actual producers receives in both cases just a small share. Organic guava is sold at 40 Baht per kilo

at this local green market which convenes consumers and growers. In fact, growers could ask for a
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much higher price though refuse to do so (cf. R-30, p.4).

Our respondents share many different views on the current situation of organic foods on the

Bangkok market.  In  reality,  Thailand already has  a  range of  green  shops,  different  kinds  with

different flaws (cf. R-4, p.7). There is no healthy bakery in Bangkok, utters a health shop owner (cf.

R-35: #00:07:29-2#). There is for example scepticism from organic business stakeholders towards

green market systems: R-9 thinks, the latter lack sustainable business policies and often rely on

external funding (cf. R-9:  #01:11:10-4#). One green market in Bangkok indeed seems to receive

support from Thai Health Promotion Foundation. Others are doing very well and independently.

There is concern about the organic quality in supermarkets, too: 

“[P]eople are just like more concern about the food that is more organic but somehow, as

we going to the market is not real organic you know, […] the product in the supermarket, they just

like claim that they are organic but sometimes they are not real organic” (R-11, p.1). 

Other respondents see the inclusion of organic products in the modern trade market less

problematic: Amused, R-13 says “in my idea, they should have 7-Eleven and organic shop together”

(R-13:  #00:42:40-1#),  which  could,  in  fact,  be  realistic:  in  a  canal  bank  neighbourhood  in

Bangkok's Ladphrao area that is about to be renovated, there are plans to preserve surface for urban

gardens. Yet, currently without a 7-Eleven chain shop, it is planning to open branches there in the

future, retailing the urban garden produce.

Farmers' markets in Bangkok aim at growing the local sustainable consumer community; the

group around green markets defines the mindful consumers; stakeholders talk about the importance

of  supporting  the  conscious  consumers.  Consumers  as  subscribers  to  a  CSA programme  to

sustainably support the farmers' incomes, is a reasonable market alternative: 

“CSA is  another  body,  […]  a  system that  try  to  make a  bridge  between producer  and

consumers. Especially for the small farmers, how they can send their products to Bangkok? And

that is like a many organisation try. [C]onsumers like [...] to buy organic products and producers

also, they like to produce organic products but they cannot find markets […]. So CSA help with

that” (R-4, p.6). 

Many middle class people currently use the CSA programmes, with positive experience:

Farm visits, support and participation lead to good relations; supermarket sale in contrast imposes

additional costs for consumers and income cuts for farmers: 
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“that's where you have the middle men. Like when you put your product in the chain store,

they take your money, and the consumer must pay. Not necessary” (R-32: #01:02:17-0#). 

That way, CSA is a way to meet consumers' and growers' needs. In the narrative of a young

organic  farmer  in  northern  Thailand,  reference  is  made  on  the  positive  opportunity  that  a

community-supported farming can be successful. The farmer’s parents had already learned about

and converted to organic farming after facing health issues from the chemical sprays. 

“But the problem was that we had no market and we could only bring our products to be

sold at the flea market. […] One time we had just returned from the weekly green market and we

had a car accident. Luckily no one was injured. But since then we young farmers have realized that

being farmers, we have no security in our lives, no life insurance, no social security. From there the

idea emerged to communicate our need for security to the public and particularly to consumers. We

learned about the concept of CSA from America and in Thailand from CSA pioneers […]. The way

that  consumers  really  are  partners  with  farmers  and  are  willing  to  pay  in  advance  is  very

supportive and caring and ensures our security” (WILLENSWAARD 2015: 120).

CSA thus functions as a social security for farmers as it guarantees stable income by the

consumers' advanced payments. At the same time, the CSA contributes to the consumer awareness: 

“There is a big trend of city people starting their own urban gardens. And when people

grow their own vegetable they realize that it is not easy at all and that CSA is a very good way to

teach consumers about the value of farmers, especially organic farmers. Consumers can realize

that eating according to season is important and a very basic thing to do” (id: 121). 

Within a small community of organic farmers, they started the CSA with 11 growers at first.

Every consumer member engages with 300 Baht per week which have to be paid ten weeks in

advance  to  give  the  farmers  more  financial  stability.  A vegetable  box  with  seasonal  fruit  and

vegetables, as available at the day of harvest, is delivered weekly. About one half of the price is for

the actual produce, another half covers delivery, packaging and the management of the project. The

project in fact includes regular meetings as the members have become of group of interest and

friends with the farmers. Three basic principles of his CSA are mutual dependence and help, organic

produce from wholly sustainable method, and friendship. 
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The “mindful markets” as defined by the School for Wellbeing should fulfil the vision to

provide organic, healthy food for all income groups and at the time be marketable and economically

viable: 

“So there is an enormous challenge to build and scale up producer-consumer “networks of

networks”  in  such  a  way  that  the  characteristics  of  independent  small-scale  farmers'  and

consumers' initiatives are not diluted, but keep their unique ethical and activist spirit; while they

are at the same time economically feasible and effective” (WILLENSWAARD 2015: 28). 

Image 34: Mindful living at the green markets and fairs
(from own source)

Image 35: The Mindful Markets as slogan for a fair and forum linking farmers, consumers and 
social enterprise
(after Mindful Markets Forum #2)
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Image 36: Farmers' market in Bangkok offering organic and home-made products I
(from own source)

Image 37: Farmers' market in Bangkok offering organic and home-made products II
(from own source)

Image 38: Farmers' market of an organic community farming project near Bangkok, and organic 
vendors at a green fair in Bangkok
(from own source)
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4.8.2 Social media as enabler for the movements

The young farmer in our example actually finds, as these marketing programmes are based

on communication, social media today are more facilitating. “Luckily now we have more capacity

to communicate than our parents. We use one click in social media and our information can reach

out  to  so many people.  We can create  a  consumer  group,  a  network and access  more  public”

(WILLENSWAARD 2015: 122). 

Our field research and interview partners largely confirm the role of social media in enabling

the organic network; social media seems crucial for the connection of and the exchange between

stakeholders (cf.  chapter 4;  Table 15 in the following).  Thai citizens being typically fairly well

connected via internet platforms and instant messaging services, social media are a helpful means to

share experience, give advice, inform and discuss relevant matters, for example (cf. G-1, R-1, R-8,

R-11, R-17, R-21, R-26, R-34, R-38, R-43). Topics like food security for instance are discussed on

social media (cf. R-34) and they help the organic network sharing their activities – R-17's NGO fan

page counts  100000 persons;  R-43 is  popular  for  urban gardening and gets  friend requests  on

Facebook every day; and R-21 explains about the green markets:

“we have website, we have social media, our team are very good at using Facebook. They

know how to reach everyone. So, that's how it spread the news” (R-12, p.9). 

Mostly social  media platform Facebook is used for connection (cf.  R-1),  unintentionally

becoming  the  nation-wide  network  (cf.  R-21).  Thai  Cityfarm for  example  has  a  website  but

Facebook  is  a  more  successful  means  (cf.  G-1).  Information  about  the  urban  garden  site  in

Sukhumvit area is shared via website and Facebook (cf. R-38). In the eyes of retired official at the

Ministry of Health, it is the ultimate information tool for the general public which can “[m]ake the

impossible possible” for people can link and the global organic promotion can happen (cf. R-8). R-

26 narrows down that social media are effective at present but have limitations (cf. R-26). These

quotes demonstrate first the presence of social media in the communication between stakeholders,

and then their  positive  employment  for  the current  networking in  the  organic movements.  The

general media is also playing a role, although limited in some respondents' view. For the urban

farmers,  book,  magazine,  newspaper  publications,  radio  and television  programmes  are  just  as

social  media  powerful  tools  of  knowledge dissemination  and potentially  imitated  by the  broad

public  (cf.  G-1,  R-1,  R-7)  as the media reaches  masses and convinces many (cf.  R-35,  R-43).

Television shows raise general consumer awareness and are a means to encourage more people (cf.
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R-4, R-26), and there are internet or television-based sale schemes for organic produce (cf. R-4). A

new reality show for example features a popular Thai actress as organic farmer (cf. R-34).  (Cf.

Table 15)

There is media attention on health issues and in that light organic farming these days, and

advertisement, too (cf. R-9, R-10, R-15, R-19, G-2). R-22 finds media one of the most important

stakeholders in educating people and attaining attitude change. The Asoke community uses their

own television channel to promote organic farming (cf. R-31). 

Other stakeholders confirm a general presence of organic farming on the media but doubt its

effectiveness: It is mostly only talking (cf. R-5), often one-dimensional (cf. R-6), has little impact

(cf. R-18), or is not directly treated but via the topic of general health care (cf. R-13). There is

promotion of organic food yet not enough (cf. R-8). 

“Yeah, it seem a lot of ministries talk about the word organic agriculture and you go on the

TV and you hear all these kind of thing but we don't know [...] how effective it will be” (cf.

R-11).

R-8 and R-39 beyond explain that  at  the same time as  organic farming is  promoted on

television and newspapers, the rural local media channels continue to advertise chemical fertilizers.

(Cf. Table 15)

The analysis has displayed the participants' statements towards a range of topics that the

research questions cover. The following section 5 serves their interpretation. 

246



Image 39: Facebook page of the Cityfarm network

(after Facebook. สวนผ�กคนเม
อง)
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5. Understandings and synthesis

The synthesis deduces understandings from the theoretical, methodological, empirical and

analytical  elements of this  study.  The results  of analysis  have been organised according to key

themes and can now be applied to the four research questions. Respondents' statements reply to key

themes either directly or will be interpreted correspondingly. 

The preceding analysis presented relevant research results that allow the dimensions and

nature of organic food scenes in  Bangkok to be seized.  The results  range from the realities of

organic farming in Thailand – background of agriculture, recent trends, structural settings – to the

stakeholders of the organic movements, including their motivations, and networks. In a last step,

this study will assemble all of the research components to bring them to synthesis: What are the

understandings of the results? How do the results transfer to initial theories and concepts? What are

interpretations made from these results, and how do they apply to our research questions? With

respect to theoretical argumentation and research questions, this will be explained in respect of how

the organic scenes in Bangkok are understood from a new social movement perspective, to include

motives  for  stakeholder  engagement,  the  role  of  identity  matters,  self-determination  and  self-

fulfilment in stakeholder motivations, and the voluntary choices of alternative lifestyles. 

To recall the theories and concepts chosen to frame the empirical analysis, there are first

New Social Movements theories. It needs to be discussed whether their applicability to the Thai

context is viable. Initially, it was understood that there is not one consistent concept that points to a

movement, rather the organic scenes gather several characteristics that constitute a new movement.

This is in comparison to common social movements that continue to occur analogously. There is, in

New Social Movements, emphasis on individual lifestyles, identities, cultural values and attitudes

replacing the classical structural societal settings that induce stakeholders to engage for societal

change.  Their  objective  can  be  the  mobilisation  of  the  civil  society  for  collective  action,  and

precisely, civil society action is not class-based but comprehensive of a broader public, even though

middle classes can be the directing element.  MELUCCI is specific about collective identity in New

Social  Movements,  meaning  the  process  in  which  the  stakeholders  coordinate  their  objectives

through interaction, with collective action deriving from structural influence along with individual

motivations. A common theme for stakeholders can be public awareness raising and attitude shifts,

in the case of the organic movements generally for health and sustainability matters. The network-

like nature of stakeholder interaction is another relevant point about the collective identity. 

A second theoretical frame spins around the notion of identity. There is personal identity, for
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example identities that persons perform privately, and social identity which is identity performed in

social  groups  and  which  reciprocates  with  this  of  other  individuals  through  social  interaction

processes.  We assume that movements constitute social  groups in an organisational sense.  This

study’s  intention  is  to  find  the  interplay  of  identity  and  social  group  attachment.  Precisely

stakeholder self-categorisation into social groups is a psychological process that might account for

this interplay. Social Identity Theory assumes that social identities refer to social categories and are

self-defining, thus define who one is within a certain group. They can possibly enable collective

action such as movements. 

A third set of concepts deals with individual motivations: Self-determination indicates how

persons are  directed  by intrinsic  or  extrinsic  motivations,  and how the motivations  adjust  with

people's personal environments. To get to the bottom of personal motivations, Self-Determination

Theory suggests a set of basic psychological needs; self-fulfilment and personal well-being are two

of  those  needs  that  individuals  likely  represent  in  our  organic  food  movements.  Further

psychological  needs  examined  in  its  context  are  mindfulness  and  the  concept  of  Voluntary

Simplicity. 

Our  analysis  accounts  for  various  aspects  of  the  theoretical  framework.  They  will  be

elucidated after, completed with statements from the expert interviews along with observations. To

anticipate, it may be argued from the results that organic scenes are settling in Bangkok, and that

this scene, including its committed and less committed stakeholders, obtains the status of a social

movement,  precisely  a  social  movement  as  defined  after  criteria  of  New  Social  Movements.

Although Thailand's disposition differs from the geographical context New Social Movements have

been  described  for,  they  can  be  transferred  in  most  respects,  especially  as  Bangkok  needs  to

regarded as a sphere for itself.

In chapter 2.1.2,  the concept of new social movements is  introduced into the debate, and

derive several points to be discussed here, namely: what are structural settings, and what are their

impacts on the organic scenes? What is their social base, and which substance does it have? What

are core themes of the scenes and what are the motivations for individual stakeholders to engage?

What  could  cause  friction  in  the  contemporary  society  of  Bangkok?  What  is  the  nature  of

stakeholder engagement? How is the nature of networking? And what is the role of (social) media?  

5.1 Discussing the movement 

To call to mind a key informant's quote, regarding the Thai setting: 

249



“we different from many countries because I think it's about this, because we start from the

farmers' side not start from the consumers' side. […] We start from most of a farmers. Because in

the past, around 30 years ago, we found the very intelligence farmer in the rural area that they can

create their own concept about the integrated farming” (R-1, p.34). 

It tells about the situation of rural farmers becoming the incentive for farmers and NGOs to

recollect sustainable farming methods as a first move for the contemporary local organic movement.

The consumers' movement succeeds gradually, with a first consumer-grower cooperative as outlet

for the new rural produce. These early activities have to be seen in light of the current tendencies;

they underline that the contemporary organic movement in Bangkok is more than a trend, having a

background  of  continuous  engagement  from different  parties,  mainly  civil  society,  evolving  in

various waves. As explained by one respondent:

“[The] movement is a bottom-up approach. We started off from a grass roots, from different

[...]  interest of individuals, different organisations, different business, different schools, different

parent, different consumers, so it's really is a bottom up approach while the government kind of

realise that this is important and they started to make it a policy. [...] But health was the first initial

motivation” (R-22: #00:29:51-3#). 

Another key stakeholder and pioneer for notably directing NGOs and consumer protection

gives  details  about  this  bottom-up  approach:  NGOs  dealing  with  rural  farmers'  empowerment

started to design appropriate technologies to overcome the farmers' crisis and introduced sustainable

farming in this context. For the need of a market for the produce, mainly rice, a cooperative with

consumers in Bangkok was created. It became the first link between farmer and consumer groups.

Besides rice, farmers supplied the pioneer's traditional medicine business with herbs and medicinal

plants. At that time, some pioneers were already convened, and urban pioneers retired for farming in

the countryside such as a Bangkok post journalist (cf. R-27).

A number  of  organic  food outlets  have  emerged ever  since  these first  cooperatives  (cf.

chapter 4.8.1), and organic consumers both multiplied and diversified (cf. chapter 4.3.5). The green

consumer  society  requires  the  consumers'  routine  awareness;  and  a  number  of  NGOs,  public

networks and private  people are  currently working on it.  Fairs,  discussion forums, promotional

events are supporting. A positive step towards the mindful consumer society are CSA programmes,

green markets and other direct sale schemes which allow consumers and growers to meet and to

build up trust relationships which seem to meet acceptance. They have beyond proven to be viable
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marketing systems compared to other, often inefficient or unfair systems. Growing presence of the

organic food matter in the public certainly contributes to people's awareness. An organic ready-to-

eat salad vending machine placed on the ground floor of a busy office building for instance, might

not turn everybody into organic eaters but can allow organic produce to feature in a person's mind

just by regularly seeing the machine. 

Concerning the urban gardening movement in Bangkok, the key informant retraces it by

three consequent waves – post World War II, post 1997 crisis, and recent since about 2007 – and

explains how they coincide with the Thai organic food scenes emerging from movements for rural

sustainability. The contemporary urban gardeners grow organic gardens because they are widely

concerned about their health. During the times of crises, urban farming certainly fulfilled a purpose

of food security, the latest years took their inspiration increasingly from new urban lifestyles. After

what this respondent reveals, generation matters in this discussion: this new generation has in many

ways different mindsets from their parents' generation. This makes it certain among them that they

are induced by green living, hence distance themselves from their professional careers to experience

alternatives. Green, healthy, simple living becomes attributes to new identities and lifestyles for

some stakeholders, for example the alternative living network (cf. section 4.7).

In the course of the analysis, many elements of the movement demonstrate its multi-layered

nature: regarding structural conditions the departure from the complex rural farmers' situation, food

pollution, environmental degradation, agricultural policies, economic and political crises, regarding

then, on the side of stakeholders, NGO engagement, organic enterprise, and individual motivations

and representations of urban living. 

In a reflection on the position of organic farming method, it is often quoted as a sustainable

alternative to  modern agriculture.  A couple of respondents  yet  point  out  that  organic is  not  an

alternative for Thailand but the only option to avoid bigger crisis (cf. R-18, R-32, R-10: #01:22:13-

4#).

Respondents'  statements offer a couple of conclusions  on the organic scenes: The urban

gardening  and  the  organic  farming  scenes  ally;  R-27  remembers  how a  group  of  Bangkokian

weekend farmers cultivated a lot in the province on their days off work. The place does not exist

any more but urbanites have found new ways to follow the gardening hobby in the city (cf. R-10:

#00:44:18-2#). R-1 explains how the contemporary movement starts from “a people society, like a

NGO, like a environmentalist” (R-1, p.2). Much action happens analogously at that time, such as

rural action for sustainable farming, promotion of health foods to urbanites in Bangkok, publication

in two magazines for healthy lifestyles  and natural farming,  and a first  social  enterprise  at  the

interface  of  farmer  and  consumer.  It  “is  the  first  green  shop,  first  […]  green  entrepreneur  in
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Thailand. They want to promote the organic farming [...] in a urban market” (R-1, p. 3). 

R-10 mentions about the organic movement as consisting of different smaller movements.

Regarding the social base of these, they found mainly civil society instead of public policy support

(cf. R-10:  #00:11:59-3#). The inclusion of organic farming in the agendas of public institutions,

although hardly implemented, suggests a movement in the eyes of some: 

“It's a group, it's not individual. It is the organic movement in Bangkok, like the universities.

Because after Thai has set up their [...] National Organic Agenda, since 2003, [...] many ministries,

[…] universities, [...] they must have some organic programmes” (R-4, p.22). 

Indeed,  some  groups  react  accordingly.  Our  network  for  organic  farming  research  and

innovations  (cf.  St.19)  just  submitted  a  project  proposal  that  involves  a  local  university  in  an

organic community farming model (cf. R-10: #00:51:49-1#). 

For R-43, it is the media coverage of organic and urban farming that hint at a movement; In

the  respondent’s  view,  a  movement  apparently exists  because television,  magazines,  newspaper

raise awareness all the time (R-43, p.2). 

Observing  the  urban  gardening  scene  and  talking  to  stakeholders  reveals  its  present

dynamics: 

“I can tell from the first time I went to events, [...] not very many people go there, join there

[...]  two years  ago.  And the  last  year  one was [...]  full  of  people.  And also [our  network for

alternative living] can tell from the more city people, more famous people joins in and start doing

their  own  serious  growing,  farming  at  home.  And  is,  many  things  can  be  indicate  it”  (R-26:

#00:33:03-4#).

“Is trend as well. I know some one, she 'ah we growing, start growing vegetables now, is

trend' [...] And health issues I think is the most. [...] It's good. I think at the end, they find what is

good about it “(R-26: #00:34:14-1#). 

A field note hints at urban gardening as an educational tool for urban people; it has become a

mega trend but still, it  departed from civil society action (cf. field notes MCE-06/03/2013, data

CD). The trend demonstrates that many people start to participate initially, but many quit early (cf.

R-26:  #00:34:35-6#).  This  present  organic  scene  represents  probably  both,  a  trend  for  some

stakeholders, a movement for others, depending on their level of commitment. It may be argued that

a social movement does not need to gather exclusively the committed, but lives on the general mass
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as well, which is likely to feature the less committed to a certain extent; that way, it may well be

viewed as a movement on a higher level. The organic stakeholders do not necessarily need to agree

in all their ideas but can share a couple of objectives (cf. FLESHER FOMINAYA 2010).

“Well, it's hard to say, is it a trend or is it a movement. I hope it's not a trend cause trends

end. And this […] movement, if it is that, then it's the only logical way forward in my mind, for not

just Thai society, any society” (R-33: #00:14:37-8#), yet other key informants: It “[a]lready passed

the beginning and it's about the awareness of the people in the health term and in food safety term.

It's about that area and it's growing increasingly” (R-26: #00:41:02-2#). 

Networking and coordination of stakeholders

Concerning the coordination between the various stakeholders in the organic food scene, our

analysis detects stakeholder networks, although no tight ones. These rather loosely connect different

groups and individuals. Some groups internally network very efficiently, often supported by social

media, for example the Cityfarm network, the Asoke community, the network for alternative living,

and  foundation  for  sustainable  farming.  Whereas  inter-group connections  exist,  there  is  yet  no

consistent coordination of the movement as a whole. R-32 points out a typical feature, namely that

sub-groups often act individually but have the higher network that connects and represents them (cf.

R-32:  #00:57:38-6#).  Exceptionally,  urban  life  tends  to  be  individualistic  but  urban  poor

communities appear to have quite efficient networks. City farming has the effect of reconnecting

urbanites through shared activities, exchange of experiences, plants, produce, and others. It happens

automatically via virtual platforms or is organised by the Cityfarm network or sub-groups. 

“And people start to connect with Facebook all the time [...] they do sharing things in there.

Even informations, and even, we have seeds, 'give me the address, I send you for free'. Or '[...] you

send me the envelop with the stamp, I send you for free'” (R-26: #00:12:04-9#). 

Nevertheless,  the  networking  capacity  does  not  get  fully  exploited;  stakeholders  could

coordinate their work better, and could benefit more from each other. In our opinion, there is a

certain passivity which could be related to Bangkok physiognomy. In comparison, the green scene

in northern Thai city Chiang Mai is much more dynamic because its stakeholders are very active in

convening, according their activities with each other, with the common vision to make a liveable

city. A reason might be that Chiang Mai is much smaller in size, consequently the movement more
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manageable. The network is curious though: despite missing coordination as a whole, respondents

often declare feeling part of an organic community (cf. R-33: #00:16:33-9#), especially some of the

interviewed consumers. Regarding feeling part of a movement, R-28 says “Sure, we're part of this. I

think. And more and more people and consumer are joining us” (R-28: #01:44:59-2#). To conclude,

the interview with two rural pioneers reveals: 

“I think more individuals start to do organic farming and in the same time, they start to

connect together, loosely. Not very tight network [...] because different people do different thing” 

“some people aren't very formally in a network [...]. But a lot of people, even if were not in

a formal network but there are so many connections between different ideas and exchange” (R-21:

#00:25:22-0#). 

The  coordinator  of  a  peri-urban  organic  community  farming  project  seeks  to  involve

different bodies in the project, so that academics, officials and farmers get the chance of mutual

exchange.  The  coordinator  hopes  to  create  identification  when  all  involved  parties  meet  and

familiarise (cf. R-30, p.1). 

Referring back to the theory chapter, next examination of what aspects the case matches

with New Social Movement criteria; chapter 2.1.3 already sketches five recognised criteria. Firstly,

New Social Movements are said to settle in post-industrial societies. It is argued that Bangkok is big

and socially diverse enough to assemble an array of societal patterns and rhythms, among which

post-industrial patterns subsist. Many urbanites' lifestyles are prototypes of post-industrial societies,

existing  alongside  with  working  class,  small  business,  manufacturing,  industrial  services,  or

informal  sector  realities.  Shopping opportunity is  omnipresent,  and as  learned from informants

Bangkok society is  materialist;  along with consumerism trends,  there are  now anti-consumerist

counter-movements which respective groups try to be bring about by their mindful consumption

philosophies. That way, some of our stakeholders actually personify what sociologist WILLER (2008:

6) would probably call post-hedonism, which includes the recollection of locality or simplicity. 

Secondly, motives in New Social Movements are located in lifestyles, ideologies, cultural

values rather than in politics. Health and environment are two major concerns of most organic

stakeholders. It can be confirmed that lifestyles are a matter of engagement for many stakeholders,

and will explain more about their motives in the following chapter. The lifestyle aspect is very

pertinent as especially urbanites are consciously seeking for alternatives for their  daily routines

because they find their routine unfulfilling, and have at the same time the means to afford a change.
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There  are  a  couple  of  common  ideologies  involved,  mainly  locality,  health,  care  for  nature,

solidarity.  On a personal level,  we have hence lifestyles,  ideologies;  on societal  level,  common

cultural values are envisaged which range from food, local plant varieties, community, to  ethics.

Political incentive becomes relevant in the support of farmers' livelihoods, fair market mechanisms,

the right to access healthy,  non-polluted food, the opposition of monopolising fertilizer or seed

companies, among others. 

Thirdly, we discovered identity generation in the organic movement. There are on the one

hand  personal  and  social  identities,  on  the  other  hand  collective  identity.  The  latter  has  been

described as typical for New Social Movements (cf. chapter 2.1.4). Sociologist  MELUCCI (1995)

quotes  New Social  Movements  as  social  constructions  in  which  collective  action  designates  a

network of coordination between stakeholders. This aspect may account for the findings that an

organic food movement does exist in Bangkok although it is not one single consistent entity, but

consists of several sub-scenes and perhaps ideological currents, or simply individual actions, which

are still connected via common objectives. It makes sense to say that the movement is, in this way,

not a set collective actor but a transmitter of what  MELUCCI (1995) names social constructions, in

which  individuals  make  sense  of  their  lifestyle  and  identity  aspirations.  It  can  be  confirmed

moreover, that coordinated action between various organic stakeholders makes up the collective

action.  It  should  be  added  though,  the  collective  action  is  partial,  it  does  not  embrace  all

stakeholders  in  the  organic  movement.  This  is  because  some  stakeholders  prefer  to  work

individually, or are not aware of collectivity; hence some may be part of the movement but not

participating in collective action. According to  MELUCCI (1995), collective identity occurs in New

Social Movements, namely  when stakeholder identifications with certain higher objectives match

with those of others. This means, stakeholder identification with a movement generates or enhances

collective  action.  FLESHER FOMINAYA (2010)  thinks  collective  identity  is  free  from the  need of

stakeholders'  complete  agreement  on  ideologies.  It  resonates  with  the  study's  impressions;  the

organic  movement  accords  in  some  ideologies,  but  collective  action  happens  to  exist  beyond

stakeholders'  personal  interests,  for  example  business  side  and  NGO  side.  The  identity  aspect

comprehends rural as well as urban stakeholders. 

Fourthly, engagement derives significantly from the grass roots, together with NGO action.

It has been repeated in many of the experts' narratives when tracing back the roots of the movement,

for which governmental action imports little. 

Fifthly, despite a strong presence of urban middle classes, the organic movement is generally

independent  from  social  categories,  hence  not  class-based,  a  notable  aspect  of  New  Social

Movements in contrast  to preceding classical social  movements. Rural farmer realities or urban

255



poor stakeholders are represented likewise.  The intention with this outline is to examine whether

our  stakeholders  engage  in  the  organic  movements  for  expected  affiliation  to  respective  social

groups, and for the opportunity to experiment with their social identities.

5.1.1 The individual in the organic movement

It  has been previously discussed in section 2 how  a person's ideas about how to life can be

identity generating.  For  the most  committed among the organic stakeholders  in  the study,  they

actively realise certain aspired lifestyles, or life philosophies regarding how they realise. That being

so, the ideal of green living can provide stakeholders with identity,  either personal or social by

projecting the image they choose to represent towards the exterior. Green living can come along

with a number of representative symbols such as outfit, food style, circle of friends, and attitudes in

respect to real-life situations. The act of deciding on the kind of lifestyle to represent happens to be

both, following a trend or intrinsically motivated, but either kind can solidify gradually. 

In relation to the idea of trends in the organic scenes, an expert finds that it goes beyond

temporary fashions: 

“This […] trend of the change, eat organic, eat […] good for your health, [...] it's not like

another trend, in Bangkok, like a bicycle, like a hipster, like a street wear, like a hip-hop. Hip-hop

come and now hip-hop gone. […] But I think this [...] trend […] will be go stronger, more than this.

Because people want to improve their own health” (R-38: #00:39:14-3#).

As  WILLER (2008:  6)  writes,  it  is  likely  that  the  urban  living  accentuates  the  need  to

distinguish oneself from others because of competition among the urbanites. This distinction might

account for identity swapping, perhaps to greater extent among younger people who tend to be still

unsettled regarding life choices. It was observed that in Bangkok, outwardly articulated personal

styles are notably flexible. Especially as younger Thais get creative with experimental identities and

fashions, often perfectly imitating certain styles – vintage fashions, hipster style, Japanese style,

yoga, hippie, grunge and other. It could be argued that being a farmer represents one kind of style,

too. As a result, the farmer style could constitute a part of this trend, as R-1 experienced that being a

farmer becomes trendy among urbanites and university students:

“we found [...] that city people who grow city farm, they development themselves lifestyle”

(R-17: #00:32:54-7#). 

256



“now it's like a new trend. The new trend, it's a paradox [...] in the rural area, young people

[…] from the farmers families don't want to be a farmer. But young people in the urban area wants

to be the farmers. […] And most of the students in many curriculums in the university interest about

the organic farming” (R-1 p.26).

There is room for conjecture about farming being a trend or style; regardless, it is certain

that there is an identity aspect in representations of the committed stakeholders. These go beyond

mere trend; trend and identification might not be mutually exclusive though. 

It  is  also  certain  that  there  exist  different  levels  of  commitment  among  the  organic

stakeholders  in  our  study  which  has  been  experienced  in  our  interviews.  The  less  committed

stakeholders tend to be consumers who purchase organic food for its assumed benefits but often

have just a vague idea about what organic means. They tend to not pursue any higher objective with

it or identify with an organic movement or green consumer society. 

The identity  change  is  described in  many interviews,  and new identities  direct  towards

independence. The aspect of personal freedom is repeated many times: 

“lifestyle on a farm level is much of relaxing [a]nd there's more free to do and creative

works and everything” (R-9: #00:24:11-0#). 

And as another respondent explains, Bangkokians are looking for alternative ways of living

(cf. R-21: #00:29:17-2#). With the same motivation R-23 equally left the city in favour to a rural

life where he finds peace and relaxation.

Many NGO workers in the field of organic farming decide to be independent from salary

and start their own farm (cf. R-10: #01:40:51-7#). Independence from employment are prevalent

motives here.  The quest for happiness is  also mentioned by others  (cf.  R-26, R-43).  R-22 was

inspired to take a change as a response to unsatisfactory employment:

“I wanna change my lifestyle, [...]  I was tired of working for [...]  companies or for [...]

salary, I want to do [...] the self-run” (R-22: #00:04:36-2#). 

All these examples in fact stand for increasing individualism, in the sense of self-realisation,

a reality that would oppose assumptions of collectivist organisation of societies as  PIMPA (2012)
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wrote  (cf.  chapter  2.2.3).  One  reason  could  be,  Thailand  has  a  general  collective  society,  but

structures have loosened in Bangkok. Another explanation refers back to transcultural studies by

TRIANDIS (2001)  that  report  tendencies  of  flexible  personalities  in  collective  societies  which

partially matches our observations. However,  TRIANDIS also detects their interdependence within

groups and communal behaviour in contrast to individualist societies in which individuals have

more opportunity to pursue their personal interests. The study finds both tendencies in the case

studies. There is tendency that collective cultures link to solidarity. Solidarity has been found to be

motivation  for  some organic  groups  –  organic  farmers  communities,  NGOs at  the  interface  of

farmer and consumer, in the mind of some conscious consumers – but less for others. Especially the

less committed organic consumers for example do not think much about the farmers' situation, so

their consumption is self-directed. 

R-26's identity change was quite resolute, giving away all his clothes and stopping to go out:

“I don't want to go out any more. All the cloths, the shoes, nothing left. And I have to stay

home, only [laughing], I cannot go anywhere. I have only shorts and T-Shirts” (R-26: #00:54:30-

9#). 

Two  further  stakeholders  have  undertaken  similar  significant  changes  of  their  life

philosophies – R-18 turned away from his international vegetable cannery business to experiment

with organic method, when realising that the business, based on industrial method, contributed to

the ecological damage and people's health problems. R-32 had a similar experience with the food

business, starting out in a career as a pig breeder. A period of monkhood lead to feelings of remorse

for the profession that involved taking the life of animals; as a consequence, choosing to practice

more mindfulness,  he became an organic farmer and rural  activist.  This demonstrates a  clearly

voluntary life change that brings about new personal identity. It can be recognised herein a spiritual

perspective, because both persons found their occupation to have moral flaws. Becoming organic

farmers  means  for  both  their  karmic  improvement,  hence  liberation  from  previous  unethical

behaviour.  Their  behaviour  could  be  interpreted  as  either  outwards  directed  –  merit,  giving

something to society – or inwards directed – liberation from remorse, self-fulfilment – but probably

mixes both. 

Some  stakeholders  in  our  movements  were  found  to  have  pioneer  status  for  their

engagement determined the movement notably.  The pioneers named by our respondents are those

who initiated the early organic movements back in the 1980s or have determined the scene through

their NGO engagement or as individuals such as R-21 who co-founded a rural seed saving and
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organic farming centre. Moreover, they function as role models to the newcomers. This applies to a

couple of urban garden pioneers who are the marked representatives, kind of prototypes of their

movement. 

Relating to the debate on pioneers in the organic scenes in Bangkok, two respondents make

an interesting allusion to the question of organic as a recent or an old practice, namely that their

grandparents were the real pioneers as they inherently did organic farming the traditional way (cf.

R-22: #00:25:08-1#; R-31: #01:39:14-8#).

Another detail of the discussion about the individual in the organic movement is the identity

of farmer. 'Farmers want a better life for their children' is a common reality, hence children from

farming families  are  typically  send to  schools  and university  to  eventually  be  able  to  begin  a

position perceived as better in the cities. It relates to a common stigma of the profession of a farmer

in Thai society. It links in turn the one of the stakeholders that currently organises, in response to

that,  a movement that resettles young urbanites in rural  villages where they commence organic

farming. R-14 refers to the appreciation of farming in Thai society. Commonly, farming is not seen

as a reputable profession, and especially younger generations prefer more comfortable occupations: 

“A lot of young people will avoid, will not go into farming. They wanna work in an office,

or, aircon, sabai, sabai. […] they wanna do something which is not this grind of working in the

fields” (R-14: #00:40:54-3#). 

Sabai is a Thai word for the feeling of comfort and peace. This attitude contrasts  sharply

with the Asoke community that values farming as the second most meritorious occupation. It seems

as if,  at present, rural farming families continue to imagine the comfortable urban life for their

children whereas a couple a young urbanites want to escape because they imagine rural living to be

more comfortable. 

Lifestyles  can  transfer  to  new  social  identities  if  internalised.  Thus  far,  consumerism

particularly determines urban lifestyles, and strongly marks Bangkok's urban identity. For identities

are personal, it  is possible that individuals in the organic movements actively create theirs, and

concretely choose to escape mainstream behaviour towards moderate consumption. The movement

could thus be viewed in light of anti-consumerism or alternative consumption. 

To view the results of analysis in the light of the set of theories, Social Identity Theory (cf.

chapter 2.2.2) might be referred to here. Social identity in contrast to mere personal identity builds

up along a social category. That can be any institution that gathers individuals, such as a network or

movement. That means, affiliation with the organic consumer movement creates the social identity
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of an organic consumer. This effect becomes apparent in the many examples of lifestyle changes in

our  study.  Social  Identity  Theory bases  upon two major  psychological  processes  that  are  self-

enhancement – referring to personal motivation – and self-categorisation. The latter is of interest

with regards to our analysis, as it describes how individuals identify with their preference groups by

projecting  their  personal  attitudes  onto  this  group. In  reality,  we  observed  little  stringent  self-

categorisation of individuals into groups. Even though participating in and identifying with their

groups, the stakeholders widely maintained their independence instead of assimilating with it.  This

equally  applies  to  movements  in  the  sense  of  social  groups:  Networking,  physical  gatherings,

exchange within groups are given but stakeholders are loyal to their personal identities rather than a

group identity.  An exception might  be the mindful  consumers  community described in  chapter

4.8.1. 

Prototypes  though  are  cognitive  representations  of  attitudes  of  social  groups  and  have

relevance for the organic movement (cf.  HOGG &  TERRY 2001). A number of pioneers have been

pointed  out  that  model  behaviours  to  further  stakeholders.  They  hence  become  personified

prototypes  by  suggesting  sustainable  lifestyles,  organic  farming  or  environmentally  sensitive

behaviours. It was found that most of those pioneers are unintentional models, for their primary

objective is to personally realise their aspirations. In many cases, it is the media that boosts their

popularity,  in combination with a general susceptibility of Thai people for the imitation of role

models and trendsetters. 

5.1.2 Realising alternative living

Many of these stakeholders who change their priorities in life are located in the urban area, some

of them leave in favour to the countryside. Space determines the manner how alternative or green

living is achieved, hence their imaginations need to adapt to the urbanity. A city as Bangkok hardly

facilitates  green  living.  To  define  aspects  of  urban  green  living,  it  could  be,  in  reference  to

individual  behaviours,  to  use  public  or  non-polluting  transportation,  to  green  one's  personal

environment, to support sustainable food production and distribution, to reduce waste, to recycle, to

avoid over-consumption, to create consumer communities, to enhance social exchange and sharing,

to encourage more people to act alike, among other aspects. Verifying these parameters in the case

of  Bangkok  discovered  not  much  of  their  encouragement  thus  far,  neither  do  public  policies

contribute. This means, where green living happens, people had to search for niches, and beyond

must have been intrinsically motivated to do so. The observation is that the organic stakeholders

find these niches and achieve green living to the extent that the megacity allows at this current state.
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Cityfarm gardeners are currently implementing a number of the above stated parameters, namely

neighbourhood greening, community living,  sharing and social  exchange, empowerment,  simple

living, health awareness, garbage recycling and support of sustainable food systems. Due to limited

space for gardening, the city farmers make use of backyards, pots, rooftops, balconies, shelves and

spaces for hanging plants; some additionally commit to organic supply from outside the city, for

instance  CSA schemes  or  farmers'  markets.  Beyond,  they  are  realising  urban  community  by

gathering  before  individuals  for  various  activities  (cf.  R-17:  #00:32:35-2#).  Our  network  for

alternative living described in chapter 4.7.4 embodies these parameters quite seriously, including

many health awareness activities, healing, yoga, simple living and communal activities.

Chapter 4.7 showed what different stakeholders think about their living situation in Bangkok

and how they imagine ways of living alternative to that. 

A couple of examples were given. R-26, one of urban garden pioneers with a private garden site

on a former football pitch, personifies the realisation of personal inspiration by altering identity. The

change from his professional life as designer, photographer and singer to an urban farmer is in fact a

literal lifestyle conversion, bringing about not only his new occupation but an attitude: Giving away

most  clothes,  sufficing with lower income,  committing to  a  new daily routine,  giving up most

outside leisure activities, entering a new circle of friends, which constitutes in brief simple living. 

Becoming an urban gardener, does that imply a shift to a farmer's identity? R-2 says about this

that urban farmers cannot be real farmers because they stay urbanites, and urbanites have different

mentality compared to rural farmers. Their social provenance means that they have differing life

concerns  and  priorities.  Adding  that  rural  farmer  priorities  are  given  to  their  delicate  socio-

economic situations  pressuring their  livelihoods;  organic farming is  hence primarily a  financial

hope.  This  might  be  true  for  some  farmers  and  has  been  mentioned  by  several  respondents.

However, this argument is discriminative for it puts all farmers under one category, whereas the

reality is that many rural farmers voluntarily choose to incorporate organic method, just as they

bring about more ecological, healthy and natural living. It is hence not the exclusive privilege of the

urban middle classes to fulfil back-to-nature and simple living fantasies. 

It raises the question whether lifestyle transformations as experienced by R-26 can be vectors

towards  status transition.  It  might  be reckoned that  lifestyle  transformations  can provide social

identities in the sense of representation of roles in the social environment of individuals, yet might

not erase existing identities.
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5.1.3 Motives for the engagement in the organic scene

Health is a prevalent motivation among stakeholders in our study, for farmers, consumers as well

as third parties, and needs to be viewed against the backdrop of the troubling health situation in

Thailand, quoted as health crisis by certain respondents (cf. R-18: #00:40:01-6#, R-21: #00:48:26-

8#, R-32:  #00:53:38-6#). The advance of illnesses is linked to the quality of foods on the regular

market.  In  this  way,  the  rising  cancer  rates  refer  back to  residues  of  fertilizers  and pesticides,

antibiotics or growth hormones found in many agricultural products, and to synthetic ingredients in

processed foods. Other non-communicable ailments such as obesity, cardiac diseases, diabetes, high

blood pressure, are widely acknowledged to be a result of eating habits shifting towards fast foods

and processed foods, with high content of refined sugars and fats (cf. R-12, p. 17). Especially the

Thai cuisine finds use of curing plants or traditional medicine, yet is employing them less and less.

Food must be considered as medicine, is what various respondents point out; and in turn, organic

food constitutes preventive medicine by which individuals – and eventually also the public health

care system – can thus reduce their medical expenses. Organic food is generally affirmed to be

healthier by respondents. The current health crisis must be related to low food quality, changing

eating patterns, finally return to the industrial agriculture. 

Farmers  need  to  be  concerned  about  their  personal  health  as  their  sustained  exposure  to

chemicals recurrently causes illness, rashes or allergies in the farmers' households. 

Consumers are gradually more informed thanks to television programmes, magazine issues on

health risks in our environment. These educational programmes comprehend health facts. In sum,

there  are  more  information  and  public  events  available  to  the  general  public.  Regardless,

information still reaches out primarily to the already conscious consumers hence populations with

limited access to the respective media channels have fewer chances to learn about health risks, thus

adopt  preventive  behaviours.  However,  a  majority  of  citizens  generates  their  information  via

internet  and  smart  phones,  accessing  various  social  media  platforms  where  these  topics  are

discussed. A precondition for this consumer information is that their general interest is given.

Organic food is still new for the majority of Thai people, at least for those who generally are

little familiar with food safety issues. In contrast to that, there is the aspect of fashion behind which

makes that many wealthy urbanites buy it, thinking about health. It is a trend now being passed on

into television and advertisements (cf. R-10: #01:57:27-9#).

Analysis displayed environmental awareness as a secondary motivation. Even though many

people are familiar with current environmental problems, and especially most farmers face them

regularly,  it  does  not  seem  to  determine  their  activism.  It  is  quoted  by  about  one  third  of
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respondents, but usually as of  subordinate relevance. 

“[A]t the moment, organic [...] means healthy food. I think that's it related to organic is

healthy food, organic can help stop cancer, you be healthy, you eat organic food. It stays as that. I

wish  [...]  it  can  be  extended to  biodiversity  and also  the  environment.  [...]  I  mean obviously,

percentage of preserving nature and environment is along with organic consumption but it's not the

most of the motivation” (R-22: #00:13:25-7#; #00:16:35-8#). 

It  appears paradoxical but environmental awareness seems to be a typical urban attitude

deduced  from higher  exposure  to  environmental  education  and  perhaps  personal  concern.  R-4

founds for a Northern Thai city that the local organic sector is not yet distinct but people who

demand  organic  food  are  former  Bangkokians  who  have  moved  up  North  (cf.  R-4,  p.24).

Environmentally  conscious  behaviours  are  often  conjoined  with  respective  nature  oriented

lifestyles, for city persons and rural persons alike. The analysis (chapter 4.7.1 / 4.7.2) elucidated the

back-to-the-roots and simple life visions of many urbanites, but also rural farmers. 

Economic stability was quoted as another factor  motivating particularly rural  farmers to

grow organically, as many of them are in financial difficulties. The questions rises whether those

farmers  are  still  intrinsically  motivated,  or  motivated  by  external,  financial  incentive.  Some

apparently change to organic farming method with the following motivation:

“not without the conditions, […] not without the exchange. They interested to get a […]

secure market, a better price. […] I will say 'okay, you want a better price, you want a secure

market, you have to convert to organic'. So organic is not their choice” (R-2, p.7). 

However, those farmers supply an organic business; and it may be argued that many others

in the study do organic farming by their  own choice,  and beyond find therein various benefits

including financial stability, care for health and ecology, and control over their own lifestyles. A

statement may add to the circumstances that economic incentive and internalised organic behaviour

can come together: 

“I  think  a  lot  of  the  organic  shop are  somewhat  shop owners  and  somewhat  pioneers

because of course, you wanna change everyone to be organic consumers. Better for your business.

[chuckling]” (R-27: #00:24:51-8#). 
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An organic farmers'  group that  has incorporated the ecological  among other  motives,  is

surely the  Asoke community who “are  one  of  the  pioneers  that  are  well  educated  in  terms  of

environment,  ecology,  religion  and  eating  healthy  food  together”  (R-22:  #00:20:41-3#).  Their

ideologies preclude doing harm to one's environment.

From a community point of view, particularly city farmers have made the organic living

their motivation; they organise community gatherings with the ambiance of sharing, something that,

as R-30 knows from his experience as a company's employee, is missing from the routine Bangkok

life. 

“When we meet up in the events, they 'Oh I have food for you, I have seeds for you, I have a

plants, take it home, plant it'. Everyone is giving away the plants and sharing stuff, and that really

makes people stick to this environment, I think” (R-26: #00:15:14-7#). 

“I was working for this as well for 13 years and of course it was okay, it was good. But

people are missing something, some bonding between people is missing. To know what you are

eating, to make the food chain as short as possible is better. To go and grow yourself or put your

hands into soil from time to time can help to reconnect. Also knowing the people who are growing

for you” (R-30, p.5). 

The  organic  scenes  thus  embraces  social  relations  between  the  urban  individuals,  and

stakeholders become motivated by this prospect. To add another example concerning motivations,

from field notes on the garden sites at Laksi district, a private gardener grows for the sake of food

safety and home production,  and can grow healthier food compared to the regular market with

enough food for own consumption,  as well  as to give away to others,  a central  aspect  in self-

sufficiency concepts. Gardening has a number of personal benefits for the gardener, such as  a better

living situation, with more happiness, extra money, better health and good relationships with family

members. R-43 finds happiness and simple life in urban gardening; and further examples have been

given. We discern herein self-fulfilment, hence intrinsic motivations as base for engaging in the

hobby gardening. Beyond, the search for happiness is an ambition rooted in Voluntary Simplicity as

described in chapter 2.2.4 / 2.2.5. 

Motivations for engaging in a matter depend largely on the individuals' psychological processes

directed  either  inwards,  concerning  themselves,  or  outwards  in  interaction  with  others.  Self-

determination  Theory  (cf.  chapter  2.2.4)  deduces  that  autonomous  motivations  are  crucial  for

individual actions, determining them, and must thus determine individuals' level of commitment in

movements. Motivations root in a set of basic psychological needs, among which are the notions of

self-fulfilment,  personal well-being,  autonomy,  competence.  Self-determination directs  us to  the
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notion  of  identification  again,  for  a  person  who  identifies  with  a  cause  will  be  more  likely

determined to engage in it. Self-determination Theory also distinguishes between intrinsically and

extrinsically  motivated  action  by  appraising  persons'  incentives  to  take  action.  It  is  said  that

extrinsic  motivations  is  in  expectation  of  certain  outcomes  while  intrinsic  motivations  imply

inherently satisfying goals. Little was found of this distinction suitable for this study: Although the

stakeholder cases indicated differing levels of motivation – for instance the pair of money incentive

as opposed to personal well-being in organic farming, or mere health benefit as opposed to holistic

view  of  organic  food  for  body,  mind  and  environment  from  a  consumer's  point  of  view  –

motivations were often a combination of both. In fact, we suppose that intrinsic motivation happens

to  turn  into  external  motivation  and  in  reverse:  Personal  health  by  organic  food  consumption

appears  to  be  both,  cause  and  effect,  and  that  way  contains  an  intrinsic  (inherent  personal

satisfaction) and an extrinsic notion (expected outcome of improved health).  R-22 retraces how

organic food embraces different levels of motivations from self-level to global concern: 

“it […] entails to health and healthy lifestyle, body, and you know, that's still kind of greedy,

[…] at the greedy level. […] And then community level in terms of supporting […] the producers,

supporting the farmers, it is almost reaching out to the point where environment is […] the key

thing” (R-22: #00:13:54-4#). 

Under the given circumstances, this distinction is less relevant but self-fulfilment all the more.

Self-fulfilment refers to intrinsic motivation too, and can be considered a psychological need (cf.

KASSER 2009). It goes along with psychological well-being and has found to be notably inducing

many of our stakeholders. Firstly, health is physical as well as psychological well-being, and thus is

incentive  to  buy  organic  food.  And  then,  community  is  quoted  by  respondents  as  enhancing

personal  relationships,  urban  gardening  as  bringing  happiness  and  satisfaction.  Solidarity,  for

instance  urban consumers  with  growers,  could  be  seen  in  the  light  of  self-fulfilment.  Mindful

lifestyles contribute to karmic improvement. Ecological sustainability can be conducive to well-

being, as exposure to degraded environments erodes physical and psychological health. Sustainable

farming has the effect of improving rural ecologies and likewise rural farmers' overall livelihoods.

On a smaller scale, city farmers are embodying it: By creating natural environments within their

framed conditions, they fulfil their needs for sustainable living which eventually conducts well-

being.  To many in the mindful society scene,  Voluntary Simplicity concept applies (cf.  chapter

2.2.5). Inward satisfaction instead of external incentive such as professional success, wealth, status

are ideas that resonate much with most of our case studies of urban gardeners or NGO stakeholders;
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moreover, to many growers that were encountered in the organic scene, especially the pioneers.

Those inward satisfaction refer in the theories to personal well-being (cf.  DECI &  RYAN 2000b),

community, realisation of personal aspirations, reconnection with nature and possibly spirituality

(cf.  KASSER 2009), aspects that can be confirmed for the committed organic stakeholders in this

study. 

5.1.4 Retracing the roots of organic movements: external influences

In the course of the analysis,  a number of structural determinants were discovered in the organic

food scenes in  Bangkok.  Health is  their  main impetus:  growing cancer  rates,  residues  in  food,

genetically modified plant varieties are one point, the control over foods of the modern market is

another. The reality is, policies and public institutions, support with almost no exception the large-

scale food and agribusiness; business representatives in turn feature politics (cf. R-32: #00:33:58-

5#, R-28: #00:15:53-7#). The National Development Plans have adopted organic agriculture but the

designated government budget is insignificant, knows an employee at Department of Agriculture

(cf.  R-24:  #00:54:15-8#).  Previous  chapters  described  the  relations  between  the  emergence  of

organic movements and the situation for rural farmers in Thailand (debts, health problems, land

ownership, social crisis). Policies have thus far not been effective in envisaging those problems, and

perhaps even aggravating it (rice pledging scheme, continuous encouragement of fertilizer import).

In response, NGOs engage the more in improving rural farmers' livelihoods. Their measures often

include  organic  farming  or  other  sustainable  farming  methods.  The  organic  farming  scene  has

produced positive as well as negative examples as the model does not work out for all farmers, or

they have not been appropriately instructed. Farmers are very vulnerable to political instability and

have little protection against the state market decisions. 

It  seems that  many farmers change their  farming method according to  market opportunities:

When organic seems profitable, they change to organic farming, otherwise they will stay with the

conventional farming which is currently more convenient. This inhibits reliable cooperation with

farmers from the NGO perspective. In contrast, some farmers realise their need to change and long-

term benefits  of  organic  farming.  However,  several  experts  have  pointed  out  that  conventional

farming is not efficient any more; it will not be able to sustain livelihoods and will lead, on a state

level, to agricultural crisis. They stress, organic farming is therefore not an alternative - but the only

possible way. Those farmers who internalised the organic method have become major stakeholders

for the organic food movements, have created identification with it and have become in some cases

role models – perhaps prototypes in line with Social Identity Theory – to new farmers. The organic
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farmers are heterogeneous for their differing social backgrounds; they feature nevertheless many

rural  low-income  households,  which  makes  the  social  base  of  the  organic  movements  be

heterogeneous, too. 

R-25 has witnessed the effects of chemical farming when working with north-eastern farmers,

and saw environmental degradation and indebted livelihoods. For farmer households, the shift to

organic farming comes along with a whole concept of alternative living, as it can empower them. R-

13 gives explanations on reasons why industrial farming was able to settle in Thailand although

natural farming has been traditionally practised before: 

“Since the company who sell the chemical start, […] they promote, our people […] we are

just listen and trust. […] But, lucky that we have part of people that they are educate. They know

that is not the good way to use chemical. The good way is local, the good way is natural. For life,

should be like this” (R-13: #00:27:45-7#). 

On the initiative of NGOs, farmers eventually started to grow organically, and “natural farming

is [...] inspiring people to change from the chemical farming to this” (R-27: #00:48:52-0#). In fact,

in  most  Thai  regions,  the  period  of  exposure  to  industrial  farming  was  long  enough  to  loose

indigenous  knowledge  about  traditional  farming,  because  it  skipped  one  or  more  farmer

generations. This brings to mind the reality that the traditional farming in Thailand is small-scale,

diversified and natural, and in any case were pre-industrial ways of farming supposedly close to

organic method anywhere. The period of industrial agriculture then rendered farm biodiversity and

local  farming  patterns  fading.  It  not  only  affected  the  farm  environment  notably  but  entailed

lifestyle transformations and domestic migration. 

In the city, we have learned that it is the urban lifestyles that contribute to the emergence of

organic  movements:  dependence  on  the  regular  market  produce,  polluted  environment,  lack  of

natural experience, individualism and anonymity.  People's urban living situations influence their

personal health. When asked about how sustainable or healthy living in Bangkok was possible,

respondents find that difficult to realise because of its overall pollution.

A last significant cause for organic movements is media, including social media which many

respondents referred to (cf. chapter 4.8.2). R-26 affirms the importance of social  media for the

movement's  dynamics  in  relation  to  themselves.  When  starting  to  grow the  urban  garden,  the

gardener had no idea but found helpful information on the virtual networks (cf. R-26:  #00:13:17-

3#). Likewise, television programmes, radio, newspapers and magazines talk about organic food

more  and  more.  Nonetheless,  integrity  of  these  media  and  their  outreach  are  limited  because
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opposing  food  trends  are  advertised  at  the  same  time;  further  people  who  are  already  health

conscious follow these programmes. Media too  can have an indirect influence, for instance when

individuals are not personally exposed but informed by others. According to BANDURA (1994) who

examined social cognitive behaviour after exposure to media, friends, family, colleagues that way

become transmitters of behaviours: “That is, people who have had no exposure to the media are

influenced by adopters who have had the exposure and then, themselves, become the transmitters of

the new ways” (BANDURA 1994: 79/80). It may be confirmed for the organic movements in Bangkok

that media directly or indirectly embodies the function of a transmitter,  though particularly the

virtual social networks. They are the platform where information is processed, discussed, adapted

and transformed.

5.2 Discussions and reflections

Expert interviews describe many environmental conditions and operations for the organic

movements, and the roots of organic farming in Thailand; they divulge their own motivations to

engage in the organic food scene as well as the motivations of others, represented ideologies, and

aspirations about living. 

Before embarking on the discussion of our results, we should briefly explain the interest in

investigating the organic movements in Bangkok. Several aspects become apparent: It allows us to

appraise the  gradual  development  of  local  organic food related activities,  their  momentum and

prospects; to discover which stakeholders are involved, and what makes them commit; to realise

how socio-political and societal matters import to the movement,  along with local geographical

dispositions;  to  realise  which  societal  conversion  the  organic  stakeholders  are  urging;  to

demonstrate the possible outreach of the civil society action within the limits of the given external

structures; and, to make suppositions about whether the new generations will be able to maintain

achievements and advance further changes in the sense of organic food movements. 

There is potential to make policy makers react to the urges of the organic scene if they see

the reality of their health and environment concerns that are not fads but serious troubles affecting

the  entire  society.  In  order  to  pre-empt  social,  environment  and  health  crisis,  rural  and  urban

livelihoods alike need to  be secured and enhanced. The case of the organic food movement in

Bangkok finally can give an example to other cities,  as well  as ideas  from other cities  can be

imported to strengthen the organic movement in Bangkok when its gaps are recognised.

The research methodology bases on assumptions of social constructivism and hermeneutics

(cf. chapter 3.1): The constructivism view claims that individuals construct the realities in which
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they  act  and  move.  Subjective  production  and  sense-making  of  space  is  hence  a  result.  This

argumentation appears sensible in view of stakeholders in the organic scene, and analysis shows

subjective interpretations. The organic stakeholders for instance view their urban surroundings as

tiring,  unnatural,  little  liveable,  whereas  others  might  appreciate  Bangkok  for  its  vibrancy,

modernity, opportunities. Under these circumstances, the organic movement should be the construct

of a network of like-minded stakeholders which implies their individual understandings of cultural

meanings of space. The analysis of this study took into account individuals' subjective meanings by

hermeneutic interpretation of the interviews, and moreover my personal observations on the scene.

The study added a second analytical layer by looking at structural settings that frame the movement.

Although purely objective description is  impracticable,  and knowing that  structural  settings are

subjectively designated by each stakeholder, it is assumed that certain realities are given facts – at

least  for the temporary period in  which the organic movement evolves.  Those facts  have been

described as rural situation, policies, food crisis, etc., but have been envisaged by the same analysis

methods.  The  hermeneutic  approach  provided  a  frame  to  the  interpretation  of  the  qualitative

interviews. It allowed specifically for insights about the psychological processes that occur in the

movement, for instance identity processes, motivations and lifestyle decisions. 

The preceding chapters treated our research questions on the basis of our theoretical work

concept. It may be summarised – how can emerging organic movements in Bangkok be interpreted

from a New Social Movement perspective? At the outset, the premise of this study departed from

the observation that Bangkok's organic food scene is a movement. It is a new social movement for

fulfilling main factors, to be precise, it  has sustained for about 30 years, it  is currently gaining

momentum,  it  has  societal  relevance,  it  gathers  stakeholders  of  different  social  situations  with

different  ambitions  around a common objective,  it  spins  around individual  well-being,  identity,

lifestyles, ecology, ideologies, it is determined by structural settings, it gets mainly support from the

grass roots. Stakeholders have ambition to induce societal change and to pre-empt a social crisis. 

The explanations blend into the second question on what motivates different stakeholders to

engage  in  the  organic  food  scene.  As  principal  motivations  were  stated  health,  environment,

economic improvement, lifestyle changes which includes community. Some stakeholders commit to

their engagement more than others; those often build up a social identity around their cause. There

is moreover identification with the movement or its sub-networks. The prevailing consumerism is

opposed by mindfulness and voluntary simplicity as components of their stakeholder motivations. 

Concerning the third question of how do structural settings frame the organic movements,

there are notably the rural and the public health crises, the passivity of governmental institutions

and the urban living situation in Bangkok. Stakeholders in the organic movement demonstrate what
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the fourth question addresses, how can the organic food scene contribute to green urban living? The

organic  food  scene  directly  links  with  urban  gardening  –  more  and  more  private  households

maintain small lots where they cultivate plants without additional chemicals inputs. Organic food

often correlates with elements of sustainable lifestyles such as mindful consumption,  recycling,

producing things at home. The urban organic mindful consumption furthermore transfers to more

sustainable  practice  in  the  rural  sphere.  There  is  potential  to  align  green  living  more  with

environmental goals. 

These reflections evoke some conclusions on the study title. Bangkok's pioneers for mindful

foods and green urban living are all those stakeholders who notably shape the organic movement by

giving opportunity to organic farming, organic food markets and networks, consumer awareness, or

by inspiring urbanites to urban gardening, simple living,  etc.  These stakeholders are NGOs but

mostly private persons and networks. Tracing back this current organic movement to its origins in

the 1980s makes us realise that it is not as recent as it appears on the first side. It has seen dynamic

periods as well as less active periods. The current organic food trends hence reflect not a newly

emerging movement but an existing one that is gaining momentum since recent years. 

Reflecting the topic evokes a number of further thoughts:  Urban grown foods repeatedly

raise doubts about the quality of urban grown food, a reality that is under-emphasised among the

stakeholders in our study. Only few respondents mention quality restraints due to urban pollution,

whereas there are potentials for it.  Sources of pollution can be water,  air,  soils (cf.  R-1,  p.23);

kitchen wastes from conventional foods constitute organic composts and could leave residues; the

liquid bio-fertilizers are made of conventional ingredients;  It  could be argued that urban grown

vegetables are not that healthy after all; however, even if people compromise in that point, they are

still avoiding exposure to the polluted market produce. At the same time, they can demonstrate

independence  from  the  market,  neighbourhood  greening,  space  conversion,  urban  community,

alternative living.  Compared to  what we know about the global  urban farming perspective,  the

Bangkok  case  is  perhaps  not  very  significant  in  terms  of  actual  food  production,  hence  the

contribution to urban food security is minute. Some urban growers do aim at sufficiency though,

and demonstrate that a significant share of daily consumption can be grown on the condition that a

small plot is available. The principal motive for growers is grounded in the way of living that is

implied in urban gardening, thus growing for the sake of leisure, well-being, sharing with others,

and so on. Another trait is that Bangkok's growers apply organic method quite consistently which

does not seem explicit in other cities, except for Havana. These aspects are probably what typifies

the Bangkok urban garden scene. 
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Urban gardening should also be regarded in the context of rural-urban divide debates (cf.

chapter 2.4). There  is common notion foremost in rural and urban sociology about a divide that

distinctly splits  apart  functions of the urban space and functions of the rural  space.  The notion

transfers to opposition of natural and cultural  sphere,  or urban lifestyles and rural lifestyles.  In

previous chapters, we have already raised doubts on this  conception; in both spheres, rural and

urban features mix, just as lifestyles do. In fact, in following, constructivist discussions, scholars

“drew  upon  ideas  of  identity  and  representation  to  examine  the  ways  in  which  rurality  is

discursively constructed” (WOODS 2005: 24). We agree on the perspective that individual identities

should be taken into account when discussing geographical affiliation. Urban identity might indeed

be in the rural sphere and in reverse. It was suggested in 2.4 semantic rural and urban elements

potentially pertain in both spheres. The study presents exactly this effect: For example do urbanites

start to grow gardens on urban land, that way transfer elements considered as rural to the city; or

they leave in favour to the rural areas to start farming over there; further, some rural people who had

moved to Bangkok start urban gardening, which happens rarely, but our urban poor community case

study is one example. As another aspect of the organic food scene in Bangkok, do rural-urban food

networks contribute to the blending of functions. Direct marketing or CSA schemes make rural

farmers come to sell in the city and in turn invite urbanites to farm visits in the countryside. In a

beyond physical sense, the food networks bring city people more exposure to rural elements, and

vice versa; they proof the transgressing of the artificial divide, or rather proof that the divide is

fictional.

Organic food networks in Bangkok gather mindful consumers, and mindful consumption

directs us to the topic of food movements. In line with DONALD & BLAY-PALMER (2006: 1904) are

urban spheres where mass food trends and alternative food trends take place at  the same time.

Urban societies  are  globally producing  slow food,  health  food,  organic  food tendencies.  Some

authors argue, these tendencies were self-centred fads of middle classes concerned about health and

body image (cf. LUETCHFORD 2014: 58) – the study confirms this to a certain extent, but also knows

that  the  mindful  consumer  is  concerned about  the  origin  of  their  foods,  the  food growers,  the

methods they use, which moves the organic food issue onto an activist level, particularly as a direct

response  to  the  dominant  polluted  market  produce  that  continues  to  be  encouraged  by  food

industries and agricultural policies. Food has a strong lifestyle component, too, for the food we eat

can give us identity, consequently organic food in Bangkok's food movements is to some persons

means  to  the  sustainable  living  conception  typified  in  preceding  chapters.  “Eating  can  signal

friendship, affiliation and closeness” (BARLÖSIUS 1995: 293, translated from German), which we see

in some group in the organic food network,  for example the city farmers or a farmers'  market
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community. There has been critique that alternative food systems were exclusive for high-income

households, as organic food prices are normally higher than for conventional food (cf. GUTHMAN in

REAL 2012). It is true in some measure regarding the Bangkok case: Organic, certified supermarket

products are significantly more expensive, and some vendors at farmers'  markets, too. They are

mostly  farms  that  go  through  the  process  of  third-party  certification.  Compared  to  that,  all

marketing systems working on direct sale schemes sell at very reasonable price; observations and

interviews revealed that some green markets where farmers sell physically without middle men are

frequented  by  middle  class  and  low-income  customers  alike.  Hence,  there  are  ways  to  avoid

exclusivity. Another typical trait of the mindful consumers is their “conscious rejection of the open

economy and support for alternative systems of production and consumption” (LUETCHFORD 2014:

69) that we have discussed in chapter 4.8.1. The current dominant reality in Bangkok however is

this of a consumer society as explained in section 2.3. To recall, it is typical for consumer societies

that consumption there clearly transcends mere satisfaction of physical needs and is engraved in the

socialisation  processes  (cf.  HELLMANN 2013:  106/107;  BAUDRILLARD 1970:  114).  Just  as  food,

consumption is often identity building and relates this way to persons' lifestyles. The study suggests

seeing  it  as  both,  individual  as  well  as  social  group oriented,  in  line  with  JÄCKEL,  individuals'

purchase decisions are interrelated and reflect social and cultural values and the alignment with the

social sphere (cf.  JÄCKEL 2004: 78).  MYERS &  KENT (2003, 2004) have examined the effects of

consumption on global environmental harm and found that growing numbers of affluent consumers

–  the  'new  consumers'  –  in  emerging  industrialised  countries  are  notably  contributing  by

overconsumption,  and  Thailand  is  among  those  countries.  Their  overconsumption  affects  local

dietary patterns as they go along with the imitation of global food trends. The organic food scene in

Bangkok should be seen as emerging from this  situation.  The overconsumption of the mass  is

apparent  and  has  passed  onto  urbanites'  daily  routines.  The  mindful  consumer  society  as  an

ambition  of  the  local  organic  food  movement  evidently  attempts  the  counter-trend  to  the

overconsumption.  As  an  effect  of  it,  it  has  opened  urbanites  the  alteration  of  lifestyles  and

opportunity for new urban identities.

In that manner have the organic consumers found their niche in Bangkok's consumer society

–  the  next  question  to  answer  would  be  about  their  possible  impact.  Consumer  sovereignty is

mystification  (cf.  BAUDRILLARD 1970:  99),  but  consumers  globally  claim  more  consumer

democracy; there is “a central function of those consumer movements as widely visible symptoms

of the transfer from a mostly passive economic public to collectively protesting economic citizens”

(HELLMANN 2013: 120). Nevertheless, we find that consumer democracy should be an instrument

for consumers to keep control over their food but that its effectiveness is currently framed by the
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given  market  settings  and  national,  even  global,  food  policies.  In  our  opinion,  it  is  actually

reasonable to organise consumers on the small scale just as the local mindful consumers in Bangkok

do by making their own networks. By doing so, consumers exchange information among each other

and coordinate with growers within small consumers' groups, instead of awaiting respective food

policies. 

What  are  the  prospects  of  our  organic  food movements  in  Bangkok?  The organic  food

movement should be able to sustain itself, is a restaurant chef's perspective: 

“So if we can use food to awaking people's ideals, to make people see how detrimental we

are to the rest of the society, and to the world, than yeah I think this movement should on, will

continue, and grow and expand” (R-33: #00:16:14-0#). 

R-10 is certain that Bangkokians will choose the alternative way if they have the choice.

Knowing already about the generally low quality of foods, they will choose organic products if

possible, especially as healthy eating has become like a fashion recently (cf. R-10: #01:11:45-7#). 

“You need to have the member, good customer to understand that message. […] I feel that

you have to communicate your story” (R-10, p.49).

R-12 knows the challenges of running a health shop, but they are hopeful to eventually make

impact on a broader public.

When comparing to food movements in other countries, the scene in Bangkok seems to miss

dynamism. Several interview partners explain that movements are taking time to gain momentum,

and from observations, the local reality seems to resonate with this. Significant were the insights

into the green scene in Chiang Mai which seems much more activist. We might want to guess that

activism takes more time in large cities, first because size poses barriers to the dimension of impact,

and second because the opposition is too small compared to the big mass of citizens. 

Further reason could be in personal attitudes, credibility of the movement's interests, political or

cultural fabric affecting the feasibility of alternative movements. Certainly, there are more factors

but out of reach for speculation. 

“Hopefully, [the future for the organic movement is] very bright. It's […] slow here but it's

getting there, we're getting there” (R-35: #00:17:17-9#). 
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However, when entering into the details of the organic food scene, dynamics and stakeholder

commitment evoke potential for development beyond the current state. It should not be forgotten to

mention the societal role of this movement for it is urging people's rights to clean food. The matter

of food pollution is too pressing to be ignored by population and authorities. Health crisis on the

one hand, agricultural crisis on the other hand are predicted.

5.2.1 Summarising the empirical results

The results show the growing presence of an organic food movement in Bangkok that has

been existing since the 1980s. The movement as examined in the urban contexts is in relation to

urban societal  concerns and the rural  social  political  and environmental  situation.  A number of

stakeholders convey their concerns about organic foods through different kinds of activities: urban

gardening,  rural  organic  farming  –  differentiated  between  small-scale  and  industrial  –  NGO

engagement, marketing, private business. The stakeholders personal motives root in their personal

ideologies and lifestyles aspirations, healthy living being an overarching motivation that spans the

entire movement. General objectives of stakeholders in the movement are to make organic food

accessible for the aspect of preventive health, to enable farmers to overcome the social crisis, to

stimulate  sustainable  development  and  sustainable  individual  behaviours,  to  create  an  organic

community to eventually reach the mindful consumer society. The stakeholder motivations derive

for one part from spiritual, to be precise, mostly Buddhist philosophies, for another part in the mere

conviction that organic food is  the alternative for the present  health  crisis.  The current  lack of

supportive policies and the dominance of major food and agribusiness account for the existence of

civil society stakeholders as the action base for the movement. In relation to the mega-urban context

of the study, a number of groups are modelling sustainable lifestyles towards voluntary simplicity,

mindfulness and social well-being.

5.3 Practice and prospects

The  study  shows  how  civil  society  groups  mobilise  to  advance  an  alternative  food

movement.  Their  objective  is  to  expand  the  current  niches  for  healthy  food  in  a  mega-urban

environment that is actually naturally unfavourable to these trends. Their actions are diverse but

manifest that:

 citizens should have the right to safe foods 

 suggested by the right to safe foods, citizens need to be informed about health risks from
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food pollution, the causes of these risks and the risks implied for food growers;

 it is possible to realise certain elements of sustainable living in the megacity;

 urban living should overcome over-consumption and go beyond individual living;

 policies should be supportive but in reality are often uncertain; 

 the citizens'  concerns are represented by civil society action in Thailand being the more

efficient part of the local social movement;

 role models have a very positive influence on the civil action;

 collective action can be effective and positively identity generating;

 urban  gardening  brings  more  independence  from  the  regular  food  market,  moreover

improves well-being and social relationships

In practice, Bangkok's organic food scene proves various conceptional measures thanks to

the  participation  of  different  stakeholders.  They  presently  spin  around  four major  fields  of

application: the rural sphere, consumers, urban living, marketing. That means, for the rural sphere

there are conceptional tools to improve rural ecologies and livelihoods, notably sustainable farming

methods including organic farming. For consumers,  there exist  concepts of consumer education

(fairs, forum, markets, etc.), consumer activity (farm visits, workshops). In terms of urban living,

especially  the  city  farming  group  has  practical  advice  about  setting  up  urban  gardens  or  pot

cultivation,  recycling,  composting,  organic  fertilizer,  etc.  Beyond  the  gardening,  they  have  the

know-how to promote community activities. Finally, the study found quite elaborated marketing

concepts which mostly have in common their direct sale scheme (CSA, delivery on order, farmers'

markets). Some of the schemes avoid third-party certification (PGS systems, trust-based guarantee,

or local non-profit certifiers). 

It can be realised that the scene already provides and employs a number of tools. Although

developed for the local context, they have potential to wider outreach when applied to other cities.

Whereas urban gardening has settled on other continents, it can reach much more potential in Asian

cities. 

Especially  the  combination  of  rural  and  urban  measures  that  the  organic  movements

embrace actually undertake social development in a comprehensive way. Other Asian countries deal

with  similar  problematic  of  chemical  intensive  agriculture,  consequent  health  and  ecological

impact, loss of young farmer generations in rural  areas. And cities experience similar trends of

urbanisation,  health  troubles,  expanding  interest  for  health  foods.  Considering  that  the  organic

movements adapt to the traditionally small-scale structure of Thai agriculture would suggest their
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transfer to similar settings. 

In  practice,  the  organic  movements  in  Bangkok need  a  more  solid  base  in  order  to  be

sustaining. At present and despite the presence of many individual stakeholders, the movements

have not yet much outreach and evolve slowly.  For further achievements, reliable support from

either institutional side or the majority of the civil society, or both, is necessary.  The Thai Public

Health Foundation as a semi-public institution is already assuring financial support and beyond

undertaking a part of health and food related consumer education, even engaging in city farming

workshops. Policies must follow so the movement can have more societal impact. At present, as

observed,  and  as  stated  by  most  respondents,  even  the  government  officials  confirmed  a  gap

between first,  policies and actual implementation, and second between policies and the people's

action,  or  rather,  active  resistance  of  some  government  institutions.  Apart  from  this,  major

companies for seeds and agricultural inputs are active counter-players. 

It was talked about measures that are realised so far and that have potential to extend in the

future. In view of the seriousness of environmental problems that Thailand is facing now, better

adaptation of sustainable behaviours by the individuals urges. At present, attitudes commonly go

towards overconsumption and excessive use disposable goods, causing unresolved waste rubbish

problems. Especially the use of plastic materials seems to be manifested throughout Thailand and

often  passes  mere  functionality.  For  example  are  plastic  dishes,  shopping  bags,  sophisticated

wrapping items of convenience, hygiene, or even politeness. They often symbolise a person's care

for others. Environmentally friendly attitudes can hardly be realised unless they are internalised and

preferred over  convenience.  This  is  where  lifestyle  choices  matter:  sustainable  lifestyles  would

include  reducing  recyclable  materials.  The  internalisation  of  environmentally  friendly  attitudes

increases where identification with those is given. On a social political level, people need to truly

realise potential health risk they are exposed to in relation to food and their environment, and more

importantly, that they have the option to actively oppose it. The stakeholders in the organic scenes

demonstrate reactionary representation of their  entitlements for healthy food economic stability,

unlike  the  general  public  which  remain  in  passivity although many of  them lament  their  food

quality and environmental pollution. There is necessity for the public to claim their entitlements if a

change is actually aspired. 

At the same time must incentives come from the policy side to back the civil action in order

to make environmental measures reach out effectively to the Thai society. In relation to agriculture,

the handling of chemical sprays must be controlled more consistently in order to provide the food

safety of conventional farm products, and organic farming method should be seriously promoted.

Better coordination between the government bodies and farmers or NGOs that work with farmers is
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important herein. Simultaneously, it  needs to be ensured that oppositional interests of the major

agro-industries do not have the control over the governmental action.

As a matter of outreach of activism in the organic movement in Bangkok, it would be useful

if  the  action base showed more coherence.  Several  respondents  indicated that  the  coordination

between the different activist groups is a weakness and needs to be strengthened in order to provide

a solid base of action, for negotiations with opposing stakeholders can be improved if the organic

scenes appearing as one whole group. This way, coordination of the sub-groups could be improved

to counter a wider range of specific issues that commonly affect Bangkok citizens. The sub-group

of city farmers, the network for alternative living, and the group of anti-GMO campaigners are three

examples of sub-groups that efficiently envisage specific issues. Also, the movement can convey a

clearer message to the general public, as well as the already active stakeholders.  

In  the  organic  food movements  in  Bangkok,  it  is  remarkable  how the  scenes  work  on

individual and community level alike: Health concern from a consumer's point of view is primarily

self-oriented but secondarily extends to concern about the health of food growers and in reverse.

Therein lies a certain dimension of solidarity. For personal karma being an element of local ideas

about personality development, solidarity could be interpreted in the light of karmic improvement.

Indeed, the engagement of some stakeholders is motivated by aspirations for karmic improvement.

The  personal  karma  in  turn  influences  the  ideologies  of  individuals.  Karmic  improvement  in

practise was found to be the choice of a profession that does no harm to other beings or to the

environment. In relation to the organic consumers, it can be to buy organic products by solidarity to

the growers (cf.  R-32; R-18; Santi  Asoke chapter 4.5.3). Personal karma can thus contribute to

activism for organic movements – to realise for sustainable lifestyle for examples, identification

with their  causes is  useful,  hence incentives  for this  identification should be provided.  Karmic

improvement can be one incentive, and becomes thus a very relevant motive for movements in the

Thai context. 

On a societal level, the stakeholders in the organic food scenes in Bangkok are vectors of

strategies towards sustainability. Where policies and governmental action usually have an affect on

macro-structures  (on  the  social  system,  laws,  institutions),  the  realised  lifestyles  of  organic

stakeholders give impulse to societal changes on a micro-level. That way, they could be initiators of

transitions by breaking up microstructures in societies.

The study has demonstrated how the current organic food scenes in Bangkok are embedded

in a higher organic movement that exists since three decades. While the organic scenes are rather

fragmented so far, as most scenes act on their individual agendas, their stakeholders are connected

through common goals towards sustainable and healthy living. The organic scenes are notably led
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by a number of pioneers who model to the active stakeholders and the newcomers. 
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III Appendix

III.1 Tables of the analysis

Abbreviations used for the tables:

OF – organic farming; OM – organic movement; TH – Thailand; Bkk – Bangkok; CNX – Chiang

Mai; CF – Cityfarm; THF – Thai Cityfarm network; CSA – community supported agriculture; PGS

– participatory guarantee systems; AAN – Alternative Agriculture Network; NF – natural farming;

RP – Royal Projects; SE – Sufficiency Economy; GM – green market; FB – Facebook; GAP – good

agricultural practice; cons. – consumer, resp. – respondent; mm. – movement; st. – stakeholder;

n.e.c.  –  not  empirically  covered;  yrs.  –  years;  gvt.  –  government;  DOAE  –  Department  of

Agricultural Extension; MoA – Ministry of Agriculture; MoC – Ministry of Commerce; MoPH –

Ministry of Public Health;

Table 1: Interpretations of and attitude towards organic farming in Thailand

Resp. Interpretations of and attitude towards OF in Thailand

G-1 Traditionally, people grow plants where ever possible
OF seems easy to realise in the city

R-1 Integrated farming is local wisdom, esp. in Bkk
Farming changed from mixed farming to monoculture
After Green Revolution, promotion of many different kinds of SF
Terminology in steady change; today, kaset insee (for OF) means living thing

R-2 Certified farmers still 0,15%
Self-claim organic: some farmers might do OF in conscious way

R-4 Many farmers groups do OF without certification

R-5 Small-scale farmers would not eat their produce for market; most farmers naturally grow their own 
kitchen garden 
Organic rice in NE mainly export
OF popular but confusion about terminology
International certification is too expensive for individual farmer
Some local standards (Bio Surin) allow small amounts of synthetic fertilizer 
Successful mutual controls in many farmers communities

R-6 Many models derive from alternative agriculture: sustainable farming, natural farming, OF, agroforestry,
integrated farming, Sufficiency Economy;
Principles: biodiversity on farm site, local varieties, self-sufficiency
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R-7 OF lower yields

R-8 OF in old times, before Green Revolution
Organic farmers can sustain themselves 
Civil society mm prefers small-scale OF to profit-oriented OF

R-9 OF needs the right people
OF hard & inefficient
OF farmers sometimes refuse business ideas as thinking in self-sufficiency terms
OF needs industry & technological improvement to be sustainable 

R-10 TH many small-scale organic producers
OF technologies: no middle way – very modern for export, very old for domestic
OF is going back to traditional farming

R-13 Trust in farmers under organic conversion through direct links
Term original / traditional for OF possible
Perfect growing conditions in TH;  self-sufficiency & OF before start of agribusiness

R-14 Asoke: NF (Fukuoka) no high yields & bad adaptation after a while

R-16 Fertile land in TH before agro-industry, now desperate
Local microorganism after Dr. Cho
Biodiversity & integration of big trees, adaptation to local conditions

R-17 Common objectives for AA & OF: changing farm system; others: land issues, farmers rights & agrarian 
reforms

R-18 TH gave up prosperous agriculture for Green Revolution; 
Rural farmers hard to convince of OF; Green Revolution spoilt farmers
Reliable technique: holistic organic farming, bio-tillage

R-19 Farmers usually unwilling to change (scared to leave comfort zone)

R-20 Hill tribes collect edible leaves from forest
Farmers usually willing to reduce chemicals (OF can reduce input costs)
Commercial seeds

R-21 No organic seeds in TH; no organic farmer so far uses them 
Many kinds OF: self-reliant farming, self-sufficiency farming, New Theory
Many farmers think going back to OF impossible

R-22 Impact from chemical abuse during Green Revolution

R-23 Chemical farming > land degradation, debts
Improvement through microorganisms, fermented plant juice 
Traditional Thai farming basically organic but knowledge lost over 1 generation

R-24 When farmers change to OF, they eat their market produce again

R-25 OF part of alternative thinking and often coming together with other factors (lifestyle, self-reliance, 
back-to-nature, trad. farming, financial stability)
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Farmers experience effects of chemical farming, environmental degradation, indebtedness
OF needs time & external assistance (training, community & financial support); community & sharing
OF can pose insecurities: market access, growing & processing techniques
Change to OF step by step: start with own kitchen garden; when 1 farmer starts OF, others follow more
easily; many OF projects in all regions
“Industrial” OF different concept >less care for earth, purely economic incentive

R-27 OF easier to implement compared to NF (Fukuoka philosophy does not emphasise production but 
cultivation) 
OF after NF; beginning unpopular but coming now, as easy to sell & export; ACT facilitates with OF 
standards

R-28 Start with term AA as broad approach to different concepts of SF

R-29 2 levels of OF: commercial, subsistence (or agro-ecology) farming; 
Sometimes instability for organic farmers selling to supermarkets
Farmer's decision between large-scale produce or subsistence with small surplus

R-31 Conventional farmers don't eat their own vegetable for use of chemicals on farm
Social problems for farmers when changing from NF to Green Revolution 
Their philosophy: diversity & abundance to strengthen the ecosystem; advance of microorganism, bio-
agriculture
TH good growing conditions; restart is not too difficult

R-32 Conventional farmers don't eat their own rice

R-37 2 ways of OF in TH: NF like in the past, OF from abroad
OF started to have problems for global certification system (high cost, dominance by importing country)
Villagers own produce by sustainable techniques

R-39 OF solution to overcome bad agricultural situation 

Table 2: Roots and models for organic farming in Thailand 

Resp. Roots and models for OF in Thailand

G-1 Origin in Thai OF & from abroad

R-1 30 yrs. ago, still intelligent rural farmer having their own concept of integrated farming

R-4 Role models in Japan (NF), IFOAM

R-5 Thai & Western role models

R-6 Thai NF influenced by Fukuoka & Dr. Cho; partly by OF in U.S & Europe

R-8 International & national mm
Fukuoka's One Straw Revolution
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R-12 Thai OF pioneers influenced by abroad (CSA America, Teikei Japan; Europe)
Books: Silent Spring, Bringing the Food Economy (Helena Norberg-Hodge), Small is beautiful 
(Schumacher), Vandana Shiva 
Role models Bhutan for 100% organic policy; Europe for green consumer awareness

R-14 Fukuoka in early years, Dr. Cho

R-16 Fukuoka, Mollison, Dr. Cho; some American farming initiative
King (only followed by RP & a few groups until '97 crisis)

R-18 OF trends around the world, inspiration by Dr. Cho

R-19 Fukuoka one of her inspirations

R-22 Role models: Fukuoka (NF), IFOAM; however, urge for healthy food is internal, many people sick
R-22's grandparent's generation naturally did OF 

R-23 Japan, Korea, Australia; Fukuoka, SE

R-25 Jon Jandai, King IX, Panya permaculture project
Volunteers bring idea of OF to villagers

R-27 Fukuoka's NF inspiration 
OF started from NF; R-27's group brought NF to TH

R-28 2 sources of models: Fukuoka & biodynamics in Europe, U.S, permaculture & Thai farmer's traditional 
knowledge, Buddhist farming

R-29 Vitoon pushed modern OF idea in TH

R-31 Gurus like Fukuoka, Mollison, Dr.Cho
R-31's grandparents pioneers for OF, long time before the Green Revolution

R-32 Teikei model
Small is Beautiful (Schumacher)
Fukuoka pioneer in early years but his technique not appropriate for tropical climate

Table 3: Stakeholders in the organic movements

Resp. Description of the stakeholders in the organic movement

G-1 Urbanites, parents, teenagers, office workers, some rural people (CF workshops)
Most city farmers are “weekend farmers”

R-1 Bangkokians, urban middle classes who start OF in rural area; one city farmer is former pop singer

R-2 Urban farmers: middle class people, not farmers

R-4 Some rural farmers who are aware of OF, though not enough
Urbanites & younger people >support of rural farmers through food distribution schemes
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2 parts of OM: people / NGO mm & business mm

R-8 Possible players: government, local governments, mass media, NGO, social media, researcher with 
common goal of public participation & natural food
Anti-player CP

R-9 E.g. intellectuals (knowledge generation) >can be master force of mm if willing “to get hands dirty”

R-10 Civil society (fighting for clean food & health when no gvt support)
NGO members begin OF themselves

R-12 Some players politically involved

R-14 Government: some organic programmes but generally supports conventional agriculture

R-15 Farmers groups in South

R-17 CF approach for urban poor & middle classes; CF mostly middle classes; CF with urban poor needs 
different strategy as more limitations

R-18 Determined youngsters going back to previous way of living, only few though

R-19 R-19 herself: city & office person before changing to UF 
Food producers spoil people's habits
City people big role in OM as most organic consumers are urban (e.g. in rice farmer lobby  group, most
volunteers are city people)

R-21 Bkkians come to R-21's trainings in CNX

R-22 CSA mm, commercial farms, CF (feeding the city & gathers consciously minded people), rural OF 
(supply to city), FM (aim to create community); gvt (Laksi, Min. of Commerce), NGOs for consumer 
awareness

R-23 Thai Cityfarm key player, emerging with flood 2011; Santi Asoke, St.10

R-24 DOAE (new unit OF & GAP promotion)

R-25 School for Wellbeing (key player for consumer-grower links)

R-26 Interior designers, sales manager, flight attendant

R-29 Private sector, NGOs, civil society, not government

R-32 Consumer groups

R-33 Already conscious people (mostly same people going to organic events); solution: get Hi-sos involved 
(trend setters); anti-players food giants (influencing policies)

R-34 Green consumers

R-37 Universities should be involved
Bangkok people (have taste, income, good health & knowledge >people from outside not aware)

R-38 Government should support farmers (e.g. with organic seeds)
Visitors at Root Garden: mostly families with children (pre-school age), from all over Bangkok, stable 
visitors & tourists
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R-43 Many young people getting interested

Table 4: Pioneers in the organic movements 

Resp. Statements on the pioneers in the organic movement

R-1 St.62 first green entrepreneur in TH, promoting OF on urban market; Laksi District Office (starts 
organic UF soon after '97 crisis); Early rural farmers who found their own concepts on integrated 
farming

R-2 R-2 pioneer in farmers assistance towards OF

R-4 R-10 (network initiatives & research involvement in OM)
Young pioneers like R-1, St. 61, networks under School for Wellbeing are future

R-6 R-32 and NGOs around this resp. since early 90s; Asoke community (early pioneers); AAN main 
network; R-27 (foundation for holistic health, consumer programmes)

R-7 G-1, R-1 (encouragement of people to grow at home)

R-8 R-27, R-2, R-32, network for Buddhist activist

R-10 “[R-27] is a model for Thai lifestyle” (influence on many Bkkians)

R-12 R-21 (rural learning and seed saving centre), R-32 (first to recognise local wisdom after Green 
Revolution), R-27 & AAN; R-6 (NGO North); R-28 (consumer awareness) 1 pillar

R-13 R-1 (connecting communities; came at right time & uses right approach)

R-14 Asoke community

R-16 An early NGO for major role as supporter in OF or NF community

R-17 R-32 (“the very pioneer”), R-28 , R-2, R-18

R-21 “New organic people will be city people”; an agroforestry expert, Asoke community (most powerful 
group to change people to OF)

R-22 UF (actually changing people), commercial farms (help to sustain OM), consumers (e.g. school 
parents networks), gvt, individuals, NGOs, Asoke (1 of first, influential, sustaining pioneer for OF in 
TH), organic shop owners (want to change people to be organic consumers);
R-22's grandparents (naturally doing OF) 

R-23 Asoke community, R-21 important players

R-25 R-21, permaculture projects in the North, network for Buddhist activists;
Back-to-the-land mm with 1st generation around a Thai actress

R-26 R-21, R-1 (a scientist but talks like farmer), St. 9 rural OF learning centre, experts at Asoke 
community, R-32, a Thai actress

R-27 R-27's group pioneer (bringing org. food to people)
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R-28 R-28's group (pushing of OF policies in TH)

R-29 Foundation for rural technologies and ecology, organic trade bodies, R-32, a NGO promoting PGS, 
R-2 (pushed modern OF idea in TH)

R-31 Asoke community as pioneer, R-31's grandparents are pioneers for OF

R-38 R-1's (urban garden pioneer) garden prototype model

R-43 Young pioneers like R-19, G-1 Thai Cityfarm (for city people - connecting, networking, initiatives)

Table 5: Individual motivations

Resp. Statements on motivations for engaging in organic scenes

G-1 TCF: connect health, mental health, educational issues; prepare people's mindsets for UF; create 
food network, recreation; expand to business level in the future

R-1 TCF: link farmers & consumers closely to make organic more affordable; find committed organic 
consumers; create family activities
General: health for their families, e.g. when family members get ill

R-2 Personal: collaboration with rural farmers for OF; provision of market access; improving farmers' 
livelihoods
General: health, nutrition, quality; environment (less strong); urban farmers have health ambitions

R-4 General: health, knowledge about chemical residues in foods; no focus on environment 

R-5 General: health aspect for consumers; spiritual aspect for some (alternative lifestyle - yoga - 
meditation – vegetarian - organic)

R-6 Green consumer network (St.42): build up consumer-producer networks >empowerment, 
confidence, exchange with the city, health, economic stability for farmers; empowerment of female 
farmers
Biodiversity on farm site, local varieties, self-sufficiency
Personal: collaborate with university to spread the idea, be a social entrepreneur, consumers' health

R-7 Personal: vision to bring farmers from neighbouring area to sell at their place >Green consumer 
network (St.42); R-7 used to grow vegetables at home in their childhood 
General: mostly health, environment second priority
“It's a basic thing: People want the safe food and want the green food, so back to the basic”

R-8 R-8's carrier in public health gave understanding of importance of OF >OF links to food, good health
& preventive health (reducing risk taking behaviour, perceiving benefit, perceiving threat)
Personal: inspiration by the world, knowledge about the harm of chemicals 
General: identification with philosophy of living, health, environmentalism; search for independence,
nature experience, going back to basic

R-9 Personal: develop rural area & provide organic market, bring communities back to their bases, 
organise stakeholders, connect rural communities with the urban
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R-9 believes in the mm >“peace mission”: not money driven any more
Consumers: 90% health reason
OM is also a sustainable living mm

R-10 R-10's network: promote PGS / CSA systems >balance between consumer & producer
General: OF & UF for people who concern about their lives, health

R-11 General: more concern about organic food but market has no real organic, even for the labelled 
organic food in supermarkets
City farmers: personal health, premium price by growing organically, home embellishment; often 
lack of passion
Personal: combine business & environmental consciousness

R-12 Personal: organic food for all, not only for elite; effective coordination between ministries & policies 
needed; move forward PGS (improvement needed) >Organic food systems need to involve all 
parties (farmers, consumers, entrepreneurs) & need to meet half way

R-13 Personal: health (conventional products dangerous, filled up with chemicals); care for her growers' 
community (food, life attitude are base for good health); business aspect (OF growing opportunity) >
R-13 jumped onto organic business because market offer insufficient

R-14 Asoke members: OF for environmental reasons >Buddhist-based (“we are killing the earth) 
Farmers: financial reasons (cannot afford chemical input); personal health (same reasons as USA)

R-15 Personal: interest in OF since childhood; avoids harming life; environment & health come together 
(“I think you cannot split”)

R-16 Personal: finding out how to cultivate land without chemicals, helping her motherland >studying 
literature on it & writing own books; learning for personal interest and knowledge sharing; psn. 
contribution to OF is reading & writing
Biodiversity & integration of big trees, adapted to local conditions
Farmers: some just want to do it

R-17 OF objective: change of farming system
Other network members: land issues & rights, agrarian reforms 
There is 1 mm but different motives

R-18 Personal: sharing knowledge to help his country; raising awareness among gvt officials & 
universities

R-19 General: natural / political crisis makes people want to change; main concern health; also 
sustainable lifestyle

R-20 For the RPs: provide market access to farmers >growth & harvest according to RP order 
For local small-scale farmers: household consumption

R-21 Personal: create network of seed savers, raise awareness through discussions
For farmers: reduce own cost, sell the surplus >economic problems: chemical / petrol prices rising, 
no chance to survive
General: health, environment, household budget; lifestyle

R-22 A farmers' market (St.51): creating community
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General: health (self-level), 5-10% environment, community (supporting producers)
Personal: business & community; educational background – bringing students to farmers brought R-
22 awareness & attitude change; healthy food for himself & consumers

R-23 Farmers: well-being, independence, self-sufficiency, environment
Personal: health (conventional produce has chemicals), back to simple life, self-sufficiency, sell 
surplus >idea of having learning centre, involve local farmers; daily eating out made him reflect 
nutrition; tried conventional farming first but harvest low >change to OF

R-24 Farmers: Hard to convince of OF but price for chemical inputs & personal health drive them
Gvt: 2004 food safety declaration, development from GAP to OF (National Plan, agencies)

R-25 General: back-to-the-land, connection with nature (city people often disconnected), health, 
community life
Farmers: health, unreliability of market produce >start own kitchen garden & eventually OF (step by 
step); responsibility of “caretaker” of the land

G-2 2 strategies for G-2's community: health & saving money (healthy body >better work >less debts)
Skills & passion for gardening as rural background of many >UF daily routine, no burden 
Idea: plant for own consumption, sell surplus >wish to be self-sufficient
Communication of health risks to residents & other communities

R-26 General: people first think for themselves then extend to others; health issues
Personal: awareness raising for food safety, widen the organic community; organic as it is simply 
good; R-26's group: sustainably living in the city

R-27 General: health concern, for some farmers support & ecology 

R-28 Personal: start NGO after graduation when realising farmers' problems & CP encroachment 
>improve farmers situation (problem of chemical farming is also problem of justice)
Shared objectives in OM: sustainable way of living, health

R-29 R-29 from farmer family, knowledge about impact of conventional agriculture, rural development 
studies >wish to work with farming communities & to educate consumers about OF, links between 
health, environment, farmers
For farmers: health, income

R-30 Personal: 3 motivations (business, hotel management, personal interest)
Interest in holistic health (health starts with food), in helping farmers, connecting people
Knowing what you eat, making food chain as short as possible, putting your hands in soil, knowing 
growers of your food help reconnect
R-30's farmers' market: create countryside feeling, producer-consumer trust relationships

R-31 Santi Asoke: no use of chemicals, 100% natural, clean, organic vegetables for their vegetarian diet 
(conventional market not safe)
Personal: growing up with healthy food, always being interested in nutrition

R-32 Personal: change of life perspective after monkshood >seeking for happiness only >>work should 
harm nobody
Duty "help ourselves first, until we can help another"; use our strength to help others
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R-32's NGO started from the bad farmer's situation

R-33 Personal: gap in market for sustainable Thai restaurant (environmental & cultural approach; link 
food heritage to organic food); organic produce important but not the certificate as direct link with 
farmers
Conscious cooking makes R-33 feel better less guilty
General: Healthy eating trend can eventually create consumer consciousness

R-34 Personal: green consumer before work at green consumer NGO; passion for promoting & eating 
health food; farming as new lifestyle matter

R-35 Personal: children's health (sick child >need for healthy food & alternative medicine, back in 90s 
difficult to find & expensive); passion for organic food
General: being trendy (friends eating organic, people talking about it)

R-38 R-38's urban demonstration garden site: communicate to & make impact on urban people in heart 
of the city; make urban people who have land access aware for landless rural people

R-39 Personal: need for holistic approach in agriculture; sustainable farming & OF under same roof

R-43 Personal: city person looking for happy, simple, healthy living >avoid chemicals, rely less on market,
use traditional Thai plants for food & medicine
General: health

Table 6: List of selected bodies with functions and coverage by the study

St. Entity Stakeholders' description Status Coverage

Private household

1 -Urban farmers Several individual households with backyard 
garden within Thai City Farm network

Interviews, 
observations

2 Young city farmer, ex-office worker; involved in 
self-sufficiency farming (pioneer)

Pioneer Interview

3 Young city farmer, ex-entrepreneur and 
musician

Pioneer Site visit, 
interview 

4 Community garden in low-income 
neighbourhood, run as cooperative

Site visit, 
interview

5 Property with family run company and traditional
Bangkok style garden plot

Site visit, 
interview

6 Community garden on a site of baracks, run by 
soldiers' wives in collaboration of Laksi District 
Office

Site visit, 
discussion

7 Professional, long-term urban farmer on vast 
family property, one of last remaining farming 

Site visit, 
discussion
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areas in the East of Bangkok on this scale; non-
organic

8 -Farming communities Buddhist group Santi Asoke, living and organic 
farming community, pioneer in large-scale 
farmers trainings towards sustainable farming 
methods since the 1970s; vegetarian 
community, herbal medicine; rural production 
centres and green shops in Bangkok

Pioneers Sites visits, 
interview, 
discussions; 
interviews with 
customers

9 Rural learning centre for sustainable farming 
methods and pioneer for the implementation of 
New Theory farming; farming models for each 
Thai region

Pioneer N.e.c

10 Rural indigenous seed saving, organic farming 
and earth building centre; restaurants and 
produce outlets in Chiang Mai

Pioneer Interview

11 Organic farming model project with local 
farmers east of Bangkok, PGS building, 
involvement of organic farming experts and 
universities; weekly organic farmers' market

Sites visits, 
interview

12 -Green consumers Individuals at green shops, organic markets, 
supermarkets, the Organic Fair and other fairs, 
seminars, events

Interviews, 
observations

13 -Local residents Resident around a community garden, asked 
about opportunity to participate in the garden  

Discussion

14 Public network Group in representation of landless rural 
farmers' rights with urban garden site in central 
Bangkok; demonstration garden and awareness
raising purpose; 1-year lease on property of a 
social foundation

Interview, 
observations

15 Thai City Farm Project, the biggest network of 
urban gardeners of different scales in Bangkok; 
for hobby gardeners or professionals with active
members meeting on regular basis and passive 
members using the online community 

Pioneer Interview 

16 Group of like-minded for alternative living, 
organic foods, well-being and community 
gatherings

Interview, 
discussion, 
observation

17 Recent network for urbanites who wish to 
realise rural living as organic farmers; support 
with family and land access issues

Discussion

18 Community gardening project for Bangkok Observations

19 Semi-public institution Organic agriculture research and funding 
network; funding of innovative technologies or 

Interview
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start-ups, among others TCF and others of the 
study's players

20 Thai Health Promotion Foundation, autonomous
government agency with budget for health-
related projects 

Observations

21 Chaipattana Foundation: Umbrella Foundation 
for King Rama IX's innovations, among them 
the SE concept and Royal Projects 

N.e.c

22 Royal Project Foundation, manages agricultural 
projects with hill tribes mainly, on initiative of His
Majesty King Bhumibol Adulyadej; maintenance 
of organic cultivations, and retail of the products

Site visit, 
interview

23 -Educational institution Alternative schools N.e.c

24 Universities Observation, 
discussion

25 -Hospital Bumrungrat Hospital Observation

26 Sriracha Hospital N.e.c

27 Governmental institution MoA, organic farming policies Interview

28 DOAE, extension body for GAP and organic 
farming between policy level and farmers 
training

Interview

29 Ministry of Public Health, initiator for Thai Health
Fund, health related campaign including healthy
eating

Interview

30 Ministry of Commerce, launched the annual 
Organic Fair and promotes organic business

Observations

31 -Municipality Laksi District Office, long-term rooftop garden 
and learning centre, organic urban farming sites
throughout the district

Site visits, 
interview,

32 Khlong Teoi District Office, rooftop garden and 
learning centre, experimental community 
garden site in the district

Site visits, 
interview

NGO

33 -Rural technologies Early rural NGO for farmers empowerment 
through appropriate technologies; pioneer for 
rice seed saving and breeding, co-founder of 
alternative farming networks; connection to 
other pioneers

Pioneer Site visit, 
interview

34 NGO of the early days of the organic 
movements and source for more recent NGOs; 

N.e.c
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focus on farmers empowerment through 
appropriate technologies

35 Alternative Agriculture Network (AAN), pioneer 
of empowerment of rural farmers after Green 
Revolution that exists until now, source for 
many following NGOs in rural intervention

N.e.c

36 Network for young organic farmers in Southeast
Asia under the School for Wellbeing

Observations

37 -Consumer rights Health related foundation, active for consumer 
education in holistic health and promotion of 
traditional herbal medicine in Thailand 

Pioneer Interview

38 Foundation for consumer rights and education N.e.c

39 -Urban farming NGO for sustainable farming application in the 
rural and pioneer group for the promotion of city
farming, projects with urban poor communities; 
co-founder of alternative farming networks; 
connection to other pioneers

Pioneer Interview

40 -Consumer-producer 
interface

NGO for farmers empowerment, preservation of
biodiversity, seed saving, consumer awareness;
umbrella organisation for food safety 
programmes; connection to other pioneers

Pioneer Interview

41 NGO for the promotion and implementation of 
participatory guarantee systems

Interview

42 Activity under the umbrella of School for 
Wellbeing for green consumers, organic market 
opportunities and consumer-producer networks

Interview

43 -Social improvement Network under [urban farming NGO] for 
empowerment of urban poor communities

Observations, 
interview

Organic suppliers

44 -Commercial farms Four main commercial organic suppliers, large-
scale compared to individual farmers, company 
with farm employees; products: fruit, vegetables
or dairy; represented in selected supermarkets, 
green shops and on farmers' markets; certified 
organic

Discussions, 
interview

45 -Cooperatives Early cooperative scheme set up by NGO [n°] 
as outlet of organic farm produce to a group of 
urban consumers in Bangkok

Interview

46 -Retailers Supermarkets: Villa Market, Gourmet Market, 
Tops Supermarket, 

Consumer 
Interviews

47 Golden Place / Royal Project Shop are shops Observations
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with conventional and products from the Royal 
Projects, some of it organic.

48 Private business, wholesale with organic shop 
and farmers' market stall, selling mainly rice and
handicrafts from a farmers' community in Surin

Interview

49 Green shop and coffee shop under School for 
Wellbeing with products from partner farmers

Observations

50 Alternative health centre and health shop with 
own organic bakery; sale of Thai and imported 
organic ingredients and cosmetics; hosts a 
weekly organic market stall

Interview

51 -Farmers' markets Weekend farmers' market at different spots 
throughout Bangkok in direct sale structure; 
fresh produce vendors are mostly organic, 
some of them the commercial provider; ready-
to-eat food, grocery, handicrafts

Observations

52 Monthly farmers' market and offspring of St. 51, 
similar range and offer

Observations

53 Green markets at different spots in Bangkok, 
often in office buildings or hospitals direct sale 
structure 

Observations

54 -Food distribution schemes Organic farmer in West Thailand with 
programme for social inclusion of rural migrants;
pioneer for CSA programme (vegetable box 
scheme)

Interview

55 Urban farm and learning centre with CSA 
business (vegetable box scheme) to about 100 
subscribers; sale of own plus additional produce

Site visit, 
discussion

56 Vegetable box delivery scheme with Thai and 
Western vegetables

N.e.c

57 Organic farmer with vegetable delivery 
business; also several farmers' market stalls

Discussion

58 Private enterprise Organic trade pioneer including export, farmers 
trainings, background in rural NGO work

Interview 

59 Bangchak refinery, launched an early social 
enterprise with health shop St.62 

N.e.c

60 Colgate maintains an urban garden for 
employees

N.e.c

61 -Social enterprise School for Wellbeing, pioneers for alternative 
thinking, mindful consumer society; umbrella for
various programmes in the field of organic

Pioneer Interview
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62 First big range health shop in Bangkok with 
several branches; background: empowerment 
of rural farmers and consumer awareness 
raising for healthy foods; retail of several 
organic brands, fresh produce, cosmetics; some
non-organic products; restaurant

Pioneer Observations

63 Green shop owner and farmers' market vendor; 
pioneer for young creative entrepreneurs, 
organic farmer empowerment and health / slow 
food expert

Pioneer Interview

64 Young urban business processing organic 
produce about direct buy from farmers; fair 
prices for farmers together with consumer 
education for healthy eating; focus on healthy 
snacks and beverages

N.e.c

65 -Service provider City farmer and pioneer of the modern city 
farming movement with urban gardening 
learning centre and consultancy; contact person
in the network, organic farming expert

Pioneer Site visit, 
interview, 
discussions

66 cf. St.55

67 A.C.T organic certification with IFOAM; started 
from rural intervention with farmers 

Pioneer Interview

68 Restaurant using with low carbon footprint 
concept; using mostly organic ingredients form 
selected farmers, player for consumer 
education

Interview

69 Slow life hotel with rooftop garden, partly using 
home-grown produce and other organic 
ingredients to serve to the guests

Site visit, 
interview

70 Natural farming expert with rural demonstration 
farm; developer of soil improvement methods

Site visit, 
interview

71 Pioneer for permaculture and agroforestry 
concepts in Thailand, advisor and author of 
manuals

Interview

72 Media A TV channel promoting sustainable farming N.e.c

73 A magazine for healthy lifestyle N.e.c

74 A magazine for natural farming, involved in the 
founding of TCF

N.e.c
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Table 7: Organic consumption 

Resp. Organic consumers, market and certification

R-1 TCF and NGO St.39 aim at urban cons. interested in organic food >Organic supermarket produce 
expensive
Cons. commonly understand RP as organic, just because they are royal projects

R-2 Certification & trust: consumers' perceptions about trust in groups, brands, labels differ; R-2's self-
claim products would sell on local markets
Generally, some self-claim products may not be genuine (probably no internal controls)
Enough demand (e.g quality products); organic cons. city people; Bkk market bigger than CNX

R-3 Cons. concern about health & environment now
Insufficient organic produce >GM for better producer-consumer connection; challenge for GM: how 
to build trust in product?
Confusion about terminology (non chemical-organic) at beginning, now better consumer education 
(green fair)

R-4 Cons. need organic produce & producers need market >CSA as link
Cons. need better information; still confusion about terminology
Cons. prefer organic to chemical free label & trust if they know producer
Cons. awareness is related to their individual priority (for many, it is cheap price)
Profile for certified organic: foreigners, academics, health conscious, people with family or elderly 
household members
Market: low quality foods (often imported from China); difficulties to find organic food
R-4 trusts self-claimed organic only if producer or group membership is known

R-5 Consumer-producer links can be more efficient than certification
CNX: GM cons. trust self-claimed organic; poor & wealthy cons. (prices mostly similar to regular 
market)
Some cons. think, RP products organic >not necessarily
Asian cons. focus more on health than environment; health focus is justified
Organic Thailand label is unrecognised, rightly

R-6 Certification: Northern certification standard introduced to provide a trust guarantee; certification 
depends on market (no need for local market, Northern certification standard for Singapore, a private
foreign standard for Europe)
Market in CNX: CSA not successful for R-6's group, first GM and retail shop in 1993 failed; GM price 
stable for same inputs all year round & cons. of different income groups 
R-6's motto: animals grow, plants grow, farmer / consumer should grow in mind & body
Cons. still lack understanding; good marketing is main aspect to gain organic cons.

R-7 Cons. want safe & green food, esp. families with babies (safe food for children); high demand but 
products not affordable for some
Market: Golden Place as health shop; some supermarkets fake the organic labels; RP is not so 
much organic

R-8 Cons. realise dangers of chemicals
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Situation of organic depends on cons. behaviour which depends on their information >networks, 
friendships among cons. help to information & better health
Awareness hard for general people >easier for those who already have time to read, no worries 
about money, more stability

R-9 Direct sale as primary goal: trust if consumer knows farm & farmer; cons. might not trust the organic 
label 100%
Certification: PGS interesting, certification just formality, does not really matter; take certification 
seriously, not as a barrier
Availability, price, health/environment influence organic cons.
Cons.: majority middle classes, mostly with children, education / information on healthy food >can 
afford premium price; younger generation, also Japanese housewives in Bangkok
Often more knowledge than vendor; active role in designing the OM / sustainable living
~5% cons. aspire healthy lifestyles (+Yoga, clean eating, illness)

R-10 Certification: important for export but not so much for domestic markets; IFOAM or third-party 
certification not needed (cons. are better informed about OF now compared to beginning)
Challenge for organic discourse: How to build up cons. trust?
Cons. profile: NGO people, elderly, mothers & pregnant women

R-11 Awareness of healthy living just started; depends on people's educational background
Organic products are reaction of parents with sick children
Confusion about different labels

R-12 Cons. need to be involved >e.g. farm visits, participation of consumer & producer representatives 
like in PGS; cons. education focus
R-12 sometimes feel hopeless about cons.: still very few compared to 3000 CSAs in France, 400 in 
China (only 5 in TH over 10 years of promotion)
Cons. are aware for their own health >should be more long-term thinking, until now, they don't care 
about the long term or being active cons. to make it happen
CSA in CNX: first subscribers are expats
CSA mm starting from St.54 in Western Thailand

R-13 R-13 trying to embrace cons.'s view in her business
Cons. more interested in organic than before
When cons. herself, R-13 found good offer at organic fair but did not know where to buy 
Cons. motivated by prospect of organic community, social exchange, activities

R-17 Cons.: some awareness for farmers' situation & wish to help; awareness for food quality & health 
rising (cancer rate) but general lack of knowledge on food & nutrition
Certification needed when farmer not known

R-18 Cons.: growing health awareness but lack of knowledge; government creates confusion with 
different labels & hydroponic
Often well educated people who want “the real” organic & are willing to pay but not enough supply

R-19 Cons.: not enough knowledge yet but generally cons. power (purchase power & attitude change 
>>supply will adapt
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R-20 Certification: RP had DOA certification first, since 4 yrs. A.C.T as some customers ask for IFOAM 
certificate
Market: Organic ready-to-eat salads go to Bangkok; organic produce not enough for market
Cons.: more demand for organic now compared to 2 yrs. ago; confusion about organic & GAP; 
willingness to pay high price for seasonal fruits but not for vegetables; stable customers for RP
Organic small-scale farmers have better understanding than cons. 

R-21 People are very aware now about OF & traditional farming, esp. in the North
Nobody trusts the government organic label but self-organised farmers group

R-22 Availability in supermarkets makes people conscious for organic; fairs & events mark importance of 
organic consumption, open people's eyes, show options
R-22 had own standard first but cons. trust him >no more need

R-24 Cons.: seeking safe food for themselves

G-2 G-2's first impression of OF: luxurious, hydroponic >now understanding that chemicals free
Local term pak rai san pit (free from chemicals) instead of OF

R-26 Bkkfm cons.: wealthy people & foreigners in that area >more people need to touch organic, need to 
encourage consumer-producer links >delivery service

R-27 Certification: if cons. know more about organic, products need certification; confusion about organic 
labels by the government
Community size matters – mega urban needs certification as people don't know each other; in 
smaller communities, people know each other and trust (like for CSA)
R-27: some doubts about PGS, people might not trust it
Organic food is safer by common sense
R-27's foundation: rural farmers support + cooperative distribution to urban consumers

R-28 Policy development needs support from consumer & people
Fair & Forum since 1990s for alternative markets; Herbal medicine fair in collaboration with Ministry 
of Public Health

R-29 R-29's CSA cons.: mainly Bangkokians, families with children & concern about health, mostly 
committed for +5 years, have understanding about OF; 50% of new members have been 
recommended by existing members; those who learn about it through media, mostly quit soon
R-29 offers meetings with farmers & farm visits
First CSA was arranged by group of Japanese women group in Bkk
Generally confusion among consumers about labels

R-30 Sukjai market: create countryside feeling, producer-consumer trust relationships

R-31 Cons.: smarter now & realising the benefits of organic produce, esp. middle classes; also willing to 
pay more >good incentive to farmers
Santi Asoke cons. know about their good quality; Asoke brand is known as organic brand
Situation now: many sick people, organic market hard to access, not much variety

R-32 Market: bringing farmers & cons. together, Japanese Teikei model
Certification: needed for export but not for Thai market, unless the elite cons. refuse to connect with 
farmers; CSA good model for middle classes (farm visits, mutual knowledge & support)
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Cons.: mostly hardly aware or willing to go into detail

R-33 R-33's customers from all walks of life, some aware of their concept, some not; ~40-50% Thai, 
others expats & tourists (wealthy Asian tourists)

R-34 Schools activities as part of consumer movement >very hard to get organic or healthy food for 
school children
Active parents in alternative school are green consumers (collective buying)
Cons.: now concern & information on products; challenge: how to connect them with producers? 
Green market cons. are mostly Thai

R-35 Parents at Tawsi school: cloth bags instead of plastic; organic vendors come to school
Cons.: getting more aware of organic foods >“consumer's awareness is the biggest thing”; not very 
environmentally aware yet
R-35's costumers of mixed nationality (many Thais, many expats, Indian community)

R-37 Cons.: domestic cons. question the organic standard; certified organic cons. are foreigners >why 
spending Thai taxes for it? 
General cons. not enough income; high-income cons. have money but perhaps no taste for organic 
food, expats should be target for premium price food 
Promotion of a local standard & encouragement to meet the farmers
Market: residues found in GAP products 

R-38 Visitors are mostly families with children at pre-school age, from all over Bangkok; steady visitors or 
tourists
Cons. don't think much about farmers when they buy organic food

R-39 Certification: ACT certification not suitable for Thai situation where farmers are poor >PGS might be 
solution
Cons.: have not as much influence on OM as in Europe as politicians don't listen to them in TH; 
Cons. power not very high as income disparities in Bangkok very wide, many people poor
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Table 8: Matrix showing consumer statements

Issue
Cons.

Location Knowledge 
about outlet

Frequency of 
purchase 

Understanding 
of organic

Motivation for 
purchase

Certification Organic food 
accessibility

Organic 
movement

Green living in 
Bangkok

C-1 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

First time, 
knows 
organiser

Occasionally Freshly, 
naturally grown,
no 
preservatives

Just trying it 
out, quite 
inexpensive, 
better taste & 
better feeling

Yes, can be 
difficult as just 
not many

More present in
people's 
consciousness; 
also trend, 
lifestyle

C-2 (3 
psns)

Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

First time, 
about friends

Healthier than 
normal food, 
willing to pay 
more for 
organic food

Very difficult Just a personal 
choice, no 
intention to 
follow a cult

Difficult, small 
condos, limited 
space 
>supporting 
sustainable 
farmers possible

C-3 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

Any time he 
has a chance 
(not if packed in
too much 
plastic)

Very familiar 
with this issue, 
writes on it

Environment 
and health 
conscious

Not that much if
you know 
where

Becoming a big
trend now, 
might become a
movement

Tough as city 
polluted, not 
much green 
space >>getting 
out, wellness

C-4 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

~30% of his 
general 
purchase 

Original organic
like years ago 
was real 
organic

Looking for 
natural, 
organic, quality 
products for his 
restaurant 

Sceptical if no 
certification, but
generally 
sceptical

No movement 
as in the politics
now but not 
trustfully 
involved

C-5 Farmers' 
Market 
Gateway 
Ekamai

Passing by 
randomly, 
attracted his 
attention it, 

Not a shopping 
person; usually 
he buys at 
Golden Place; if

Natural 
(thammachart), 
little processed 

Less chemicals 
>better for 
health

Thai organic 
not good 
enough; but 
there is also 

Yes, for real 
organic

Not yet 
successful; 
people not very 
aware

Good food, 
exercise, happy 
mind 
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Western style he has a 
chance, he 
buys organic

self-claim 
organic

C-6 Farmers' 
Market 
Gateway 
Ekamai

Facebook Regularly Chemical free Clean, better, 
sweet taste

No matter, but 
the vendor's 
attitude, price 
and value

No, in every 
supermarket 
available

Existent,e.g. 
Campaigns for 
consumers' 
knowledge

Need for more 
green space, 
natural 
environment for 
exercise

C-7 
(2psns)

Farmers' 
Market 
Gateway 
Ekamai

Passing by 
randomly, never
heard of it

Often / rarely Chemical free / 
biological

No chemical 
residue in your 
body / does not 
care

It does matter / 
no matter, but 
price and 
quality 

No, there is 
more offer now

A trend Very difficult / Be
careful, avoid 
dangerous 
situations

C-8 Farmers' 
Market 
Gateway 
Ekamai

Knows K-
Village branch

Very often; lost 
trust in Royal 
Projects after 
residue issues

Chemical free / 
natural product

Good for 
health, 
sustainable, 
Chinese 
vegetables are 
dangerous; 
family eats 
organic, home 
made food

Important for 
details about 
production

No Not aware of it 
as a conscious 
consumer since
young age

Honesty in 
selling or 
business, taking 
care of one-self, 
political 
corruption 
destroys
C-8 willing to 
pay more 

C-9 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

Works there Rarely Chemical free Very good for 
health 

No matter but 
you need to 
trust the shop

No Existent, there 
is more now

Grow your own 
kitchen garden

C-10 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

Friend of the 
owner

Eats only 
organic food

Natural, less 
chemical > 
thinks that 
organic may 
contain 

Fresher Better than 
nothing but 
unreliable 
controls by Thai
Organic label

No Existent, 
everyone talks 
about it, pays 
attention

Exercise, more 
organic food, 
avoid plastic 
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chemicals but 
people have 
wrong 
understanding

C-11 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

Professional 
reasons, 
journalist for 
healthy lifestyle 
magazine

Depends on the
product, 
vegetables 
important, 
shampoo less

Chemical free 
or just in little 
amount

Beneficial to 
health

Good but not 
many products 
have it

Yes, depending 
on the area

Only some 
groups of 
people

Care for oneself 
(health food, 
exercise)

C-12 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

Regular 
customer

Her family 
shops here

Chemical free Cleaner No matter Easier now Existent, more 
than before

Eat clean food, 
exercise

C-13 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

Lives in this 
area

If he gets a 
chance to

Chemical free 
and grown 
without soil 

Safe Important, it 
can guarantee

No Movement 
becoming 
stronger

Love yourself 
and help each 
other

C-14 Farmers' 
Market K-
Village

Internet Rarely Chemical free, 
naturally grown

Afraid of 
chemicals

Does matter Very hard to 
find

More now but 
still not enough

Cook and 
choose 
ingredients by 
yourself

C-15 Santi Asoke 
health shop, 
Chatuchak

Regular 
customer

Always comes 
here for 
shopping

Non-chemical, 
natural, “we 
come from 
nature as well, 
so I think that 
all the organic 
thing is nature 
as well.”

Very important; 
”Santi Asoke 
[...] is the best 
certification 
because they 
do [...] for not 
the money [but]
the benefit of 
the people's 
health”

Not so much 
but stronger in 
the future, 
people 
informed

There is danger 
in our health
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C-16 Santi Asoke 
health shop, 
Chatuchak

Looking for 
place to buy 
safe food

2-3 times per 
week

Organic is safer Care for 
nutrition, health,
taste, freshness

Very important, 
no trust in all 
labels, looks up
information 
before

C-16 heard 
about 
movement but 
does not feel 
part of it

C-17 Santi Asoke 
health shop, 
Chatuchak

Knows the shop
since 20yrs

Comes here 
everyday for his
meals & 
shopping

Toxic free, RP 
organic 
products also 
safe

High standard 
and safe, 
regular market 
has many toxic 
products

Follows on TV 
and a health 
magazine;  
Interest in 
movement but 
not a member 

C-18 Santi Asoke 
health shop, 
Chatuchak

Reading about 
organic 
products many 
years ago

Very often, also
at a certain 
health shop; 
always chooses
organic even 
more expensive

Cleaner, grown 
naturally, no 
toxin

Feels good 
about it, better 
than non-
organic

Important but 
not always 
trustful; Trust in 
LF, RP;

Heard about it 
but is not active

Her family uses 
all organic 
products

C-19 Santi Asoke 
health shop, 
Chatuchak

About a friend 
who is 
vegetarian

Once in 2 or 3 
weeks; just 
starting

No toxin or 
chemical; did 
not know before
buying it

“I am getting 
old, so I care 
more about my 
health but I am 
not serious 
about 
consuming 
organic 
products”

Important, it 
reassures

Did not hear 
much, few 
people care 
about it; 
C-19 does not 
feel part of it

C-20 Villa Market, 
Aree

Twice a week, 
whenever he 
can

Good for 
health, other 
places use 
chemicals, “We 

No, C-20 just 
picks the 
product

No Existent, RP, 
Sososo 
promote health 
to people; 

Listen to the 
radio; soak 
vegetables in 
alkaline water
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have to take 
care for 
ourselves, 
right?”

Consumers and
farmers are 
waking up

C-21 Villa Market, 
Aree

From others, 
new trend of 
the decade

Always, once in
2 weeks

Healthy, clean, 
No chemicals

Clean, 
convenient, 
wants to loose 
weight

Very important, 
also the aspect 
of packaging

It is a trend and
C-21 feels part 
of it

C-22 Villa Market, 
Aree

Social media 
and TV

Every 2 or 3 
days

Natural food Comfortable, no
need to wash 
product many 
times

Not really, 
looking rather 
for expiry date

Heard of it but 
not much, not 
part of it

C-23 Villa Market, 
Aree

Awareness 
about organic 
by reading 
labels

Once a week No chemical 
toxins

Safe, buys for 
her children

Never noticed, 
only the organic
label saying 
safe & healthy

Not heard of it 
but feels 
participating by 
buying

C-24 Gourmet 
Market Paragon

Print media, 
advertisement, 
TV; buys from 
different places

Almost 
everyday 

Non toxic Care for 
herself; heard 
on media about
contaminated 
food on fresh 
market

It helps but no 
100% trust as 
no guarantee 
from any 
institute 
Gourmet m. 
change labels 
sometimes

Movement not 
very visible but 
C-24 feels part 
of it

C-25 Gourmet 
Market Paragon

Regularly Better than 
regular market 
(chemical 
residues); 
unsure if 

Paying 
attention to it; 
more expensive
but she can 
trust

Yes, C-25 buys 
everything 
organic, even 
meat

People realise 
more thanks to 
food tests; C-25
knows farmer 
who uses 

Be careful about 
what you buy
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trustworthy but 
she feels happy
to buy it

formalin
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Table 9: The rural setting

Resp. Structural settings I: the farmers' situation (chapter 4.4.1)

R-1 Yields decreasing now after sustained chemical application; when conventional agriculture was
introduced, TH changed from mixed farming to monoculture

R-2 Farmers need market access with premium price, no change to organic if no financial incentive
Rural farmers often not land owners

R-4 Many farmers not landowners and indebted; many farmers groups work organically but do not go
for the certification

R-5 Kitchen garden for daily use as part of their lifestyle (useful & pleasure); farmers in N are small-
scale and sell their surplus
Organic rice in NE mainly for export, some for domestic; organic vegetable for export stagnating
OF: many stopped after ACT became certification body and took fees; conversion time can be a
restrain; for local certification mostly shorter

R-6 CP introduced Chinese seeds >farmers try to keep their own seeds
Only 21% of Thai farmers own their land
Sustainable agriculture started by NGOs during contract farming; then, no farmer wanted OF

R-7 SE seems to work out quite well where farmers follow it

R-8 All year round growing possible in warm countries
Global situation turned into food shortage and Green Revolution came
Farmers are victims, fertilizer companies sell “placebo” fertilizer; OF economically sustaining
People realise, OF might be better

R-9 Not enough organic seeds on the market
Farmers are busy, no time to search for a market by themselves

R-10 Thai farmers are badly organised and do their own business
Contract farming: unfair coordination between farmers and business >farmers would start OF
TH uses nearly 100% imported hybrid seeds & 100% imported chemical fertilizer

R-12 Big gap between middle classes and farmers; lower class feeling of farmers

R-13 After Green Revolution, some educated people see the natural way as the right way
Origin of OM in suitable geographical local conditions

R-14 Soils in TH destroyed by chemicals and ploughing

R-15 Southern farming: chemical fertilizer hardened soil, no more worm or organism; 

R-16 Deforestation in many areas but farmers not interested in big trees
R-16's NGO first group on rice cultivation, women handicraft, reforestation >gvt. then positive
towards reforestation but farmers reluctant
Land looks desperate compared to her childhood when TH used to be fertile
After crisis, more people follow SE

R-18 Every  body is  crazy  about  chemicals,  hydroponics,  whatsoever  because of  education  in  TH
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following American models and “because we are greedy”
TH once fertile  but  gave it  up for  the Green Revolution; Green Revolution technology spoilt
farmers >OF seems hard now
Yields will decrease drastically

R-19 Rice crisis affects farmers, no other solution than OF now >farmers cannot make a living with
what their expenses for fertilizer
Mm starting from crisis, from need of people

R-20 Hill tribe people usually pick edible leaves from the forest for consumption
Blood test among conventional farmers in RP: chemical residues
Farmers usually want to reduce chemicals, OF reduces cost for inputs

R-21 No organic seeds in TH and no organic farmer who uses organic seeds so far
Now many farmers think they cannot go back to OF >plants get addicted to chemicals

R-22 Farmers and government are ignorant enough to trust Monsanto
OM in TH started 2, 3 decades ago with impact from chemical abuse during Green Revolution

R-23 Chemical farming leads to land degradation and debts

R-24 Some farmers are illiterate

R-25 Farmers experience effects of chemical farming, environmental degradation, indebtedness

R-26 Farmers cannot  survive if  they continue buying inputs or  selling products to  big  companies;
organisation in farmers groups and sharing equipment as answer

R-28 Chemical farming and rice policies pose injustice to farmers

R-29 Farmer's personal decision: large amount produce or subsistence with small surplus
Vicious circle for farmers >health problem from modern agricultural but cannot go back to the
traditional way as lacking income and good food >interest in OF
Continuous support from government of the agrochemical business

R-31 Most  Thai  farmers  are  poor  >agrarian  change  from NF to  Green  Revolution  brought  social
problems to farmers
TH conditions are good for growing

R-32 Farmers' problem: they have no immune system, don't follow OF because brainwashed

R-39 R-39's experience: monoculture farmers went bankrupt, integrated farming farmers well-off and
self-sufficient
Origin of OM: government's support of export & mono-cropping >>deforestation, pest outbreak,
draught, flood
Conventional agriculture not efficient; fertilizer costs increased about 100% over last 10 years;
agriculture will collapse if current system continues
Global economics puts pressure on agricultural policies

R-43 More and more studies about conventional agriculture using more and more chemicals
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Table 10: The urban setting

Resp. Structural settings II: the urban setting (chapter 4.4.3)

R-1 Office employees show office syndrome and need to find a place to relax 

R-7 Growing cancer rates 

R-8 It is easier to find information on health and organic in Bangkok than in other areas;
Municipality needs to have vision of healthy living in Bangkok to enable OM 

R-9 OF in the peri-urban has limitations in water access and quality, contamination of soils, habit of 
conventional farming
use rooftop to grow your vegetables, even though difficult access to things in TH; ecological building 
at the same time, city climate

R-10 exposure to contaminated food (chemicals, hormones) and pollution
long distances in Bangkok inhibit networking >>Skype meetings

R-11 Difficult in Bangkok to find a place with relaxing atmosphere and comfortable climate
rooftop garden and trees in the yard > greening concept
urban life now: people work “like a machine”, not enough time
more cases of illness, allergies in reaction to chemicals in food 

R-12 Discouraging traffic situation is barrier to green consumers
Bkk very urbanised, need to go far to find pure rural area; pollution everywhere
consumerism in Thai society, consumers want cheap and easy only; calculative mind

R-16 Simple living impossible in Bangkok and no one is really trying either
Many poor people in Bangkok are cut from their rural families and cannot go back

R-17 Bangkok used to have many orchards, this is the history >changed when rural people moved to 
Bangkok, also suburbs get buildings now
Land hard to access, esp. for poor communities, and municipality often does not assist
TH developed into urban society; many urban people think about land in the suburbs
Pollution, garbage problems, too many high buildings for UF
Urban lifestyles are quite individualist, people are not organised in network except for e.g. urban poor

R-19 She does not think that the city can be an obstacle to meet R-43's group e.g. gathers every month
Daily routine, traffic, repetitive lifestyle, but still hard to change

R-21 Concerning Bangkok: “I think that, I mean there's so many people going there, for school or for like 
early jobs in their 20s, 30s, right?  And then they come to this point whether it's a question of if they 
gonna just stay there and like have the family there and retire there and all that, or they gonna do 
sth. else”

R-22 Barriers in Bkk and big populations, basic examples of environmental care not fulfilled, e.g. Garbage 
separating

R-23 Bangkok urban planning failure, gardens & canals destroyed, covering total surface in concrete
tiredness of urban life; grew up in Bangkok, finds living there unhealthy,

G-2 Urban land too expensive to extend garden surface, G-2 need space for living rather

306



R-26 Tendency of urban mentality: everyone for himself, locked doors, hardly any contact with neighbours;
flood 2011 as influential event >extreme situation
How to realise sustainable living in Bangkok? Just start and find out, being sustainable can work out 
in the city if you process your produce >farm should not be too big

R-27 Urban society has not enough human relations; for food, it is difficult to trust the market quality
Realising healthy lifestyles in Bkk: impact from municipal policies >garbage management, biogas, 
compost, involve schools and the mass of citizens

R-30 Bangkok is capitalist, people running behind idea of earning and spending money >> unhealthy 
society

R-32 Relation to IT: life in illusion, missing the real life >stress, depression, suicide
Big city is lonely as no community 

R-33 Big city >hard to think environmentally when surrounded be tall buildings
People could make choices, e.g. stopping to drive cars around >gvt should be involved to people's 
encouragement

R-34 Rapid expansion into suburbs, local small-scale farmers have to sell their land >Bkk has no more 
food producers around

R-35 Healthy lifestyle in Bangkok hard because people don't cook at home

R-38 Sustainable living in Bangkok: inspire people to produce their own food

R-43 Make use of space around house; space limited but pending pots, shelves, walls, street possible

Table 11: Government, policies, institutions

Rep. Structural settings III: Government, policies, institutions

G-1 Sososo big support for TCF
Government should play important role in UF, e.g. in providing abandoned land to urban poor
for farming; government should not promote chemical inputs without any taxes
MoA should be the main actor to support UF yet their action is “shallow”
Universities hardly treat topic of UF; institutions' interest is one-dimensional

R-1 A hospital uses gardening as therapy programme
Government campaign for UF after WW II
Laksi district office started UF soon after 1997 crisis (cleaning department campaign 'cleaner 
Bangkok') >”one of good action from the government side”
Sososo gives funds to TCF

R-2 R-2' business is self-sustaining, no support

R-3 ACT NGO based standard, government has their own organic standard; no control for 

307



organic label in Thailand, farmer can self-claim it

R-4 National Innovation Agency organiser of OM, including business part; an organic agriculture 
research and funding body joins economic and research
MoC, MoPH quite active >fairs, road show
MoA has plans and national budget to promote OF countrywide; national organic agenda 
since 2003 but did not work well in the beginning
Sososo budget for food safety and organic promotion
Organic label not legally protected >confusion among consumers
A university in Bkk: organic farmer training programme

R-5 Policies and promotion, but not sustainable: farmers allowed to grow small part organically 
only >possible negative impact: farmers apply manure on the organic area but the same 
amount of chemicals as before on the remaining non-organic 

R-6 Government not interested in promoting OF, only food safety; policies aim at domestic market
but OF support only for export; promotion of some techniques but no holistic OF
A northern organic standard group is registered as governmental cooperative, former funds
Tambon Administrative Organisation includes local farmers in committee >>policy decisions
Maejo University road map to be organic university
MoPH more open for health related policies than MoA

R-7 Sososo budget for healthy environment awareness

R-8 Big fertilizer brands collaborate with high rank officials at MoA; 
Agricultural Bank gives out loan packages that include fertilizers as one part of loan; still, they
support TV programme on OF
Fertilizers are promoted just as the drugs in hospitals by DOAE 
Policies derive from strategic interest with companies (multi-national companies), and 
corruption among policy makers
CP is buying government
Sososo player for consumer protection 

R-9 Government should be involved, e.g. to bring organic food into canteens; research for better 
education of people needed

R-10 Agency under Min. of Science & Technology allocates 55 million Baht / year to an organic 
agriculture research and funding body OF is one part of National Strategy Programme
National Strategy for organic: 1. sector - domestic consumption (70% production, 30% 
export) 
MoA provides no funding to other organisations
Not much research done on OF, only some on traditional farming, including technology; it 
needs interdisciplinary approach to OF
Research can help for the opposition of conventional agriculture lobby
Political situation: Thaksin not favouring OF
Government subsidies palm oil production but no local OF >support only for export

R-11 Sososo supported her business
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Government is cheating on Thai farmers

R-12 Consistent policies and accordance of all involved ministries needed
Organic on national agenda since 10 years but governments keeps investing in more 
chemicals, “for the conversion period, they say”
Mismanagement at MoA
Min of Natural resources and Environment maintains green consumer society project (same 
name as R-12's) but no consistent strategy yet
Ministries talk a lot about organic now but unsure how effective it will be >>policies exist but 
no implementation; their defence mechanism “it's too expensive”
IFOAM, ACT and an organic trade body confirm that Organic TH certification is not real 
organic 

R-13 Sososo to support for health related research and entrepreneur that interesting

R-16 CSR now at some big companies (e.g. electricity, cement company, some others) for 
reforestation and protection

R-17 Policies needed to preserve urban food cultivation area
Government, universities now trying campaigns for vegetable consumption
Challenge for CF: get policy that recognises UF as beneficial

R-18 No future for organics because government does not care; officials don't know much about 
OF; though, government top down approach needed
No organic experts in TH

R-20 Land Development Bank gives out organic fertilizer to farmers

R-21 Top down policies impossible for farmers – no change, unsustainable, wasting money
Many people don't have trust in political system
Government giving out cheap fertilizer to farmers
CP has overwriting; politicians are owner of chemical business

R-22 UF promotion by district offices, 
MoC positively organises organic consumer fairs 
Min. of Environment's Environmental Day action not authentic, using junk materials

R-24 New group for quality and standard management at DOA (OF and GAP)
Plan to expand GAP TH to GAP ASEAN
Government supports OF but has small budget only (14million for GAP - 1 million for OF)

R-25 DOA trainings & consequent NGO support not much sustained impact

R-27 Need for more active policies; right now only funding >potential to change if gvt is visionary
Government terminology for labels is vague (“safe from chemical” - “chemical free”

R-28 CP: OF for poor farmers but not as alternative for the country 
Rice dpt.: first no support for local rice varieties, now yes, after campaigns
Sososo permanent support
Thai Agriculture & Food Standard office wanted to suppress pesticide test results against 
their Q-mark
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Policies very important
Resistance against their residue tests from MoA, support from Rice Department

R-29 Existing policies for OF promotion mostly for international market; 
Many policies but little concrete action, too many parties involved >confusion
Officials at government agencies have little understanding of OF & do not believe in it

R-30 A.C.T certificate for farmers during 1-3 years conversion period possible
TOAF staff “stiff” > miscommunication with farmers 
Funds from Sososo & Thai Research Institute

R-32 Now, no tax on imported chemicals; companies pay gvt & sit in MoA
MoC has interest in exporting organic >>promotion; MoA prefers to promote chemicals
Chairman of 7/11 is in Min. of Interieur; 7/11 belongs to CP (fertilizer & seed monopole) 
>danger of big companies
No farmers protection by government

R-33 Policy making is economic driven “very little of it is based on what's good” >big companies 
control food network
Government could be important player for sustainability mm if policies

R-34 Min. of Education has no budget to provide organic meals for schools 

R-35 Government sabotages, not helpful at all, no support for organic, even actively against R-35

R-37 1st National Plan mentions sustainable farming / NF in contrast to the certified OF
Everybody wants to eat organically but people are forced to eat contaminated food >TH 
determined by chemical industries
No government support as chemical company directors are in MoA; no real cooperation in 
the past, “they only store data”, formal support since 2002 but money has been misused
Officials no understanding of farmer's situation (rice schemes, e.g.)

R-38 Government should support organic seeds or stop promoting hybrid seeds

R-39 Government spent big budget on SE implementation without much impact; investment in OF 
but obstacles(certification); MoA officials never take field visits to meet farmers
Ministries separate various departments of agriculture: rice, horticulture, rubber, soil, water
Current prime minister shows pro OF attitude
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Table 12: Mindsets and ideologies in the organic movements

Resp. Mindsets, ideologies

R-2 For farmers: “organic is not their choice”

R-4 Farmers need to commit to organic

R-5 Environmental consciousness: people want to catch up in material terms first
Changing farmers' mindsets is hard to implement 

R-6 For farmers, OF is about awareness but also income, education for children, repaying debts

R-7 Environmental consciousness: waste management not in Bkkian's mindsets
“people want good things for themselves”
Buddhism: back to basic, back to nature, meditation, achieve consciousness & transfer to daily life 
>lifestyle aspect for some: Buddhism, meditation, yoga, food, vegetarian

R-8 Buddhism says: “the best thing, the base of the health is self-help”
Religions have knowledge about medicine, healing through health behaviour, meditation or eating
OF is philosophy of living
“So, in Buddhism, you caring about everything, not caring for only men but you caring for every living 
being, and also you caring for non-living being” >connectivity, harmony, interdependence of things
People's nature: ignorance, overconsumption, individualism; CF demands dedication

R-9 Farmers: mindset change and commitment needed for OF

R-11 General people: limited time, not much patience for e.g. UF >give up easily (too difficult or lack 
passion); main objective: cheap

R-12 “sustainability should be part of our life skills” but understanding about future of our food and 
challenges of our society still lacking; people don't look beyond to origin of food
Moral: consumerism in Thai society, cheap and easy, calculative mind; “And if you don't have cancer,
you don't do anything”

R-13 Thai attitude totally different from others because of Buddhism: mutual trust and support
Monks doing OF follow Buddhism
Trust-based sale: people give good food to monks, means produce good food for others, too >what 
you give reflects back to you
Buddhist teaching: speak good, think good, do good >good for yourself, do good for others (metta)

R-14 Buddhist principles for Asoke: do no harm (chemicals harm environment and human body), live up to 
your full potential, do not follow your basic unrefined conditioning (“go beyond nature”), no drugs, no 
vices
Farming as respectable way of living

R-15 Nature perception: “from the observation of how the nature is, make me feel and see that and 
respond that way to the nature” >loving nature creates awareness
Spiritually aware persons are more likely to be aware for health and environment
Morals: for farmers who put their life into OF that is their religion

R-16 Morals: farming needs patience which few people have
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Buddhism: suggests simple life (“if I don't follow simple life, I will not have time, I will not have energy,
I will not have money to spend for the others”)

R-17 Mindset change right after flood: survival aspect
Present change of mindsets: towards environment, social interaction, health in the city
Buddhism: for some more, for some less; simple life is one aspect

R-18 Farmers mindset: easy way, easy money
With NF, the farmer lives with nature, like in friendship; “But the chemical thing, we kill everything”
Personal mindset:enough of business, gain expertise to pass onto next generation

R-19 Buddhism: not much related, more to people's need 

R-20 Farmers' moral: risk that they apply chemicals to organic field in RP

R-21 “A lot of people looking for community that way, right.”

R-22 Asoke bringing ecology, religion and eating together 
Spirituality: some temples link it to environment >preservation programmes
Buddhism: no killing, no harming, possibly to extend it environment >exists in other religions, too 
>>making religion useful for ecology depends on their interpretation

R-23 Buddhism: R-23 dedicates meditation to his plants

R-25 OF needs farmers' mindset change (change from inside) >mindset shift when start OF
Farmers' responsibility as caretaker of the land
Religion: simple life, respect for nature; spirituality through nature link

R-26 Buddhism: many people in organic scene respect the King who derives his philosophies from 
Buddhism >automatically related 
Moral: personally, R-26 will not kill his animals at farm
General mindset: cheap consumption >mindset change needed

R-27 Fukuoka: cultivation of plants and of human being
Personal mindset: “The mother Earth that she save or she hold, embrace all of us. And how can we 
help, the Mother Earth to live?”; human is not isolated entity, life is composition of earth, water, air, 
fire at least
Buddhism: not much for OM as a whole, except for Santi Asoke

R-28 Buddhist farming: Human body, blood, bones come from nature >farm as if plants were body limbs
Buddhism: very related to sustainable farming; health goes beyond body to embrace spirit

R-30 Personal mindset: belief in happiness, bonding between people, healthy society
OF in R-30's project: one farmer is cheating but others feel proud to grow not for money only 
>mindset change in farmers working out
Moral: in TH, mentality tends to “close your eyes” and cover neighbours who cheat >trust possibly 
hard to establish

R-31 Farmers: need good ethics, strong moral for OF
Asoke principle: Metta, for society
Buddhist Sila precepts: not harming other beings, patience, empathy, no greed >>OF suitable for 
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people who follow Dhamma

R-32 What doesn't follow the nature will not last for long; GMO against the law of nature (in many 
religions)
Religions: mindfulness, middle way; 
Moral: Thai people care about other's judgement, no confidence to be different, conservative

R-33 Change requires mindset change in people

R-43 No major ideology behind, just happy living

Table 13: The scope of urban farming in Bangkok

Resp. Structural setting IV: Scope of urban farming in Bangkok

G-1 UF: possible approach to happiness in the urban context; possible on concrete ground
Traditional Thai way is to grow plants where possible
TCF: still small-scale project although many interested, many stakeholders; mostly private gardens, 
some on abandoned land; CF requires much maintenance >some projects cannot be sustained
Constraint: land ownership
In the city, OF easier to realise
“Urban agriculture is a mega trend”; “urban agriculture is the some of city metabolism” 

R-1 Space for community gardens: in the centre little but around temples & factories; but access to land 
restraining factor
Flood 2011: CF active with microorganism balls for water cleaning, supply with home grown 
vegetables, teaching about solar cooking; post-flood: seed sharing & UF instruction
TCF 2013: currently 6 learning centres, including mobile unit
Self-sufficiency vision; solar energy, waste (water) recycling, cow manure, straw & compost

R-2 Not much farming around Bangkok (land too expensive)
Rural farmers different class from urban farmers (often not land owners e.g.)

R-8 UF options: individual at home, in community; growing for home consumption needs little space 
CF solution but needs varieties adapted to urban

R-9 Peri-urban OF: limitations in water access & quality, soil contamination, habit of conventional farming
>potential for conversion to OF; UF and peri-urban farming optimal equilibrium distance
Rooftops aspects of growing vegetables, ecological building >city climate

R-10 Especially elderly people at retiring age adopt UF easily; background of exposure to contaminated 
food (chemicals, hormones), pollution
Bangkok has few organic suppliers nearby >PGS model could adjust (in 2013)

R-11 Rooftop garden, backyard trees >greening concept
More cases of illness, allergies in reaction to chemicals in food 
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R-12 Laksi gardens good example of city life
“city farming will be our landscape, of the city, modern city, nowadays there are rooftop garden. It' 
small space inbetween you grow vegetable. I think that might be a future of how people have their 
food consumption”
Pollution in Bangkok and pure rural areas are far out

R-16 Simple living impossible in Bangkok and no one is really trying to live simply
many poor people in Bangkok have been cut from their rural families and cannot go back; but being 
a farmer is no option for them

R-17 History: Bangkok used to have many orchards
CF: possible in the suburbs; should be practised like in past; too many buildings to farm; suburbs like
Dtaling Chan used to have UF but housing progressing now
Some areas very suitable; combination of activities: UF, garbage management, community 
development (e.g. Prawet)
Post-flood 2011: many urbanites interested in CF (survival aspect)
Constraints: land access (esp. for poor communities), little municipality assistance; pollution, 
garbage problems

R-18 Peri-urban OF best solution for Bkk

R-21 Bangkok: “I think that, I mean there's so many people going there, for school or for like early jobs in 
their 20s, 30s, right? And then they come to this point whether it's a question of if they gonna just 
stay there and like have the family there and retire there and all that, or they gonna do sth else”

R-22 Constraints for Bkk & big populations, “the basic example of caring for the environment is separate 
your garbage. It's not done. And that's a proof. You can like "Oh I separate garbage" but you can say
that but if the actual action is not there, there's no prof”
CF: there is a space related limit to UF as you cannot grow everything

R-23 TCF raises awareness
Bangkok is urban planning failure (gardens & canals destroyed, covered surface)

G-2 Urban land too expensive to extend garden surface, G-2 need space for living rather
Project has plantation & fish pond, plan for mushroom cultivation
Problems with soil, esp. after flood (garbage & residues) >no big plants now, still recovering
Organic fertilizer production pui insee
Challenges land size & soil
Promotion of kitchen gardens among residents

R-26 Flood 2011: influential event, extreme situation
Sustainable living in Bangkok can work out if farm not too big
Challenges for UF: supply (water, straw, manure, soil), birds 

R-27 Healthy living in Bkk: impact needed from municipal policies and mass of citizens

R-30 Bangkok is capitalist, unhealthy society

R-32 Lifestyles now: stress, depression; big city is lonely; no community 

R-33 Hard to think environmentally when surrounded by tall buildings
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Individual can make choices: stop driving cars >gvt needs to encourage people

R-34 Bangkok expanding rapidly in the suburbs, so local small-scale farmers sell their land >Bkk no more 
food producers around

R-38 Sustainable living in Bangkok: inspire people to grow food at home; if no land, plant in pots, use 
terrace
At R-38's public urban farm: not much work with plants, quickly done

R-43 Use space around the house >pending pots, shelves, walls and street planting bands
Harvest almost every day in small amount to add to her meal

Table 14: Living in Bangkok

Resp. Urban lifestyles 

G-1 Changes in people's lifestyle (food habits, fast food trend, commercial food)
2 new trends: cycling and healthy living (“healthy lifestyle maybe is too wide. Maybe is like a 
gardening or cooking or sth. like that”)

R-1 TCF encourages “green living” e.g. herbal shampoo, soap making
R-11's hotel promotes slow life concept
Office syndrome among office employees >need for place to relax 

R-2 Urban farmers are not really farmers, they have different issues

R-4 Organic not in people's daily lives >not their lifestyle yet

R-8 Persons interested in OF seek independence, nature experience, going back to basic
“You know, we should have a healthy society where people are friendly, where people are in 
harmoniously to each other like the brotherhood“ >healthy mind, healthy body

R-9 Freedom and creativity with rural living >young people start to search for this
OM is also sustainable lifestyle, mindset, growing own vegetables, eco-tourism, farm stay, human 
well-being >> sustainable living mm

R-10 Changes in people's lifestyles: search for independence, e.g. from market products
“If they have the chance to choose, they will choose the best quality for themselves”
“if people have health troubles, they would choose automatically the alternative way, in Bkk”

R-11 Their hotel has slow-life concept, no TV, no smoking, home made chemical free cleaners, organic 
breakfast, 

R-14 Farming as respectable way of living but negative reputation for general Thai society
Young people prefer office work over farming >“A/C, sabai, sabai”

R-16 Simple life brings more dedication to others

R-17 Urban lifestyles: quite individualist, people not organised in networks except for e.g.urban poor
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CFers develop themselves a lifestyle, relating to nature, social activities, community
Many people are bored from their work & daily routine
“we found that that city people who grow city farm, they development themselves lifestyle”

R-18 Trend towards healthy food by the health conscious people

R-19 There is change in terms of lifestyle, partly about being sustainable, organic lifestyle

R-21 “village life and Bangkok life is such an extreme contrast” >Bangkokians looking for alternatives, 
including farming; lifestyle aspect about going back to farming: “some of them are really grew in the 
city, they never know anything about farming but they want to change their life”
Many urbanites own a piece of land somewhere in the countryside 
Health crisis in TH now, new generation addicted to fast food; food important for Thai (cultural 
aspect)

R-22 Aspirations of healthy lifestyle and body >still on self-level, greedy
Cancer and unhealthy living driving OM
R-22: wanted change of lifestyle, tired of working for companies for salary
People want comfortable life >challenge now how to make our comfortable life environmentally 
friendly

R-23 Back to simple life, self-sufficiency, tiredness of urban life; unhealthy Bangkok living

R-25 Alternative thinking, together with education, self-reliant living, back to nature idea, traditional 
farming, health, awareness to change lifestyle, seeking of happiness, connection to and respect for 
nature, awareness

R-26 People recollect with old times automatically, less consciously
R-26: farm makes small living & brings happiness >no need for more; being alone can be problem 
>>More and more people giving up their profession to find happiness

R-27 Policies need to encourage and demonstrate sustainable lifestyles 

R-28 OF can provide higher happiness

R-31 Living at Santi Asoke: everybody learns how to sustain himself and their community

R-32 New generation needs land and nature; “they want the time back”; awareness that this values more 
than money, that fame & power are illusion >”It's a common for the new age”

R-33 TH is very fad driven, people follow trends

R-34 Farming new lifestyle matter: actress Um Siriyakorn modelling it

R-35 Her healthy bakery became a fashion now, consumers claim more

R-39 Some Bkkians, educated & middle class with good salary bought land & retired themselves to be the
farmer

R-43 Gardening for her is full time
City people want happy & simple life, at least those who join the network
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Table 15: Stakeholder networking and media in the organic movement

Resp. Stakeholder networks in the organic movement

G-1 Some exchange with UF networks in other Thai cities (CNX, Surin) >looking for more networking, 
also international
Mass media, TV, social media powerful tool for knowledge and imitation of UF; R-1 is on TV often
Social media: TCF uses website and FB (most successfully)

R-1 TCF started as individual group, eventually became network with others; 
R-1 lifestyle provokes curiosity; a journal for natural farming reports about OM since early days; TCF
publishes in books, magazines, journals
Social media: FB mostly used for connection

R-2 AAN network connection for different stakeholder groups

R-4 School for Wellbeing networks connect many projects and NGOs >aim: green consumer society
Many stakeholders connected to Sososo; NGOs work with A.C.T
Organic sale programmes, promotion, and TV shows raise awareness among consumers; internet 
sale of organic products

R-5 Organic represented rather positively in media (TV, radio) but mostly only talking

R-6 R-6 networks with government, university; field work to Japan
Many columns on organic in media now, but promotion often one-dimensional as not developing the 
human being

R-7 About R-1: on TV often
Need for networking between single urban farmers >>growing community
UF friends grow mushrooms, connect to neighbourhood directly at harvest time

R-8 OF stakeholders both interconnected and loosely connected
Social media: FB as information tool for general public >“Make the impossible possible through the 
social media”
Not enough mass media promoting organic yet; SE on distant learning TV
Mass advertisement on TV and rural radio promotes chemical fertilizers
Opportunity digital media: people connect easily to FB, Youtube, email >people can link and global 
organic farming promotion can happen

R-9 Organic fairs good platform
Organic as health issue in newspapers and media; much media attention now

R-10 R-10's research and funding network: network with R-6, School for Wellbeing, TCF, others 
>negotiation about PGS with the government; proposal on university involvement
Most NGOs do not connect
“We have many different networks now”
ASTV talk about organic life >positive trend (Santi Asoke's political leader)
Events and fairs getting popular; health topics on TV; advertisement, magazines >important means 
to information

R-11 R-11 in small network of 5 green hotels in Thai regions
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CF network: information exchange, e.g. finding organic seeds
School for Wellbeing publishes quarterly magazines, and books
“Yeah, it seem a lot of ministries talk about the word organic agriculture and you go on the TV and 
you hear all these kind of thing but we don't know [...] how effective it will be”

R-13 No connection of all but some stakeholders try >not yet right time to connect with each other 
because of many separate parts (commercial mm, industrial mm, etc); no adaptation to consumer
Organic not treated directly on TV, but health, med-doctor programme; magazines
Communication about events also mouth-to-mouth

R-15 Connection to some local NGO activists; school classes come for farm visit
TV talks about organic

R-17 R-17's network comprises 14 other NGOs
potential for UF and rural farmers to learn from each other
Bangkok: networking, relationships difficult (e.g. city immensity) >more neighbourhood action
Social media: network for sharing >R-17's NGO fan page 100000 people
Information: food and health fair; middle classes unlike urban poor find and share information on 
internet

R-18 Weak connection among stakeholders; “technocrates” can be hindering; stakeholders should 
cooperate
Not much impact from radio or magazine

R-19 So far no network of people interested in OF; each group works separately; collaboration should 
strengthen OM
Network member meet online, no need for physical meeting
Farmers often hear about SE on TV, radio

R-21 Free seed distribution, seed exchange >enhance networking among the interested >“It creates 
network by itself, you don't need to organise it”
No tight formal network but much connection between people (CNX)
Social media: FB became unintentionally nation-wide network

R-22 Fairs regularly bring organic communities together
Media and programmes one of most important key players in educating and changing people

R-23 Connection and good relationships among farmers' market vendors, community 

R-24 Organic marketing responsibility of Ministry of Commerce

R-25 School for Wellbeing as key player in connecting consumers & growers

G-2 Connection to R-17's NGO and other, members all over Thailand; network and food sharing with 
homeless people
Media attention on cancer & OF now 

R-26 Networking through fairs, events, invite people to your urban garden >friends and network make 
organic community
TV shows: mean to encourage more people; self-sufficiency website for advice; food, seed / plant 
sharing
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Social media: good and effective now, but limited

R-27 Not the right time to bring all stakeholders together
Some have network, mutual knowledge but not one single organisation; still organic stakeholders 
who became inspired by Fukuoka (early mm)

R-28 Started his appropriate technology NGO with R-32

R-29 Information about CSA mouth-to-mouth, friends
Consumer awareness possibly coming from media

R-30 Connect a local university, an NGO promoting PGS, ACT and Sososo e.g. 

R-31 Santi Asoke no interaction with other farmers; own TV channel for OF trainings
Media as promoter

R-32 Players connection through network >connection needed but should be small groups
Mass media: consumer information but not much on organic

R-33 R-33 networks with a green shop for know-how about processing cooking oils into soaps >need for 
working with organic network, local community, farmers

R-34 Social media: people talk about food security; TV reality show: actress featuring farmer

R-35 Networks with alternative medicine experts
Instagram: medium of role modelling
TV shows reach masses, many watch accidentally >curiosity

R-37 Media on OF and food safety

R-38 R-38's urban garden in organic farmers network (Bkk and surrounding) >sale of their organic 
produce; TCF involved for assistance
Information: shared on website and FB

R-39 Exchange with individual other stakeholders
OF promotion on TV and newspaper, but TV and radio station for chemical fertilizer

R-43 Media convinces many people
Social media: FB helpful mean - people announce, share experiences, advice; R-43 gets new fried 
requests everyday
Connection to TCF network, e.g for initial training
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III.2 Model of the consumer short interviews

 What does the organic food mean to you?

 How did you hear about it?

 Why do you buy organic product?

 How often do you buy organic product?

 How important is certification of organic products for you?

 Have you heard of an organic consumer movement in Bangkok?

 Do you feel part of a movement? 
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