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Abstract
     Urban farming has known for an alternative tool for improving urban quality in contemporary urbanism. This paper presents the dynamic community-based urban farming create to change the relationship between micor-urban public space and community social cohesion. In contrary to cities with poverty, hunger and health problems, urban farmlands and harvests in Amsterdam carry a different meaning than just providing food. While studies have shown that community-based urban farming can improve communal social relationships, this paper examine community-based urban farming on micro-urban public space functions to framing a powerful grassroots movement to reclaim the right to the city. Based on the evidence made by semi-structured interviews and participative observations with community-based urban farming practitioners in three sites based on different social contexts in the city of Amsterdam, the paper concludes the investigation that a new trend in urban public land use has been practiced. City of Amsterdam had the historical glory for reclaiming the freedom of city rights by squatting. As time went on, farming on urban public space has created a new dynamic in urban public space management, as well as a solution for citizens to practice a proactive sustainable life in post-economical crisis era. 
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Introduction
Urban farming has known for an alternative tool for improving urban quality in contemporary urbanism (Henderson & Hartsfield., 2009; Kingsley et al., 2009; Krasny & Tidball, 2009; Alaimo, 2010; Okvat & Zautra, 2011; Eizenberg, 2012 ). This paper argues that community urban farmers not only harvest their vegetables but also the right to the city while practice urban farming in their community. The research observation and field investigation was taken during 2011 to 2012, at the beginning phase, which network of community; urban farming in Amsterdam was about to sprout. Three cases of community urban farming in this research provide an in-depth analysis of social and physical interaction between community residents and the practice of urban farming on micro-urban public land. Through theoretical and empirical level, this paper will discuss about a kind of new urban scenario linking between traditional urban life style, nature, community participation and sustainability is observed. Distinctive border between urban and rural, public and private is challenged. Meanwhile both social characters and materials characters are embedded in this empowerment action.
 At the theoretical level, the everyday life practice of community urban farming is viewed under the scope that urban dwellers are growing their rights to the city. The notion of ‘the right to the city‘ is defined by David Harvey (2012) in his book ‘Rebel cities’. According to Harvey, the right to the city indicate more than individual urban dwellers‘ accessibility to the city. The definition of ‘the right to the city‘ refers to:
”A right to change ourselves by changing the city. It is, moreover, a common rather than an individual right since this transformation inevitably depends upon the exercise of a collective power to reshape the processes of urbanization. The freedom to make and remake our cities and ourselves is, I want to argue, one of the most precious yet most neglected of our human rights. ”      

By participating farming projects in neighborhood, citizens extending their everyday life practice to public sphere nearby their dwellings. The collective interaction with both residents and public space in neighborhood is gradually re-shaping the city. On the other hand, participants in community urban farming projects also take back the rights of city as they are remake the city and themselves.  

At the empirical level, this paper presents the dynamic community-based urban farming create to change the relationship between micro-urban public space and community social cohesion. In contrary to cities with poverty, hunger and health problems, urban farmlands and its harvests in Amsterdam obviously carry the meaning more than food for hunger, but sustainable lifestyle practice. There are several stakeholders take parts in the network of stimulating community urban farming in the city. Each of stakeholders has different impacts on each case, in which also lead to different development of community urban farming sites.

The structure of the paper will first articulate the general picture of urban farming development, then focus on the approach of the Dutch context, where case studies were taken. Secondly, methodology used in this research explains the method and perspectives we take in the field study. This paper presents three different types and outcomes of community urban farming projects in Amsterdam. They are SWOMP4, Transvaal Buurttuinen and Buurtmoestuin  Dijkgraafplein. At the last part, discussion and conclusion follow to analysis significant learning remarks from the field study. All of cases reflect the fact that community urban farmers in the study are growing their rights to the city, sustainable awareness with their vegetables through the practice of farming.  
Urban farming under the Dutch context
Urban agriculture is a general term used for describing farming practice in urban area despite scales and purpose. The following theory exploration will give an overview of diversified urban agricultural research approaches. Within a wild spectrum of urban farming representation, the discussion will shift to the scope down to the Dutch context.

The development of urban agriculture is under the in require of improving food security, health, live hood and environment to urban individuals and community in urban area by using natural resource and urban waste. From ancient civilizations to current urban development, urban agriculture can be observed as a rooted everyday life practice in many cities (Smit et al., 2001; Mougeot, 2006). However, the demand of urban agriculture in different cities can be diverse. For cities still suffering from hunger and poverty such as Africa, South Asia and Cuba, urban agriculture can be a new hope to guard the basic survival line. On the other hand, in developed countries, food shortage is no longer a problem. Urban agriculture is rather than a recreation, education and sustainable environmental action for citizens (Hou et al., 2009).

Aside from the division of developing and developed countries, the world is facing a large degree of urbanization, facilitating urban areas with green space becomes a global challenge (Knight & Riggs, 2010). Urban agriculture, under this context, becomes a subject which crosses the issues of agronomy, energy, food supply and demand, food safety and security, urban waste re-use, green public space, climate change, civil engagement, local food system, civil empowerment in sustainable education, land use planning, etc. (Pearson et al., 2010). Nevertheless, considering the whole picture of this paper is to take community urban agriculture as a form to practice the right to the city in Amsterdam. The theoretical focus will pin on the social aspect of urban agriculture: how to embody social cohesion, civil engagement, and sustainable practice in which represent the notion ‘the right to the city’ by practicing agricultural activities in urban public space, and the importance of doing so are the main discussions in this study. 

Long before urban agriculture became a hot topic; Karen Schmelzkopt (1995) had discussed the urban community garden in Loisaida, New York City. The analysis first pointed out that urban vacant lands on the one hand serve as a contemporary neighborhood space when the economic climate goes low. On the other hand, when the economic climate rises, those lands become the potential profit that may be taken from real estate. From the urban public space point of view, those vacant lands in Loisaida transformed into quality community gardens that offered social and economical functions such as safe, open space for socialization and a source of food. This early example clearly profiles the positive effect of community-based urban agricultural activities and the contested relationship between this kind of contemporary urban green space and real estate development. 

Lately, by studying the urban agriculture and insurgent public space in South Central Farm, Los Angeles and Marra Farm, Seattle, Teresa M. Mares and Devon G. Pena illustrate the possibilities of enhancing urban agriculture and marginalized communities who seek to create their sense of place within the contested urban space (Mares & Pena, 2010). In both cases, the immigrant communities practice the urban agricultural activities. The practice of gardening not only builds up their local food network, but also empowers community awareness. The accumulated cultural and social capital helps them to transform their own identity as well as struggle for legitimacy in keeping the sites. Compared to Schmelzkopt’s finding, it is not only pointing out the contested relationship between these community gardens and real estate profit, but more than this, it shows the possibility these gardens can be competitive in urban land contestation. The harvests are not only their home food, but also their sense of community, social justice, and environmental self-determination and food sovereignty. It is a civil movement initiated by food and farming.

In the European context, the Netherlands and Germany have tradition derives from transforming urban residual lands to citizen allotment garden for food shortage since World War II. Until now urban allotments are still visible in urban landscape, although the purpose of farming and gardening is turn from hobby rather than saving from hunger. Like other cities in the Netherlands, the city of Amsterdam has the typical landscape that small allotments sprawl along the edge of the city. In the past, these allotment gardens are only popular among elderly people and immigrant population and already resulting a waiting list. Recently more and more young people have growing interest in DIY food production. Therefore creating the need of urban farmland in the city (De Vries & Schone, 2004). 
Currently due to the financial crisis, governments, housing cooperation and welfare institutions have cut down budgets in neighborhood environment. The management strategy has also shift from top-down approach to calling upon residents to improve the environment out of social responsibilities. On the other hand, the crisis has also reduced the leverage of public and private sectors to invest in the city, leaving vacant spaces for the future (Knoester et al., 2014). Moreover, the service, safety and amenities in many welfare state such as the Netherlands has been hollowed out and shift the social, political, spatial and financial resources to stimulating economic growth than wider societal good (Fainstein, 2010).  In sum, these factors have created a gap for bottom-up initiatives to have more possibilities in using vacant urban public lands. 

While studies have shown that at specific perspective, the practice of urban agriculture can improve communal social relationships, this paper examine community-based urban farming on micro-urban public space functions to framing a powerful grassroots movement to reclaim the right to the city. 

Research Method
There are three case studies in this research. In each case study, participative observation and qualitative semi-structured are main research method we use. The research analysis is based on a series of interviews, field notes from participative observation and related archive study. Within the cases in Amsterdam, they are picked from the website “Farming the City”
. A list is made of all of the community urban farming projects in Amsterdam according to the websites, and picked three from the list, each representing different types of community urban farming. 

Within these three projects, first I attended the routine community meetings and visited the key organizers of projects. Based on first hand observation, a half-structure interview guide is proposed. Invitations of interviews to practitioners were sent during the meetings and by e-mail. Between December 2011 and January 2012, twelve participants were interviewed (2 from SWOMP4, 6 from Buurttuinen Transvaal and 4 from Buurtmoestuin Dijkgraafplein). Except for one interview being conducted in a group format due to   language limitations, all other interviews were done individually, lasting about 50 minutes. All the interviews were done face to face, and were taped and transcribed following the qualitative research guidelines in the book ‘The Practice of Social Research’ written by Earl Babbie (2004). 

 The structure of the interview was clustered into three parts. The first part is the basic investigation of the interviewees, including gender, age, occupation, nationality, and family status and farming experiences. Questions in the second part were aimed at inducing the respondents’ course of participation as well as their perception of the sense of social cohesion and neighborhood interaction through their daily practice in the community garden space. Based on this principle, spontaneous conversations related to the topic of public space involvement and neighborhood relationships were raised in this part of the interview. The third set of questions was prepared for an optional situation. If the respondents were the main organizers in the farming project, detailed information such as the exact number of participants or the exact scale of the gardens of the project needed to be known by the interviewer. In this case, the optional set of questions thus helped to integrate the necessary information in the case.

Table 1 indicates the descriptive statistical findings from the interviewees. Among the 12 interviewees in the three projects, only 16.7% of the participants were male, while 83.3% of the participants were female. From an age perspective, only 25% of the participants were younger than 40, indicating that most of the participants are over middle age. The percentages of those who are married and have children are 41.2% and 58.8% respectively, but only one respondent claimed that she took her child to work in the garden. The results are reasonable since most of the participants are over middle age, with their children living independently. As for farming experience, only 25% of the people said they already had some farming or gardening experience before, while the other 75% were having their first experience with farming in their life. About the cultural population, 58.8% of the respondents were Dutch, the rest being from the U.S, Morocco, Iran and Austria.

	N=12
	
	

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	2
	16.70%

	Female
	10
	83.30%

	Age
	
	

	<40
	3
	25%

	>40
	9
	75%

	Marriage
	
	

	Yes
	5
	41.20%

	No
	7
	58.80%

	Children
	
	

	Yes
	7
	58.80%

	No
	5
	41.20%

	Experience
	
	

	Yes
	3
	25%

	No
	9
	75%

	Nationality
	
	

	Dutch
	7
	58.80%

	Others
	5
	41.20%
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Case studies in Amsterdam
Based on the evidence made by semi-structured interviews with community-based urban farming practitioners in three sites based on different social contexts in the city of Amsterdam, an overview of the cases are introduced. Each of them is in different part of the city, and has totally different stories considering the development context and the spatial outcome. The gardens are all built in the residential area. Within the three, SWOMP 4 is no longer existing, while the other two are still keep running.

SWOMP4 
S.W.O.M.P stands for ‘Slimme Woonwagenbewoners Op Mooie Plekjes’ in Dutch, which means ‘Smart caravan living people on Beautiful places’ in English. It is a squatting action group basically doing activities in de Pijp, Amsterdam. The group was formed in the mid 90s. SWOMP4 was the fourth squat place of the group from July 11th, 2008 to the end of 2011. According to the declaration of independence of free state SWOMP4
, the ‘SWOMP4ers’ claimed themselves as a group of anarchists who are committed to a sustainable future in a self-sufficient manner. Based on the principle of being against powers of governments and capitalism, they believe in the lifestyle of ‘D.I.Y’ (do it yourself). Being friends with nature and realizing it through their own hands is the central attitude of the SWOMP4ers.

SWOMP4 is an experimental organic garden located in the neighborhood of de Pijp, Amsterdam. The land was occupied while the municipality and community had different opinion about a new school building plan to build on it. During the negotiation phases, the squatting group decided to temporarily taking the land as an experimental garden showing a sustainable and energy neutral life. After the government had finally reached an agreement with the local residents about a new plan for the school building, SWOMP4 completed its temporary task at the end of 2011.  

The size of SWOMP4 is about 980 square meters, which composed of a fortress and a permaculture garden. The fortress is a circle of wooden fence with several caravans, an ecological toilet in it. Caravans served as social space and living space for few squatters. Besides the fortress, most of spaces here were used as garden. Urban agriculture was one of the strategies SWOMP4 engaged with sustainability. The SWOMP4ers believe that to produce food within urban terrain is the most easy and efficient way to reduce the waste of energy. In this case, urban gardening is the best way to realize the practice of sustainability for the SWOMP4ers. The SWOMP4ers believe that practicing sustainability does not require the government’s permission. Any empty spaces in the city could be used in a similar way as SWOMP4. In a higher level of meaning, SWOMP4 aimed at being a demonstration site for showing the possible use of urban residual space.

The approach they applied to the practice is based on the principle of permaculture. Permaculture, quoted from the website of the permaculture institute, is ‘an ecological design system for sustainability in all aspects of human endeavor. It teaches us how build natural homes, grow our own food, restore diminished landscapes and ecosystems, catch rainwater, build communities and much more.’ The core value of permaculture is fit into SWOMP4’s principle. Therefore, to apply permaculture’s method in SWOMP4’s garden is an appropriate strategy. They took the help from a permaculture lecturer in garden design and eco food production. On the other hand, SWOMP4 became one of the permaculture sites in the permaculture system, which was a ‘win-win’ alliance for both organizations. Based on permaculture design guidelines, flowers, vegetables and fruits were grown in varies of plots like spiral tower, D.I.Y glass house and square plots with a layer of soil paved on sand lands. Most of plants were editable.

The daily maintenance and management of SWOMP4 was run by a group of activists, university students and local residents. It is a loose organization consists of 20-30 people. Some of them came from the squatter’s network, and others were from current inhabitants and ex-inhabitants. However, most of participants didn’t engage deeply in this garden due to its loose organization personality. There were routine monthly meetings, which occurred on the first Sunday of each month to discuss event planning and community participation. In the meetings, any people were welcomed. Besides routine meetings, SWOMP4 also actively participated in community events, and formed alliance with ‘Transition Town De Pijp’. With this engagement, it is easier for SWOMP4 to become rooted in the community, sharing resources like water and some electricity from the local community center. On the other hand, the existence of SWOMP4 also provided a good demonstration for promoting a transition town practice to the local community.

[image: image7.png]‘Figure 4.2 The garden map and pictures of SWOMP4
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There are three characteristics can be observed from SWOMP4. First, Compared with most of the squat movements doing house squatting, land squatting gives more transparency to the space they take, and provides more possibilities for the local community to share the land. The strategies to cooperate with the permaculture organization and the De Pijp transition town association were good ways to embedded the garden into both community network and urban farming network in Amsterdam. With the help of professional ecological designers, SWOMP4 managed the garden in a systematic pattern, with food production and education functioning well under the permaculture context. At the same time, the garden was also incorporated into the world permaculture system, which gained capital for the movement.

SWOMP4 made a sufficient use of the land they squatted. The existence of SWOMP4 demonstrated the possibility of energy neutral, self-food production lifestyle in the city. It was a process purely initiated by grassroots power. The uncertain situation did give a negative influence on the garden, but this was a predictable result. Considering lots of urban garden projects in the Netherlands are about to happen, the three-year successful experience at SWOMP4 is worth taking as an example.

Buurttuinen Transvaal
Buurttuinen Transvaal is a community garden project initiated purely by the local residents in the neighborhood of Transvaal. The garden is located in Afrikanerplein, neighborhood of Transvaal, East Amsterdam. It is a community garden made out of a common pocket park by the local community. Inside Buurttuinen Transvaal, there are 25 individual vegetable plots and collective areas divided into flowers, fruit, herbs, and educational and raised plots for people with disabilities. There are about 50 people officially involved with the garden. In addition, there is also one school and one day care center adopting plots in Buurttuinen Transvaal. It is a neighborhood public space operated independently by the local residents in Transvaal.

This project is subsidized under a national project called ‘Stimuleringfonds Volkstuinen' proposed by the ministry of VROM (department of housing, spatial planning and environment).   The project aims to improve the quality of 40 selected neighborhoods in the Netherlands by using green facilities. With a certain amount of budget, residents in those neighborhoods were invited to propose some ideas and realize their projects with the help of a national government subsidy. The neighborhood Transvaal was on the list, which brought up the chance to make change. The major principle of the project is to improve the social cohesion, health and involvement of people in green projects. According to the administrative presentation of this project, there is a 100,000 euro budget available for the construction of new gardens or related green facilities in each selected community. The grant provider invited residents in the selected communities to the meetings, and the local communities proposed possible projects. In the Transvaal neighborhood, there were 9 places developed into small 'schoffeltuinen' with the people who lived nearby. Among all of them, Transvaal Buurttuinen in Afrikanerplein is the biggest one.

In August 2010, five people who were interested in renovating the pocket park in Afrikanerplein started to meet each other at one of the member’s homes to discuss their plan. They spent three months making the detailed plan and design down to the earth. At the end, they proposed a community garden project to the government. After government agreed with the project, they signed a 5-year contract of use permission for the park. In February 2011, the government helped the new community garden association to reform the shape of the garden according to their design, and brought rich soil to cover the land. The garden was officially opened on March 26th, 2011. 

In many aspects, the design and development process of Transvaal Buurttuinen is worth seeing as a role model for participatory design. First, for the process of member recruitment, the association first sent flyers to all households in the neighborhood through the local government. The result was not very responsive; also the population attracted by the mail was homogenous. The early stage initiators were not satisfied with the outcome. They wanted more multi-cultural participants in the project, as the neighborhood Transvaal is a multi-cultural community. To reach the goal, they made some effort to get in touch with the Muslim community, which represented the Turkish and Moroccan immigrants in the neighborhood. The oriental shops in the neighborhood, where these immigrant communities meet each other, spread these informal networks. Nowadays, members in the association come from more than 10 different nationalities. Different cultural interactions happen in the garden. The garden serves as a cultural exchange platform, as well as an important field for increasing social cohesion in the community.

Second, the design process of the garden was conducted in the way of co-design. During the condensed preparatory meetings, participants proposed their own designs for the garden. The final design was the integration of all the designs. None of the participants were professional designers or planners, but that didn’t influence the garden becoming a quality neighborhood public space. This relates to the third remark, full participation. According to the articles of the association, there are 7 sub-organizations in the association, including several gardens and committees (table 2). Every participant should be specified in at least one of the sub-groups when they sign the member contract. The obligatory participation binds all the participants not only in gardening, but also daily maintenance and management. It successfully motivates the movement of the network. For these three remarks, Transvaal Buurttuinen developed into a dynamic neighborhood public space of high accessibility and participation. 

Because every participant had to participate in the daily affairs, more social interactions happened in the neighborhood. The garden is no longer only a place for growing vegetables and flowers, but also for growing social awareness, neighborhood relationships and environmental justice. Through the appropriate management and maintenance, Transvaal Buurttuinen successfully transformed a pocket park full of dog feces into a friendly neighborhood space through civil participation. Besides the interactions between the official garden members, the garden also created an aggregation effect on the whole neighborhood. People passing by would go into the garden for meeting neighborhood or just experience the beauty of the garden. The garden became a neighborhood meeting point in which improving the safety of neighborhood public space. In addition, for the key organizers, the experience in Transvaal also empowers them to get involve with the urban farming network in Amsterdam. Step by step building the urban farming landscape of the city.

 With the financial support of the central government, people living in a neighborhood with a bad reputation cooperated to renovate their useless neighborhood garden into a hot spot community garden. It is important that the government showed support first. Then people in the community worked in a highly participative self-organization, trying to utilize the budget and place in the most comprehensive way. The recognizable lessons in this case are the balanced working model of both top-down and bottom-up, and the comprehensive participation the garden association chose to work into their design, planning and management of the project. 

Buurtmoestuin Dijkgraafplein
Buurtmoestuin Dijkgraafplein is one of a series of community-based urban agricultural projects in Osdorp, Amsterdam. It is an extension project from the ‘Groene Ruimte Maken‘, which derives from a community-based food program for local, socially disadvantaged groups in Osdorp. The intention of the ‘Groene Ruimte Maken‘ is to empower inhabitants in Nieuw West Amsterdam.  Community garden here is seen as a vehicle to bring vitality and energy to the community and people, and ultimately develop the capacity of local resilience. Buurtmoestuin Dijkgraafplein was developed in the name of an art project in February 2011. Annet Van Horn, the project developer of Groene Ruimte Maken, cooperated with an artist to start up this project. Up to the end of 2012, there are 7 participants and a local school get involved in this project. Participants are mostly from Muslim ethnic groups and elderly groups.
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The garden itself is on the green yard between a school and a row of low houses. The garden was composed of one permaculture circle, one circular fence with several plots inside, and one container. Within these basic elements, several D.I.Y bucket plots and bag plots were set in the garden. Herbs, vegetables and sunflowers are grown in the buckets and bags. The physical space of the garden is developed based on the permaculture outline. 

In the premise of empowering the community by gardening, food production thus will not be the emphasis, but the process of citizen engagement. In order to find as many interested participants as possible, the project manager tried to find possible participants from the local community center, men and women’s centers, nearby the school, and local ethnic groups. Since it is a social space-making project, networking is emphasized more. The garden group on the one hand connected to the local community center, proposing activities such as a carpentry workshop in the garden and applying for public funding in the neighborhood. On the other hand, because a big percentage of the population in the neighborhood of Osdorp is Islam immigrants, the organization is also looking for an external network connection with other Islam green initiatives.

For participants in this garden, gardening is an important social interaction. It enriches participants’ social interaction with their neighborhood. The encounters in a community garden offer a social support function for both human and non-human actors. One of the Islamic female participants said:” For me, it was not only interesting, but also necessary. Because I had rough time at home. I need to go out. I love the nature”. The reality is most women from Islamic families in the neighborhood were not allowed to work because of the social and spatial distance. They are excluded from the society day after day. Getting involved with the community garden making a chance for them to meet the society.   
Although the scale of the gardens and organizations were small, it did connected people from the community. Every week participants had routine meetings at the garden, one of participants’ place or community center. The meeting created a social space for the elderly and residents from ethnic group. People shared thoughts and life in the meeting. Moreover, with the help of professional green initiators from outside of the community, participants started to learn how to organize and participate in community affair that they used to be excluded from the society.

Discussion
Summarizing the observations and analysis of community-based urban farming experiences in Amsterdam, three characteristics are addressed below:

1. Different from the need of saving hunger and improving public health by fresh food resources in developing countries, the need of pursuing better community social life in neighborhood is what driven citizen in Amsterdam to practice urban agriculture by using public space. In dense cities that lack social and natural interactive neighborhood spaces and sustainable lifestyle practice spaces, urban agriculture can be one of the most effective community-oriented collective public practices proposed by citizens.

2. Shortage of budget in maintaining public space due to financial crisis makes easier for the municipality to accept civil initiatives‘ proposal of transform vacant urban space into community urban garden. Likewise, with community activities happened on vacant spaces in the neighborhood, it helps to improve the security and social cohesion in the neighborhood. To do so, community and action groups in case studies tend to seek other non-governmental organization’s assistance for both farming techniques and organizational management, such as permaculture groups and other existing urban farming organizations in the city. The social network binding with series of community urban plots is changing the urban landscape in the city.      

3. Empowerment is the most important spirit off all. The ‘empowerment‘ is not just about empowering people in the neighborhood to pay more attention to a sustainable lifestyle, social and cultural interaction in community. Moreover, it is about empowering the non-human material actors (ex. space, vegetables, garden). By given these non-human actors positions in the urban life network, people believe that new urban dynamics with nature will bring them a much higher quality life than the current urban living environment. 
Conclusion
From the Amsterdam experiences, it is observed that a trend of bottom-up participatory design and planning influence to create community-based urban agriculture with little support from the top-down organizations. Meanwhile people are practicing and organizing community urban farm in their neighborhood, they are also creating a social space. That is, through the practice of farming, they also collectively practice to take back their right to involve in public space. Taking the view from a bigger scale, these people and neighborhoods are gradually changing the shape and power relationship of the city. Thus more people have accessibility to interact with the urban public sphere, both physically and socially. Not only lifestyle and urban public space have been changed, participative democracy is also helping people re-connected to the city. 

This research was taking between 2011-2012. Besides SWOMP4, other two cases as well as many community urban gardens were still in beginning phase. However, social media observation and relevant studies have shown that an urban farming network including educational program such as city plot
, urban farming shop like ‘I can change the world with my two hands’
 and urban farming bike tour
. The diversity of urban farming activities prove that the development of urban farming in Amsterdam recently did form a new layer of urban landscape that represent people’s right to the city has gained by the practice.

In sum, the paper concludes the investigation that a new trend in urban public land use has been practiced. City of Amsterdam had the historical glory for reclaiming the freedom of city rights by squatting. As time went on, farming on urban public space has created a new dynamic in urban public space management, as well as a solution for citizens to practice a proactive sustainable life in post-economical crisis era.
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Figure 1 garden map and pictures of SWOMP4
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�	 � HYPERLINK "https://swompenglish.wordpress.com/"��https://swompenglish.wordpress.com�/


�	 � HYPERLINK "https://www.facebook.com/pages/Cityplot/161914473850269?fref=ts"��https://www.facebook.com/pages/Cityplot/161914473850269?fref=ts�


�	 � HYPERLINK "http://www.icanchangetheworldwithmytwohands.nl/"��http://www.icanchangetheworldwithmytwohands.nl�/


�	 � HYPERLINK "https://www.withlocals.com/experience/urban-farming-bike-tour-in-amsterdam--d45d4038/"��https://www.withlocals.com/experience/urban-farming-bike-tour-in-amsterdam--d45d4038/�





