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Abstract

Today rural sector reform is a paramount issue in Indonesian development. Yet, different social actors
have different perspectives and stances towards it. Non-Government Organisations (NGOSs) in
Indonesia have established themselves in pivotal positions in the social, economic and political
landscape across the country, and a large number of their works has often been connected with
development in rural sector. But, little has been studied to understand how NGOs in Indonesia,
particularly rural NGOs, engage with the issue of rural development itself. With the rural development
being one of the oldest issues widely discussed among activists since the early days of the Indonesian
NGOs, it is interesting to see how they understand the rural sector reform issue today. An empirical
study was conducted recently to see how some Indonesian NGOs, in their endeavour to respond and
broaden the discourse, utilise Internet technology. The study employs combination of quantitative and
gualitative approach to build a detailed story about how different organisations working in the rural
sector reform issue deploy strategies to deal with the issue. By so doing, it aspires to contribute to the
advancement of theory relating to the efficacy of Internet as a tool for social reform and development.
Two related issues are at stakes. First, amidst everything else, for most NGOs working in rural sector
reform, technology is not seen as a compelling issue. Second, the study finds that there is a real need
for a further thinking and reflection focusing on what can actually be done with the strategic
implementation of the Internet within organisations working in rural issues generally.
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Abstract—Today rural sector reform is of paramount impodarin Indonesian development. Yet, different saaiébrs have
different perspectives on it. Non-Government Orgatioas (NGOs) in Indonesia have established therasétvpivotal positions in
the social, economic and political landscape acrttss country, and a large amount of their work haer connected with
development in the rural sector. But, there hasb@tle attempt to understand how NGOs in Indonegaticularly rural NGOs,
engage with the issue of rural development its@iceSrural development is one of the oldest issod® discussed among activists,
since the early days of Indonesian NGOs, it is egBng to see how they understand the rural seatform issue today. An
empirical study was conducted recently to see howeslmiionesian NGOs, in their endeavour to respondrtd broaden the
discourse, utilise Internet technology. The studyleys a combination of quantitative and qualitati@pproaches to build a
detailed story about how different organisations virmgkin rural sector reform deploy strategies to bedth the issue. By doing so,
it aspires to contribute to the advancement of theelating to the efficacy of Internet as a toot focial reform and development.

Index Terms—Internet adoption, Indonesia, non-governmental oigations (NGOSs), rural sector reform, rural sector
development
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1.INTRODUCTION

Any paper on development in Indonesia must take account the fact that nearly 50% of the laboucdavorks in
(or more than 65% of the total population is engaim rural activitieS Stories from the rural sector are not always
pleasant however; in fact many are bitter. In Irekia the sector has been characterised by farnurdabith low
productivity and, as a consequence, rural inhatsitatandard of living is very lofvRural land has also deteriorated as
a result of the ‘green revolution’ carried out desely by the Indonesian government since thellg6ds to the end of
the 1980s. Following the oil-boom, with nationalvdpment policy in favour of industrial-orientedev agrarian-
based development, not only did more farmers careeiactory work, but significant areas of farmilagd have also
been continuously converted into industrial estafégese are among the severe problems hamperinogéstn rural
development today, which attracts not only thenditbe of the government and private sector, bub éfet of non-
governmental organisation (NGO).

! See National Statistics Burea®dpulation 15 Years of Age and Over Who Worked &y Midustry 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2003nline
at http://www.bps.go.id/sector/employ/table2.shtmiéwed 20 June 2007.

2 This problem is one of the most classical prolslémrural development in the East. See, for exanpbeke (1952).
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The important role of Indonesian NGOs’ in the courtas been widely recognised, not only in prongtivider
democracy and adherence to human rights (GaniefRach2002), but also in development, empowerment an
improving of livelihoods (Eldridge, 1995; Hadiwiaat2003). For NGOs working on rural issues, refoimthe rural
sector have become the main agenda in respondinwltifaceted problems hindering rural developméidwever,
‘reform’ in this sector is complex and affects iU Os’ activism. To help them deal with such coexitly, many rural
NGOs have been adopting and using Information amchr@unication Technologies (ICTs), particularly tinéernet.
They have an emerging opportunity to use the leteim support their quests for rural sector refdRural NGOs have
to learn how to appropriate the technology moratsgically and politically to achieve this mission.

Although there have been some studies on the dullje¢ice Internet and socio-political dynamics imadnesia (Hill,
2003; Hill and Sen, 2000; 2005; Lim, 2002; 2003203b), there has been little research targeteémdically at how
Indonesian NGOs working on rural sector use therimt to achieve their mission and goals. This papes to fill this
gap. Exploring the case of NGOs working in the Irgactor in Indonesia, this study aspires to cbotg to the
advancement of theory relating to the efficacy mteinet-mediated communication as a tool for so@é&rm and
development. This section has outlined the focusamcern of the paper. The next section expldresNGO agenda
in rural sector reform, followed by looking at tipattern of how NGOs adopt and use the Internetctoese that
purpose and the impacts of this. A case studyes firesented to give a detailed account of Intexdeption in a rural
NGO. A discussion and reflection on the implicasidés then offered before the paper concludes.

2.FROM DEVELOPMENT TO EMPOWERMENT : NGOS AGENDA IN RURAL SECTOR REFORM

2.1. Problematiquesin rural development

Rural development is an area in which the Indomegjavernment has played a major role, especiallyngu
Suharto’'s New Order regime, since the late 196Qse @ food scarcity, as a result of poor politieabnomy and
population explosion, rural development was seen &ay of remedying the problem, with much intetienfrom the
government Aiming to enforce agriculture intensification dugh high-yielding seeds, subsidised fertilisersl an
irrigation systems as part of green revolution, ftzvernment established programmes suclBiagas (bimbingan
massahass guidance) ardmas(intensifikasi masgeass intensification) (Booth, 1992). By the ed80s through
various programmes undénpres (presidential instruction), the government changjeel face of most villages by
providing them with roads, village-halls, schodigalth-centres, markets and so on (Liddle, 1985xddition there
were also interventions aimed at creating statesped grassroots organisations such as LKMBiljaga ketahanan
masyarakat deguillage people’s defence council), PKKgmbinaan kesejahteraan keluargaily welfare guidance),
Dasawismgneighbourhood associatiofjarang Taruna(village youth association), and the like (Hadiata, 2003).

Many argue that such intervention has in fact beemwe detrimental than beneficial, in the long teffirst,
agricultural produces became highly politicisedn@ayo, 1999} placing peasants in a vulnerable position, falily.
Second, although the implementation of a greenlutien, for a short period, was successful, thi$ miot last long as
the country turned out to be the major rice impontethe world (Daorueng, 2002)Third, yielding more rice has
proven to be problematic because vast areas ofudtgrial land have lost their fertility due to tim®or chemical
treatment and high-yielding seeds of farming infesation schemes. Fourth, there were no genuindependent
grassroots groups or organisations in rural ardashware important to build a healthy fabric of isbtife. Instead, rural
society was torn apart (Hart, 1986)

This has all contributed to the deteriorating dyadif life of rural people, as farmers are kepppead in poverty and
thus become increasingly powerless. But, this isthe only problem. As a result of industrialisatipolicy, massive
areas of agricultural land were converted into sidal estates or urban housing because farmersvbad weak
bargaining power to defend their land against dehfeom industry or the rich ‘people from the cityoung villagers
went to the cities to look for ‘better jobs’, mgsts factory labourers or casual workers in infdrsegtors, leaving the
villages with little hope for the future. Since th898 reform, despite the government’s claim toehbgen trying to
‘revitalise’ the rural sector, the situation hast mmproved. Farmers are still poor, or have becaven poorer;
agricultural land has not reclaimed its fertiliggricultural produces are still politicised; corsien of rural land into

8 Usually, interventionist state attempts to comtucal sector by establishing powerful agenciemtmopolise rural community development

activities (Arce et al., 1994).
In many instances government and the ruling p@ey Golkar) used rice issue as political commpo(bangkoyo, 1999)

Indonesia became a major rice importer in 1986 ¢he failure of various programmes to boastipation. Government statistics show
that rice imports hit a peak of six million tonrdasring the crisis period of 1998. The figure fellfour million tonnes in 1999 and 1.5
million tonnes in 2001. This is a set back becdndenesia won a FAO medal for the achievementelf-sufficiency’ in rice in 1985
(Daorueng, 2002)

The New Order’s intervention also transformedrtature of rural society, marked by the emergefficaral elites as a class of favoured
clients of the state (whose activities were undedance ‘from above’ and increasingly became impleters of government'’s
programmes) and rural lower society who were comynpoor (Hart, 1986)
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non-agricultural purposes continues; rural civitisty remains weak and farmers are politically eetgd despite
villages being seen as sources of voter support.

2.2. Therole of NGOsin rural development

Non-governmental organisations (NGOSs) in Indonésige long been concerned with rural developmenesand
problems. There are four important characterishftsNGO movements that need to be taken into accdtirtly,
Indonesian rural NGO movements have a long hidbefpre their ‘boom’ in the 1990s. Starting in thelg 1970s, a
number of NGOs likdina Swadayal P3ES,Sekretariat Bina Desdian Desa and many others were established and
focused their activities on rural issues, commuuigwelopment and the promotion of self-managemetivites at
village level (Hadad, 1983; cited in Hadiwinatap23®1). During the New Order regime, many of these orggtions
had to adopt ‘friendly’ strategies by not engagingyrassroots political activities, partly becawsehe repression of
NGOs by the governmefitBut throughout the 1990s, many Indonesian NGsydling those working in rural sectors,
started adopting more forward strategies and opemjyressed their opposition to government poligiesural
development. The military often assumed rural N@&@viies at village level (as well as labour NG@rsregional or
factory level) were aimed at organising local grasts movements and thus masked political agitgigiiah, 1995).
Subsequently, for the last 10 or so years of itktipgl power, Suharto’s New Order launched ‘blamopaganda’
against NGOs, often involving repressions and vicéeagainst activists

Secondly the orientation of the activism goes beyond dgwelent and food security. For these NGOs, the dim o
rural sector reform is primarily to improve ruraldlihoods and to restore the economic, socialitipal and cultural
rights of the rural communities. The aim is nottjdsod security (as campaigned by the New Ordet) fbod
sovereignty, which requires the fulfilment of famsieights and new orientation towards sustainabtal development.

Thirdly, in order to do achieve this, Indonesian rural NGI@ general, have two approaches. One isribgdtive-
logic’ approach: criticising and standing against thgatiee aspects of rural development policies amttmes. The
other is positive-logi¢ approach: promoting alternative practices in kudavelopment. In terms of building the
movement (Crossley, 2002; Della-Porta and Dian@&®iani, 2003), these approaches are what claisetthe rural
NGO movement in Indonesia the most. In their fggproach, rural NGOs in Indonesia often risk bemgunderstood
as ‘anti-development’ for their consistent critichnce towards status-quo rural policies and dewednt practices.
These NGOs carry out advocacy towards farmerstsjgbupport agrarian reform to reclaim farmers'dsnoppose
further agricultural land conversion; support fargi@nion activities and empower rural civil sogi¢tirough research,
lobbies and advocacy endeavours (Eldridge, 1995jigd@ochman, 2002; Hadiwinata, 2003) and thus dreno
categorised amural-advocacy NGOs'®. On the other hand, using the positive-logic apphp NGOs help with training
farmers; provide support for rural home-industrysarall-medium enterprises (SMEs,) and help withebedccess to
marketplaces. They provide assistance to farmeenable them to learn more about organic and sadtks farming
processes and restore soil fertility; help withemscto micro-credit schemes for women in ruralsreelp to politically
empower rural communities; and —to a limited exteahsure agricultural produces are being fairlye¢ch¢Hadiwinata,
2003)*. Non-governmental groups and institutions whicldenteke such activities are generally knownrasal-
development NGOs*2.

These different approaches enrich the NGO moveimethie rural sector. The shared belief betweenetitifferent
NGOs is that for rural sector reform, developmengrdation is not enough. Instead, it is empowerntleat becomes
crucial in making sure that reform in the ruraltseavill benefit the farmers and the whole societyd thus becomes

Most were initiated by concerned activists inahggdreligiously-inspired groups like Christian/Calie churches and Islamic groups, aiming
at developing a capacity for co-operation amongroamty groups (Billah, 1995; Sinaga, 1994).

This includes the decree no. 81/1967, enforcestde’s regulation on Overseas Technical Co-ojperaind Assistance issued by the
Ministry of Home Affairs 7 September 1973 (Hadiwi®a2003:91-92). Then, in 1985, the governmentedsnpresNo. 32/1985 to filter
any overseas co-operation (Sinaga, 1994), folldwetthe Law on mass organisations, UU Ormas No &1@8ch was viewed as
controversial as it was seen as blatant effortiystate to ‘de-ideologise’ and ‘de-politicise’ N&By forcing them to adoptancasilaas
the sole ideology (Hadiwinata, 2003; Sinaga, 19%#4)s law was soon furthered by government regutaBP No. 18/1986 which required
all NGOs without exception to register themselvéh the government and a joint decrear@t keputusan bersain8KB 1995 between
Ministry of Home Affairs and Department of Socidf#irs obliging NGOs to accept government’s supgor (Hadiwinata, 2003).

This situation became favourable for Indonesi&QS to some extent aftexformasi(political reform) in 1998. Seen as part of the
important actors that mobilised various elementsdonesian civil society to overthrow the authamiin regime (Hill, 2000; Uhlin, 1997),
NGOs regained some trust from wider society whalisée ‘under the influence’ of the New Order'siaiGO campaign. Despite some
difficulties, Indonesian NGOs managed to pin doteirt pivotal roles in the socio economic and paditidynamics of the country, much by
their role in continuously advancing the reformradge

10 Interview with Muhammad Riza, 30/11/2005; Indtr&o, 3/12/2005.

u Interview with Antonius Waspotrianto, 28/10/200%dro Surono and Agung Prawoto, 3/12/2005; Yuligdri, 19/12/2005.

12 In general, not only for rural NGOs, this catégation (advocacy and development NGOSs), although e too simplified, apparently

works both in practice and also for analytical ms® (Eldridge, 1995; Ganie-Rochman, 2002; Hadiwin2003; Holland and Henriot,
2002)



the call for all NGOs working in rural issues. AsedNGO, reflecting on its activities, puts it:
We contribute in this context, particularly in enyming peasants. ... There are various ways to ddsbjn order to
empower them we need to help the farmers to hemsklves in self-organising and self-mobilisatitren [we must help
them with] good access to marketplaces using méstmalike quality assurance [for agricultural prodst In the bigger
context of rural movements what we have done isgusnall part because we focus only on the empuoetr of production
and economic aspects. For other aspects that mapdwerment, we have to collaborate with other NGDdarmers
organisations (Indro Surono, interview, 3/12/2005).

The comments of Indro Surono above represent #esvof many other NGOs’ on the matter. Certaingyihg to
limit their focus in their endeavour to promotealusector reform, does not necessarily make NG&s Wiew of the
‘bigger picture’ of their activities. In fact it canake it clearer:

[In our development activities] we apply some stdd which actually reflect the socio-architectusethe problems, social
justice that we aim to achieve. This all is parbof blueprint in promoting organic and sustainageculture. So, it is clear
that social justice is structured in our organicvemoent. It is the same with our other activitide Iquality assurance for
organic agricultural produces as it implies stronganisation of farmers. We want the farmers stiyoagganised to fight for
their own rights. We work on this issue with otmaral [advocacy] organisations. If farmers haversy associations or
organisations, they can build their own internalchaism. Externally, this strengthens their baiggimpositions. Thus,
while we work on quality assurance, other colleagae working on strengthening farmers organisatidiat’s how we
work (Agung Prawoto, interview, 3/12/2005).

The two reflections above indicate an emergenttegiya which has a new meaning and contextualisatioe
networking of movement for rural empowerment. Sadtrategy, while effective, requires (or presupsds relatively
high-degree of co-operation and collaboration. &ample, while nearly all rural development NGOsvities assume
existing organising endeavoyenhgorganisasiay many rural advocacy NGOs deduce that developasgmects of the
community are being dealt with by their developraést colleagues. It is at this networking levedtthural NGOs come
together to share different issues or problemsdfdne farmers and can therefore solve them morectafédy. For
instance, problems related to economic aspectscogsa to markets are usually best resolved witleveeldpment
approach and problems related to political aspectievelopment policy are best tackled using aroeaey approach
(as also suggested previously by Billah, 1995; ak®96). Such approaches are not only benefioraNfzOs, in that
they can collaborate and network more effectiviiyt, more importantly for farmers and rural commigsitin that they
increasingly become aware that development (or @o@) aspects are strongly tied and influenced dyoeacy (or
political) aspects in rural reform and developméritis is important so that the farmers can enghgeselves more
effectively and more meaningfully in the socio-dymies of development and reform in the rural sedtorthe recent
political economy development, the rural sectondslonger subject exclusively to national developtrolicies, but
increasingly globalised and regulated within the ri@oTrade Organisation (WTO) under AOA (Agreememt o
Agriculture)® (Kwa, 2004).

It is therefore important for NGOs to focus themdeavours on empowering farmers and rural societhat in the
globalised economy they can still have a say indieg their own life, as one NGO representativéerdt below.

[We envisage that] one day it would be the farmére are able to carry out advocacy works for théwese to protect them
from government repression or brutal [implicatiaflsglobalisation in rural sector. But we have tarsbuilding this ability
now. We have to start by involving them to underdtehecome aware of, and identify the actual probl@n rural sector
reform]. Then, we have to encourage them to firel gblutions of their own, and communicate themh® communities
through dialogues. Only by doing this we can stapdependency vicious circle. Farmers used to perdient on the [New
Order] regime and now there are apparent dangexsttiey can be dependent upon NGOs. We have td dhds.
(Muhammad Riza, interview, 30/11/2005)

It seems clear that the orientation of rural seotform, for NGOs, is more one of empowerment nathan merely
development. This implies a strong building blo¢kwal NGO movement so that the empowerment ermleasan be
carried out effectively.

Lastly, this brings another characteristic of the curradbhesian rural NGO movement: its internationatdirEither
for pursuing development goals or organising adegativities, the international network of ruraG®s, facilitated
by the use of information and communication tecbgypllike the Internet, has increasingly become niosgumental.
Such an engagement with international organisat@ssenabled the organisations not only to sprieaddoncerns of

18 AOA, which is currently part of the new WTO tradeind launched in November 2001, has elementsatedtkely to be problematic for

Indonesia, e.g. (i) another round of reductiorairffs; (ii) possible measures that could ensuegeStrading Enterprises (STE), such as
BULOG (Indonesia’s STE for rice and other sensittsenmodities) from having import monopoly poweis) yery little, or no real
disciplines orDomestic Suppori®.g. no overall caps or limits on theeen boxspendinig being discussed for the developed countries
(which means that dumping of cheap agriculture pcedoy the US and EU into developing countries edglitinue, and could even
increase); and (ivppecial and Differential Treatmefdr developing countries under discussion, e.g.citncept of Special Products and a
Special Safeguard Mechanism (spearheaded by Inddiegxtremely inadequate since these are mbegig-aid measures. Food security
and rural livelihoods cannot be limited to a smmalinber of crops but should encompass the broac rafngroducts small farmer produce.
See (Kwa, 2004).



Indonesian NGOs about rural sector reform acrasstiuntry in a speed and scale that has neverdssenbefore, but
also to help them network with other similar orgations at various levels, from local to globaletachange ideas,
experiences and support. A profound example is Hadan rural NGOs' engagement witla Via Campesinaa
growing international peasant movement network,ctviiot only furthers the rural sector reform ageatiaational
level in Indonesia, but also advances rural isamelsintegrates them at global level.

To summarise, four of the most important charasties of rural NGOs in Indonesia today have be&hdat: (i) they
are part of a long standing movement that boometdarnl990s; (ii) there has been a shift in thereeot activism, i.e.
from economic development and food safety, to mislude food sovereignty and empowerment; (iii)yéhbas been the
proliferation of two main categories of movementivacacy and development; and (iv) a strong intésnat
component of the movement has emerged. These td@stics are very much influenced by —and reflédte—the way
these rural NGOs operate, both at national andagjlelvels and, arguably, are consequences (inteadedintended)
of the use of information and communication tecbgas (ICTs), particularly the Internet, in the angsations.

3.ADOPTING THE INTERNET, EMPOWERING THE MOVEMENT : FOUR DIMENSIONS OF ADOPTION 14

NGOs and civil society organisations (CSOs) havenbactive users of the Internet since the earlys dayits
introduction in Indonesia (Hill and Sen, 2005; LiQ003b; Purbo, 1996). As the Internet not only Ifates
communication and collaboration of organisationthini and between countries (Castells, 1996; Dutl®89; 2004;
Warkentin, 2001) but also contributes to the sprefksues and concerns (Dutton, 2004; McConn€002 Surman
and Reilly, 2003), it plays a pivotal role in theange strategy of the NGO movement. However, nathnisi known
about how and to what extent Indonesian NGOs aaloghtuse the Internet. By triangulating quantitatinel qualitative
methods (Danermark et al., 2002; Gilbert, 19923, study aims to explore the features of the diffasuse and impacts
of the Internet in Indonesian NGBsespecially in relation to advancing rural seceorm.

This study collects the data from a survey of 268ohesian NGOs, about half of which work on rucalrural-

development-related issues (e.g. rural issues giasrand development). See Fig 1. Therefore, falyical purposes, it
is safe to say that the general result derived ffmrsurvey also reflects the rural NGOs undenstud

What are the main issues/concerns of your organisat ion?
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Fig. 1. Issues and concerns of NGOs under study
N=268. Multiple responses possible.

14 For more detailed account, see Nugroho (2007a)

15 The quantitative data was gathered through aloetpry survey, and served as input for somesitadil observation including exploratory

latent-class usinbatent Gold®[MacCutcheon, 1987; Vermunt and Magidson, 2008)tamporal social network usifpjek® (Batagelj
and Mrvar, 2003). The qualitative data was collét¢teough interviews, workshops, and focus growggussions to build case studies
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Stake, 1995). The overall daliaation was carried out Oct 2005-April 2006.
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From an observation where 94.03% use PCs in then@ation and 86.94% have access to the Internbt,aovery
small group has used the Internet for more tharyddys (5.97%). Most of them have used it betwed® Jears

(28.73%) and 3-5 years (26.87%). Quite a proportidh03%) just started using it within the laste®gs®. See Table .

Table I. Adoption of ICTs in Indonesian NGOs
Information Length of adoption (years)
Technology| >10 (i:alrﬁ/ (?e;tSe <3
adoption
pY (leadery majority) | majority) (laggarq)
PC 21.64%| 35.45% 24.25% 10.82%

The 5.97% 28.73% 26.87% 19.03%

Internet
N=268; classification of adopter based on diffustbrory (Rogers, 1995; 2003)

But, what makes ‘leaders’ and ‘laggards’ (for tbiassification, see Rogers, 1995; 2003) in therhateadoption?

This study finds that leaders in the Internet amopamong Indonesian NGOs are usually those whar@)longer
established, (ii) have more staff, and (iii) managge money. See parameter estimation (using MIMB2) in Table

Il (See also Appendix 1).
Table 1l. Characteristics of Indonesian NGOs as adater

Estimated Latel major(ljty and Leaders and early
Variables (?g%ag%s) majority (24.44%)
Period of Internet use <3; 5-10;
(years) 3-5 >10
0-1;
Age of the organisation -2
2-5; >10
(years) 5.8
8-10
<5; 16-20;
Number of staff (persons 6-10; 21-25;
11-15 >25
<100 million: 500 miIIion - 1billion;
Annual turn over (IDR) N 1-2 billion;
100-500 million -
>2 billion

N=268. Latent Class Analysis. BIC(LL)=1816.7598; NPa2=42=1096.296; df=179; p<0.0001; and Class.Err=3.9%
(See Appendix 1)

While this contradicts what diffusion theory suggebat ‘earlier adopters are not different frotetaadopters in age’
and may disagree with the view that ‘economic fexctdo not explain comprehensively innovation bebarj it
supports the idea that ‘early adopters usuallylarger in units’ (Rogers, 2003:288-289). This fimgliposes a key
guestion: does this pattern of adoption have angthd do with the issues and concerns that thes@N&e working

on? It seems so. See Fig 2.

16 This finding confirms the pattern of technologdiaeloption suggested by diffusion theory —with @wators’ and ‘early adopters’ (here

referred to as ‘leaders’) leading the adoptioripfeéd by ‘early majority’, ‘late majority’ and ‘lagards'— which forms &ell-curveand,
cumulatively,S-curve(Rogers, 2003).
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Fig. 2. Issues and concerns of each adopter categor
N=268. Latent Class Analysis. BIC(LL)=5407.792; NPar=04=4214.830;
df=127; p<0.0001; and Class.Err=2.6% (See Appendix 2

It showsthe first dimension: adoption. In general, NGOs working on development or dgwelent-related issues and
concerns (salient issues are coded green) areagstirto be more likely to be early adopters oflttternet, than those
working on advocacy-related issues (coded Blu@) closer look at the figure shows that NGOs wogkaround rural-
related issues (farmers, rural, environment, pgvesivil society empowerment, and so on) are pdrawo ‘early
majority’ group in terms of Internet adoption.

But, what actually drives the adoption of the Intrin Indonesian NGOs in generaifernally, it is the need to
obtain information and to improve organisationdéetiveness and efficiency; externally, it is theed to bring about
mutually beneficial relationships and collaborat@mong organisations, instead of competition. FdRibelow maps
all the drivers for adoption, internally and exiin

= See Appendix 2 for a more detailed account. Hewet'should be taken into account that in thdyedays of the Internet use in Indonesian
NGOs, it was advocacy organisations that pionetgredise of the Internet for pushing social moveméntinterview with Wahyu Susilo
of INFID (1/12/2005) reveals the birth Nusanetnitiated by INFID as the first secure communioatexchange platform for civil society
activists.Nusanefplayed an undeniably important role for Indonest80s in establishing links with their partnersoasrthe archipelago
in order to fight for democratisation and acrossdlobe for mobilising global solidarity, espegtat overthrowing the New Order regime.
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why does your organisation use the internet?
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Fig. 3. Internal and external reasons for adoptinghe Internet
N=268, multiple responses possible

Although Indonesian civil society is not absentireonflicts and frictions of interest, organisatibneed for social
esteem or status and egocentric and competitivev@soare not strong drivers for Internet adoptiomNiGOs, unlike in
other types of organisations (as found in, e.g.nilmoand Hull, 1996; Newell et al., 2003; Roger€)30Apparently,
for Indonesian NGOs, including the rural ones, aihgpthe technology which serves such internal emternal
purposes (see Fig 2) empowers them in organisie@ thovement, expands their network, and, to sowieng
therefore increases their bargaining position wihealing with other actors in Indonesian politiceor these findings,
it is marked that for Indonesian NGQ@s.the dimension of adoption, activities do matter.

The survey also showthe second dimension: impact. More than 92% of Indonesian NGOs under study, héne
used the Internet, find that its use positivelywery positively affects the achievement of the aigations’ goals and
missions. It is also found that the Internet ugaificantly or very significantly increases the faemance of the internal
management of more than 87% of NGOs in this stumyteelps nearly 75% of them to become more foceseduch
more focused in their aims and activities. But margportantly, it has widened nearly two-third ofetiNGOs’
perspective to global level or at least beyondmeaji, national or local boundaries. As consequetie use of the
Internet has become a major support for the expardiNGOs’ networks. See Fig 4.
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Fig. 4. Impact of the Internet use in Indonesian N@s
N=268, single response, Likert-scale
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The impacts of Internet use in NGOs as depicted/@laoe also true for rural NG&sExternally, the Internet has
been instrumental in expanding organisational patsge and network so that rural NGOs and farmenroanities are
aware of the latest developments in issues andpakenot only at local but also at global levehisThas enabled much
cooperation and collaboration which was difficiftnot impossible, befor@ Internally, the Internet has facilitated
capacity-building in many rural NGOs and also farnfiers. With such capacity-building, NGOs can Halmers to
have more direct access to the market, which isngiss$ to introduce fairer trade and build firmeoeomic ground for
rural developmeRt. This finding characterises the third dimensioriropact: the adoption and use of the Internet in
NGOs hagreated strong impacts both on internal and exteatdivities

The third dimension is networking. It is evident that the Indonesian NGO network bgganded significantly over
the past decade. Not only are more links are askeul nationally and globally, but the network héso become more
cohesive over different periods of democratic tfamsation in the country. At the national level, jorasocio-political
events took place in Indonesia during the heightgrexiod from pre-1995 to 1998 and significantlieefed, but were
also affected by, civil society activism (as alsparted by Harney and Olivia, 2003; McCarthy, 200R)is study
argues that these socio-political events are batboones and fabrics of the socio-political engageneé Indonesian
civil society. As outcomes, the events reflect Hodonesian civil society has advanced its moveraedt partaking in
social change. As fabrics of civic engagement, ssohio-political events provide context and oppwitiu for
Indonesian civil society organisations to link eather's work. Here lies the central explanationtlom growth of the
national network: the network is not just instrumental twial change in the country; it is the arena foarge in its
own right, including in the rural sector.

At the international level, networking between Indsian civil society and international partners tasn around for
quite a long time (already explicitly expressed Rijtah, 1995; Fakih, 1996). By means of such nekiay, local
organisations voiced their concern or passed rataaéormation about socio-political problems (upeelated to state
violence, human rights violation or developmentiges) onto their international partners who woulde the
information to pressure the Indonesian governmeiiternational gatherings through their own gowsgnts or by way
of protest&’. The network, with international partners, hasrbakle to give Indonesian civil society some barigaj
power to challenge the authoritarian regime anguaoly, to contribute to the efforts in bringingétan end, despite
questions about the role of international netwatksing the heightened period of change in Indonpsiar to 1999
(e.g. as addressed in Nugroho and Tampubolon, 260%)5 depicts the expansion of Indonesian CS®il(Society
Organisation) —including NGO— networks, both nagithhand internationally.

18 Recall Fig 1. NGOs with rural-development-relaigsiies make

18 Interview with Indro Surono, 3/12/2005. Agung\Rodo, 3/12/2005; Muhammad Riza, 30/11/2005; Anteiaspotrianto, 28/10/2005
20 Interview with Muhammad Riza, 30/11/2005; Antan\Waspotrianto, 28/10/2005; Agung Prawoto, 3/125200

2 For a profound example, se@rissels incidefit when Indonesian NGOs, perceived as powerless] irgernational networks to question

the Indonesian government’s development policiegxdwa multi-lateral meeting (Hadiwinata, 2003:989) — something that would never
have happened in Indonesia.
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Pre-1995 1995-1998 1999-2002 After 2003
Authoritarian Bloody transformation Fraught euphoria Towards stability
National Network

N = 350 N = 350 N = 350

k-core =5 k-core = 6 k-core = 8 k-core =9
Density = 0.0029 Density = 0.0052 Density = 0.0104 Density = 0.0141

International Network

a

N = 350 N = 350

N = 350

k-core=3 k-core = 3 k-core =5
Density = 0.0021 Density = 0.0027 Density = 0.0064 Density = 0.0092

Fig. 5. Expansion of Indonesian CSOs Networks
N-network=350, all nodes depicted across period dirdpresent “join action”, data collected 2005-6
Source: Author, based on fieldwork survey and ndtwtapping. This figure appears in author’s earleorks, which
also explain the nature of the periodisation (NUgrp2007a; Nugroho and Tampubolon, 2006).

This networking, particularly for rural NGOs, hasem essential not only in enlarging capacity, tsa & being part
of global rural movement. An instance would be theolvement of many Indonesian rural NGOs in the Via
Campessinawhose secretariat is now in Jakarta, Indofiésitiis evident that in the third dimension of netking,
there is an enlargement of NGOs’ capacity througtworking.

These three dimensions bring abthe fourth dimension: roles of the Internet in building NGO movement. The
adoption of the Internet in NGOs has given new immpéo many NGOs in bridging global and nationdltips. On the
one hand, facilitated by the Internet, more gld¥@lOs paid more attention to the Indonesian sitnadiad collaborated
with Indonesian NGOs. Political events like thecéitens in 1999 and 2004 became an opportunity émnecting with
global NGOs (be it in terms of financial suppoxalition, joint activities or other types of collatation). Humanitarian
relief actions too have been always important jures for collaboration. The aftermath of the Tsuna2004, for
instance, saw a massive scale of global NGOs nkimgwith Indonesian organisations, possibly unpdsnted in the
country’s civil society history. On the other hantlie use of the Internet has contributed in bugd@apacity of
Indonesian NGOs so that they participate better eumelgrate closer with global civil society. Paipigtion of
Indonesian civil society, including rural NGOs,garallel meetings challenging multilateral or wosldmmits (such as
in Seattle in 1999), as well as attendance in ¢hies of World Social Forums (since 2001), arguablytributes to the
growing global NGOs collaboration with Indonesiaonups. In this sense, the advancement of global M@@ements
seems to be both an outcome and a means of glolath@ration, which is heavily mediated by the int.

Having mapped the dimensions of Internet adoptioNGOs from a general perspective, the next segiesents a
detailed account of the way a rural NGO adoptsum@s the Internet and the impacts it brings, usiogse study.

2 La Via Campesinaeans “the road of the peasants” and is the iatienmal movement of peasants, small- and mediuedsgizoducers,

landless, rural women, indigenous people, rurattyaund agricultural workerdéa Via Campesinaefends the values and the basic interests
of farmers. Its members come from 56 countriessiaAAfrica, Europe, and America. The objectivet@f/ia Campesinés to develop
solidarity and unity among small farmer organisagian order to promote gender parity and socidlgasn fair economic relations; the
preservation of land, water, seeds and other Haesaurces; food sovereignty; sustainable agricaltproduction based on small and
medium-sized producerSince 1994, its secretariat is in Jakarta, Ind@nesi

12



4.A TALE FROM THE FIELD : YAYASAN DUTA Awam 22

To reach a more nuanced understanding about haal NEOs work and how they benefit from the use & t
Internet in their organisations, the case of Yagd3ata Awam (YDA) is presented here.

YDA is a local farmer advocacy NGO based in Cenii@la province but works in other regions, i.e.uRM/est
Kalimantan, Bengkulu and South Kalimantan provindesa close network with tens of other local NG@wking in
similar issues. In addition to its internationatwerking with international organisations like tB8atholic Relief Service
andFord Foundation YDA is also an active member 8atuDunia a national Indonesian civil society network, pafrt
OneWorld.Néf. Together with its networks, YDA is now champiogithe monitoring of the implementation of CERD
(Community Empowerment for Rural Development), aiamawide project funded by a loan from the Asian
Development Bank (ADB).

The hullabaloo of rural development has becomettarhpicture for farmers —the beneficiaries thatA/@@orks for
and with. However, apart from realising that thegy poor, many of these farmers do not understaadbitiger picture
and thus they lose hope in their life. YDA aspitegjive this life back to the farmers. At policwéd, this is done by
promoting their rights; at a practical level, itdarried out by widening farmers’ perspectives attbe complexities of
the broader situation — not to get them lost indbmplexities but to let them decide what is besttieir own life. To
YDA, farmers should be the main actors determinir@r own life — they should not and must not bgleeted in rural
development policies and practices.

Despite being an advocacy NGO, what YDA does ibges representative of some of the typical cowsastion of
rural NGOs in Indonesia. Even with huge variationsactivism and different approaches (developmésta-vis
advocacy), by and large, there are three commassakactivity oriented towards farmers: (i) awa&sraising; (i)
professional capacity-building; and (iii) empowermef farmers as citizeng:irstly, raising farmer's awareness has
never been more important, as rural developmeritips] which directly affect farmer’s life, are nalways in their
interests. For many rural NGOs like YDA, awarenessing is central, particularly because globaiisathas been
affecting rural life. The abstract idea of globafien has a very real face in rural developmenticiwhs often
frightening and intimidating for ordinary farmens indonesi&. Globalised rural development, influenced by globa
interests, has transformed the country’s rural oseatto a sector of misery which is being sacrifickor urban
development and industrialisation; where land isdpeonverted for industrial purposes and wheredmunesources are
being lost®. Farmers need to be aware of the situation.

Secondly building capacity of farmers helps them cope withat has been left by the failure of three decaifes
green-revolution in the country. In Indonesia, rsi@am farming and agricultural policies based loa green-
revolution have destroyed a lot of rural land whitgts become very difficult, if not impossible, &store to its natural
fertility. Capacity building for farmers (for examep by introducing low input and organic farming,s&inable
agriculture and promotion of fairer trading, etodt only improves farmer’s skills and knowledge Bignificantly
contributes to the effort to restore soil's fetyili Capacity building of this sort also offers aspible way out of the
vicious circle of structural poverty, as farmersdaheir own land and become mere ‘workepgténi penggarapand
earn littlein return for their hard work, giving rural peopitle opportunity to make decisions about theirmolife. For
organisations like YDA, capacity building is theyed not only about providing skills but also prawgl knowledge and
awareness for rural communities.

Lastly, in such a context, rural empowerment now hasmadimension: it provides farmers and rural inhatitigavith
a better opportunity to participate in rural deyet@nt and hence enables them to take part in thyepvecesses that
affect their life and fully participate as citizers is in this spirit that the use of technologjel the Internet in rural
empowerment has been introduced deliberately. YBrAws away the perception that the Internet istdodnology
only for ‘people of the city’, the haves, or evém ttechy-literaté& the Internet is also the technology for farmdos,
‘people of the villages'. YDA set up two web comritigs and a mailing list that farmers can join gratticipate in.
One communityagrodey is aimed at helping Indonesian farmer groups witirket access and promoting sustainable
livelihoods through social networking. The otherepindosl is an Indonesian watchdog netwdPesticide and
Transgenic Networkthat focuses its concern on monitoring the useheimical pesticide and transgenic organisms in

23 This case study aims to look at more detailed@ets on the strategic implementations of the tr@ein a rural NGO. This section is based
on the survey and interview with YDA'’s Executiver&tor, Muhammad Riza (30/11/2005), and also agpeaXugroho (2007b).

24 SatuDuniais a newly established Indonesian node of theajlnbtwork OneWorld.netsww.oneworld.nét which was established since
1995 and currently has more than 1,600 partneesriationally.SatuDuniais an initiative of HIVOS, Yayasan Jaring and Orel/ UK
and was officially set-up on 16 December 2006. I8g®//satudunia.oneworld.net/article/view/1445@iéwed 20 June 2007).

% Recall the integration of rural sector within WT€yime through AOA, as outlined in Section 2 above

% Ample studies on the literature on poverty dertrames that land tenure or land ownership is aaaitfactor implicated in poverty incidence.

There is also effect of out-migration of productigbour from villages to urban and sub-urban ameagarch of work, mainly in industrial
sector (Aidit, unknown; Raynolds, 2002; Tjondronegd 984).
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the country’. Although these online communities (possibly tingt bf their sort in Indonesia) are formally setto help

disseminate important agricultural-related issweitst NGO networks, YDA also encourages farmersdactive users
of the Internet, to be aware of the global issweagriculture and rural development, and to engeitfe international

farmers’ networks as the Internet has become isirgly available in some villages througlarnettelecentre¥. The

result of this effort, for YDA, is sometimes beyoexpectation (see Tukimin's experience in Box 1).

YDA itself has reaped the benefit of Internet uBeere are three important aspects of such Interseto consider.
Oneg the Internet is a resource to improve effectigsras it helps the organisation to access souféeomation and
is important for communication purpose. YDA's sta&five become familiar in using email not only fegular
communication with their colleagues and networks, ddso for reporting activities; information sdairg through the
WWW has become common practice to help with paditciry research and advocacy worlo, the Internet has been
a means by which both the NGO and the farmers witbm they work can become embedded in national and
international movements. For example, the changéDi’'s website from a show-window-type of websited blog-
styled website reflects the vision of a shared and néteercommunity. Furthermore, using email for intérna
communication and external networking has provelpetdeneficial for YDA and its beneficiary groupging involved
in the rural movement both nationally and interoiadilly. Three despite this, the adoption and use of technoiegt
a straightforward process. There is a gradual poémastering, usually known as ‘social learningbendampingan
(literally means ‘companionship’) through whichfétaho use the Internet less intensively are accamgd by others
who use more intensively. This learning procespaagntly, does not stop at organisation level.

Pendampingari(companionship)] is the best way [to work with daeneficiaries]. Unfortunately, our NGOs colleagues
our observation, are still minimal in sharing farsiessues. Only few do it properly. Whereas we Wnihat there are
abundant issues related to farmer and rural deseapout there, at national and global scale ...dieetics engineering or
[chemical] pesticide. ... That's why | think we shduielp these [NGOs] to use the Internet more gfiedély in long-term
perspective, and not just for [organisations’] ity and social status. Because, in many caséisowgh they can access

email and Internet [WWW)] they still come to us, YD# ask questions to which the answers can agtballfound in the
Internet very easily. | wonder why this happens [simmad Riza, interview, 30/11/2005)

It seems that by creating space for social learniagh at organisation and network level, famiation with the
Internet becomes much easier for the organisatiodsnetworks, and the benefit of such technologioplementation
can also be enjoyed relatively more quickly, esglgcby the beneficiaries they work with: the famse

z Seehttp://agrodev.multiply.conandhttp://indosl.multiply.comThe mailing list ishttp://groups.yahoo.com/group/agrodev/

8 Telecentreorwarnet(in Indonesian), literally mearisternet kiosklt is a public internet access points often aldé in areas where

internet infrastructure is not well developed (Jan2906). Lim argues that to understand ‘Indonebitarnet’ is to understandarnet
(Lim, 2002; 2004; 2006).
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Box 1. YDA and Advokasi

*D"WF"‘D"-‘* A Sl About .the organisation. ngasan D}Jta Awam (YDA),
PR e — o .| setupin Solo, Central Java in 1996, is a NGO working

Diifa Awam Foundation sl on the issue of farmers .advocacy qnd civil soc[ety
A*Farmers' Institute” for Advocacy | empowerment. Working with 16 full-timers, YDA aims
particularly to empower the farmers so that they can
advocate themselves independently in the future,
when agricultural and rural development issues are

Houe  Aout Us projected to escalate politically in Indonesia. This goal

Bawang Merah Organik — is to be achieved through three main strategic
e s B activities: participatory research and monitoring,
Siang itu Tarjono (37 tahun), seorang petani dari Desa Jetak Kec r T . .
Sidoheri KebSyaen Jawa TEngah rampisk tenash menjerur beberaps stakeholder dialogue forums and grassroots media. As
J;at bawang merah hasil panennya. Bawang merah tersebut ia tanam CATEGORIES a A\l Farmers ’ InStitUte fOr AdVOCaCy" YDA h as
lengan cara organik, yaitu dengan menggunakan pupui kandang, T e i ”
pembasmi hama alami dan air yang berasal darl sumurnya sendiri ) formulated its strategy to empower a nd increase
Sebenarnya rmenanam bawang merah dengan cara organik ini e ety £ y it th h d ti traini d
merupalan coba-coba, namun hasiinya culup rmernuaskan, G a rm.e. rs ] capacity roug educations, trainings a n.
Awalnya, ide ini muncul ketika Tarjono melihat sebidang tanah bekas LINKs mOblllsatlon; advocacy; develoPment Of . pUb“C
lapanaan bola voli di samping rumahnya yang sudah tidsk digunakan BicoRoLL discourse; database; and capacity building for
lagi. Sebagai petani yang telah lama berkecimpung dalam sistem . . . . . .
1o GFGAPUE 8 oo A RS o KGR FERAbLE L institutions and organisations. To help running the
bercocok tanam organik. Maka munculah ide menanam bawang merah = ?a”t i organisation YDA has been using the internet since
dengan eara crganik, la menyadari bahwasannys menanam tanaman renter Y N . o
sayur, apalagi bawang merah sangat beresiko terserang hama dan » siocert 1998, when Internet was firstly introduced to public in
= Jaker PO . . .
sl ol ol |l i il A . Solo and was probably the first NGO in the area which
— 5= | adopted the Internet.

Internet use for communication and networking. For YDA, the main reason for using the Internet was plain:
the increasing need for up-to-date information, both for the organisation and mainly for its beneficiaries, namely
farmers and rural communities. As a part of the organisation’s strategy, the Internet is introduced to YDA's staff,
networks, and their beneficiaries: local farmers. Not only is the farmer’s bulletin “Advokasi” made available
online, but despite difficulties, YDA has also endeavoured to pioneer online communities for farmers and its NGO
networks. The result of YDA’s engagement with the Internet sometimes goes beyond what can be imagined. It
would certainly be simplifying to claim that farmers’ broadened understanding about global political-economy
issues surrounding agricultural development and policy is the result from YDA’s (and its network’s) use of the
Internet. But certainly it is difficult, if not impossible, for YDA and its networks to keep updated with the latest
development in agricultural development policy, including the global issues surrounding it, if they do not adopt
the Internet.

Building farmers capacity. To take a case, Tukimin is an ordinary farmer from Kiram Village, Banjar, and a
regular reader of Advokasi. He once confidently argued with an Asian Development Bank (ADB)’s project executor
when he saw the mismatch between the planning and the actual project undertaking during CERD project. He
insisted that there should be participatory approach in the project instead of top-down implementation, because
“This project is being financed by the government’s debt to ADB, and it is us, the people, who will have to pay it
back”, replying against the statement of an ADB’s engineer that the project was possible merely because of ADB’s
fund (Advokasi, 2007:12). Using the Internet for dissemination of awareness and broadening perspectives, YDA
helps farmers like Tukimin to understand the direct impact of globalisation in their local context.
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“After queuing for oil, now, queuing for national poverty”; “Public participatory advocacy in Riau: Advocacy was successful and
not anarchic”; “Tip for planting coffee and rice”; “Participatory development in Talang Bunut”; “Is state still there for the poor?”
Source: Farmer’s bulletin Advokasi, Edition 21, downloaded from http://www.dutaawam.org/ (15 May 2007)

For rural NGOs like YDA, the Internet can be used as more than a mere communication tool. More importantly,
it could be an important means for empowerment: to build farmer’s capacity as an active citizen who has the
voice and the rights to be involved in the very process of rural development where they belong -which is the
heart of reform in rural sector in Indonesia. (*)

Source: Survey, observation and interview with YDA’s Executive Director, Muhammad Riza (30/11/2005)
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5. REFLECTION

The survey on the use of the Internet in NGOs &rdcase study of YDA brings some points of reftattFirstly,
the distinction between ‘evolutionary’ and ‘revadutary’ views of technolody is made. Although the advent of
Internet technology is considered to be revolutigria that it fundamentally empowers the role of ®€in social
movements as conceived by them in the survey (rémabiscussion of Fig. 4 and Fig¥,)the adoption of it seems to
follow an evolutionary path. The explanation liaghe nature of the social engagement of NGOsgusichnology for
cyberactivism is important (as theorised by McCaygand Ayers, 2003), but it is only secondary tecliinteraction
and engagement with the beneficiaries. This is @mpoint in the case of the NGO movement in thalreector. Using
the Internet for rural empowerment is importantt the real rural reform takes place in the ‘offelimealm: the real
engagement with farmers and rural issues and swtivias clearly shown in the case of YDA. To talke réflection
further, on the one hand, the substitution effdcthe Internet is not fully realised most probalblgcause of the
problems of access availability. On the other harsihg the Internet as a communication tool dogésmean replacing
‘older’ technologies like the telephone or fax;ther does it mean swapping printed bulletins fdmennewsletters for
the dissemination of information and managing oiggtional networks, precisely because the ‘oldechhologies are a
mediation for a more ‘direct’ engagement and irdeoa with beneficiaries and networks.

Secondly, theadaptation of technology means building organisadio capability. From close observation of
Indonesian NGOs like YDA, this study suggests thihat characterises the adoption and use of techpdike the
Internet is the effort to build organisational chility, particularly to configure and reconfigur&et technology
according to their neetfs At empirical level, as shown both by the surveg aase study, strategic use of the Internet in
civil society means that the technology is recogphias having the potential to be a platform faatsgic activities (like
campaigning, civic engagement, fundraising, camlitbuilding, etc). What matters in the use of thierinet in NGOs,
then, is whether or not these potentials can blésegband thus become an advantage for strategicliuis imperative
that Indonesian NGOs build their capabilities iratggically using the Internet by configuring amadanfiguring both
technological and organisational properties. Asashin the case of YDA, the development of theseabdjies (and
their aspects) depends on the provision of contisadearning in the organisations and networks tfincsocial learning
or ‘companionship’. Such a process is substantialchange management issues in an information reysteategy
(Gallliers, 2004; 2007), for it addresses not omilgtegies (and strategising) but also the unarmtieih consequences of
the strategic use of the Internet in NGOs.

Thirdly, there argwo strategic uses of the Internet in rural NGOs: neting and empowerment of actokdsing
the Internet is more than just applying technoldgy a particular purpose, more importantly, it isoat using
technology to support the strategic and politicatkvof NGOs (Surman and Reilly, 2003; WarkentinQ20 However,
it should be noted, that the strategic realm of NGADd other civil society groups—movements actusigm from
‘traditional strengths’ of the civil society sectdike pertinent issues and concerns, tactical atoand political
orientation, and distinctive activities (Deakin,02Q Keane, 1998). Using the Internet does endtwssetstrengths and
make potencies more realisable, but it does ndacepghem.

The data and the case presented here suggestithiaGOs have potential —and can indeed realisk patential—
to use the Internet strategically and politicatlygromoting rural sector reform. One particulaatgtgic use revolves
around the idea ofietworking the movemeniVhile networking with global civil society is uadbtedly important
today, in order to take rural sector reform onboaetworking with local and national organisatidvas never been as
significant. Why is this? Social movement is alloab networking: of ideas, of awareness, of orgditiea, and of
activisms (Diani, 2003; McAdam, 2003). It is thugpiortant, from an NGO perspective, to channel taad) policies of
rural development (as may have been reinvigoratiethé government) into local concerns and to witlen direct
involvement of organisations and their beneficertewards the implementation of such policies. lis tsense,
networking is important not only to help expand amimate the networks themselves, but also to ifatel the
understanding about the complex nature of ruralelbgment issues in the local context. Fuelled by tise of
technological artefacts like the Internet, a nekwof social movement in a country like Indonesiandslonger just an
instrument for civil society to mobilise resour@esl action: it has become a locus of power in $pcéepowerful fabric

2 See, for example, Freeman and Perez (1998).

80 This points are also observed by some scholagsii@rney and Olivia, 2003; Hill, 2003; Hill an@rg 2005; Lim, 2003b)

81 This is what this study defines as ‘building dguofational capability’ in this case: NGOs havebtald their capacity and ability to arrange

their use of the Internet by modifying its settirmgsl configurations, including hardware and sofeyand at the same time, also modifying
organisation’s routines like working arrangemeinsernal policies, etc. There are four aspectsaffigurational capabilitieobserved
when NGOs implement the Internet: (i) cognitiver{figuring distributed knowledge of different kingdg)i) organisational (configuring
distributed actors and other repositories of kndgéeand know-how), (iii) design (configuring furartal features and solutions), and (iv)
affective (configuring motivation, shared valuesues and concerns). The first three aspects waohterved by scholars who also found
similar capabilities when researching low-tech camips in PILOT project (Bender, 2005; 2006; Benaled Laestadius, 2005; Hirsch-
Kreinsen et al., 2005). The affective aspect, wimaly have escaped their attention because of teenaf the organisations being studied,
appears very strongly in this study. These aspegtther build the organisation’s configurationapabilities.
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of social change. The Internet itself, working aiset of these networks, as a direct consequermild be viewed as
more than just a communication tool.

Another strategic use of the Internet in rural NGOtheempowerment of beneficiarieBhe case of YDA shows that
through Internet use, NGOs can really empower theieficiaries by broadening their perspectivesatde various
global issues that resonate with their local cantéust like most Indonesian NGOs, which do notehthe luxury of
being able to afford an IT specialist to help these the technology, YDA chose social learning etesyy for Internet
implementation because it suits the way NGOs wohe case further suggests that organisations amilélly exploit
and explore technology more effectively to improwperational management and provide strategic mamagte
information to achieve their missions and goalsrd/importantly, the use of technologies like theetnet can be used
by NGOs to help their beneficiaries widen theirgperctives about global issues which affect the eeryext of their
work: rural development. This is of paramount impot because a lot of problematic rural developrissutes at macro
level need to be disentangled, and one way to ds toarticulate the issues in local circumstaauoe to understand the
implication in context (Kwa, 2004; Raynolds, 2000).

As a final reflection, there is one critical noteoat these strategic uses: the Internet and itsnuselonesian NGOs
cannot be seen as homogenous. While large pattte @opulation do not have access or capabilitiesé the Internet,
NGOs still need to “translate” and “interpret” udagted content of the Net. That it is true not dolytechnicalities
like language, also in terms of the ‘context’: gibssues need to be rearticulated and made toderstood within the
local context. Only if such problems can be prop&atkled, the use of the Internet can significairtipact Indonesian
NGOs' relationship with their national and intelinatl partners and to empower their beneficiaries.

6. CONCLUDING NOTES

Rural sector reform, it is claimed, has been a magenda of Indonesiateformasj both by the government agencies
and by non-government institutions. However, NGQ@sehalways been very critical of various policiesrural
development imposed by the government, mainly &GOS view —from past experiences and futureeptions—
that these policies are not in favour of farmerd arral communities in the long term. While, foethovernment, rural
reform generally means ‘development’, for NGOs thiplies ‘empowerment’. Consequently, while rurahenunities
are seen as ‘objects of development’ by the govenrtas in the notion of ‘food security’), they asebject’ in the
eyes of NGOs (as in ‘food sovereignty’). The imation of this is fundamental: rural sector refosmbt only about
building rural communities through agricultural angtal development in the grand political econonegrario as
largely envisaged by the government. Rather,abisut reclaiming farmers’ and rural communitieiag political and
economic rights to determine their own life; it cems elevating standards of living in rural ardéasyolves protection
of the rural environment; and it invokes rural secsustainability —objectives which are commonlyargldl among
Indonesian NGOs, particularly those who work initinel sector.

It is important to take this into account when eiang how rural NGOs use the Internet to help thientake on
board rural sector reform in their activism, beeabsth their adoption of the technology and thesponse towards the
issue cannot be taken for granted.

Evidence here suggests that not only does thenkttarse impact upon NGO’s performance in termsntdrinal
management, but more importantly, that such a asedontributed to the widening of organisationalspectives,
expansion of organisational networks and thus ieeease of organisational influences in the sogiattuding in the
furtherance of rural sector reform. In fact, thegtnological use can also, to some extent, be ®ebe part of the
strategy of Indonesian rural NGOs to build critiga@ws towards policies and practices of rural d@wment through
their engagement with various civic groups, inahgdiarmers.

While this suggests strongly that the Internet besome a significant means for NGOs and their ligiaef groups
to actively participate in social transformatioiredt engagement and interaction with the benefesas irreplaceable,
for the fabric of social change is, in the contektindonesia, often localised in thdfline world. Although such a
change may also be initiated in theline world, as the Internet has become a sphere tdichvtoexist and to actand
thus ‘cyberspace’ —a ‘spatial’ dimension in whidb kxists (Graham, 1999)), for rural NGOs this may be always the
first focus. It is not because NGOs do not undedsthie importance of technology, but because tdogital use is
secondary to the real engagement with rural contiesni

Nevertheless, working largely in local contextsjle/imaintaining global networks, has made Indomesigal NGOs,
to some extent, able to spot increasing disillusient about rural sector reform, especially whenemarglobal
perspective is taken (e.g. Kwa, 2004; Raynolds,020Being able to address adequate criticism tosvaundal sector
development (as imposed by the government in faebunore global control) is not always easy for pnémdonesian
rural NGOs. This is whpationalnetworking among Indonesian NGOs remains important.

Finally, there are some strategic areas in NGQOsisct where the Internet can, and has been, usatkgically and
politically to advance NGO involvement in rural s@creform. However, there is a real need for fertthinking and
reflection focusing on what can actually be donthuhe strategic implementation of the Internethimitorganisations
working in rural issues generally.
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APPENDIX

Appendix 1.
Analysing adopter category using MIMIC-LCA

The multiple indicators multiple causes (MIMIC)dat class analysis (LCA) model is a classificatiogthod when
researchers cannot find a “gold standard” to dagsirticipants. The MIMIC-LCA model includes feats of a typical
LCA model and introduces a new relation betweenldtent class and covariates (MacCutcheon, 198giddan and
Vermunt, 2002; Vermunt and Magidson, 2002).

In this case, the covariates are: length of therft useiftsing, PC usecsing, IT expenditure as percentage of
annual turnover ifexpprog, and IT expenditure in nominaitdxpnon); while variables being estimated are the
demographical data: age of organisaties)( no of staff §taff), and annual turn overfg). The task is to find out the
patterns of internet adoption and their stratifmatased on demography variables, given that therenany items and
multiple stratification factors. The criteria foh@osing among various models is based on the gssdfdit, with the
lowest BIC (Model 1) is preferred (Magidson and Mant, 2002; Vermunt and Magidson, 2002).

The goodness of fit of the MIMIC model.

95

b68

13

Model L BIC(LL) | Npar L2 Df | pvalue CE'?fS'
clsss -795.019 | 1816.7598 42 1096.2964 17 1.50e-131 0.03
clzss -736.693 1851.2579 70 979.646 181 2.00e-121 0.0}
4 -696.628 1922.275 98 899.514 123 2.70e-1118 0.0
class
The profile of indicators.
Classl |Class2 Classl |Class2
Class size | 0.7556| 0.2444||Class size 0.7556| 0.2444
Indicators Covariates
est pcsinc
0-1yr 0.0431] 0.0003||3-5 yr 0.3025| 0.0451
1-2yr 0.0493] 0.0004|]5-10 yr 0.3644| 0.2431
10+ yr 0.2038] 0.8581||<3 yr 0.1555 0
2-5yr 0.2711] 0.0023||>10 yr 0.0774] 0.6885
5-8 yr 0.299| 0.0717 0.1002] 0.0233
8-10 yr 0.1336] 0.0672]]intsinc
staff 3-5yr 0.3309] 0.0871
11-15 0.1478| 0.0343||5-10 yr 0.2104] 0.5356
16-20 0.0461] 0.1303||<3 yr 0.2562| 0.0218
21-25 0.0001| 0.0575||>10 yr 0.0049| 0.2633
6-10 0.3259| 0.2658 0.1976| 0.0922
<5 0.4798] 0.0891]|itexpproc
>25 0.0003] 0.4229]|25-50% 0.1428| 0.2995
ato 50-75% 0.0239| 0.0186
1-2b 0.079] 0.2935]|<25% 0.6949| 0.4798
100-500m | 0.3541] 0.1738||>75% 0.006 0
500m-1b 0.1556| 0.1838 0.1323] 0.2021
<100m 0.3809| 0.0043||itexpnom
>2bh 0.0303] 0.3446]/100-500m 0.018f 0.1112
50-100m 0.0536| 0.2608
500m-1b 0.0179 0
<50m 0.741| 0.3926
>1b 0] 0.0186
0.1695| 0.2168
Appendix 2.

Analysing Indonesian NGQ's issues and concerns ardioption pattern using MIMIC-LCA

Using exactly the same method as explained in Agipeh in this case, the covariates remain: lermftthe Internet
use {ntsing, PC use fcsing, IT expenditure as percentage of annual turngitekpprog, and IT expenditure in
nominal {texpnon); while variables being estimated are the issumb @ncerns datac_env (environment),ic_glob
(globalisation),ic_rural (rural),ic_urban(urban),ic_devp(development)ic_hrights (human rights)ic_justpec(justice
and peace)jc_democ (democratisation),jc_gender (gender),ic_child (children and youth)jc_poverty (poverty
alleviation), ic_educ(education),ic_disabl (disable),ic_labour (labour and trade unionic_farmer (farmer),ic_prof
(professional worker)ic_gov (governance)jc_csemp(civil society empowermentjc_confres(conflict resolution),
ic_plural (pluralism), ic_idigns (indigenous rights)jc_ecosoc(economic, cultural and social rightsg, oth (other
issues). The results from multiple indicators nuidticauses (MIMIC) latent class analysis (LCA) rmedend the profile

are presented below.

18



The goodness of fit of the MIMIC model.

Model L BIC(LL) | Npar L2 Df | pvalue CE'?fS'
cliss -2553.67 5420.4256 58 4421.7976 163 1.8e-811 0.0[L53
clzss -2450.18 5407.792 94 4214.8303 12y 1.3e-794 0.0258
clgss -2363.57 5428.8913] 130 4041.5957 9L 1.7e-786 0.0p84
The profile of indicators.
Class 1 [Class 2 [Class 3 Class 1 [Class 2 [Class 3
Class Size | 0.6674| 0.1973| 0.1354||Class Size | 0.6674| 0.1973| 0.1354
Indicators Indicators
ic_env ic_educ
0 0.5716[ 0.4027| 0.0051 0| 0.5788| 0.559| 0.0427
1| 0.4284| 0.5973| 0.9949 1| 0.4212| 0.441]| 0.9573
Mean 0.4284| 0.5973| 0.9949||Mean 0.4212| 0.441| 0.9573
ic_glob ic_disabl
0 0.8782| 0.4172| 0.2107 0| 0.9661| 0.9995| 0.6334
1| 0.1218| 0.5828| 0.7893 1| 0.0339| 0.0005| 0.3666
Mean 0.1218] 0.5828| 0.7893||Mean 0.0339| 0.0005| 0.3666
ic_rural ic_labour
0 0.7605| 0.6886[ 0.1612 0| 0.8936| 0.5822| 0.4291
1| 0.2395| 0.3114| 0.8388 1| 0.1064| 0.4178| 0.5709
Mean 0.2395| 0.3114| 0.8388||Mean 0.1064| 0.4178| 0.5709
ic_urban ic_farmer
0[ 0.905[ 0.7422] 0.2401 0| 0.6726| 0.6555| 0.0413
1| 0.095| 0.2578| 0.7599 1| 0.3274| 0.3445| 0.9587
Mean 0.095[ 0.2578| 0.7599|[Mean 0.3274| 0.3445| 0.9587
ic_devp ic_prof
0] 0.5659| 0.6272[ 0.0066 0] 0.959| 0.9764| 0.5684
1| 0.4341]| 0.3728| 0.9934 1| 0.041]| 0.0236]| 0.4316
Mean 0.4341| 0.3728| 0.9934||Mean 0.041| 0.0236[ 0.4316
ic_hrights ic_gov
0 0.7764| 0.0299( 0.0399 0| 0.8184| 0.5605| 0.4299
1| 0.2236| 0.9701| 0.9601 1| 0.1816] 0.4395| 0.5701
Mean 0.2236] 0.9701]| 0.9601||Mean 0.1816] 0.4395| 0.5701
ic_justpec ic_csemp
0 0.8419| 0.2439( 0.074 0| 0.5163| 0.2241| 0.1035
1| 0.1581]| 0.7561| 0.926 1| 0.4837| 0.7759| 0.8965
Mean 0.1581| 0.7561| 0.926||Mean 0.4837| 0.7759| 0.8965
ic_democ ic_confres
0[ 0.782 0.1033| 0.1059 0] 0.8924| 0.6059| 0.2333
1| 0.218| 0.8967| 0.8941 1| 0.1076| 0.3941| 0.7667
Mean 0.218( 0.8967| 0.8941|[Mean 0.1076] 0.3941| 0.7667
ic_gender ic_plural
0[ 0.711| 0.2742| 0.0735 0] 0.9312| 0.7507| 0.1986
1| 0.289| 0.7258| 0.9265 1| 0.0688| 0.2493| 0.8014
Mean 0.289( 0.7258| 0.9265[[Mean 0.0688| 0.2493| 0.8014
ic_child ic_idigns
0[ 0.7512| 0.5723| 0.1091 0] 0.9032| 0.7488| 0.3728
1| 0.2488| 0.4277| 0.8909 1| 0.0968| 0.2512| 0.6272
Mean 0.2488| 0.4277| 0.8909||Mean 0.0968| 0.2512| 0.6272
ic_poverty ic_ecosoc
0 0.6424| 0.2548| 0.0053 0| 0.7567| 0.1437| 0.0716
1| 0.3576| 0.7452| 0.9947 1| 0.2433| 0.8563| 0.9284
Mean 0.3576] 0.7452] 0.9947]|Mean 0.2433| 0.8563]| 0.9284
Class 1 |Class 2 [Class 3
Class Size | 0.6674| 0.1973| 0.1354
Covariates
pcsinc
3-5yr 0.2305] 0.3224| 0.1653
5-10 yr 0.3106] 0.4337| 0.3107
<3 yr 0.148| 0.0267| 0.0996
>10 yr 0.2255| 0.1622| 0.3233
0.0853] 0.0549| 0.101
intsinc
3-5yr 0.2298] 0.3716] 0.3324
5-10 yr 0.2875] 0.3399| 0.2267
<3 yr 0.2261] 0.1974| 0.0674
>10 yr 0.0679] 0.022]| 0.1346
0.1887] 0.0691| 0.2389
itexpproc
25-50% 0.1685] 0.2757| 0.1047
50-75% 0.0135] 0.023]| 0.0673
<25% 0.6418] 0.701] 0.5607
>75% 0.0068 0 0
0.1694] 0.0003| 0.2673
itexpnom
100-500m | 0.0262] 0.0716[ 0.068
50-100m 0.1121] 0.1033| 0.065
500m-1b 0.0068] 0.046 0
<50m 0.6645] 0.6891| 0.566
>1b 0.0068 0 0
0.1836] 0.0899]| 0.301
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