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Abstract: With the rise of urbanization, the Malaysian government faces a tough challenge in ensuring
food and nutrition security, especially for the disadvantaged urban populations. Urban agriculture
(UA) seems to be a feasible approach to be undertaken by the government to overcome urban food
insecurity. In distinguishing UA as a vital element of sustainable urban development, the primary
challenge is to develop effective programs that engage urban dwellers and organizations through
good design and implementation. Additionally, empowering communities through UA programs is
challenging. Hence, the major aim of this study is to ascertain the assigned and underlying values of
UA participation amongst communities that contribute to aspects of community social empowerment
in Klang Valley, Malaysia. The dataset for the study was taken from the respondents (180) who were
the participants of UA community programs authorized by the Department of Agriculture in Klang
Valley area, and a Structural Equation Modelling using Partial Least Square (PLS-SEM) was utilized
to integrate the interdependencies between multiple variables. The findings revealed the important
role of participation in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of UA programs to ensure
success. Participation should be seen through the roles of agencies, NGOs, and communities in order
to build a strong network crucial to the enhancement of social empowerment among participants of
UA programs.

Keywords: evaluation; implementation; planning; social capital; social empowerment; urban agricul-
ture; urbanization

1. Introduction

Urbanization, a process in which people migrate from rural to urban areas, has resulted
in a decline of the rural population [1]. It is primarily the process by which cities expand
in size as more people move into major areas to live and work. According to the FAO [2],
two-thirds of the population in the world will be living in cities by 2050. The level of
urbanization in Asia is now approximately 50% [3]. Malaysia, one of the fast-developing
countries in the Asia Pacific region, has also become one of the most urbanized developing
countries. Therefore, it also faces grave issues relevant to urbanization. The urbanization
rate has accelerated, and Malaysia has been listed as the third-highest country (77.2%) with
high urbanization rates in Southeast Asia from 2015 to 2020, as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Percentage of population living in urban areas of South-East Asian countries, 2020;
Cambodia—24%, Myanmar—31%, Timor-Leste—31%, Laos—36%, Vietnam—37%, Philippines—47%,
Thailand—51%, Indonesia—57%, Malaysia—77%, Brunei Darussalam—78%, and Singapore-100%.
Source. World Urbanization Prospects (2020) [4].

According to the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA),
Malaysia was recorded in an urbanization rate of 80% in 2020 and 85–90% in the next 30
years [5]. Based on the Malaysia Household Income and Basic Amenities Survey Report [6],
there is a 119.7% urbanized population growth in all states of Malaysia, with the Federal
State of Kuala Lumpur (100%), the Federal State of Putrajaya (100%), Selangor (94.5%),
and Pulau Pinang (96.2%) holding the highest rates of urbanization (see Figure 2). Thus,
the migration of people from rural to urban regions has resulted in food insecurity, high
costs of living, jobless citizens, and urban poverty [7]. With Malaysia’s increasing urban
population, there is growing concern about the cumulative impacts of land fragmentation,
resource depletion, higher food costs, increased poverty, increasing unemployment, and
urban environmental degradation. As the Malaysian government is committed to ensuring
the population’s quality of life and food security, concerted efforts have been made to
implement the Urban Agriculture (UA) initiative in Malaysia.

In her past study, Lin et al., (2015) mentioned that numerous cities in developing
countries are now encouraging UA in response to issues such as urbanization, food in-
security, and climate change [8]. UA encompasses activities related to agriculture and
agricultural operations in urban areas, and it is a practice of cultivating fruits, grains, root
crops, vegetables, herbs, and livestock, which has been practiced by 800 million people
worldwide [9]. Production takes place in rooftops, backyards, community garden spaces,
and unused or public places [2]. The benefits of UA are wide ranging, including improving
food security [10]; generating income [11]; improving the quality of the urban environment
toward sustainability [12]; and providing job opportunities. Participants involved in UA
programs gain direct access to locally produced fresh foods that broaden food diversity
while also offering employment opportunities and generating some income through the
sale of surplus produce [13,14]. Recognition of the positive impacts from UA has led to the
development of policies and initiatives that seek to encourage Malaysians to get involved
in this activity. The government has established several initiatives and policies to promote
the UA program. For instance, the National Agro-food Policy (NAFP) 2011–2020 plays
a significant role in serving as a guideline for development of the agricultural sector in
Malaysia [15]. The policy’s objectives are to address domestic and global issues affect-
ing food security in order to assure its sustainability by reforming and transforming the
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agro-food industry to become more dynamic and fit with urban requirements as enhanced
using modern technologies that can be equipped in the limited space available for activities.
Accordingly, the UA program has been put under the authority of the Department of
Agriculture since 2010 with the name “Pertanian Bandar”. The purpose of this program is to
help urban communities reduce their cost of living through the production of their own
food to meet their daily needs and as an additional income for urban communities through
the sale of surplus produce [16].

Figure 2. Level of urbanization by state, Malaysia, 2011 and 2019. Source. Department of Statistics
Malaysia [6].

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are a series of measures and goals aimed
at eradicating poverty and ensuring the global well-being of human beings [17]. In line
with the SDGs’ main agenda, UA is seen as an advantageous program that contributes
to sustainable urban development in terms of providing fresh food supply, especially
for low-income families. The SDGs have highlighted the importance of agriculture in
sustainable cities, specifically in Target 11, goal 3, which states the need to “make cities
and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable in order to ensure healthy
lives and promote well-being for all ages”. Thus, all countries should aim to work on
enhancing the inclusivity and sustainability of urbanization in order to plan programs
that are participatory, integrated, and sustainable for human settlement planning and
management in all countries. However, despite the numerous recognized benefits of UA,
there are still a number of obstacles preventing it from rapid take-up [8]. Although UA
is no longer an alien term in Malaysia, the employment of UA as an approach to solving
urban challenges has not yet received adequate attention as a solution for urban food
scarcity. Despite the government’s efforts, there exists a lack of community awareness
and participation [18]. In order to achieve UA’s full potential for social and economic
profitability as well as ensure the sustainability of the program, implementation in UA
must be participatory. This highlights the fact of why the program’s success is highly
contingent upon urban volunteers. Noriah Mat, Senior Deputy Director of Putrajaya
Corporation’s Landscape and Parks Development highlighted that community garden
programs face a community outreach issue [19]. As a result, the Community Garden
Program’s sustainability has been cast into doubt [20]. To distinguish UA as a vital element
of sustainable urban development, the primary challenge is to develop effective programs
that engage urban dwellers and institutions in designing and implementing UA. Given
the scarcity of research on this area of study, this project was undertaken to ascertain and
comprehend the values that the community of Klang Valley imposes on UA in Malaysia.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to ascertain the assigned and underlying values
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of UA participation amongst communities that contribute to aspects of community social
empowerment in the Klang Valley area of Malaysia.

Past studies have been using the term “empowerment” vaguely without overlooking
the probability of additional variables that could enhance the potency of empowerment.
There are scarce existing theories that deal independently with UA participants’ empow-
erment. The theories and models have clarified factors that contribute to empowerment,
and the researchers have come up with “participation” as being the main factor influencing
empowerment [21,22]. To better comprehend its antecedents, the authors unified concepts
and variables from dissimilar theoretical frameworks in order to demonstrate that the UA
participants’ empowerment has resulted from participation in three dimensions: namely,
planning, implementation, and evaluation. Participation is an integral element of social
change effort and improvement [23]. Participation can assist and empower participants
and teach them valuable decision making, communication, and research skills while tran-
sitioning the program’s structure from a top–down to a collaborative service model [24].
Previous studies have also mentioned that participation is a medium for empowerment to
take place—when people are in a group that is engaged in identifying problems, decision
making, and implementing a program, they learn together, develop their confidence and
skills, and subsequently contribute to their own development. This notion has been used
in many studies related to community programs such as women programs [25], youth
programs [26], and health programs [27].

2. Material and Methods
2.1. Hypotheses Development
2.1.1. Participatory Planning

Planning is the first method in the participatory approach, and it acts as the stage
where a strategy is developed in order to accomplish the objective of a program. The
successful completion of a program requires careful planning. Planners should examine
the program’s execution, timeline, duration, and size of the targeted group when in the
planning stage [28]. Participatory strategic planning brings participants to the center of the
planning process and helps to empower the participants socially by teaching them valuable
decision making, research, communication, and other skills while altering the structure
from a top–down service model to a cooperative service approach [29]. UA is typically
viewed as a strategy to achieve larger social or economic goals within the comprehensive
planning process [30]. A study done by Thibert (2012) found that to perform sustainable
UA in the United States, communities require rigorous planning along with good support
and adequate resources in order to be successful [31]. As summarized by Horst et al.,
(2017), planning can play a stronger role in the movement for food justice, increased
food security, reduced social inequality, and increased communities’ quality of life [32].
Hence, it is expected that a specific planning process will lead to higher participants’ social
empowerment. Accordingly, the following hypothesis was suggested;

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Participatory planning positively and significantly affects social empowerment.

2.1.2. Participatory Implementation

Studies have shown that program implementation influences participants’ social em-
powerment. The findings of a study conducted by Gagnon et al., (2015) suggested that
implementation is a critical aspect of the planning and development of US cooperative ex-
tension programs and services [33]. If the importance of implementation is clear, programs
conveyed with high-quality implementation tend to yield positive outcomes to the partici-
pants more consistently than programs delivered with lower-quality implementation [34].
Community members are also often included in discussions on the obstacles faced during
UA implementation, which is a process that brings benefits to them in return. In view of
this, we proposed to test the following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2 (H2). Participatory implementation positively and significantly affects social
empowerment.

2.1.3. Participatory Evaluation

Participation in the evaluation process has been found to influence social empower-
ment. For example, Hoe et al., (2017) reported that participation of the urban community
in program evaluation encouraged more people in the longhouses to join in, whether direct
or indirect, in the implementation of development programs [35]. For the UA program,
Prasetyo al. (2020) stated that evaluation acts as a baseline to determine the next step to
be done, what needs to be improved, and what needs to be maintained to sustain the
UA program [36]. On the other hand, Weaver and Cousins (2004) classified participatory
evaluation into “practical participatory evaluation, which is more utilization-oriented and
mainly focused on local problem solving, and transformative participatory evaluation,
which is more emancipatory, with a strong empowerment component” ([37], p. 23). In view
of this, it is expected that participatory evaluation will lead to the social empowerment of
the UA program’s participants. Accordingly, the following hypothesis was proposed:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Participatory evaluation positively and significantly affects social empowerment.

2.1.4. Moderation Effect of Social Capital Linking

The relationship between social capital links and empowerment has been established
in the literature [38,39]. The linking of social capital has mobilized communities to be
self-reliant. It assists communities in discovering their own potential and relying on
their own resources. The act of linking social capital refers to “norms of respect and
networks of trusting relationships between people who are interacting across explicit,
formal, or institutionalized power or authority gradients in society” ([40], p. 3). Social
capital linking connects individuals and communities to agents with noteworthy resources
or power [41]. Woolcock (2002) highlighted that “the key function of linking social capital is
the capacity to leverage resources, information, and ideas from formal institutions” ([42], p.
23). Bakker et al., (2019) showed that social capital links play a significant role in community
facilitation [43]. Social capital linking has also been identified as particularly important for
community well-being [41].

While the direct impact of the previously identified predictors on empowerment
may exist, the community’s social capital can both encourage and discourage UA. The
extent to which participation elements influence empowerment is contingent upon how a
community engages in UA. Additionally, the study predictors appear to moderate social
capital linking. As a result of this logic, our study indicated that social capital links may
moderate the relationship between participation dimensions and social empowerment in
UA. Additionally, the study further examines the indirect relationship (moderator effect)
between participation and social empowerment that may exist as well. Based on the
literature, the hypotheses formulated are as follows:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Social capital linking moderates the relationship between participatory plan-
ning and social empowerment.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Social capital linking moderates the relationship between participatory imple-
mentation and social empowerment.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Social capital linking moderates the relationship between participatory evalua-
tion and social empowerment.

Based on the literature and developed hypotheses, the conceptual framework for the
study is given in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Conceptual framework.

2.2. The Study Area

The study was conducted in the Klang Valley area (Figure 4) due to its strategic location
as the country’s most developed urban region. It covers an area of approximately 2832
km2, and it is located roughly at the central part of the West Coast of Peninsular Malaysia,
which is an urban agglomeration of 7.99 million people as of 2020 [44]. It is among the
fastest growing metropolitan regions in Southeast Asia in both population and economic
development. The area consists of Kuala Lumpur and Putrajaya with naturally delineated
by hilly areas and the Port Klang coastline. Kuala Lumpur is the capital city and the largest
city in Malaysia, covering an area of 243 km2 with an estimated population of 1.73 million
as of 2019 [6]. Putrajaya, officially the Federal Territory of Malaysia, is a planned city that
functions as the administrative capital and the judicial capital of Malaysia. Since the Klang
Valley area is one of the densely populated urban areas in Malaysia, the researchers chose
this region as the targeted research location for the current study. Moreover, the dataset for
the study was taken from the respondents who were the participants of urban agriculture
(UA) community programs authorized by the Department of Agriculture in the Klang
Valley area.

Figure 4. Location of the study. (left) Malaysia, (right) Klang Valley area.

2.3. Measurements

The self-administered questionnaire consisted of items on all three dimensions of
participation: planning, implementation, and evaluation. The study adopted five items to
measure planning (e.g., “participating in the process of designing the program to undertake
by the members”), six items to measure implementation (e.g., “participating in the process
of collaborating with community members to achieve community’s objective”), and four
items to measure evaluation (e.g., “participating in the process of evaluating the success of
the program”) as adopted from a study by Rilwanu (2014) [22]. Four items were adapted
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from Ibrahim (2016) to measure the link of social capital (e.g., “we received help and advice
from agriculture extension officers”) [45]. To measure economic empowerment, a six-item
scale was adopted from Ndaeji (2014) and Rezai et al., (2014) (e.g., “I could reduce my
financial problems by practicing UA”) [46,47]. The 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) was used to measure all items in the questionnaire.
Expert researchers were asked to examine the content validity of these items to ascertain
whether the items were suitable to be used for the evaluation of UA program participants.
Beforehand, a pilot study was carried out among Klang Perdana’s UA community. Based
on the results of both pilot test and expert examination, few changes were made to both the
questionnaire’s terminology and composition. An English version of the questionnaire was
developed first, and later, it was translated into the Malay language.

2.4. Data Collection

This study selected the UA communities around the Klang Valley area as the study
population. Data provided by the Department of Agriculture indicated that 2970 partici-
pants from seven districts across the Klang Valley area have been participated in the UA
program since 2017. The districts are Dengkil, Seri Muda, Batu Caves, Kota Damansara,
Templer, Batu Tiga, and Semenyih. Data collection took place from September 2018 to April
2019. Using G-Power analysis [48], 180 respondents were selected from these UA com-
munities. Then, the researchers employed a multistage random sampling method to pick
participants from all seven districts. After obtaining approval from the UA communities’
leaders as well as setting the date and time for data collection, the researchers managed to
distribute the prepared questionnaires to the targeted population. The time and date were
set in advance before the data collection from selected areas to ensure the smoothness of
the data collection. Data were collected using self-administered questionnaires, since it is
more appropriate for respondents to be free to perform the task without intervention by
researchers. The time required to complete the task is 20 min, and the questionnaire was
taken back after completion. To address the research objective, descriptive analysis and
path analysis were carried out on the collected data. The demographics of the respondents
were described using descriptive analysis, and both the approximation of model fit and
evaluation of the proposed hypotheses were done with the help of PLS-SEM [49].

2.5. Data Analysis

The analysis in the paper used PLS-SEM to integrate the interdependencies between
multiple variables. PLS-SEM is an alternative to co-variance-based SEM (CB-SEM), which
defines its statistical properties. It is a multivariate technique that consists of two kinds of
variables: namely, latent variables and manifest variables. The reasons for choosing this
analysis approach are the application of an extension to existing theory [50] and a small
sample size [51]. Hair et al., (2011) proposed PLS-SEM as an ideal tool to predict effects of
the variables [52]. Hence, PLS-SEM is recommended by the researchers as the best approach
to examine direct and indirect paths because of its inner and outer model analyses, which
investigate the associations between latent constructs and manifest constructs. PLS-SEM’s
objective is to determine how well a proposed theoretical model is capable of estimating the
covariance matrix for a sample dataset and its ability to clarify the variance in endogenous
variables when investigating the model. Therefore, this approach was selected for the
present study.

3. Results
3.1. Profile of Respondents

The majority of the respondents were in the age group of 41–60 years old (66.1%),
while the minority were between the ages 21 and 40 years old (10.6%). The respondents’
ages ranged between 21 and 74 years old. The mean age is 53.63, showing that most of
them are in the senior age range. This reflects the notion that elders are more likely to
participate in the program, since most of them are retired and have a lot of time to engage
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with the community. Their expertise is often used, and they become role models for youth
to be involved in project activities. According to Rilwanu (2015), elders tend to have more
experience and knowledge, enabling them to have larger opportunities to exchange ideas
and have close relationships with the community [22]. As for educational level, the results
showed that 63.9% of respondents were secondary school/vocational leavers. On top of
this, 30.0% of respondents held diplomas/degrees from colleges and universities, while
the rest of the respondents (6.1%) only had primary school education. For working sectors,
45.6% of respondents are in the ‘others’ category (self-employed or retired), 33.3% are
private workers, and only 21.1% of UA participants are government workers. Referring to
years of participation, a majority of respondents (53.9%) have participated for more than
1 year in the program, while the rest of them (46.1%) have participated for less than 1 year
(Table 1).

Table 1. Description of the sample.

Variable Frequency Percentage (%)

Age Group
21–40 19 10.6%
41–60 119 66.1%
61 and above 42 23.3%
Average: 53.63
Gender
Male 116 64.4%
Female 64 35.6%
Marital Status
Single 11 6.1%
Married 169 93.9%
Level of Education
Primary school 11 6.1%
Secondary school/Vocational 115 63.9%
College/University 54 30.0%
Working Sector
Government 38 21.1%
Private 60 33.3%
Others (self-employed or retired) 82 45.6%
Years of Participation
<1 year 83 46.1%
>1 year 97 53.9%

3.2. Measurement Model

The objective of the measurement model is to measure the reliability and validity of
the items. In a reflective measurement model, three criteria need to be evaluated—internal
consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Both the Cronbach
alpha (CA) and composite reliability (CR) were used to measure reliability. The CA and CR
results for planning (PLAN) (0.969, 0.976), implementation (IMP) (0.954, 0.963), evaluation
(EV) (0.960, 0.974), linking (LINK) (0.933, 0.949), and social empowerment (SE) (0.958, 0.968)
are portrayed in Table 2. Both the CA and CR values recorded were in the acceptable range
as the values are above 0.7, as suggested by Hair et al., (2011) [52]. Furthermore, to measure
convergent validity, we obtained the items’ AVE values. All AVE values were greater than
the 0.5 threshold, as suggested by Henseler (2016) [53]. The AVE values were 0.889 for
PLAN, 0.812 for IMP, 0.927 for EV, 0.789 for LINK, and 0.858 for SE.
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Table 2. Measurement model.

Construct Item Code Loading Outer Weight CA CR AVE

Planning (PLAN)

PLAN1 0.956 0.226

0.969 0.976 0.889
PLAN2 0.955 0.221
PLAN3 0.946 0.230
PLAN4 0.942 0.205
PLAN5 0.916 0.176

Implementation (IMP)

IMP1 0.865 0.173

0.954 0.963 0.812

IMP2 0.900 0.205
IMP3 0.921 0.204
IMP4 0.921 0.179
IMP5 0.906 0.183
IMP6 0.981 0.166

Evaluation (EV)
EV1 0.953 0.343

0.960 0.974 0.927EV3 0.975 0.357
EV4 0.960 0.339

Linking (LINK)

LINK1 0.797 0.187

0.933 0.949 0.789
LINK2 0.879 0.215
LINK3 0.908 0.250
LINK4 0.929 0.243
LINK5 0.923 0.227

Social Empowerment (SE)

SE2 0.933 0.218

0.958 0.968 0.858
SE3 0.859 0.210
SE5 0.948 0.219
SE6 0.951 0.217
SE8 0.938 0.216

Note: Average variance extracted (AVE); Cronbach’s alpha (CA); Composite reliability (CR).

The Fornell–Larcker and heterotrait–monotrait ratio (HTMT) were the measurements
used to assess discriminant validity [54]. As shown in Table 3, the Fornell and Larcker’s
Test indicated values that are greater than the correlations among variables. Meanwhile,
the HTMT results in Table 4 are lower than the 0.09 threshold [55]. These values point
to the conclusion that the discriminant validity of the reflective measurement model was
achieved.

Table 3. Fornell–Larcker criterion.

EV IMP LINK PLAN SE

EV 0.963
IMP 0.817 0.901
LINK 0.449 0.586 0.888
PLAN 0.864 0.836 0.408 0.943
SE 0.616 0.788 0.740 0.638 0.926

Note: Evaluation (EV); implementation (IMP); linking (LINK); planning (PLAN); social empowerment (SE).

Table 4. HTMT (heterotrait–monotrait ratio).

EV IMP LINK PLAN

IMP 0.855
LINK 0.475 0.619
PLAN 0.896 0.872 0.422
SE 0.642 0.819 0.779 0.657

Note: Evaluation (EV); implementation (IMP); linking (LINK); planning (PLAN); social empowerment (SE).

3.3. Assessment of Structural Model

The structural model assessment was conducted once the measurement model was
completed and all requirements were satisfied. The structural model characterizes the
underlying concept of the path model. Structural model evaluation allows the researchers
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to determine how well the empirical data support the concepts covered in the theoretical
framework. The objective of the structural model is to test the independent associations
among the constructs suggested in the research model. The key criteria for evaluating the
structural model in PLS-SEM is assessing for collinearity issues (Step 1), significance of the
path coefficients (Step 2), level of R2 value (Step 3), f2 effect size (Step 4), and predictive
relevance (Q2) (Step 5). In this study, 5000 bootstraps were used to assess the structural
model. The VIF values of all constructs in the structural model are given in the Table 5. It
was observed that there is no collinearity issue present in the model, as all the VIF values
ranged from 1.582 to 5.090, which are below the threshold of <10, as suggested by Aiken
et al., (1991) [56].

Table 5. Variance inflation factors (VIF) for all constructs.

Construct VIF

PLAN 5.090
IMP 4.739
EV 4.470
LINK 1.582

Table 6 shows the significance of the path coefficient for all constructs in the current
study. The results revealed that implementation (IMP) contributes to social empowerment
(SE) positively (β = 0.407, p < 0.05) (H2). Surprisingly, the moderating effect of IMP*LINK
on social empowerment (SE) was negative and significant (β = −0.231, p < 0.05) (H5).
However, the findings showed that H1, H3, H4, and H6 do not have a significant effect
on social empowerment (SE) with β = 0.115, p > 0.05; β = −0.084, p > 0.05; β = −0.037,
p > 0.05; and β = 0.026, p > 0.05 respectively. Thus, we rejected the hypotheses of H1, H3,
H4, and H6. The results also show that the R2 value for social empowerment (SE) is 0.784,
suggesting that 78.4% of the variance in social empowerment (SE) was explained by PLAN,
IMP, EV, and LINK.

Table 6. Hypotheses’ testing results.

Effect Relationship Beta Standard Error t Value p Value R2 Adj. R2

Direct relationship

0.784 0.775

H1 PLAN ≥ SE 0.115 0.093 1.233 0.218
H2 IMP ≥ SE 0.407 0.087 3.857 0.008 *
H3 EV ≥ SE −0.084 0.091 0.929 0.353

Moderating effect
H4 PLAN × LINK ≥ SE −0.037 0.083 0.446 0.656
H5 IMP × LINK ≥ SE −0.231 0.087 2.660 0.008 *
H6 EV × LINK ≥ SE 0.026 0.087 0.298 0.766

Note: * p < 0.01, planning (PLAN); implementation (IMP); evaluation (EV); linking (LINK); social empowerment
(SE).

Table 7 shows the effect sizes of the respective variables. According to Cohen and Up-
hoff (1977), the guidelines for evaluating f2 are the values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 representing
small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively [57]. The results in Table 7 revealed
that implementation (IMP) has a small effect on social empowerment (SE), as the f2 was
recorded at 0.067, which is between 0.02 and 0.15. The interaction term implementation
(IMP) x linking (LINK) also has a small effect on social empowerment (SE), with a 0.067 f2

recorded, which is between 0.02 and 0.15. Meanwhile, planning (PLAN), evaluation (EV),
planning * linking (PLANxLINK), and evaluation * linking (EVAxLINK) have f2 values that
are less than 0.02 on social empowerment (SE), which is equivalent to no effect. The Q2

of social empowerment (SE) is 0.648, which signifies that the research model has a good
predictive relevance, with Q2 values larger than zero≥.
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Table 7. Effect sizes of the variables.

Effect Relationship f2 Q2

Direct relationship

0.648

H1 PLAN ≥ SE 0.012
H2 IMP ≥ SE 0.067
H3 EV ≥ SE 0.006

Moderating effect

H4 PLAN × LINK ≥ SE 0.002
H5 IMP × LINK ≥ SE 0.067
H6 EV × LINK ≥ SE 0.001

Figure 5 shows the results of the structural model with the interaction term of linking
social capital in the relationship between participatory dimensions (planning, implemen-
tation, and evaluation) toward social empowerment. Referring to the figure below, it is
clearly indicated that linking social capital moderates the relationship between participatory
planning and social empowerment.

Figure 5. Results of the structural model with planning (PLAN), implementation (IMP), evaluation
(EV), linking (LINK), and social empowerment (SE) constructs.

Figures 6–8 show examples of importance–performance matrix analysis (IPMA) find-
ings in developing the social empowerment of communities. The result showed that
implementation is the variable that records the highest importance in this study. This
suggests that participation in implementation is a variable that needs to be emphasized, as
it has the potential to increase community social empowerment.
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Figure 6. Importance–performance matrix analysis (IPMA) for participatory planning.

Figure 7. IPMA for participatory implementation.

Figure 8. IPMA for participatory evaluation.
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4. Discussion

The objective of this study is to explore the direct and indirect effects of predictors
on social empowerment. The results generated show no significant relationship between
planning and evaluation toward the social empowerment of UA program’s participants.
This finding is not surprising, as it is in line with past studies done by Cyril et al., (2015) and
Wahdy et al., (2017), which claimed that there is a lack of public involvement at the planning
stage in many activities [58,59]. A majority of the programs are implemented using the
‘top–down’ approach as opposed to the ‘bottom–up’ participatory methods, thus limiting
their impact and reducing participation in planning by the community. Additionally,
they underlined that when community leaders plan activities, they rarely involve as
community members. Basically, only two to three persons are involved at the beginning of
an activity [58]. On the other hand, Cohen and Uphoff (1977) claimed that the evaluation
process of community development projects is sometimes totally missing, and communities
severely lack the tools of evaluation due to low literacy rates [57]. Hence, this study
managed to fill the gaps by showing that the planning and evaluation processes are not
robust enough to empower UA communities. It also denotes that high planning and
implementation is required among communities to ensure that the repercussion of UA is
adequate to encourage empowerment among urban societies.

In this research, we also discovered that participation in program implementation
influences social empowerment. Local governments (town planners) of urban areas need
to consider several locations as potential spaces for urban dwellers, whether for housing
areas that have already been developed or will be developed in the future. This deliber-
ation is intended for the community to have areas to establish, improve, or expand UA
activities. Substantially, coordination and cooperation between agencies and the establish-
ment of a platform to promote all parties’ involvement in the implementation stage are
required. These acts can foster awareness and interest in the importance of agriculture as
a direct contributor to the well-being of urban communities [27,34,60]. To ascertain the
sustainment of urban community’s participation, the private sector and hypermarkets can
also develop initiatives that promote the purchase of planting tools, seeds, and fertilizers
at affordable prices, hence increasing demand for agriculture crops. On the other hand,
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) can use media platforms to provide simple tech-
nological manuals or organize weekend mini-courses on agriculture to provide hands-on
activities that can generate interest amongst communities.

Furthermore, UA should be prioritized as a way to contain urban dwellers’ rising
poverty rate through the lowering of family expenditures. It was unnoticed that the
Malaysian government has provided a hefty budget for UA communities in certain areas
to develop and operate UA programs/activities. Nonetheless, apart from start-up funds,
technical support should also be offered for the cultivation of crops in low-cost residential
flats with limited space in order to ensure a supply of fresh produce for residents. Although
UA practices are not new in Malaysia, their implementation is still scarce; hence, thorough
assistance and prolonged cooperation either from government bodies, private agencies,
or NGOs are much coveted. This is associated with this study’s findings, which signified
the importance of linking social capital to the implementation process. The significant
advantage of such efforts is that they have the ability to reshape urban populations when
undertaken collectively [60].

Through planning, implementation, and assessment, UA has the ability to achieve
the social empowerment goals of managing sustainable slums and managing urbanization
as part of urban settlement planning. Although there is no clear link between urban
agriculture and urban poverty, social empowerment through UA can help alleviate poverty
and meet urban food demands, as urban agriculture can inspire small businesses to sell
vegetables and compost [61]. As a result of the technology used, such as horticulture,
hydropower, rooftop, and aquaponics, UA does not require a significant area of land,
and it can be replicated without a large area of land. As a result, it may serve as the
household’s primary source of food, and it plays an important role in reducing the food
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insecurity. Urban agriculture improves the economic situations as well as the health of
poor and vulnerable families, particularly women and children, despite the fact that it is
still widely regarded as a transient or peripheral activity that does not lead to long-term
urban development. Furthermore, UA integrates agricultural and urban development
challenges. It has a direct and indirect impact on the citizens’ quality of life in numerous
ways. Agriculture in urban areas is generally regarded as a resource that contributes to
food security for families and communities as well as the improvement of living conditions
in poor neighbourhoods in both developing and developed countries, so it would be a
good program to increase the social empowerment of the people in Klang Valley, Malaysia.

Further, UA has the ability to contribute to the development of substantial capacities
for planning, project implementation, and collective action at the neighborhood level. To
do local development work, the UA program relies on solid community organizations
with strong planning and implementation capacities. With effective and stable support
from stakeholders, implementation of the program could educate the community on UA
initiatives and how they can be improved. When government actions are integrated with
community needs, strong social cohesion among the community could evolve, therefore
creating an agriculture knowledgeable society. Eventually, dependency on third parties
is no longer required as people can manage the crops on their own. In other words,
the initiatives that were first pioneered by stakeholders are promptly handled by the
participants themselves. Hence, through this process, the community will become self-
reliant and more empowered.

5. Conclusions

The research has indicated the important role of participation in the planning, imple-
mentation, and evaluation stages in order to ensure the success of UA programs. Although
there is less surface area of agricultural land available in the city, and it would be difficult
to feed the entire population of a city such as the Klang Valley area, Malaysia with the
available land, a multi-approach implementation of gardening in urban environments, such
as land agriculture, container gardening on balconies and roofs, and a vertical integration of
elements would certainly contribute to the social empowerment of disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods. Moreover, the role of agencies, NGOs, and communities in building strong linkages
is crucial to the enhancement of social empowerment among UA program participants in
the study area. As a program at the community level, UA can be a platform for participation
in many communities, especially those in low-income urban areas, as the effort also works
as an alternative to managing household expenses in terms of fresh produce for daily
needs. Therefore, the success of UA programs initiated by the Department of Agriculture
requires not only the community’s effort but also the support of related agencies and other
organizations linked through social capital in order to ensure the program’s sustainability.

Moreover, UA is a way to enhance food security and offer environmental health and
social benefits. At the same time, the availability of fresh, home-grown food products, in
particular fruits and vegetables through UA, advances the nutritional status of household
members and thereby improves health. Direct access to food often allows particularly
poor households to consume a more diverse diet than they would otherwise be able to
afford. In his study, Maxwell (1998) connected the aspect of maternal care to UA, arguing
that mothers engaged in UA, as opposed to other forms of non-farm employment away
from home, have an increased ability to care for their children [62]. This was in return
believed to positively impact levels of child nutrition and their food security. Further, UA
is assumed to create an “opportunity cost”—domestic producers can either save income,
via the consumption of home-produced foodstuffs that are cheaper to produce than to buy
from the market, and/or increase income by selling or trading their products. Hence, higher
cash income at the household level is positively linked to food security as households are
believed to have greater access to food products both in terms of quantity and quality.

The outcomes of this study are restricted to the Malaysian respondents who were the
participants of UA community programs authorized by the Department of Agriculture in
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the Klang Valley area. Due to potential inequalities in people’s attitudes and behaviors, a
sample covering diverse populations could produce different results, and further investiga-
tions should be undertaken with different contexts and nations in order to reduce location
feedbacks. The sample size of this study was 180 respondents, and the large sample size
would be ideal to increase the validity of the results. Furthermore, the authors cannot make
any casual claims or evaluate the links between the investigated antecedents and social em-
powerment over time due to the cross-sectional nature of this study. Research designs that
allow for causal inference are required to conduct a true causal examination of the impact
of individual social empowerment over time with a longitudinal design. Moreover, future
research should build on this work by developing and testing integrated comprehensive
models with the goal of capturing a more holistic knowledge of the underlying causes of
social empowerment.
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