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1.0: Introduction

	The urban environment is a complex one that contains social, built and what might be referred to as more natural elements. The United States Census has roughly defined an urban area as a dense settlement with a population size of at least 50,000 people (U.S. Census Bureau). The existence of these cities act as a sign of human’s power to change their surroundings, or environments with resultant a changes within physical and social environments.  I mention these two facets of the environment, the social and the physical, not to make them distinct and separate from each other, but to draw attention to the fact that the term environment includes humans, our surroundings, and all the interactions that occur there.   It is because of this power to alter environments  humans have a decreasing sense of connection and dependence from the natural world. By the year 2025 it is expected that 80% of the United States population will live in urban areas (Parlange 1998: 581).  This causes concerns not only for the quality of life for humans, but for all biological systems and the natural environment.  The urban environment is an ecosystem and needs to be treated as such. Although it may be difficult, it is possible to view today’s cities as an interdependent web of relations.  As in any environment, diversity is required in the our modern day industrialized cities. 

Community gardens, along with offering many other benefits, add to the diversity to the urban world and contribute to a deeper sense of place and connection with the world and all it holds.  This community need not be only residents of a section of town or particular street, for such shared space alone does not guarantee the existence of a living breathing community.  Real community requires hard work, realized interdependence, cooperation and so much more than sharing the same town name or a similar address.  A particular company, a church group, a band of close friends, or even regulars at a restaurant or bar can all be considered communities.  Tuan believes that “in modern times, more and more people, freed from the grip of nature and of the economic necessities, have the leisure to explore the world, both external and internal” (Tuan in Wong 1992: 52).  Many are no longer naturally or directly dependent upon certain individuals for particular services, and might not even be tied down to particular places in ways we once were.  No longer is a community strictly joined together for purposes of protection and commerce.   It is the community garden in our present day industrialized world which just might strengthen particular community bonds, and even extend them further to others.  J.B. Jackson writes that “it is precisely now, when urban existence makes it all but impossible for most of us to relish the quality of space, when any contact with a garden in particular is out of the question, that the search for the archetype, a rediscovery and confirmation of its existence becomes so urgent” (Jackson 1980: 20).  Written in 1980, Jackson’s point regarding the urban existence and environment is still is worth repeating, although contact with gardens in urban areas, as will be discussed in this paper, is far from being “out of the question.”  

Throughout history, community-based urban gardens have served purposes reaching far beyond food production alone.  Along with providing a source of food, a deeper understanding of and dependence on natural systems result.  Gardens in the urban environment contribute to increasing diversity of land use, activities, cultural traditions, and bio-diversity. While facing policy and planning challenges, community groups or individuals supporting and developing community gardens within the urban environment have much to consider regarding garden policies and regulations. A philosophy, providing greater meaning and guidance, is a necessary foundation for behaviors and actions aiming to reach a goal or striving toward a greater good.  Deep ecology does just this for the urban community garden movement.  A philosophy stressing equity, diversity, and an ecocentric world view, deep ecology highlights the importance of broadening our base of interaction.  Community gardens increase exposure to and interactions with the non-human and un-built environment as well as with a variety of cultures besides our own.  This exposure might very well reduce our anthropocentric, human-centered, view of the world that may, in turn, might result in behavior positively impacting environmental and public health. 

This paper begins with a discussion of the history and meaning of community- based urban gardens in the United States.  The review considers how urban gardens have served as a way to meet particular needs in our society as well as how the garden movement has had to adapt the changing uses in order to be successful.  A brief discussion of community gardens today concludes this section.  Analysis of gardens in the urban environment follows in which it is argued that urban community gardens serve to redress urban problems of dualism and disconnection.  In this discussion, the benefits of today’s urban community gardens are outlined.  These benefits address the social and physical environment in urban areas.  There is much to consider when planning, organizing, and operating a community garden.  Issues related to community and professional planning, certain policies and possible garden regulations are reviewed in section five.  Lastly, a philosophy offering a paradigm supporting the success of community gardens today is introduced, discussed and applied to the gardens themselves.  



2.0: History and Meaning of Urban Gardens

2.1 Introduction

Although the need for and perceptions of community gardens in urban areas has evolved throughout time, the concept of such gardens is not a new one. For example, historians and anthropologists have found that gardens were the center of family life in the ancient city of Pompeii (Burke 1994: 1). Anne Whiston Spirn points out how urban gardening has been popular in Europe from very early on when “every walled medieval town had its orchards and kitchen gardens” (Spirn 1984: 120).  Throughout time these gardens have been referred to as workers gardens, family gardens, allotments, colony gardens, as well as a range of other terms and phrases that will be discussed throughout this section (Conan in Conan, ed. 1999: 196). These community-based urban gardens have never been only about food. They serve a variety of purposes and have been perceived as having many different participants and uses.  In more recent history, for example, urban gardens have served a range of purposes, from improvement of human welfare, to environmental restoration, or community development.  Community gardens in the United States seem to come in waves responding to societal factors such as economic hardship or expanding environmental awareness.  This section reviews the community-based urban garden movement within the United States from the end on the 1800’s to the end of the 20th century and into the early 21st century.

2.2  Potato Patches

The modern form of urban community gardens in the United States is believed to have its roots in England. English gardens, commonly referred to as allotments, evolved throughout the late 1700’s and well into the 1800’s due to “agricultural transformation, urbanization, and industrialization” and related social changes (Warner 1987: 8).  In the late 1800’s, community gardens began to appear in the United States as a response to poverty and unemployment resulting from the economic depression between the years of 1893 and 1897 (Goldstein: 1; Warner 1987: 13). The depression involved bank failures, railroad and other industry failures, and capital flight, resulting in widespread bankruptcies and unemployment (Warner 1987: 13).  Thomas J. Bassett has referred to the gardens created in this period as potato patches, which he believes existed between 1894 and 1917 (Bassett 1981: 1). 

In Detroit, a city greatly impacted by the loss of jobs and other economic hardships, owners of vacant land on the outskirts of town were called upon by the mayor of the period, Hazen S. Pingree, to donate the underutilized land to the unemployed for the purpose of supplementing their families’ food supply and income (Warner 1987: 13; Bassett 1981: 2). This cultivation opportunity, it was hoped, would provide a measure of independence and self respect. As the gardens helped to support those without work, taxes need not be raised in response to high rates of unemployment (Bassett 1981: 2).  To allow for the success of food gardens and the activities related to garden preparation, supervision and upkeep, the city of Detroit invested approximately $3,000 in an urban gardens program�.  The total amount of crops raised throughout the first year, amounting to 14,000 bushels of potatoes and other vegetables, was worth 
12,000.  Reasonably, then, it can be calculated that “$9,000 in relief expenditures had been saved for the taxpayers”  (Warner 1987: 13).   A total of 945 families participated in food gardens of Detroit in the first year.  In future seasons the total involved rose to 2,000 families in both Detroit and  Buffalo.  Other cities, such as Minneapolis, Denver and Chicago tried scaled down versions of these programs, but were not as successful (Warner 1987: 13-14).

Problems existed not only in the implementation of these food gardens, but also in their ongoing success. Philadelphia, for example, had a long waiting list of applicants. Availability of vacant land was not the main issue, but it was the difficulty in persuading land owners to make their land available for gardening that contributed to the need for waiting lists (Bassett 1981: 2).  Other difficulties related to plot sizes.  Financially, it was problematic to provide supervision for high numbers of small scale garden plots throughout a particular urban area.  While it could be more efficient to create larger areas to hold more plots in one place requiring only one helpful supervisor to be hired, this resulted in physically and socially remote gardens that were separated from the neighborhoods where gardeners worked and lived.  Larger individual plots also tended to impact the success or failure of the garden.  Often times they were simply too much for the new gardeners to handle (Warner 1987: 13-15).

With community gardens of the period shaped by economic hardship, they were seen as mainly for the urban poor and land tenure for this purpose was seen as temporary until commercial real estate investment renewed once the hardship was over. The gardens were termed an interim land use rather than viewed as serving a real and sustaining purpose, and when better offers came along, or when a way to make more money off the land offered itself, the gardens would disappear (Warner 1987: 14).  In fact, when the economic crisis seemed to be over, most programs and groups, such as the Vacant Lot Cultivation Association, Pingree’s Potato Patches and Philadelphia’s Cooperative Farm, were abandoned (Bassett 1981: 2).  The programs aiding in the development and support of potato patches were drastically decreasing, as was the land available for them. Although the economic depression had passed, for many the need for small gardens still remained. 

2.3  School Gardens 

Friedrich Froebel created school gardens for preschoolers in urban Germany starting in 1840 (Tucker 1993: 109).   Perhaps encouraged by gardens created for children’s benefit in German cities, and later in cities throughout Europe, school gardens in the United States resulted from concern for the overly industrialized urban world in which children were growing up (Bassett 1981: 2).  School gardens played an important role in the nature study movement, allowing for children to learn about the environment through investigation.  Urban school teachers began to create school gardens for the purpose of “hands-on teaching of biology and the interdependence of plants, animals, minerals, and people” (Tucker 1993: 109).  Studying nature through school gardens served as a “living laboratory” for scientific education, was believed to also offer an opportunity for exercise and group cooperation (Tucker 1993: 110). These benefits were seen as ways “of opening children’s minds to their civic responsibilities as well as to human-environment relationships” (Bassett 1981: 2).  More specifically, such gardens could teach how to efficiently use energy, how to take care of both public and private property, and about natural processes concerning aspects such as water, sunlight, and soil. 

The number of school gardens appeared to increase during wartime.  Before 1918, for example, school gardens could be found in approximately 488 cities but in the year of 1918 the number jumped to 4,390 cities (Tucker 1993: 129).  Bassett  believes that the period between 1900 and 1920 constitutes the main period of the school garden movement (1981: 1). However, Tucker points out that such gardens might have started as early as 1890 when the Massachusetts Horticultural Society sent a representative to study the school gardens of Europe (Tucker 1993: 110)�. 

2.4  Garden City Plots 

	Garden city plots, a neighborhood beautification tool, are in part a result of the City Beautiful Movement which began back in the 1890’s (Bassett 1981: 4).. The movement was “concern(ed) with the ‘adornment’ of cities, with ‘civic design’, ‘municipal art’, and ‘the city beautiful’ supplanted parks and public health as the dominant concern in city planning” (LeGates and Stout in LeGates and Stout, eds. 2000: 304) . During this time, “hundreds of acres of waste and unproductive lands in the form of backyards and vacant lots were viewed as ‘civic blemishes’ that demanded immediate attention,” meaning the clean up of these “eyesores” (Bassett 1981: 4).  It was believed that more people would shop and want to live where it looked nice.  Warner believes that although the City Beautiful Movement may have resulted in the cleaning up of underutilized lots, it might have also been responsible for replacing existing gardens.  He points out that “Chicago’s South Park Commission seized part of one of the gardens to make it into a public park; then the philanthropists turned their attention to planting trees and ornamenting vacant lots, thereby closing out their vegetable garden program” (1987: 14).  

Some of the first to participate in cleaning up the vacant lots, however, were those wanting to use the land for gardens, such as teachers and students for school gardens.  Although examples of garden plots partially being used for aesthetic reasons can be seen at other times, Bassett believes that the primary period of development of garden city plots was between 1905 and 1910 (1981: 1).  Minneapolis’ Garden Club successfully promoted large scale cultivation of vacant lots throughout the city to the point that neighborhood shops selling produce started to lose sales.  In 1912 alone, the group was responsible for a total of 150 acres that were used for gardens (Bassett 1981: 4).  Bassett describes these garden city plots as stimulating “a new sociability that cut across classes” as well as improving health, saving money, and providing “rest from the tensions of urban life” (1981: 4).  These benefits can also be seen in today’s community gardens.

2.5  Liberty Gardens 

Some periods of urban garden development are stronger than others.  Prior to World War I, the most active period was during economic hardship.  But even then gardens were seen as mainly for the poor (Warner 1987: 17).  With the existence of war, the situation was much different.  In fact, the participation of others, such as wealthy women, was sought through articles coining terms like “Women of Better Class, Rather than Needy, are the Best Gardeners” (Tucker 1993: 123)�.  It was during wartime that urban community gardens sprung up in force as a result of rising food prices, food shortages, and as an act of patriotism in that they allow for more farm products to be sent overseas to the military (Tucker 1993: 121; Goldstein 1997, Philadelphia’s: 1).  It was out of this fear and anger over the issue of the food availability that many uprisings and protests, including full scale riots against the rise of prices, ensued (Tucker 1993: 121-2, 124). 

Soon after the United States entered World War I in 1917, the National War Garden Commission was created “to arouse the patriots of America to the importance of putting all idle land to work, to teach them how to do it, and to educate them to conserve by canning and drying all food that they could not use while fresh” (Pack 1919: 10). With the leadership of Charles Lathrop Pack, it was the goal of the commission, not a governmental agency, to recruit present and future gardeners and to transform the meaning of urban gardens. Bassett writes that “through the combination of militaristic rhetoric, posters, and cartoons, …vacant-lot cultivation changed from poor relief, good citizenship, and beautification, to one of ardent patriotism” (Bassett 1981: 4-5).  The National War Garden Commission created posters and press releases with phrases such as “Will you have a part of Victory?,” “Every Garden a Munition Plant,” “War Gardens Over the Top: The Seed of Victory Insure the Fruits of Peace,”  “War Gardens Victorious,” “Every War Garden a Peace Plant,” “Can Vegetables, Fruit, and the Kaiser too” later amended with “The Kaiser Is Canned - Can Food” to motivate citizens to become gardeners and put forgotten land to use (Pack 1919).  Pack also believed that locally produced food would reduce transportation and infrastructure pressures as they were freed to serve military uses (Pack 1919).  President Woodrow Wilson also supported the so-called Liberty Gardens and “called for every American to contribute in the war to establish democracy and human rights” (Tucker 1993: 124).  He created the Committee on Public Information to assist “the Department of Agriculture in a War Garden Campaign to plant a million new backyard and vacant lot gardens” (Tucker 1993: 124)

Apparently these efforts were successful.  In the first year of the existence of Pack’s War Garden Commission about 3.5 million gardeners produced $350,000,000 worth of food (Bassett 1981: 5). Warner presents the figure that within the second year of activity, 1918, there were approximately 5 million gardeners that produced $520,000,000 worth of food (1987: 17).  The push for and success of the liberty gardens had some side effects and raised some concerns. Liberty gardens once again ignited and transformed the nature study movement (Warman 1999: 16). The push itself led to a competition for the leadership of the Liberty garden campaign between citizen groups and governmental agencies (Tucker 1993: 124-128). The question was raised whether the success could be sustained after the war. Warner points out “the fact that they could accomplish so much, and so quickly, led some observers to speculate about peacetime problems and possibilities” (1987: 17).  For some, this success simply highlighted prejudices against the poor.  Now gardening was perceived as patriotic and vast amount of land was utilized for this purpose.  In the past, gardening was seen as benefiting only the urban poor and not as much land was made available for the development of gardens.  

2.6  Relief Gardens 

With the great depression of the 1930’s came a resurgence of the need for gardens both as a source of food and mental well-being.  These relief gardens, also referred to as welfare garden plots, vacant lot gardens and subsistence gardens (Tucker 1993: 132), were utilized from 1930 until 1939 (Bassett 1981: 1). They served the same purpose as the potato gardens of the 1890’s as both were pursued as a “temporary measure to ease widespread affliction” (Bassett 1981: 5).  Gardening not only returned as a simple pleasure improving the health and spirit of participants in this financially challenging time, but also helped to supply food and work (Tucker 1993: 132).  This experiment with gardening as offering partial solutions to economic hardships did not come without its difficulties.  Widespread debate ensued concerning the scale and operational procedures to govern gardens.   Debates ensued surrounding the implementation of individual plots or larger undivided plans. Pros and cons can be listed for both forms regarding their efficiency and effectiveness, but in the end cities utilized a variety of approaches, many of which built upon the importance of the “ ‘joy of possession’ experienced by those who had lost not only their jobs, but their savings, and sometimes their homes” (Bassett 1981: 5).  The majority of relief gardens incorporated the individual plot plan, a version also utilized throughout the Victory Garden and Community Garden movements (Bassett 1981: 6).

There seems to be a three-phase cycle that relief gardens experienced during The Great Depression.  Relief gardens faced organizational challenges, such as making them available to the majority, during the initial period.  No longer were these gardens needed because of a personal weakness, but assistance was sought due to the failure of the economic system (Warman 1999: 17). Gardens were now perceived as beneficial to all.  People proved to be willing to help.  In Detroit, for example, “city employees donated monthly contributions from their salaries to raise the ten thousand dollars necessary for financing a free garden program like the Pingree potato patches that had helped the city through the 1890s depression” (Tucker 1993: 132).  Organizations were also formed, such as the Family Welfare Society and the Employment Relief Commission, which helped to create relief gardens to combat the rising cost of food (Warman 1999: 17). 

The middle period of development coincides with the “New Deal” and the creation of the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA).  FERA provided over “three billion dollars in aid in its three years of operation…,” which was used to pay a wage to gardeners cultivating recently created gardens and whose produce could be “distributed to those in need” (Warman 1999: 17).  Warner describes a campaign in New York City, led by the welfare department and helped by the Works Progress Administration, that resulted in the formulation of over 5,000 gardens on once vacant lots (1987: 17).  This relief garden program produced $5 worth of vegetables for every dollar invested resulting in a total of $2.8 million worth of food by 1934 (Tucker 1993: 133).

The third period of this time comes after the climatic point and successful period of the relief garden. This final period of relief gardens marks a return to the urban garden as a tool to cope with poverty.  By 1936 the primary purpose of relief gardens was again seen as providing aid to the poor few.  The relief gardens were renamed welfare gardens and were “no longer a symbol for those destroyed by the system but they were once again intended for those who would not support themselves” (Warman 1999: 17).  Because of increasingly negative attitudes surrounding the gardens, widespread financial support once provided for relief gardens declined (Warman 1999: 17).  By the end of the Great Depression, this form of urban community garden, relief gardens, faded away.  However, Tucker suggests that the general population seemed to remain interested in the concept of gardening with the outbreak of war in Europe in 1939 (Tucker 1993: 133).

2.7  Victory Gardens 

Within a few years of the start of World War II, gardens once again came into the limelight.  Modeled after the Liberty War Gardens of World War I, the victory gardens of World War II remained popular from 1941 through 1945 (Bassett 1981: 1).  Charles Lathrop Pack coined the term “victory gardens” after the end of  World War I, in hopes of continuing the community garden movement.  The term stuck and was utilized to describe urban community gardens during World War II (Warner 1987: 18).    Pack once again played a major role in pushing for these gardens.  The War Food Administration headed up the National Victory Garden Program, which set of five main goals.  Victory gardens were to:

lessen demand on commercial vegetable supplies and thus make more available to the Armed Forces and lend-lease programs;

reduce demand on strategic materials used in food processing and canning;

ease the burden on railroads transporting war munitions by releasing produce carriers;

maintain the vitality and morale of Americans on the home front through the production of nutritious vegetables in the outdoors;

preserve fruit and vegetables for future use when shortages might become worse  (Bassett 1981: 7).



Propaganda was sought in the success of these gardens. The message sent out  was that “Food is no less a weapon than tanks, guns, and planes…the duty of every loyal citizen [is] to do everything possible, to accept any sacrifice, so that there shall be plentiful supplies of food for the fighting forces and facilities for delivering then” (Bassett 1981: 7).

	But there was once again a conflict between publicly led campaigns and those led by governmental groups.  At the start of the war, gardens were seen as competition with farms.  This feeling was so strong that Agriculture Secretary Claude Wickard opposed the start up of any war gardens.  Labeling them as unpatriotic, he believed that “excessive zeal in war gardening would only result in waste of seed, fertilizer, and insecticides” (Tucker 1993: 134).  The Victory Garden Program was initially created to “propagandize against ripping up” land for gardens (Tucker 1993: 134).  But this muted role for victory gardens did not last long. 

There also seems to have been debate among governmental agencies concerning gardening.  The United States Public Health Service released findings that praising gardening for meeting physical needs through food and exercise and mental needs of satisfaction and a sense of power (Tucker 1993: 135). As Warman mentions, the “recreational and therapeutic benefits” of gardening could be utilized “to curb an anxious lifestyle brought by war” (1999: 19).  Even Judge Sam J. Ervin of North Carolina supported the fact that contributing to the war through gardening helped to relieve tension (Tucker 1993: 134).   By 1943, when canned foods became rationed and upcoming food shortages undeniable, the Agricultural Department began to support victory gardens (Tucker 1993: 135).

	As in other periods of urban gardens, this one required a change in image. A campaign was launched hat treated gardens as not only for the poor or for individuals who already knew about gardening, but for everyone – an expression of  “self-reliance, patriotism, civic responsibility, and wholesome recreation” (Tucker 1993; Bassett 1981: 7).  In 1942, towards the beginning of this campaign, about 5.5 million gardeners participated in these war gardens and increased sales of seed packages by 300% (Bassett 1981: 7; Tucker 1993: 134).  The campaign was so successful that by 1944, the pinnacle year for victory gardens, “20 million victory gardeners produced 44 percent of the fresh vegetables in the United States” (Bassett 1981: 7; see also Warner 1987: 19).  Although the change in image for the gardens succeeded, once the war ended, gardens again suffered. Since many of the sites where victory gardens were located were on loan, once peacetime ensued, many victory gardens vanished  (Warner 1987: 19).  In 1948, a decline in overall interest in gardening reduced it to an expression of “spring madness” (Tucker 1993: 138).   Warman writes that “a new life was found by many and new activities were exciting and stylish…” (1999: 18). 

Community Gardens 

Never completely fading, community gardens began to appear again toward the end of the 1960’s and the start of the 1970’s.  This new form of community based urban gardens is not as easily categorized as some have been in the past.  Causes of this resurgence in popularity are related to civil rights issues, energy and environmental concerns, as well as a need for community development. Both Tucker (1993) and Bassett (1981) suggest that the “back to the land” movement had much to do the late 20th century success of community gardens.  Tucker adds that “a community garden movement emerged in the cities as economic troubles doubled the inflation rate to more than 4 percent in 1968 and then zoomed the rate to 11 percent after the Arab oil embargo in 1973” (1993: 158).  These factors, in turn, caused hikes in the price of food.  Rising food prices in combination with concern over chemicals in food were major forces for the resurgence of gardening. Bassett identifies several factors motivating modern day urban community gardens: “ecology and economics, freshly picked vegetables, increased neighborliness, and a sense of success from overseeing an operation from inception to fruition” (1981: 8).  

Community gardens of the late 20th century and early 21st century involve all walks of life.  Bassett writes about these involved as being rich, poor, old, young, students, inmates, or with special needs (1981: 8). Warner discusses the issue of residents and businesses moving to the suburbs in the context of the 1970’s and leaving behind them abandoned land and buildings.  He also discusses how some people stayed and some even moved in, crediting these populations with mitigating the pressures of redevelopment on this land (1987: 22-23).  At times, since these gardens have served as a place for self help and have been controlled locally, city governments have been helpful in providing land.  But once the land is being used for gardens, difficulties have existed between these same groups when development opportunities present themselves (Tucker 1993: 164-165).  

Anne Whiston Spirn describes some community gardens as “the outgrowth of community interest, others as a direct result of community organizing by groups such as the Boston Urban Gardeners and New York City’s Green Guerrillas”  (1984: 121).  In the 1990’s and into the 21st century, community gardens have offered a place for those with little or no available land to grow food and flowers at the same time as serving as  “a strategy for neighborhood development and organization” (Goldstein 1997, Phildelphia’s: 2).  Urban gardens call upon community members to clean up forgotten lots. In doing so, they increase community, sense of place, connection to the land, and overall environmental stewardship. 

2.10 Conclusion

	Community based urban gardens in the United States have evolved in meaning over time as they adjust to our population’s needs.  They have served as a place for work when unemployment was on the rise, a provider of food when it was scarce, a place of relaxation when tensions were high, a classroom, a beautification tool and much more.  The present day community garden movement comes as a response to many concerns and brings with it many benefits.  Bassett writes that “the social, economic, therapeutic, educational, and aesthetic benefits that reportedly accrued to community gardeners in earlier periods are reiterated by proponents of the recent movement” (1981: 8).  The next section will further this discussion of community gardens in the 1990’s and the early 21st century and discuss in a broader context why they are needed in the urban environment today.



3.0: The Need for Urban Community Gardens Today

3.1 Introduction 

	The discussion on the evolutionary history and adaptive meaning of community based urban gardens has concluded that all gardens exist to help address a need.  In today’s urbanized American culture, social and physical environmental problems are interconnected and play off one another. In order to truly address problems such as abandoned city lots, high energy consumption, or public health, we need to realize their connections. This section will discuss why urban community gardens are needed today and just how they might relate to nature-culture dualism and disconnectedness from nature.  Adjusting an aspect of today’s food system, which community gardens are a part of, is one way of addressing and limiting the existing dualism and disconnection.

3.2  Today’s Dualism

What community gardens now address are issues so interconnected it is difficult to completely sort them out - a filtering which may not even be needed.  If we totally separate these problems, such as inequalities within the food system, energy consumption, lack of a true sense of place, community, self identity, connection to culture, lack of diversity, or environmental degradation, which community gardens are able to address, we are not understanding the true situation. Although these are problems and issues that have their own roots, direct consequences, and indirect side effects, they also become intertwined and, once untied, have created their own consequences. This needs to be realized in order to truly address these situations. Much has been written about parts and wholes.  The Dalai Lama himself has discussed and written about the interdependence between parts and wholes.  He writes: “Without parts, there can be no whole; without a whole, the concept of parts makes no sense.  The idea of a ‘whole’ is predicated on parts, but these parts themselves must be considered to be wholes comprised of their own parts” (Dalai Lama 1999: 37).   The Dalai Lama’s analysis holds true for the study of community gardens

Ecofeminism, with its goals of social development and ecological health, supports an ecocentric view of the world and focuses on the often times dualistic nature of our society.  Although not claiming to be an ecofeminist, Frances Moore Lappe exhibits ecocentric thought when she writes about the need for remembrance of “our place in nature alongside other animals, rather than over them, outside of nature” (1991: xxix). Eco-feminists do not support the duality of humans and nature at the same time as they do not support the duality of the genders. This duality is not limited to humans and  nature or male and female, but can be seen throughout our culture in labels such as black and white, rich and poor, or even the ones describing land uses such as urban and rural.  Using these terms is not always inherently negative, dichotomies will always exist, but the problem lies when their attributes come to be expected and used as a strict definition.  Val Plumwood explains that it is dualism that “imposes a conceptual framework which polarizes and splits apart into two orders of being what can be conceptualized and treated in more integrated and unified ways” (1993: 55).  She goes on to describe dualism as tending “to capitalize on existing patterns of difference” and providing “ the cultural grounding for class-centered hegemony…,for male-centredness, Eurocentredness and ethnocentredness, and for human-centredness”  (Plumwood 1993: 55).   Plumwood (1993) and Carolyn Merchant (1980) both point out  that it becomes culture versus nature, reason versus emotion, aggression versus passiveness, and male versus female.  Culture, reason and aggression become to be seen as male, while nature, emotion and passiveness are seen as female.  

This dualistic nature of our society creates a power struggle resulting in inequities, environmental pollution, degradation, and general over-development. Plumwood writes that in “dualistic construction, as in hierarchy, the qualities (actual or supposed), the culture, the values and the areas of life associated with the dualised other are systematically and pervasively constructed and depicted as inferior” (1993: 47).   Vandana Shiva discusses in detail the relationship between poverty and production, a relationship that becomes complicated with the onset of modernity, technological development, and the replacement of more subsistence living.  She writes that “maldevelopment is a violation of the integrity of organic, interconnected, and interdependent systems, that sets in motion a process of exploitation, inequity, injustice, and violence” (Shiva in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds. 1998: 293).  Plumwood (1993) seems to agree with Shiva, as she believes that success is currently defined as domination and mastery of humans and nature. 

Social and environmental problems of today go beyond economics and pollution. Social and environmental relationships need to be reevaluated and, as a society, we need to work towards the elimination of the existing dualism. Humans have often come to think in terms of self versus other and of subject versus object (Plumwood 1993: 43).  Dualism leads to alienation which, in turn, leads to a disconnect.  Humans, within an overly developed world dominated by human built elements, are left with a detached feeling and a perception of a lacking interdependence with the rest of the world.  Fritjof Capra writes, “The threat of nuclear war, the devastation of our natural environment, the persistence of poverty along with progress even in the richest countries -  these are not isolated problems.  They are different facets of one single crises, which is essentially a crisis of perception” (Capra in Sessions, ed. 1995:19).  This is a current perception of separateness and duality, leading towards a greater disconnection with nature, including other humans and our communities, within our lives. 

3.3  Urban Disconnectedness

	Chellis Glendinning believes that the Western culture suffers from “chronic anxiety, anger, and a sense that something essential is missing from our lives, that we exist without a soul” and that this is caused by “the systemic removal of our lives from nature, from natural cycles, from the life force itself” (Glendinning in Sessions, ed. 1995: 37).  This disconnectedness results from the dualism between nature and society and we are left alienated. In today’s urbanized American culture I believe there to be a state of disconnectedness from perceived oppositions.  This disconnection lies between not only humans themselves but also between humans and the rest of the natural world.  I do stress rest of as it points out that humans are a part of this natural world, a fact often overlooked.  In what we refer to as cities and in other areas categorized as urban,  we find ourselves surrounded by our built environment.   Many times it is often difficult to remember that we are a part of more than the products of our human society and are dependent on more than our society can create. 

There should be more known and sincere connections between humans themselves as well as with the natural and global environment as a whole, involving a sense of community, place, and belonging in nature.  Chellis Glendinning writes:

When we begin to heal the wounding, what arises is a sense of connectedness.  What happens is the return of the things that we’ve lost: a more solid sense of ourselves, a sense of connectedness to our deeper selves, to other people, to the world, to the animals, and a deeper communication with soul, body, and Earth.  When we have these feelings, the imagination comes in touch with our deeper selves, and we reconnect to our long-lost souls.  We come back to Earth. (Glendinning in Sessions, ed. 1995: 37)



But how do we begin to heal this wound, or disconnectedness, and deal with interconnected social and physical environmental problems, such as a sense of community or vacant urban lots collecting trash?  Knowing that we cannot solve all our problems with one action but at the same time not wanting to completely isolate one problem while giving full attention to another, I suggest one aspect of one of our present day created systems.

3.4   Our Food System

Food is one thing that connects us all.  Food is something which all humans and other living things need for survival and is something which we depend on the natural world to provide.  Al Gore writes that “Nothing links us more powerfully to the earth - to its rivers and soils and its seasons of plenty - than food” (Gore 1993: 126). Humans have developed a wonderfully complex systems of survival.  Each person has a particular role to play and that role is interconnected with all the roles of others.  This system has allowed for the formulation of experts in particular fields who offer up their knowledge, skills, and findings for the betterment of society.  The term food system has been defined as “the chain of activities connecting food production, processing, distribution, consumption, and waste management, as well as all the associated regulatory institutions and activities”  (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 2000: 113).  Systems, including the food system, seemingly strive for efficiency.

But where does our  food actually come from?  I cannot really tell you. Children might answer that food comes from the local grocery store.  An adult might then chuckle and express that food actually comes from a farm out in the country.  Both are correct but both are incomplete.  Al Gore writes that “most of us no longer produce our own food, but rely instead on a huge and complex apparatus that places an amazing variety of foods from every corner of the world in our supermarkets” (Gore 1993: 126). It is my belief that the food system in the United States has become more than complex, it has become too complicated for the ordinary person to grasp.  Although interconnections and interdependencies exist throughout the food system, few are actually felt by individuals.  Connections between the average citizen and the farmer producing their food, or the ingredients to their food, are difficult to see.  Personal connections between the farmer, consumer, trucker, producers, even store owner and workers seem to be minimal to non-existent.  Finally, little connection is felt between the average citizen and the earth which is the ultimate source for the food that is eaten.  I might go as far as to say that although the weather and other concerns such as soil conditions play a great role, there is little connection felt between the farmer and the earth in methods utilized in today’s agribusiness.  Much energy is wasted in this lack of realizing a true connection.  We try to live outside of our means, instead of working with the land and climate we try to transform it and by doing so create even more problems.  

	Hawken, Lovins and Lovins point out that, “today human activities are causing global decline in all living systems” (Hawken et al 1999: 149).  Building off this claim, it has been said the “few human endeavors have more impact on our environment than the process by which we grow food”  (Bourne in Allen, ed. 2000: 109).  Food production and distribution systems impact both physical and social environments. Conventional growing techniques, including chemical use which totals 24 tons of fertilizer and 1 billion pounds of pesticides in the United States per year, have a large effect on the health of soil, water, and animals (Bourne in Allen, ed. 2000: 109).  Growth and production portions of the food system result in deeply interrelated problems with soil loss, water use, and environmental degradation as a whole as well as social and economic costs needed to counteract these forms of degradation.  The dependence on packaging and transportation in the current food distribution system is also in need of an adjustment.   Present day grocery stores in the United States offer selections of food from over the country, and globe.  Food shipments of over 20,000 tons arrive in New York City daily (Ableman 2000: 5). Transporting food relies on trucks and  ships, which adds to environmental pollution because of the resources and energy used to make them run. Once the food finally arrives at the grocery stores themselves, additional concerns arise.  Large grocery stores with wide selections and  affordable prices, in relation to convenient stores, often times require a car, bus, taxi, or train ride to get to. Such requirements add to economic and environmental costs.  Grocery stores are relatively uncommon in particular sections of larger cities, leaving high priced convenient stores as a main option.  These convenient stores carry limited amounts of fresh produce, affecting the health, some might even say behavior, of the local residents (Sneed 1998: 1).

Acts of growing food can and should be viewed as a system connected to both the social and physical environments. The system, simply by its existence, involves connections and interdependencies, what needs changing is the perception of the system.  Farms, even gardens, need to be looked at not as factories or production zones but as ecosystems and places of interaction (Bourne in Allen, ed. 2000: 113).  There are many ways in which connections can be highlighted and deepened, which might lead towards a stronger sense of belonging and place in our communities and the world as a whole. By changing aspects throughout our current food system, interconnections will be realized and knowingly depended upon. Gardening can be seen as a form of personal expression, therapy, and an activity bringing us closer to nature (Jackson 1994: 121).  Jackson adds that “the moment we introduce the house, the home, into the picture, the garden becomes a different thing”  and can be viewed as part of a tradition of providing for family and friends, increasing personal connections (1994: 121). Community gardens allow for a “reconnecting to the earth and to the natural process of growing food”, which “has a well-documented balancing effect on the human psyche” (Ableman 2000:5).  Learning more about, supporting, or even becoming involved in community gardens are possible ways of further increasing a sense of place or community within our built environment as well as deepening our connection to the more natural world. These gardens can be found in parks, the gaps between buildings and empty lots through out cities across the nation such as Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and New York, as well as a great number of other nations (Bequette 1999:1). 

3.5  Conclusion

	Dualism separates and leads aspects of our environment, including ourselves, to alienation and disconnection with other facets of our environment.  This is a problem with in and of itself, but also limits our ability to truly address today’s social and environmental problems within humanly developed landscapes. Many of the systems humans have developed, while striving for efficiency, have ended by being overly complicated and leave many feeling detached.  With existing connections becoming quite difficult to feel, one might come to believe that no dependence exists - that we can live independently of each other and the world.  Our individual actions and beliefs might then make little difference. In eliminating complications and allowing true connections to be felt, social and physical environmental situations might very well improve.  

Having reviewed the need for change within our urban environment into one which connections are realized and the amount of perceived dualism is reduced, change within the current food system in the United States is here offered.  Just how this might help will be elaborated on in the next section. The following section further investigates today’s community gardens and the benefits that result within urban environments.



4.0: Benefits of Today’s Urban Community Gardens

4.1  Introduction

	There is a burgeoning movement in the United States and in other nations to fill the discarded spaces in urban areas with renewal and hope and even a source of food.  This movement is the spread of community based urban gardens.  Community gardens in urban areas have many physical environmental impacts and also bring a wide range of benefits to the social environment.  This section reviews and describes the impacts made on the physical environment including soil health and waste reduction. Attention is then given to the social rewards which come about as a result of community gardens.  The benefits to the social environment range from an increase of human interaction to contact with the more natural physical environment, both of which have a rippling effect on the community as a whole. 

4.2 Benefits to the Physical Environment

	Benefits brought about in the physical environment as a result of community gardens are both direct and indirect.  Direct benefits include a better overall appearance of the area and litter reduction as well as changes in air and soil quality.  Indirectly, physical environmental effects result from the array of benefits that come about with local food production.

4.2.1 Direct Benefits

Some improvements in the physical environment are quite apparent.  The area in which the garden is growing is more healthy than it was when it was a lot, seemingly forgotten by humans and filled with “asphalt, old wiring, hubcaps, trash, rubble, bones, hypodermic needles, old dolls and tires” (Ableman 2000: 2).  All such debris needs to be removed in order for life to grow and the garden to be considered successful. Regardless of the success of the garden itself, however, cleaning the area is a first step in bettering the surrounding physical environment.   

In some cases, when soil may be minimally contaminated as a result of past land uses, the formation of gardens can help to better the soil.  When certain garden techniques are utilized, such as raised beds utilizing leaf compost, soil quality is said to actually improve (Carr et al 1991: 23-24). When utilizing leaves in compost for community gardens these leaves do not end up off in a landfill somewhere, improving the quality of the soil, saving the city and taxpayers money and room in the landfill.  In a group discussion lead by Dr. Wayne Roberts, Project Coordinator of the Toronto Food Policy Council, the issue of bio-remediation was mentioned in the context of community gardens as a tool for decontaminating soils.  This was, however, not recommended for edible plants but is suitable for plants used for beautification (Roberts 2002).  Covering exposed soils on abandoned or otherwise barren land with plant life also stabilizes slopes and erodable soils, reducing run-off and flooding problems (Spirn 1984: 206).  

As with all plants, the garden’s vegetables, fruits and flowers help to improve the air in these urban areas that often have limited plant growth. Not only is oxygen added and carbon dioxide reduced, but the air is actually cleaner in these landscaped areas than in other parts of the city because the leaves and twigs of trees, bushes, and other full plants also filter the air. Areas such as parks, well planned plazas, and gardens allow for fresh airflow, ventilation, and reduce the amount of pollutants in the air.  Both Spirn (1984) and Roberts (2002) credit an improvement in the comfort of the area and a reduction of the heat island effect often associated with cities to areas of vegetation such as community gardens. Spirn (1984) points out that areas with vegetation often feel cooler by offering shade, having less glare and less absorbed heat. 

4.2.2 Indirect Benefits

The use of available land in highly urbanized areas for community gardens that are home to locally enjoyed fruits and vegetables has effects beyond those directly associated with their presence.  When food is grown locally to provide for those people within the community, a closer connection to the entire food production process is established that has a ripple of  beneficial effects.  

Not only could community members eat healthier food, but they will know where the food that they are eating comes from.  The food would not come from a farm located thousands of miles away, but from down the street or even next door.  In a lecture focusing on urban agriculture, Wayne Roberts has said that the average distance a piece of food traveled to get to our plates in 1960 was 265 miles, in 2002 this distance has risen to an average of 1,500 miles (Roberts 2002).  Although, as he points out, this distance has increased significantly in one generation, if we work at it, the distance might decrease just as fast.  This hopeful but debatable point calls for action leading to a reduction in food transport.  In terms of calories, it has been calculated that “it costs 435 fossil fuel calories to fly a 5-calorie strawberry from California to New York” (Gussow 2002: 107). The benefits to the physical environment as a result of the reduction of the transportation of produce include reducing the use and need for fossil fuels required by trucks, ships, storage and refrigeration, a decrease in packaging materials, and an overall improvement in air and even water quality. 

	Because those who will be eating the food are producing the food, the types of fruits and vegetables raised in community garden is likely to be diverse.  A family or individual, for example, does not want only tomatoes.  This natural diversity in crops is a positive agricultural choice for the health of the soil.  Each gives and takes different nutrients for the soil and reduces the need for chemical pesticides and fertilizers, which usually bring about other environmental and health concerns especially in densely populated urban areas. 

4.3 Benefits to the Social Environment

	In addition to the land and other elements of the physical environment benefiting from community gardens, the social environment is affected in positive ways as well.  At a fundamental level, the simple existence and availability of fresh produce as a result of community gardens has a great effect on the health of the members of the community at the same time as their connection to the food production system is strengthened.  Working with the land to raise vegetables, fruit, or other plants in an area which would otherwise be an empty lot waiting for garbage to be dumped on it, provides innumerable benefits for community members.  Participation in, or the simple observance of, a community garden may bring about a closer connection to the locality at the same time as acquainting themselves with diverse cultural experiences of neighbors while deepening their own. Community gardens provide an outlet for human interaction and allow for a sense of community that is formed through these activities, which increases with the outcomes of such activities.

4.3.1 Public Health

	Worldwide, “hunger and malnutrition already affect approximately 800 million people” (Ableman 2000: 4).  Yet this has been less attributed to a production problem within the food system or the lack of food than to certain problems, such as distribution and retail availability of food, within the food system.  Deficiencies within the food system lead to an increased risk in both obesity and hunger or malnutrition. One example of this is that  approximately 40% of the world’s food supply is wasted, sometimes only due to the look of the produce (Roberts 2002). While some food is being thrown away, the availability of fresh foods in highly urbanized areas has been described as quite low and is feared to “not exist in most low-income urban communities” (Ableman 2000: 2).   Many corporate grocery stores have moved out of urban areas, leaving high priced convenience stores one of the only options for food.  It is often times very difficult, if not impossible to buy fruit or vegetables at remaining stores.  A diet consisting of fast food or processed food is common for adults and children alike.  When asked what they had to eat on that particular day, the children living in a housing project nearby the site of a new community garden mentioned food such as “chips, a piece of bread, a candy bar, a coke” or a “corn dog” (Ableman 2000: 2)  The fact is that “plenty of Americans have never tasted a fresh-picked tomato, green bean, or peach” (Willis 1998: 1).  Food is a source of energy for our bodies.  Filling up on candy and chips pollutes our bodies just as our nation depending on the combustion of oil and coal that pollutes the air.

Community gardens help to fill a missing niche.  They  can empower the community as they aid participants and residents in filling their nutritional and dietary needs. The Garden Project in San Francisco strives to “grow food and try to get it to the community that needs it, where it’s grown” as they encourage residents to work in gardens (Sneed 1998: 1).  Working with the soil and in the gardens provide a time for true energy exchange between those gardening as well as between the gardeners and the earth itself.  Gardeners care for their plot of land - tending to it and enjoying the fruits of their labor, as well as the earth’s.  Other residents and passersby might enjoy the beauty that the garden offers.   Many times gardeners participating in community gardens donate parts of their produce to neighbors, “soup kitchens and senior centers and community centers,” as well as local food banks, further spreading the wealth (Sneed 1998: 1).  Whatever the case, the existence of community gardens offers the community as a whole “some sense of control over its safety and its security” when it comes to their food which has a rippling effect on the attitudes and behavior of  people within the community (Ableman 2000: 3).  

4.3.2 Cultural Connection

	While community gardens have been described as providing a safety net for the nourishment of participants and supporters, it has also been said that they help to “preserve something of their culture through native seeds and foods” that are often times difficult if not impossible to find in stores (Ableman 2000: 3).  Community gardens allow for a connection with the community members’ cultural heritage.  Michael Ableman, while working in Los Angeles, states, “When we start selling the products on the street next to the garden, older black women are in ecstasy over the collards and fresh beans” (Ableman 2000: 3).   A community garden within New York City has been described as “a little piece of Puerto Rico” (Raver 2001: 2). It is an area where those who have long ago left Puerto Rico can reconnect with their roots; some visitors  have been observed to “stand at the fence and cry...because it brings back their own home before concrete came to (their) island” (Raver 2001: 2). 

	But once community members become participants in a community garden group, the cultural connections for these neighborhood members grow even stronger.  At 64th and Market Streets in Philadelphia, many African Americans “plant peanuts, collards and, sometimes, cotton and tobacco ‘for the kids to see and remember’ on raised rows, a West African style” (Goldstein 1997, ethnic: 1).  Religious orientation can also be included as part of this cultural connection.  Many urban community gardens in predominantly African American neighborhoods often have references to the Bible.  Spirn describes how at Aspen Farms, located in Philadelphia, there is a wooden sign had panted the phrase “Deut. 24:19”, which “is an allusion to the values shared by those who garden here and live by these words: ‘When you reap your harvest in your field, and have forgotten to sheaf in the field, you shall not go back to get it; it shall be for you stranger, the fatherless, and the widow, the Lord your God may bless you in all the work of your hands’” (1998: 80).

Although not in the United States, a garden in Montreal, another North American city, has gardeners from areas such as Jamaica, Italy and Portugal, totaling 18 different nationalities in all.  This garden is where “salsa, pesto and stir-frys are born” (Pfeiff 2001: 7).  When describing the garden, it is stated the “Mexican tomatillos and Iranian basil grow in tidy rows. Thai bitter gourds and Chinese long squash dangle from trellises” (Pfeiff 2001: 7).  Urban areas are filled with people from all walks of life. Community gardens can aid in maintaining certain cultural and ethnic traditions that might otherwise be forgotten while at the same time sharing such traditions with others.  

4.3.3 Human Interaction

	Along with providing food, which many times connects the gardeners to their cultural roots, they are also provide human contact.  The diversity of those who participate in community gardens aids in creating a deeper sense of community. People of various ethnic backgrounds, different ages, those with special needs, even once convicted criminals, are all involved in the movement and working together.  When Michael Guggenheirm, who came to Canada from Germany, describes his community garden as a good mix of individuals from various countries and speaking different languages, he points out that although many of the gardeners cannot “talk to one another in the same language” they manage to communicate through other means (Pfeiff 2001: 8).  This fact further stresses the community garden’s role in developing a sense of community through offering a place of interaction.

	In reading how many community gardens began, the reasons given for why they were started often had much to do with human contact.  Some aimed to pair the young and the old, utilizing the knowledge and experience of the older generation and the physical strength of the younger one.  Anne Whiston Spirn writes that in Boston, “elderly emigrants form the rural south who possess valued knowledge about growing crops drew new respect form cock youth” (Spirn 1984:121).  The growing respect for as well as the realization of the need for, those of different generations are an important benefit.  Many community gardens have been started to give children a chance to learn about and appreciate the “connection between land and food” as well as “the beauty and the bounty of nature” (May 2001: 1).  Others were worried about the youth of the neighborhood getting involved in vandalism and other illegal or destructive activities and were looking for a new way of teaching them about a more natural world, but then found their parents and other adults just as excited about the idea.

	The Juvenile Court in Cleveland has partnered up with local groups in creating community gardens.  This partnership is seen as a successful situation for all participants.  As the “community benefits when teens convert a neighborhood vacant lot into a productive and attractive vegetable garden,” the gardening teens themselves are provides with “a sense of recognition, belonging and accomplishment that helps to boost self-esteem” (Rinehart and O’Neill  in Ohio State University Extension 2002: 3).  The court is also given credit for being involved in a project “that is a symbol of hard work and positive change” (Rinehart and O’Neill in Ohio State University Extension 2002: 3).  

One community garden group had prisoners, most of whom were jailed due to drug related crimes, and community members they had once robbed, or people just like them, working toward common goals.  Working together changed both groups.  Those once victimized now saw the prisoners as “giving back and trying to help” and the prisoners “begin to see and feel badly about what they have done to support their habit” (Sneed 1998: 1).  Along with the personal transformation of these individuals, interactions with neighbors at the community gardens have lead to the formulation of various neighborhood watch groups.  The combination of these factors has contributed to the drop of 40 burglary and theft incidents per month to 4 in one Philadelphia neighborhood and a “28% drop in crime after the first year of a garden project in the Mission District of San Francisco” (Ohio State University Extension 2002 :4).

Many times the community garden evolves into a place for socializing with friends and family through games, picnics or just sitting and talking.  In many areas the garden has become sort of a daycare and a safe place to leave a child that may be too old for a baby-sitter but just a little too young to be completely left alone.  Instead, the children are able to explore an interesting world within the garden and help the local gardeners.  Oftentimes, after pulling up weeds and watering the plants, gardeners might continue to socialize with one another and “set up a rickety card table in the shade of an old oak tree and settle in for a spirited game of dominoes that lasts until sunset” (Pfeiff 2001:1).  A garden started by a priest on East 35th Street in Cleveland, Ohio began to serve as a “focal point for the community where neighbors were welcome to share the food” (Rinehart and O’Neill in Ohio State University Extension 2002: 3).  Oftentimes gardens have areas set aside for just these purposes.  Others come to serve as the location of potluck dinners, which consisted mainly of produce raised in the garden plots. Community gardens also serve as showcases for community artwork.  Gardens I have visited near the Village of Arts and Humanities in a northern Philadelphia neighborhood, throughout an area referred to as Loisaida in the Lower East Side of Manhattan in New York City, and even gardens within the grounds of the Urban Environmental Center in Wilmington, Delaware are home to an array of wonderful sculptures, murals, and even stages for plays and poetry readings.  

4.3.4 Non-Human Interaction

	When tending a community garden, the participants work with more than just other gardeners; they work with the land and are able “to be in contact with nature” (Rinehart and O’Neill in Ohio State University Extension 2002: 4).   A study of a garden located on the grounds of a hospital found that most people reported a therapeutic benefit which included stress relief, increase in employees productivity, and “patients feeling better and having more tolerance of medical procedures” as a result of simply spending time in the garden (Ohio State University Extension: 7).  Along with these therapeutic benefits, other psychological benefits include a sense of ownership, control and responsibility as self-esteem and confidence are increased and learning and growth are encouraged.  The existence of any plant life, associated with the natural environment can “provide a much-needed psychological boost to people living in urban areas devoid of trees, plants, and soil” (Ableman 2000:5). 

	The formulation of community gardens appeals to those community members “who realize the danger of raising generations of children who are disconnected from the earth and therefore oblivious to the need to take care of it” (May 2001: 2).  A garden educator near Atlanta believes that one goal of a community garden “is to help children appreciate and learn about adventure, risk, mystery, to foster a sense of being at peace with the wild” (May 2001: 2).  Although it is questionable whether or not a garden should be considered a wild place, there is little question that a garden becomes a habitat that includes plants, small mammals, birds, and insects such as bees and butterflies.  As they add to the memories of those who come in contact with them, the presence of this life is said to feed ones curiosity and imagination.  Willis (1998: 1) relates an story form a gardener in Los Angeles, California who recalled a woman who began to weep as she sampled some of the mulberries at an urban farm stand because “the sweet flavor of the berries had transported her back to her childhood home in Czechoslovakia, bringing forth memories of a mulberry tree she had not seen in more than 20 years” (Willis 1998:1).

	Author Gary Paul Nabhan discusses the importance of feeling a part of this habitat and contact with more than the human-built world.  He describes the cross-cultural symbolism found in nature as he focuses on butterflies representing peace and transformation.  Along with other examples, such as dreaming about a butterfly soon after the death of someone close, Nabhan reveals how a Jivaro herbalist once told him that his people believe that “when the soul grows to its third and final resting place - where everything is tranquil, after everything has been achieved - it is a blue morpho butterfly” (Nabhan 1997: 83).  He discovers that this culture is not alone in its symbolic view of butterflies.  The concern comes when there may be no contact or interaction with such living things.  When one only interacts with its own species and nothing outside of that, something is lost.  Humans are living beings who belong to an ecosystem and depend on diversity for survival, be that emotionally or physically, no matter how advanced we believe we have become.  With less knowledge of and time spent in contact with the non-human world, the “future generation may not have the chance of dreaming that their deceased elders have metamorphosed into other lives” (Nabhan 1997: 88).  He believes that we should strive to create places that encourage such interaction and move away from the large-scale pavement use that is oftentimes associated with many parks and plazas in the cities, including school yards.  Community gardens are quite helpful here.  Gardens allow for interaction with the natural world, provide a chance for humans to feel connected to and dependent upon the earth, allow for memories and imagination to flourish and for a sense of belonging to evolve.

4.4 Conclusion

Community gardens offer a wide variety of physical and social benefits, which, in turn, create additional benefits.  In a time where urban communities, and others, are becoming further and further removed from the more natural world, community gardens have much to offer.  They have both direct and indirect benefits to the physical environment, including the improvement in soil and air health as well as the reduction of fossil fuel use.  The social effects can be substantial.  As a result of community gardens, the diet of the community can be improved and made more secure.  The community members can also improve their connection to cultural and ethnic heritage as they share pieces of it with others.  Citizens are given a chance to interact with each other and with the a natural world, which seems to be hidden but is still alive, within the urban environment.  They also might gain a perspective and feeling of belonging and, with that, a sense of place in the world.  

As with past urban gardens, these present day urban community gardens come not without their difficulties. Making room for, formulating, and simply allowing community gardens to exist can mean daunting political struggles.  Even if gardens make it into being, there is much to consider when planning for urban community gardens throughout their operation.  The next section discusses just these issues.  �5.0:Planning and Regulating Urban Community Gardens 

5.1 Introduction

	Urban gardens can be created in many ways. Le Corbusier incorporates urban gardens in his  utopian plans for future cities. In his much read book, The City of To-morrow and Its Planning, Le Corbusier writes, “Every flat is in reality a house of two storeys, a sort of villa with its own garden…This garden is a cell 18 feet in height by 27 feet wide by 21 feet deep, ventilated by a great well 15 yards square in section: each of these cells acts as a ventilator and the building resemble an immense sponge for the absorption of air: the whole building breathes” (1987: 215).   This is usually not the case today, however.  Spirn describes some more present day community gardens as “the outgrowth of spontaneous community interest, others as a direct result of community organizing by groups such as the Boston Urban Gardeners and the New York City’s Green Guerillas” (Spirn 1984: 121).  Few may  have been  created as a part of a holistic planning project.

In their article Kameshwari Pothukuchi and Jerome L. Kaufman point out that it is the food system that is missing “from the writing of planning scholars, from the plans prepared by planning practitioners, and from the classrooms in which planning students are taught” (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 2000: 113). Discounting the food system as part of a community development plan which helps to strengthen the sense place and belonging and aids in improving the overall environmental quality of an area is an opportunity lost. 

Concentrating on the production and consumption aspects of the food system, this section  reviews the roles each must play, namely community members and planners, for the incorporation of community gardens in urban areas, as well as considerations which are needed for the gardens’ success in contributing to the area’s food system and community development.

5.2 The Planner 

	With the obvious connection to the food process which urban community gardens can provide for its residents as well as all of the other benefits these gardens bring about, there is still a need for additional gardens.  Planning plays, or can play, a major role here. And it is the planners who can play a role in issues involving points such as:

Vacant land can be turned into gardens;

Agriculture is an important part of economic development, but it is often overlooked;

Neighborhoods have lost local grocers (Abel and Thomson 2001, planners: 2).



In a series of interviews with planners concerning their municipality’s policy concerning community gardens, Norm Connolly found a lack of overall policy.  One city planner expressed the view of the area’s planning department, “that it is up to local citizenry to approach the City directly with plans for new community gardens“ and that “community gardeners must work with local residents to garner local support for their project“ (Connolly 1997: 3).  

One social planner described the responses of a local “needs survey” as reflecting “that community gardens are not a priority item in terms of critical social needs in the city” (Connolly 1997: 3).  This planner does believe that local grassroots supports and activism are needed in order for the city to view community gardens  as a priority.  Other planners echo this call for community participation when pointing out the lack of interest or outreach for city help as the main reason for the lack of planners involvement in formulating community gardens (Connolly 1997: 11).  In all actuality, the success of community gardens depends on local interest.  Many individuals and organizations such as neighborhood groups and garden groups have gotten involved and even collaborated with non-profits, such as food banks and land trusts, as well as particular city departments.  In Pennsylvania, for example, community and neighborhood groups collaborated with the city planning agency in order to “secure control of land for community gardens” (Abel and Thomson 2001, planners: 3).

	Some planners have also brought up concerns regarding the City’s involvement with community gardens.  Concerns focused on issues of liability, land tenure, resident complaints, limited open space, and additional administration duties.  Many of these complaints including additional duties and resident complaints might be addressed “by requiring that any community garden group wishing to operate on City-owned land by administered by an independent nonprofit society” (Connolly 1997: 9).  In relation to the concern surrounding land availability, it is important to note that community gardens need not be located on large expansive plots of land, but on lots already empty and abandoned.  Not only will it serve the community as a food source but the garden might replace a these abandoned, empty and once forgotten lot filled with discarded rubble and garbage.  Issues such as fear of liability for factors including soil contaminants and resident complaints might be reduced by the oversight of a non-profit and/or garden group who can talk with residents, perform soil tests, and react accordingly.  An agreement can also be formulated which reviews the obligations and responsibilities of groups, individuals and the city.  The issue of land tenure is also of major concern for the gardeners and may be a subject included agreements with the garden group and the city who owns the abandoned site (Connolly 1997: 9).  In the past, and even currently, many feel leases are not long enough and are quite subject for termination when other development opportunities present themselves. 

5.3 Particular Policies	

	Due to the questioning of the role of planners and other city departments within community gardens movement as well as the need for these gardens in contrast with other forms of development, many plans and policies lead to the impermanence of gardens even when created.  More immediate techniques are required in addressing this problem of impermanence pertaining to lease and zoning issues.  Norm Connolly believes that “municipalities need to view community gardens as a legitimate, long-term use of land within their jurisdiction” (1997: 9).  When community gardens are created on city owned empty lots, the gardens as a land use is not seen as a useful one.  In fact, a major problem for the success of urban gardens revolves around land value in competitive situations.  In New York, for example, where local groups leased these vacant lots, the city wanted to sell to the land in order to make way for residential or commercial development (Nemore 1998: 2).  In one area near Boston after 21 years of gardening on a particular lot, it was decided that it was time for that lot to be sold to a developer to build more homes.  Through a city wide campaign including petitions, and much media coverage, the community garden was included within the development plans (Warner 1987: 3-4). Protesters against plowing over of community gardens referred to them as being located in once vacant lots as “oases of green spaces that were reclaimed from urban blight by community volunteers” (Nemore 1998: 2).  In some cases, urban land trusts have formed to provide for stability and ongoing success of community gardens.

With an uncertain future due to the existence of short term leases and little validation as a beneficial and worthwhile land use, gardeners have been kept “from planting perennial crops such as asparagus and berries; gardeners may also be reluctant to improve their plots with compost and other amendments if they have no assurance that they will be able to use that soil the following year” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 18).  It is important to note that the presence of a community garden in urban neighborhoods many times become an key part of that neighborhood and that selling them off not only takes away a food source but changes area dynamics. 

The Community Gardens Task Force of Madison Wisconsin recommends longer-term leases of 5 years or longer, and even tells a story of one garden “currently operating under a lease of 50 years” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 18).  A review and possible renewal of the lease will happen in the forth year, adding to the security. Even if the land being used is not city owned, “planners can help facilitate lease agreements between tenants and land-owners” (Barrs 1999: 47). The Municipal Art Society out of New York supports legislation that involves two year leases, categorizing community gardens as separate from vacant lots, oversight by the Parks Department or a land trust, and “a moratorium on development of the sites of existing community gardens” (Municipal Art Society 2001: Current Issues).  

	In terms of zoning, it would be counter productive to zone large areas of land within a city for agricultural purposes since urban sprawl might likely result with such a decrease in density, but planners can “identify currently underutilized spaces and maximize their potential for agriculture” and “food production in the city” (Barrs 1999: 22-23).  This is compatible with our discussion earlier in that community gardens have recently “blossomed in vacant lots of inner cities” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 3).  These vacant lots might either be privately or city owned.  Some recommend that “the city should adopt a community gardens policy to support gardens on city-owned land” and enable  “the use of vacant lots for food production by acting as a liaison between lot owners and prospective urban farmers” (Barrs 1999: 52).   Currently, some American cities include community gardens, in some ways, in their zoning ordinances.  The city of Minneapolis, for example, categorizes community gardens as a temporarily permitted use for all zoning districts.  Although this allows for the existence and formulation of urban gardens, it is still viewed as temporary.  However, zoning may “reduce development pressures on existing gardens since the gardens would be protected by the zoning ordinance” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 16).  Even more, “a zoning enactment that recognizes community gardening as a permitted use would allow local governments to earmark land for  community gardens in comprehensive or other general plans” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 16).  

5.4 Holistic and Collaborative Planning

	Both Wayne Roberts (2002) and Penn State’s series of Food System Planning guides (2001) mention the need for diversity and collaboration throughout the planning processes when considering community gardens at any stage.  Roberts stresses the need for universal programs and not garden programs strictly targeted at one sector of the population (Roberts 2002).  In the food system planning guide for planners, it is mentioned that “engaging local governments in food system planning helps them take a comprehensive approach to ensuring a communities quality of life” (Abel and Thomson 2001, planning: 1).  Yet, in a guide aimed at community organizations, the writers also call on citizens to collaborate with planners to secure a spot for issues related to the food system, community gardens for example, are considered throughout the planning process.  Abel and Thomson go on to write that “community groups that want to involve planners in strengthening the local food system also will need to involve the general public” (Abel and Thomson 2001, community organizations: 2).   A more holistic approach to encouraging and allowing for urban community gardens is their incorporation into neighborhood or development plans.  When creating new developments or projects, one planner believes that “advance planning for community gardens should be done when ‘neighborhood concept plans’ are being drawn up” (Barrs 1999: 13).  The theory is that when such planning is done in tandem, land is more likely to be allotted for gardens, or at least more likely recommended to developers to do so by the planners.  

In response to some planners’ concerns about the lack of space, the Community Gardens Task Force in Madison recommends “policies that encourage developers to include community gardens as part of planned unit developments” which can “help to bring community gardens into urban areas with scarce land resources” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 18).   A planned unit development would allow for “some flexibility with density requirements, thus enabling the developers to include community gardening in their development proposals” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 18).  Other development and planning agreements combine with zoning issues, where “a developer would be allowed to deviate form certain planning standards such as a zoning requirement by providing a portion of the developable land for community gardens” (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 18).  Once becoming part of a development plan, it is then both important and made more possible to incorporate plans to benefit the gardens themselves.

	Even if not controlled by professional planners, community or gardening groups as well as planners have much consider when deciding upon garden sites.  The number of considerations increases when the point that it is a community garden is stressed.  Gardens need to get enough sun and receive the most sun when facing south.  Holistic planning will allow for a closer monitoring of this and the height of the buildings surrounding the gardens.  The presence of buildings introduces a shade factor, which could be a problem for the health of the plants that can be minimized if the building height in the garden area is limited (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 15).  Monitoring the building height  can be done when selecting a site foe a gardens but also can be incorporated into building codes near existing community gardens.  It is also important for the gardens to be away from busy streets. Environmental concerns near the street involve air issues and contaminates such as lead.  It is recommended that gardens growing food “should never be grown within fifty feet of major streets” (Spirn 1984: 122).  Others say gardens should be at least one hundred feet away from busy streets.  Concern of contaminated soil in the garden increase at sites where buildings have been demolished.   It has been recommended that soil be tested for contaminants as well as pH and nutrient content (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 15). 

Besides sun and soil, water and general access are other issues in need of attention.  Water and its availability is necessary for growing food. If the gardens are planned for, the appropriate infrastructure can be developed. Whether planned for in advance or as a result of community action, gardeners may want to collect rain and storm water to use in their community garden.  Roberts points out how some gardens might actually recycle the water used at nearby residences and businesses for wash.  Instead of going directly down the drain to the water treatment plants, this gray water can be used in watering plants (Roberts 2002).  It is important to be aware that access to water plays a great role in the success of the garden, and to act accordingly.  The lack of a water source is my mother’s main complaint about her area’s community garden and is not active there because of that fact.  

For community gardens, access and availability are a main concern.  Not only should it be easily accessible for the elderly and those with special needs (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 15), but also getting to the gardens themselves should, ideally, not require a car.  This limits those who can participate and benefit from having a garden and also sustains the need for and use of environmentally harmful fossil fuels and further contributes to air pollution. If located in local and easily accessible areas, children are likely to be present.  Although this increases intergenerational contact, safety becomes a priority once children are involved.  Safety, therefore, is another reason for gardens to be located away from major streets and intersections. The shape of a garden also plays a role in its success. Community gardens are less successful in meeting “community development goals” if sites that are “long, narrow corridors” as they reduce the chance for community interaction (Community Gardens Task Force 1999: 15).   

5.5 Garden Regulations 

	Once the space is available or even set aside for gardens, it is often times neighborhood groups, gardening groups, other non-profits, or even the local parks and recreation department who actually develop community gardens.  In addition to considering solar, water, and soil sources as well as certain accessibility and safety concerns discussed earlier, there are other issues that require attention.  Organizers need to consider who their participants might be, who lives in the area, and what benefits community members might have as a result of a gardens existence.  Along with other attributes, successful community gardens tend to be need based, as they have in the past, and are in areas where there is much public interest and participation.  If a need or interest exists, the organization or individuals managing a community garden need to work with potential or participating gardeners in order to create overall agreements.  These agreements might include a wide variety of information, guidelines, rules, and regulations.  Agreements might deal with times and dates when gardening can occur, how to introduce concerns and application processes.  Rules and regulations might focus on costs, where to put trash, weeding, use of chemicals and other plot upkeep issues (American Community Gardening Association 2002).  Issues involving hours of availability and cost of participation affect levels of accessibility for possible gardeners and the about of benefits offered to the community.   Ideally, the cost, if any, should be low and hours should fit into a variety of work and school schedules.

Vandalism and theft are often times a great concern for those organizing and participating in community gardens. Insurance may cover the cost of certain cases of theft and vandalism but there are precautions that may be utilized which may help as well.  Both the National Association of Gardening and the American Community Gardening Association offer suggestions on how to limit possible vandalism and theft.  Communication between participants and with neighbors, awareness of who the gardeners are, and the simple presence of gardeners are some simple forms of deterrents.  Signs, oftentimes describing the garden and who is involved, and fences, which are necessary in many places, also help (Sommers 1984: 83).  I have seen gardens in New York City with art made from old cans and other garbage bordering the top of the fences, adding a decorative touch and making the fence more difficult to climb over. 

Garden upkeep and the placing of particular plants also play a role in protection.  One recommendation is to plant “raspberries, roses or thorny plants along the fence as a barrier to fence climbers” (American Community Gardening Association 2002: 6).  Just what is planted and when it is harvested are also important. Garden groups might  recommend the avoidance of certain plants, some  even all out banning “high-risk crops such as tomatoes, eggplants, corn or any others that are favorites in your area” (Sommers 1984: 83).  Harvesting as soon as produce is ripe increases the chances that you will enjoy the outcome of the garden.  

Regulation concerning chemical usage is another issue which needs attention. 	 The impacts of high chemical use on environmental quality are great. Many times chemicals used are blown or seep into the groundwater and rivers harming not only the water but the fish and frogs living there as well as the birds and other animals which feed off them. Chemical-free techniques might be especially useful in urban and densely populated areas. The integration of organic agricultural techniques, said to enhance the health of consumers, the soil, and the planet, into urban community gardens requires large amounts of attention but no chemicals (Bourne in Allen, ed. 2000: 110).  Instead of pesticides to control insects and weeds, along with composting, gardeners incorporate more organic techniques which include: “mulching with straws that suppress weed-seed germination; and promoting insects such as ladybugs and lacewings, which prey on aphids and other pests” (Bourne in Allen, ed. 2000: 110). Gardeners, or groups overseeing the community gardens, may want to encourage raised beds and leaf compost or lining with plastic sheeting to help address special urban soil concerns (Roberts 2002).  Organic practices need to be adapted to the types of crops raised, the climate and soil type, but have been said to go “a long way toward providing better food from far smaller and more sustainable inputs”  (Hawken et al 1999: 209). 

5.6  Conclusion

Planners, community members, local community groups and nonprofit organizations, as well as interested gardeners must take into account the complexity of food production and social interaction in order to realize that they are all needed for the implementation and ongoing success of present day community-based urban gardens.  As with urban gardens throughout United States’ history, community gardens are helping to meet needs and fill particular voids within the urban environment.  And, as with gardens in the past -  participation, interest, and perception play major roles in their quality of development, or complete lack there off.  

No matter how well prepared we are for something, if we do not have a philosophical basis for it, actions and the movements they might be a part of have little guidance and meaning.  If we have no philosophical or belief foundation, we simply bounce from here to there reacting to various situations, with little incentive of our own.  Urban gardens in the past have failed because of just this.  They existed only as a response to other factors.  Deep Ecology calls for the existence community gardens in the urban environment because they will improve all elements of the environment.  The next section will discuss Deep Ecology, a philosophy offering a paradigm well suited for the urban community garden movement of  today in the United States.  



6.0:  Deep Ecology: A Basis for Action 

6.1: Introduction 

Life is full of making decisions.  We must weigh the arguments, discuss what is at stake, what needs attention and prioritize them.  How we go about this involves a range of values that we hold as individuals and collectively.  Perhaps this is made no clearer than when trying to decide what actions to take.  Which are the better ones and which are necessary and needed?   Policy-making, planning, regulating and operational decisions involve a web of values and beliefs. This complicated web of values might complicate a situation and exacerbate disagreements over issues and make them seem much worse than they may truly be.  Even if the argument itself is not defused and an agreement or consensus is not happily reached, evaluating the values held by involved and affected groups and individuals allows others to have a deeper understanding why they have come to believe what they believe.  We come to know the values they hold and the ones we hold ourselves.  

	Three major values, which include economic values, equity values, and environmental values, become intertwined but may conflict with each other in decision making today.  Robert C. Paehlke discusses how through out the first half of the twentieth century and before, “politics centered on the struggles between economic values (capital accumulation, enhanced trade, economic growth) and equity values (wages, working conditions, social welfare, public health, and public education)” and goes on to say that increasingly towards the second half of the twentieth century “environmental values (among others) have been added to, and complicate, the old debates” (Paehlke in Vig and Kraft, eds. 77: 2002).  Difficulties in mitigating between these values often times reveals values held towards the environment.  These involve just how individuals view and define the environment and what they believe gives it worth and meaning.  Community gardens will not have ongoing success until they are perceived as addressing this range of values.

In discussions concerning urban community gardens throughout this paper certain reoccurring themes have arisen.  Community based urban gardens have come about in times of need and have had to transform people’s perception of them in order to grow in popularity and success. They have been seen as helping the economy, being patriotic, and improving the lives of those less fortunate.  In order for community gardens to be truly successful in today’s urban environment and sustainable, more than planning and regulations need to be considered.  Community gardens need to not be only a response to societal factors but be seen as a part of a bigger plan and ideal.  Deep ecology is a philosophy and perspective which is consistent and in support of the behavioral changes and actions related to community gardens at the same time as it gives a deeper meaning to and a foundation for such changes and actions.  In some ways it even seems to call for community gardens in the urban environment. Acting out of this philosophical belief, of following its objectives, allows us to behave in a long-term sustainable fashion that will improve all facets of our environment.  This philosophy incorporated economic, equity and environmental values.  This section will discuss the concept of deep ecology, how can serve as a platform supporting an array of actions and policies, as well as  philosophical base for environmental and social change resulting from urban community gardens. 

6.2 Deep Ecological Values and Beliefs

	Deep ecology in many ways focuses on the intellectual structure and perspective of society in that it does not isolate what can be referred to as the natural environment when discussing the concept of  environment. Those agreeing with this ideology are concerned with pollution and resource depletion and their related policies, but are also concerned with deeper issues dealing with diversity, complexity, autonomy, decentralization, symbiosis, egalitarianism, and classlessness (Naess in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds.  1999:  354).  In this way deep ecology is be more attached to the ecology movement rather than simply the environmental movement. 

Deep ecology is difficult to define in one sentence.  Bill Devall and George Sessions write that “the essence of deep ecology is to keep asking more searching questions about human life, society, and nature as in the Western philosophical tradition of Socrates” (1985: 65).  Later, Devall strives to define deep ecology as “a normative, ecophilosophical movement that is inspired and fortified in part by our experience as humans in nature and in part by ecological knowledge” (Devall in Dunlap and Mertig, eds. 1992:  52).  In commenting on a statement describing deep ecology  as “a fundamental view of the world that at the same time calls for immediate action,” Arne Naess says that “deep ecology involves basic views of man and the world” (Bodian in Sessions, ed. 1995: 31).

 	Arne Naess coined the term “deep ecology” in 1973 when “attempting to describe the deeper, more spiritual approach to Nature…(which) resulted from a more sensitive openness to ourselves and nonhuman life around us” (Devall and Sessions 1985: 65).  In an essay by Naess, the values of the deep ecology movement are reviewed.  These seven values include: 

Rejection of the man-in environment image in favour of the relational, total-field image;

Biospherical egalitarianism - in principle;

Principles of diversity and of symbiosis;

Anti-class posture;

Fight against pollution and resource depletion;

Complexity, not complication;

Local autonomy and decentralization; (Naess in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds. 1999: 353-355).



Some writings highlights the values which deal with the “total-field image” (Naess 1989: 28) and “self -realization” as well as “biocentric equality” (Devall and Sessions 1985).  These are referred to as “ultimate norms…which are themselves not derivable from other principles…” (Devall and Sessions 1985: 66).  

The movement  stresses the relationship between humans within environment, not as separate entities.  When we ignore the environmental needs of animals, including humans, there are interesting consequences.  Research has suggested, for example, that the “theorists of human urbanism have largely underestimated human life-space requirements”  (Naess in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds., 1999: 354).  This, among other allied arguments, leads us to many social issues.  Overcrowding may lead to “neuroses, aggressiveness, (and) loss of traditions” and perhaps even “alienation of man from himself” (Naess in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds., 1999: 354).  Attitudes of separation often lead to certain human groups exploiting and suppressing other human groups.  Deep ecology supports a society that is not class structured in which all have potential for self-realization.  

The philosophy of deep ecology also supports “complexity, not complication” (Naess in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds.  1999:  355).   A complex structure allows for systems to be diverse, adaptive and efficient. This would better deal with environmental and energy policy as well as food system related issues than would a complicated system.  Complex systems allow for interconnections to be noticed as overlapping patterns with interdependent features.  It is my belief that when systems are complicated, interdependencies are not felt patterns remain hidden and personal behavior is not connected to larger pictures.  If we do not understand where the energy comes from to heat our homes, energies and systems utilized to get food to our table, or where the water that comes out of our sinks starts out at, it is difficult for us to really believe that turning down the heat, trying to by locally grown food, searching the store for organically grown food,  or shutting the water off as we brush our teeth makes any difference at all, or even if there is a need to behave in such a way.  

	Local autonomy and decentralization are also points that are stressed and encouraged within the deep ecology philosophy.  Although these factors have more policy and regulation implications than personal behavior ones, energy use and environmental impacts might still be reduced as a direct result. Decisions made with the participation of an involved community improve both the physical environment and health of the community not only by the positive outcomes of the decisions themselves, but because of the process in which the decisions are made.  It has been said that “by involving all the stakeholders, and using all of their good commonsense, one then accepts responsibility and ownership for the decision that is made.  The only way you can accept that ownership is if you are a part of it...” (The Ecologist 1993: 192).  Effective environmental decisions result when groups of people work together in the formulation of alternative forms of food production and community development.  Energy consumption reduces, for example, when links in decision making chains are strengthened and decision makers themselves and the general population as a whole will be more aware of and better able to handle  “pollution problems, including thermal pollution and recirculation of materials“ due to increased local autonomy (Naess in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds.,  1999:  355).   The people who know what is needed in a particular area are usually the same people who live and work there.  Naess tells us to “compare an approximately self-sufficient locality with one requiring the importation of foodstuff, materials for house construction, fuel, and labour from other continents. The former may use only 5 per cent of the energy used by the latter” (Naess in Dryzek and Schlosberg, eds.,  1999:  355).  

	In the book entitled Deep Ecology, Arne Naess and George Sessions (1985) elaborate on these deep ecological values and begin to address applicable commonalties of those supporting the philosophy and offer the eight basic principles. It is important to note, however, that these principles have been elaborated on and that doing so has even been encouraged.  In other words, these principles are simply what most deep ecologists, those supporting this philosophy, might agree to.  Consequently, they are available for interpretation, more may be added, or these may be reworked.  In the book entitled Deep Ecology for the 21st Century edited by Sessions (1995), Naess himself revisits the points.  These original eight principles include:

1. The well-being and flourishing of human and nonhuman Life on Earth have value in themselves (synonyms: intrinsic value, inherent value).  These values are independent of the usefulness of the nonhuman world for human purposes.

2. Richness and diversity of life forms contribute to the realization of these values and are also values in themselves.

3. Humans have no right to reduce this richness and diversity except to satisfy vital needs.	

4. The flourishing of human life and cultures is compatible with a substantial decrease of the human population.  The flourishing of nonhuman life requires such a decrease.

5. Present human interference with the nonhuman world is excessive, and the situation is rapidly worsening.

6. Policies must therefore be changed.  These policies affect basic economic, technological, and ideological structures.  The resulting state of affairs will be deeply different from the present.

7. The ideological change is mainly that of appreciating life quality (dwelling in situations of inherent value) rather than adhering to an increasingly higher standard of living.  There will be a profound awareness of the difference between big and great.

8. Those who subscribe to the foregoing points have the obligation directly or indirectly to try to implement the necessary changes.  (Devall and Sessions, 1985: 70) 

 

	The word life, it is important to note, “is used here in a more comprehensive nontechnical way to refer also to what biologists classify as ‘nonliving’; rivers (watersheds), landscapes, ecosystems” (Devall and Sessions 1985: 71). Deep ecology, believing the fact that all life has value and deserves to flourish, rejects an anthropocentric outlook (McLaughlin in Sessions, ed. 1995: 86).  Instead it has a more ecocentric view of the world.  The philosophy of deep ecology “does not separate humans from the natural environment, nor does it separate anything else from it.  It does not see the world as a collection of isolated objects but rather as a network of phenomena that are fundamentally interconnected and interdependent” (Capra in Sessions, ed. 1995: 20).  When revisiting the eight points and trying to additionally highlight these interconnections and how “all things hang together,”  Naess suggests that “the fundamental interdependence, richness and diversity contribute to the flourishing of human and non-human life on Earth” (Naess in Sessions, ed. 1995: 214).

	Deep ecology values biological diversity, including diversity in human populations (McLaughlin in Sessions, ed. 1995: 87). When trying to meet the needs of humans, including your own, it is important to evaluate those needs when they might interfere with the needs of others. Due to differences in climate and societal structures, “the term ‘vital need’ is deliberately vague to allow for considerable latitude in judgment” (Devall and Sessions 1985: 71). A vital need is different from what we might consider a need at first glance.  Naess points out that “what you need in your life is a small fraction of what you are led to desire in the rich countries…” (Naess in Sessions, ed. 1995). Because deep ecology views diversity as highly as it does, it also stresses that the current population of humans is too great, and actions too invasive, to allow for adequate diversity and well-being throughout the world.  Naess writes in reguards to a reduction in human population that “it would be better for humans to be fewer, and much better for non-humans” (Naess in Sessions, ed. 1995: 218).  

Where the first few principles seem be concentrate on beliefs and values, the last few principles of deep ecology focus on changing beliefs and behavior through policy and action. When trying to look for deep ecology’s theory of social change in aiming to better our urban environment, I believe it is important to look at the last principle that seems to be a call for action and obliges us to aiding in the change we wish to see.  When participating and supporting and community gardens we are answering this call.

6.3  Deep Ecological Lifestyle and Action

 So what are ways that we can act out this deep ecological philosophy in today’s world?  What are ways in which we can try to conserve our energy use and minimize our impact on the world environment?   Naess lists a number of ways, many of which pertain to the urban environment in the United States and support the community garden movement.  These applicable “tendencies and attitudes” include:

Appreciation of ethical and cultural differences among people, not feeling

 them as threats;

Appreciation of lifestyles which are universalizable, which are not blatantly 

impossible to sustain without injustice toward fellow humans or other 

species;

(	To go for depth and richness of experience rather than intensity;

To lead a complex  (not a complicated) life; trying to realize as many

aspects of positive experiences as possible within each time-interval;

(	Cultivating life in community rather than in society;

Appreciation of, or participation in, primary production - small-scale 

agriculture, forestry, fishing;

Attempts to live in nature rather than just visit in beautiful places, and 

avoidance of tourism (but occasionally making use of tourist facilities);

Effort to protect local ecosystem, not only individual life-forms, feeling 

one’s own community as a part of ecosystems  (Naess in Sessions, ed. 

1995: 259-261).



Community gardens within the urban environment are consistent with these actions and attitudes.  Gardening is a small-scale form of agriculture, which limits the complications of urban food systems, and allows for urbanites to live in a more sustainable fashion within an environment which includes the built and natural.  This local contact with a more natural world is enriched by the social factors of a community garden.  Community gardens serve as more than a place for food production, but a place for interaction with other people who, over time, then begin to form a genuine community through sharing genuine experiences.  Together, contact with the more natural world and sharing time with others  highlight that we a part of an ecosystem and in order to protect it we must do more than focus at one aspect of the environment.  But, like in the case of community gardens, it also might be that a group of actions may effect a spectrum of problems within the surrounding environment. 

6.4  Community Gardens and Deep Ecology

Reoccurring themes, such as the need for and importance of respect, diversity, and action, are presented and discussed in the values, beliefs and attitudes involved with deep ecology. Community gardens incorporate these actions or attitudes and build off the deep ecological values and beliefs.  Not only are community gardens consistent with the philosophy of deep ecology, but the philosophy itself serves as a model, both a foundation of belief and an outline of an outlook and perspective.  Without a paradigm shift, little progress can ever really be made, and without a philosophical basis, our actions have little meaning.  Deep ecology allows us to view to world and our actions in such a way that almost requires community gardens in our present day urban environments.  The fact that such gardens exist has highlighted the presence of local autonomy and their ongoing success further demonstrates the efficiencies of such practices.  Through local action, community members are able to repair their physical environment and build a more solid and nurturing social environment. 

 Diversity is also increased through community gardens in the urban environment, as is contact with and appreciation for such diversity.  The diversity of urban land use; human and cultural populations; other biological factors such as plants, insects and small animals; as well as available experiences are highlighted and increased. Urban gardens introduce open space into an environment dominated by buildings and concrete. Such gardens serve as a place for contact and learning about other life forms, such as various plants and animals, and biological systems, such as natural recycling within the soil, and how growing involves nature’s cycles of seasons.  Community-based urban gardens allow for personal contact with other humans and life forms, providing for an outlet of cultural or traditional expression and a chance to learn about others.  

The basis of experience for participants also is diversified, having quite possibly a life long effect. Contact with other life forms and cultures in this context allows for exploration, questioning, and learning.  These factors contributing to an increasing respect for and realization of our interrelations and interdependencies.  Changing attitudes and behaviors concerning life, in the broad sense of the word, as well as policies which affect such life will be affected with such realizations.  If we look at the world through a deep ecological perspective, more humans will strive for policies which increase respect, community, and diversity.  Deep ecology calls for the formulation of community gardens our urban environment because they not only benefit the life of humans, but they aid in counteracting environmental degradation and contribute to biological diversity.

6.5  Conclusion

Just as urban gardens of the past required a change in perception (for example it was once needed to change the point of view that gardens were only for the poor) or lasting success, community gardens of today need to be viewed in a holistic way.  Deep ecology stresses an ecocentic view of the world and greatly values diversity of all life.  Urban gardens contribute to these issues, but urban gardens also need to be apart of fundamental deep ecological principles and be seen as contributing to holistically benefit the environment - all its interconnections and interdependencies. This outlook provides gardens a foundation for the development of plans, policy, and even regulations.  In order for community gardens in today’s urban environment to be truly successful, they need to be viewed as not only helping the environment or contributing to community development, but as uniting them.  Deep ecology unites all environments, our humanly social one, our humanly built one, and the natural and physical one - in helping repair one, we are impacting the other.  Today, community gardens do just this.



7.0  Conclusion 

We learn through experience and from the past.  Reviewing the evolving need for and meaning of community-based urban gardens provides for us a chance to more deeply understand the way these gardens have been  perceived, why they might have been perceived that way,  and what they have had to offer.  It also gives us a chance to see what their existence was based on.  For example, at times, the gardens’ existence was for patriotic purposes and other times, for economic and human welfare reasons.  Urban gardens have helped combat unemployment, food shortages, urban decay and have also served as classrooms.  With industrial and technological advances, our world seems to be shrinking.  In this complex world of today there is still a strong need for gardens in our urban environment, if not stronger than before.  Our problems partly stem from our dualistic nature and are complicated by feelings of alienation and disconnection.  Such feelings are intertwined with how we see the world, how we define nature and environment and culture, and how we fit ourselves into those pictures and definitions.  Specifically, these problems include inequalities within the food system, high energy consumption, abandoned city lots, lack of diversity, and separation and placelessness within what could be communities.  These problems are interconnected and if attention is only given to one, more problems might result.  

Urban community gardens allow us to address these problems together, but seemingly with a larger goal in mind.  The benefits of today’s community gardens then pertain to social and physical aspects of the environment.  These benefits include aesthetic improvements, increased soil health, a reduction in transportation costs, public health, cultural connections, and interactions with humans, other life forms and biological processes.  But, as we have learned from the past, community gardens do not simply appear without hard work and organization.  Gardens are rarely planned for in development processes and usually result from community organization or group interest and leadership. When planning for community gardens there are many factors to consider in order to insure its initial success and even more for its ongoing operational functioning and long-term success.  Environmental factors, such as light and soil type, need to be included in plans.  Safety and theft concerns should also be addressed.  Once operational, regulations need to be agreed upon by participating gardeners.  These include, but are not limited to, the hours of operation, dues, and allowed gardening techniques.

	Lastly, and most fundamentally, as seen in the historical analysis of urban gardens, the success or failure of such gardens is based on interest and perception.  No matter how well something is planned for, its perception by onlookers and those involved will have the final say.  Deep ecology is a philosophy that focuses on how we perceive and behave in the world.  Its values are consistent with the change the community gardens bring about in the today’s urban environment.  With deep ecology as an ideological foundation for urban community gardens, more focused plans can be developed and result in more successful outcomes. As deep ecology addresses class issues, environmental degradation, complexity, local autonomy and diversity, it is concerned with not only physical aspects of environments but social ones as well. Community gardens address these concerns.  They allow humans within the urban environment to feel a greater sense of connection with other life forms see that it all have value - a point deep ecologists would be most happy to see. 

	As humans, we oftentimes separate ourselves from the rest of the natural world.  I offer the following perspective.  The main differences between an ant hill and a building seem to be size and form of construction.  I was sitting on my porch yesterday, listening and watching the birds.  Suddenly, the space between the apartment buildings looked like a canyon and the birds were seeming to treat all the nooks as natural features having been shaped by years of flowing water.   We are part of it all and in ignoring that fact, we sell ourselves short.  But also, in ignoring that fact, we create problems.  We need to create livable and sustainable communities for our fellow humans to call home.  As social creatures, we need others to share time, stories, and experiences with.  As animals, we need bio-diversity to live.  As more and more of our population is living and working in densely populated urban areas, it is important to keep these factors in mind.  We need an outlook and perspective that will allow for humans to develop and grow in a sustainable fashion within our world and its communities.  If we make too large an impact, we negatively harm other aspects of our environment, including ourselves.  Community gardens are sustainable for all aspects of our environment.  Consistent with and called for by the deep ecological perspective, community-based urban gardens increase overall diversity and address economic, social and environmental concerns in a holistic and uniting fashion.  Community gardens offer a deeper ecology within today’s urban environment.
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� The principle food crop planted during this period, as well as earlier times of economic hardships elsewhere, was potatoes.  Thus, the gardens of this period were termed “potato patches” (Warner 1987; Bassett 1981; Zuckerman 1998).

� I offer that the role of gardens as a tool for learning in the school, or for other groups offering educational opportunities, does not end with the start of the 1920’s.  In 2000, I had the opportunity to work with a Washington D.C.  after-school program for children in kindergarten through the fifth grade.  Perhaps this may be attributed to a resurgence of school gardens, but we had  weekly visitors helping to maintain a school garden with the children.  In that same year, I was part of a group working with The Village of Arts and Humanities in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and learned of school gardens in that area.  In 2001 through 2002, I have had the pleasure to work at the Urban Environmental Center in Wilmington, Delaware.  This organization offers programming that involves gardening concepts for children as a way of learning about our natural world.





� Although this might have increased the diversity of gardeners and attitudes towards garden plots themselves, I believe that this was not a sustainable way to achieve such diversity and interest.








