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Abstract

This study investigates the creation and management of community
gardens. It explores the processes of community involvement associated
with their development and the factors that influence personal
involvement with a project. Relationships between place attachment and
involvement are examined within this framework to investigate common
assumptions that relate feelings of attachment to pro-active behaviour.

The research project was developed in collaboration with a community
development organisation supporting neighbourhood regeneration in an
area of Sheffield. This facilitated an in-depth field based approach

encompassing participant observation, interviews and visual-
ethnographic techniques.

Investigation of three case study gardens reveals a complex framework
of factors influencing involvement; incorporating relationships with place,
personal values, social relationship and practical issues. The role of
attachment to place is found to be important in the initiation of
involvement, although differing in character from traditional concepts of
place attachment. The process of community involvement is found to
encourage strong feelings of place attachment among both those taking
part and those simply observing. The role of this attachment in the

continuation of involvement is less evident however, moderated by a
range of more practical factors.

The presence of a facilitating organisation in encouraging sustained
involvement was a highly influential factor in the development and
management of community gardens in this study. However, the
consistency of support available from grant-reliant community
organisations can vary and the research highlights the importance of
securing long-term support mechanisms. Efficient facilitation, both at a
group and neighbourhood level, is needed to ensure that the benefits

community gardens provide to individuals and communities can be
sustained.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Background to the research

Community involvement in the design and management of green space
is widely considered to be a necessary component in the achievement of
quality urban environments (Dunnett et a/, 2002). Such values reflect
wider government strategies to encourage communities to engage with,
and take responsibility for, the provision of services at a local level (Rt.
Hon. David Blunkett MP, 2003).

One form of involvement which exemplifies these aims is the creation of
community gardens. These spaces constitute a distinctive model of
green space provision, initiated and developed by local people (Holland,
2004) and have been widely encouraged through the promotion of grant
funding schemes aimed at community groups.

Although the focus of considerable investment, community gardens
remain a relatively poorly understood phenomenon, with limited research
into the dynamics of involvement. The collective activity implicit in the
creation and management of a community garden has been suggested to
foster social links which can increase the capacity of communities to
undertake further work (Glover 2004). However, explicit consideration of
the ability of a community garden project, reliant on volunteer activity, to

sustain involvement and ensure successful management in the long term
remains largely unexplored.

The research proposal was developed at a time when community
gardens were receiving a great deal of positive attention, not only within
the field of landscape design but also more generally within popular
media, including television programmes devoted to their creation with an



unquestioningly positive outlook. At the same time, a personal
exploration of publicised gardens was revealing numerous cases where
the maintenance of gardens had proved difficult to sustain and projects

which had been highly praised in their early stages but had become run
down or abandoned.

The experience of involvement in the creation and management of a
space and the implications this can have on feelings towards a space
relate closely to ideas of place and more specifically to ideas of place
attachment. Community gardens provide an opportunity for the

development of strong attachments to these neighbourhood spaces, both
among those involved and those witnessing the process.

Studies considering environmental volunteering in natural spaces have
explored the relationship between involvement and attachment and found
that the experience of involvement can foster strong emotional ties with
the landscape in which work takes place (Ryan, 1997; Schroeder, 2000).
Community gardens provide a distinctive context for involvement
however, where the connections between people and place have the
potential to be far more complex due to their location within the
neighbourhood environment. As well as providing a distinctive context to
justify further research, this more intimate physical relationship also
heightens the importance of achieving a better understanding of the role

and implications of community gardens as a form of open space
provision.

1.2 The research context

The research has been developed in a collaborative manner, working
closely with a community development organisation established to

support neighbourhood regeneration. The experience of this organisation
in supporting and assisting community garden projects provided a



context in which exploratory research based on in-depth and longitudinal
methods could be developed and supported.

This approach was enabled by a CASE studentship from the ESRC,
intended to encourage collaborative partnerships between academic

institutions and non-academic organisations to support the pursuit of
research into areas of mutual interest.

This collaborative context also enabled a close relationship to be

developed with the communities being studied, with would otherwise
have proved difficult to achieve.

1.3 Research objectives

The intention of this study was to explore the nature of involvement in a

community gardening project, and investigate relationships between the
involvement achieved and emotional attachment to place.

The research applies an in-depth case study approach, using qualitative
research techniques to achieve a contextua!l understanding of values,
relationships and processes associated with three community gardens.

Informing the focus of this exploration were three key themes:

Longevity of involvement.

The primary (and overarching) theme of the research was the

investigation of community-led open space projects and their ability to

maintain involvement beyond the creation phase to ensure successful
management.

The objective of this theme was to develop a better understanding of

patterns of involvement and non-involvement, motivations for
involvement, and changes in involvement over time.



Attachment to place

The second theme provided a formative theory around which the
research was developed. It is a common assertion that positive emotional
relationships with place can encourage responsible behaviour, but the

practical ability of such bonds to encourage and sustain active

involvement in a community garden context remains uncertain.

The objective within this theme was to explore the relationship between
experiences of involvement with a community garden and feelings of
place attachment. The nature of this relationship has direct implications
for the longevity of involvement and also has wider implications for
furthering understanding of the benefits of community-led projects to
neighbourhood regeneration efforts. To explore this wider role, one of the
aims of this work was to extend investigation beyond those who had

been involved with a project and to explore feelings of attachment among
non-involved residents.

Community support
The third theme relates to the physical context in which the research took
place, and enabled consideration of the role of a community-

development organisation in supporting and sustaining involvement.

It has been recognised that,

“...there are limits to what community-based initiatives can achieve
unless they are working in a supportive policy environment.”

Irvine et al (1999) p.35

Community-development organisations provide a potential model for
such support and the collaborative nature of the research with a

- Development Trust provided an opportunity to consider the importance of
organisational support.

The objective of this theme was to explore the role of a supporting
organisation in the achievement of sustained involvement.



1.4 Thesis overview

Chapter 2 outlines the literature most relevant to the issues being
addressed by this research, and aims to place the work in an academic
and policy context. Chapter 3 describes the methodological approach
applied, and details the techniques used to explore the themes of the
study. Chapter 4 provides an introduction to the area in which the
research was based, including an explanation of the organisational
context with respect to collaboration with Heeley Development Trust.
Chapter 5 introduces the three main community garden projects that
formed the focus of the research. Chapter 6 explores the nature of
involvement, describing the range of activities associated with a
community garden, and highlighting the range of levels at which
involvement with a project can take place. Chapter 7 explores the range
of factors found to influence levels of involvement, highlighting the
complexity of motivating feelings and the issues and circumstances
which can mitigate them. Chapter 8 reflects on the theoretical
implications of the research findings, with particular reference to theories
of place attachment. Finally, Chapter 9 reflects on the practical

implications of the findings, the limitations of the work and the scope for
future research, and offers a concluding summary to the work.



Chapter 2

Literature review

This chapter places the research in an academic and policy context and

explores the limitations to current understanding that prompted the
research objectives.

First, community gardens are defined and the existing literature
Investigating these specific forms of green space is explored. This is
followed by an overview of the policy context in which community
gardens in the UK are placed and the relevance of the phenomenon for
current political agendas. Next, the increasing role of community
involvement in the provision of green space more generally is explored. A
more detailed consideration of the processes of involvement follows this,
focusing on environmental volunteering but referring to wider
volunteering literature. This highlights the problems of sustaining
volunteer activity and the implications of such problems in a community
gardening context. Finally the concept of place attachment is introduced
and the implications for a relationship between attachment to place and
voluntary activity on a neighbourhood scale explored.



2.1 Community Gardens

2.1.1 An Introduction to Community Gardens

The precise nature of a “community garden” is difficult to define. The
term is used frequently, and explained rarely. Projects regularly labelled
as such are diverse in both size and form. One of the few universal
characteristics however is an element of direct involvement by a part of
the population local to the site - the ‘community’. One of the few UK

studies into the field defines community gardens as,

"...open spaces managed and operated by members of the local
community for a variety of purposes.” (Holland, 2004, p.285)

This concept of public control goes some way to distinguishing
community gardens from the many other elements of conventional public
open space (Federation of City Farms and Community Gardens, 2001).

Such a definition remains broad, but a number of sub-groups can be
identified, determined by the level of communal use (Stocker & Barnett,
1998). At one end of the scale lie those gardens split into plots, each one
for the independent use of a participant, without any significant element
of communal space. The English allotment system would fit such a
group. Further up the scale lies those gardens communally tended for the
exclusive use of those actively participating, a form of shared garden.
Examples include therapy gardens within hospitals, and many school
based gardens (Ferris et al., 2001).

Yet further along the scale lies the type of garden considered within this
study: a garden communally created and managed, not merely for the
benefit of those involved, but for the wider community as well (being
either freely accessible or open on a regular basis). It is this form of
garden that is most commonly referred to by the phrase ‘community
garden’. The Federation of City Farms and Community Gardens, for



example, explicitly refers to public access when it distinguishes
community gardens from private gardens as being,

“...In some sense a public garden in terms of ownership, access, and
degree of democratic control.” (Ferris et al., 2001, p.3)

These gardens may therefore contain an element of individual plot
gardening, but only as part of a larger communal space.

Despite a recent growth in awareness, community gardens are by no
means a recent development. Early agricultural practice was based on
the premise of communal land management, and it was only through
societal development that iand has gradually been distributed among an
ever declining number of people (Hoskins, 1965). Allotments were
among the first conscious projects to provide land for those communities
deprived following nineteenth century enclosure policies (Crouch, 1988).
It seems modern community gardens owe their existence more to the
community action of the 1960s however, as communities reacted against
a growing lack of control of public resources (Federation of City Farms
and Community Gardens, 2001). In contrast to the existing allotment

movement, community gardens were perceived as offering wider benefits
and opportunities to the local community (see section 2.1.3.)

Community gardens are widely recognised to differ substantially from
traditional open spaces such as public parks and generally these
differences are perceived in a very positive light. Frances et al. (1984)
found that community gardens could be distinguished from public parks
as small-scale spaces which are low-cost, intensively used, locally
controlled and resulting from a bottom-up design approach which utilises
appropriate technologies. While the significance of these characteristics
varies among gardens this appears to provide a fair description of a
~typical community garden project, and they are frequently referred to as
examples of good practice for the wider development of public open
space (Greenhalgh & Warpole, 1995; DoE, 1996). This widespread
positive perception, along with a close association with a number of wider




policy trends (outlined in section 2.2), has resulted in a raft of funding
opportunities specifically targeted at the creation of new community
gardens. Early schemes included Shell's Better Britain Campaign,
established in 1995 and part of one of the UK's largest corporate
community investment programmes. The campaign awarded grants of up
to £2000 to groups wanting to improve life in their community, and
included ‘looking after wildlife and open spaces’ as one of eight key
areas supported (Shell Better Britain Campaign, 1999). While this fund
has since closed, the range of grants available specifically for green
spaces has Increased, largely as a result of the National Lottery Act
(1998) which established a distribution body for funds generated for good
causes through the Lottery scheme (known as the New Opportunities
Fund). A number of schemes within the New Opportunities Fund (NOF)
were explicitly targeted at community groups wanting to improve a local
green space, and offered considerably larger funds than previous
schemes. ‘People Places’, a scheme run in association with BTCV,
offered between £3000 and £10,000 for exampie (The Parks Agency,
2005). In addition to lottery funding, a range of corporate schemes similar
to Shell's have been administered, along with an ODPM established fund
(managed by Groundwork) which offers grants of up to £100,000 (The
Parks Agency, 2005). In addition, on an area-based level, the
Neighbourhood Renewal Fund has resulted in a raft of locally
administered grant schemes for community groups in those areas of
greatest deprivation across the country, while a range of companies have

established small-scale grant schemes for groups in the vicinity of their
stores.

The availability of such resources and support provides a context in
which the development of community gardens have evolved from a
product of community activism to an element of the urban environment

actively encouraged and promoted by central government.

Despite such wide acclaim and financial investment, community gardens
are often the form of urban open space most at risk from the threat of




development, commonly being situated on reclaimed land and secured
only with a short term lease (GardeningWhich?, 1998). The loss of local
green space became a major issue in the 1980s following the Local
Government, Planning and Land Act of 1980 (Morphet, 1996). This
removed much of the protection afforded to open space, and made them
much more vulnerable to development. This situation still persists and
modern urban sites are particularly vulnerable in light of the governments
pledge to provide 60% of new housing development on brown-field sites
(DETR, 1999). Such insecurity creates a contradictory situation where
community gardens are actively encouraged and promoted, yet fail to

receive the protection or support afforded to other more traditional forms
of green space.

Reflecting the perceived threat to many existing community gardens, the
majority of literature on the subject has tended to focus on the benefits

that community gardens can provide, produced by organisations
campaigning for greater protection. A number of organisations have
championed the cause of Community gardens, most notably the

Federation of City Farms and Community Gardens (FCFCG). This
registered charity was established in 1980 and aims to provide a mutual
support system for members (at a minimal fee), as well as raising public
awareness (FCFCG, 2001). As well as providing informative fact sheets
and a newsletter, the Federation was instrumental in organising an
international conference on community gardening in September 2001,
one of the products of which was a publication which aimed to ‘reflect the
vigour and diversity of the community garden movement world-wide'.

Whilst an excellent showcase of community garden schemes world-wide,
due no doubt to its promotional aim the articles do not address in any
detail many of the issues related to the creation and management of the
gardens, least of all their problems. Much of the more general literature
from the FCFCG is focussed primarily on city farms rather than smaller
community gardens The considerable differences between the two (most
notably the scale, with city farms usually employing staff to manage the

10




site) means that consideration of the distinct characteristics and issues
concerning community gardens have tended to be overiooked. Other
organisations actively supporting the cause include Common Ground,
The Co-operative Group and GardeningWhich?, who presented a
winning garden at Hampton Court Flower Show in 2000 based on
contributions from over 70 different community garden projects across
the country (FCFCG website, 2001). The majority of the literature
emerging from such campaigns is based on single case studies, which
given the diversity of the subject is to be expected. The work is often very
general in nature, giving an overview of the gardens in question, without

exploring any one issue in any great depth, and failing to address any
potential problematic areas.

Despite promotional interest, academic research into British community
gardens remains limited. Literature appears largely limited to the benefits

of community participation (e.g. Stamp, 1996) or the benefits of urban
agricuiture (e.g., Paxton, 1997 & Howe, 1999), with little, if any

discussion of any challenges or problems. A more balanced approach is
provided by Roe & Rowe (2000) in their work on the relationship between

the community and the landscape professional, which makes substantial

reference to community gardens but this remains an exception in the
general field.

One source of research to emerge in recent years is that associated with
the evaluation process of some of the many funding schemes supporting
the creation of community-led spaces. The Countryside Agency have
administered two such grant schemes (Millennium Greens and Doorstep
Greens) and commissioned evaluation reports for each, which provide
valuable insight within the context of the particular objectives of the
schemes. Millennium Greens were found to provide valuable new spaces
with social and environmental benefits (The Countryside Agency, 2001).
Consultation among local residents was evidenced throughout the
schemes but it was found that the spaces were created through the work
of a “handful of volunteers” (Countryside Agency, 2001, p1). The scheme

11




was distinctive from the traditional community garden model in the
respect that it offered funds for extensive natural sites as well as the
smaller ‘pocket’ size spaces more commonly associated with the
community gardening movement. It was also found that some groups
identified a site after the decision to pursue a funding application as a
result of funding stipulations that the space must be purchased. This
contrasts with the site specific concerns which have been described as a
catalyst for community gardens in other contexts (Stamp, 1987;
GardeningWhich?, 1988). Despite the distinctive context, the
experiences of involvement warn of the potential difficulties in sustaining
community involvement, with wider participation characterised by “brief
bursts” (The Countryside Agency, 2001, p3) and a burden of
responsibility on organisers who may lack experience or time and in
some cases left the area or resigned from the group, preventing the
completion of the project. Meanwhile, a questionnaire survey of 200
groups for the evaluation of the Doorstep Greens scheme revealed a
high demand for maintenance funding (60%) and support and guidance
(89%), with particular emphasis on advice regarding community
development (Harding, 2006). These findings support the notion that

groups can find sustaining community involvement difficult, and that the

reliance on voluntary effort can be insufficient to successfully manage
and maintain a space.

2.1.2 American community gardening literature

The American experience of community gardens is far more advanced

than in the UK, and accordingly, the literature on the subject is more
abundant.

American literature is dominated by in-depth case studies, observing

either a particular garden, or area of gardens. Schmelzkopf's (1995)
study of Lower East Side Manhattan gardens, and Winterbottom’s (1998)

12



study of Puerto Rican ‘Casita gardens’ (also in New York) are good
examples. Articles appear far more willing to explore the difficuities
gardens face, as well as their benefits. Schmelzkopf in particular
explores the conflicts of community needs illustrated by the projects,
most notably through the demand for housing on the land they occupy,
and the exclusionary tendencies towards the wider communities which
some gardens exhibit (Schmelzkopf, 1996). While similarities exist, the
modern community garden movement in America (and New York in
particular) seems to be based on a far more reactive response to
government disregard than the British situation. The bulk of gardens are
rooted in the economic decline of the 1960s and 1970s, as vacant lots
increased and rapidly became dumping grounds and magnets for
prostitution and drug related activity (Francis et al, 1984). Radical
organisations such as the ‘Green Guerrillas’ seeded abandoned plots,
and began to give advice to encourage others to do the same. New York

gardens were officially recognised as early as 1978, illustrated by the
establishment of Operation Green Thumb, a government sub-department

to support and assist community garden groups (Ferguson, 1999).

In cities such as New York the character and role of community gardens
are defined by the scale and density of the built environment and the lack
of both public and private open space. In the UK meanwhile, 85% of
households have gardens (Greenhalgh & Warpole, 1995) and the density
of development, even in the most urbanised areas, is by no means as
extreme. These and other factors combine to form a very different

context for the community gardens in this country, generating a need for
British based research.

13




2.1.3 The benefits and expectations of community

gardens

Community gardens are seen as providing solutions to many of the
problems and difficulties of modern urban life, and are considered to
make an important contribution to the aims of urban regeneration (lles,
2003). Environmentally, they offer an opportunity to reduce the ecological
footprint of towns and cities, by providing a local food source, and
opportunities for composting and material reuse (Ferris et al., 2001).
They also offer obvious benefits, if designed and managed suitably, of
increasing biodiversity in the urban environment (Paxton, 1997). To
individual participants they offer the personal well-being fostered by
gardening (Dunnett & Qasim, 2000; Kaplan, 1973) as well as the health
benefits of exercise and, where applicable, a supply of fresh vegetables
to improve diet (GardeningWhich?, 1998).

Beyond these direct benefits, a range of wider socio-economic impacts
have been claimed. The ‘GardeningWhich?’ campaign to promote
community gardens claims that the gardens are,

“...helping fragmented communities bond through shared purpose and
pride,” (GardeningWhich, 1998, pg. 206)

The perception of community gardens as a tool for social renewal is a
recurring theme. Howe (1999) claims that the process of urban

agriculture in projects such as community gardens can bring

communities together and combat discrimination by involving

marginalised groups, while proposals for a community gardening scheme

in Hulme claimed it would reinforce the “dynamic local culture” and even
reduce crime (Squires, 1997).

The reasoning behind these claims appears to be the expectation that a

community garden will become a focus for community interest, a catalyst

for diverse social interaction, and consequently a facilitator for social

14



cohesion and further community action (Winterbottom, 1998; Glover,
2004; Glover et al, 2005). This community stimulation is provided initially
through the very process of creating the park. Most community gardens
(and some would say true community gardens) appear to be conceived
in the first instance by individuals or small groups, who gradually build
support locally, and work to attain the right to develop a site and a source
of funding. This ‘bottom-up’ approach means that local participation is
inherent to the scheme, and on a level of considerable control.

Achieving participation is seen as a key aim by many, but it is important
to recognise that achieving such involvement does not guarantee
success (Stamp, 1996). Indeed the problems concerning participation are
numerous. One problem encountered by participation based projects is
achieving a representative mix of the community. While volunteer hours
rose between 1991 and 1997, the number of people providing these
hours declined, suggesting a move towards an active minority (Roe,

2000). This image of a vociferous few determining the outcome of
‘community’ involvement is a common fear.

Twelvetrees (1996) describes community based organisations as
susceptible to being led by groups of people with limited vision and a
tendency to exclude individuals with whom they do not agree or relate to,
often at the expense of the most deprived members of a neighbourhood
or area. Similarly, Selman (1996) warns that the empowerment cultivated
by community-led projects can be dangerous if channelled into the hands
of ‘unelected, self-appointed activists’ or organisations reflecting a narrow
interest. He also recognises that such a situation can be hard to avoid
when, despite low levels of trust regarding government and business
competence in environmental resource management, there is
widespread apathy and disassociation of responsibility among the public.
Some American community garden studies have recognised this
problem, and it was recognised that 90% of community garden leaders in
one survey of Manhattan were white, in stark contrast to the diverse
demographics of the area in question (Schmelzkopf, 1995). British
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literature meanwhile has been far less questioning of the levels of
involvement associated with community gardens, the potential for

exclusion and the implications for representation and accountability.

These issues are closely related to academic discourse surrounding the
very concept of ‘community’. While proponents of community gardens
consistently speak of reinforcing the local community, others are
questioning the relevance of ‘community’ in its traditional location-based
definition. Both Gilchrist (2000) and Barton (2003) claim that communities
are now based on interest and affinity rather than residential proximity, a
situation facilitated by the rise in private transportation, and
communication technologies such as the internet. These theories pose a
fundamental challenge to the aims of community gardening. It suggests
that gardens may bring people interested in gardening together, but not
necessarily the wider social cohesion that is claimed. Even if the location-
based concept of community is not dismissed completely, few would
deny that its relevance has been eroded in recent decades. Social
commentators such as Beck (1992) describes a gradual disintegration of
traditional community ties, bound by common interests and closely

associated to a particular place. In the context of community gardens and
the claims made upon them, this presents a problem. In common with

other community-based initiatives it is presupposed that an easily
identifiable, physically-located community exists and that it will readily act
in the common good (Selman, 1996). If the theories of individualisation
and disaffiliation put forward by those such as Beck are correct then such
a body will be hard to find. Some commentators argue that even the very
notion of community can smother diversity by projecting a false sense of
identity onto what is often an extremely diverse population (Stocker &
Barnett, 1998). The process of treating the community as a single identity
prevents the recognition that different cultural traditions and lifestyles will
inevitably conflict and compete, and therefore prevents the development
of solutions to these problems (Greenhalgh & Warpole, 1995). Stocker
and Barnett (1998) do not dismiss the concept of community, but rather
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recognise a variety of different community types that can be based on
commonality of interests, geographical proximity and shared cultural and
ethical values. They argue that the making of a community place should
involve the articulation and recognition of each. While such theory is

valuable, the actual process of achieving such an aim would seem far
from easy.

The one thousand or more community gardens currently in existence in
this country (Ferris et al., 2001) have inevitably achieved a participation
group of their own, who have created and manage the space, but their

description as the ‘community’ cannot go unquestioned in light of these
arguments.
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2.2 THE POLICY CONTEXT

2.2.1 The role of open space in political agendas

Parks and open spaces have long been considered a vital element of the
urban environment by landscape professionals and academics. The last
decade has seen these beliefs extended into the wider political arena,

with the value of urban green spaces now regularly asserted among

policy makers and campaigners alike (Woolley, 2003; CABEspace,
2004).

In contrast to the widespread decline experienced by public parks from
the 1960s onwards (Greenhalgh & Worpole, 1995), attention and
resources are now returning to the green infrastructure of our towns and
cities. Recent political developments include the government
commissioned ‘Urban Green Spaces Task Force’ report ‘Green Places,
Better Places’ (DTLR, 2002), the subsequent government response
Living Spaces’ (ODPM, 2002) and the creation of a national champion
for public open space, CABE space. Consequently, the benefits of urban
green space are being increasingly promoted and widely accepted, and
mechanisms have been established to attempt to recognise these
values, including the production of Green Space Strategies by local
authorities (intended to encourage a more strategic approach to the

provision of green space) and the promotion of the Green Flag campaign
(an award scheme for parks and open spaces).

As well as a political movement towards the recognition of parks and
opens spaces In their own right, a number of other policy areas have
developed with a strong emphasis on the role of urban green space. An
agenda of ‘liveability’ has emerged in recent years, originating in
American efforts to fight urban sprawl and degradation. Although hard to
define accurately, the ‘liveability’ agenda is concerned primarily with
achieving clean, pleasant and safe urban environments, with a strong
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emphasis on ‘quality of life’ for residents. Policy priorities in the UK have
been street cleansing and anti-social behaviour, supported by research
that continues to place these issues at the top of residents concerns

(Burningham & Thrush, 2001). While much of the emphasis is on the
street environment, parks and open spaces figure prominently in ideas of

‘liveability’, as an essential factor in achieving quality of life for urban
residents (ODPM, 2003).

In common with its American origins, ‘liveability’ has emerged in the UK
as a response to wider issues of urban deprivation and decline, and as

such falls within the wider agenda of Neighbourhood Renewal. The New
Commitment to Neighbourhood Renewal published by the Social

Exclusion Unit in 2001 recommended long-term support for severely
deprived neighbourhoods, based on joined-up solutions that are led and
owned by local residents (Social Exclusion Unit, 2001). Although

contemporary regeneration initiatives in the UK have tended to overlook
environmental issues, the emergence of ‘liveability’ has provided an

approach to neighbourhood renewal that combines the social and
environmental agendas (Renewal.net, 2005).

At the heart of Neighbourhood Renewal rhetoric is the concept of
community-led regeneration, and the assertion that any regeneration
programme or project must involve the community (by encouraging
resident to take an active role in decision-making and implementation)
and where possible empower those communities that for any reason are

unable to participate in this process (Social Exclusion Unit, 2001).

These principles were reinforced in 2003 with the publication of Active
Citizens, Strong Communities, in which the Home Secretary outlined his
vision for “civil renewal” based on increased responsibility and pro-active
behaviour among residents in tacking local problems and improving

quality of life. Within this vision, the traditional structure of the state as

provider was questioned and in its place the devolution of responsibility
to local authorities and communities promoted. To achieve this vision,
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considerable emphasis is placed on the voluntary and community
sectors.

“We want to boost the contribution these organisations can make and

enable them to operate from more secure foundations.” (Rt Hon. David
Blunkett, 2003, p.27)

Community gardens constitute a model of community involvement that
aligns closely with these aims, providing apparent opportunities for
involvement on a number of levels. Detailed consideration of the nature

of these opportunities remains scarce however and constitutes a key
element of this research.

2.2.2 Active citizenship and volunteering

The Institute of Volunteering Research (IVR) in the UK defines
volunteering as,

"...any activity which involves spending time, unpaid, doing something
which aims to benefit someone (individual or groups) other than or in

addition to, close relatives, or to benefit the environment.” (Institute of
Volunteering Research, 1997, web-based)

The central concept of benefit to someone other than the participant is

echoed in academic studies on the subject, described for example by
Penner (2004) as ‘prosocial behaviour'.

Within the British social policy context, volunteering is further defined
within the framework of ‘Active Citizenship’ (as discussed above).

Alongside civic participation (taking part in civic affairs, such as
contacting a local councillor or attending a public meeting), volunteering
is split into two distinct categories: formal and informal.

Informal volunteering is defined as providing unpaid help towards
individuals outside the family unit, while formal volunteering is

distinguished as unpaid help undertaken through groups, clubs and
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organisations (Munton & Zurawan, 2003). The key factor separating the

two is the presence of an organising body through which the volunteer
work is co-ordinated.

Within much of the associated literature and research ‘formal
volunteering' is associated with relatively large organisations or
campaign groups. However, the term ‘formal volunteering’ also
accurately describes the work of small community groups, despite the
‘informal’ character that action on such a scale can convey. indeed,
surveys have suggested that while the majority of volunteers are situated
within the voluntary sector, over two-thirds of these work with local,
independent groups (Institute for Volunteering Research, 1997). This
form of volunteering is largely overlooked among academic studies,
which instead tend to focus on volunteering organisations (such as
Smith, 2001; JRF, 2000 and Gaskin, 2003).

In the UK, a number of surveys have attempted to quantify trends in
national volunteer levels, with conflicting results. A series of postal

surveys for the Institute of Volunteering Research estimated that formal
volunteer numbers fell slightly between 1991 and 1997 to a level of 48%
of UK adults (Institute for Volunteering Research, 1997). Meanwhile,
figure published by the Home Office quantified formal volunteering levels
at 28% for the period 2001-2003, a considerably lower estimate (Munton
& Zurawan, 2003). While both these figures suggest declining numbers
of volunteers, there also appears to have been a considerable rise in the
time contributed by those continuing to volunteer (Institute for
Volunteering Research, 1997). This trend implies a net rise in the number
of volunteer hours contributed, but a greater reliance on a committed few.
This finding reflects some of the more specific experiences of community
gardens as managed and undertaken by a small number of individuals
(The Countryside Agency, 2001) and has implications for the ability of
gardens to sustain sufficient volunteers to undertaken the work required

to manage a green space. It also has implications for the concerns about
representation identified in section 2.1.3.
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The Home Office Citizenship Survey of 2003 investigated the levels of
volunteering in different contexts. While sports and hobbies (social clubs,
recreation and arts) remained the most common fields (undertaken by
about 40% of volunteers), successive surveys have shown an increase In
the fields of ‘environment and animals’ (to 18%) and ‘local
neighbourhood groups’ (to 21%) - the two groups most fitting to the

community environmental work being explored in this study (Munton &
Zurawan, 2003).

The motivations for volunteering and challenges faced by organisations

relying on volunteers have received considerable research attention,
explored in more detail in section 2.3.

2.2.3 Participation in the delivery of services

The role of ‘third sector’ organisations is proposed not only as a means of
increasing volunteering activity, but also as potential service providers for
a range of facilities traditionally provided by the state (Blunkett, 2003).
Increasingly neighbourhoods are advocated as the spatial level at which
decision-making and service delivery should be taking place (Meegan &
Mitchell, 2001). They also offer a appropriate scale for studying and
learning about the relationships between people and places in an

everyday context (Healey, 1998; Meegan & Mitchell, 2001).

Neighbourhood management encapsulates these ideas, defined as:

“...the local organisation, delivery and co-ordination of core civic and

community services within a small, recognisable, built-up area of under
5000 homes.” (Power, 2004, p.3)

This extends the responsibility placed with communities beyond the
context of supporting volunteers, and into the realm of devolved service
provision. Whilst Neighbourhood Management models tend to be

focused on relatively large organisations (often housing companies) with
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wide remits, it is important to note that the environmental projects

explored in this study fit within this definition - shifting responsibility for

the provision and management of local open spaces from the local
authority to local community groups.

Consideration of volunteering within policy and academic study often

implies an activity in which people take part, but do not necessarily
organise or have a decision-making role in. The neighbourhood

management model meanwhile, implies a far greater level of control
among community members, with decision-making and the management

of projects as tasks alongside the practical work of ‘traditional’
volunteers. While those involved in such a project still fit within the

definition of ‘volunteer’, the increased level of engagement and

responsibility entailed have more in common with concepts of
participation than volunteering.

The distinction between volunteering and participation is reflected in the
work of Roe and Rowe (2000), who define participation as:

“..unpaid voluntary activity undertaken by citizens that influences

government, policy-making and democratic accountability” (Roe &
Rowe, 2000, pg. 234)

The emphasis on the influence on democratic accountability is
particularly relevant in the context of community gardens, where decision

making regarding the development and management of a public space is
placed in the hands of ‘the community’'.

Participation is not a standardised process, and rather is widely

considered to occur on a gradient, most famously modelled as a ‘ladder

of participation’ by Arnstein (1969). This takes the form of a discrete
scale, with ‘manipulation and therapy’ at its base (seen as low

participation and the least desirable), climbing to ‘citizen control’ (full

managerial control by the participants) at the top. Although now widely
questioned for its hierarchical structure (Sharp & Connelly, 2002 ),
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Arnstein’s ladder is still commonly used to assess participation levels.
Although it is increasingly recognised that levels must be appropriate to
the context, the general theory that increased participation is a good
thing remains common (Roe, 2000). Such beliefs have clearly influenced
the encouragement of community involvement on a policy level and the
promotion of community gardening as a tool for achieving it, but the
forms of participation enabled and the implications for the success of a
community managed space remain largely unaddressed.
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2.3 Community involvement in open space

provision

The implications of these recent government agendas for urban green
space are considerable. Improvements to urban green spaces are now
seen as a catalyst for the regeneration of deprived neighbourhoods,
tacking both environmental and social issues. Well managed parks and
spaces contribute towards a pleasant living environment, offer
opportunities for social interaction and, crucially, provide a tangible
opportunity for community involvement and the ideals of ‘active
citizenship'.

The phenomenon of community involvement in urban open spaces has
developed from roots in a number of movements. Rural conservation has
a long history of voluntary action, characterised by organisations such as
the British Trust for Conservation Volunteers, and the focus of this
activity has gradually migrated through urban fringe areas to the inner

city (Bradley, 1986). Another influence has been a shift in the focus of
environmental concerns from the global level during the 1990s to the

local, signified by the introduction of Local Agenda 21 (Freeman et al,
1996) and the rise of the liveability agenda (Shaw, 2004). Local action
can provide a tangible, and often immediate, positive impact in contrast
to the efforts towards global environmental issues. These movements,
together with the Neighbourhood Renewal agenda have placed

unprecedented attention on community involvement when considering
the creation and management of urban open space.

It is indeed the case that landscape schemes of all types which
incorporate a strong framework of participation are commonly praised for
the benefits the process can bring to the scheme. In a report for the

Urban Green Spaces Task Force, Dunnett et al (2002) suggest that the
engagement of local communities is,
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“...widely considered as being one of the cornerstones of effective and

sustainable management of urban green space.” (Dunnett et al, 2002,
p. 128)

Such views are now echoed in most policy-orientated literature and
guidance related to parks and open space. For example, two of the ten
commitments outlined in the manifesto of CABE space (the main

champion of urban open space in the UK) relate to increasing community
involvement:

‘2. We will encourage people of all ages - including children, young
people and retired people - to play an active role in deciding what
our parks and public spaces should be like and how they should be
looked after.” p.3

“10. We will encourage people from all sectors of the community to give
time to improving their local environment. If we work together we

can transform our public spaces and help to improve everyone’s
quality of life.” p.19

(CABE space, 2004)

Meanwhile, the Green Flag Award scheme - a campaign to recognise
quality open space - demands evidence of community involvement in its
criteria for award, and has reflected the rising prominence of community-

managed space as a distinct element of the open space framework with
the introduction of a distinct award for community projects, the ‘Green

Pennant’ (The Civic Trust, 2005). Although voluntary at present, the
increasing use of the award as an indicator of successful green space
provision among local authorities is further securing the role of
community involvement in green space provision.

Among landscape design literature the benefits of involvement are widely
claimed, but less commonly explored in any detail. Stamp (1996)
describes both benefits to the design process itself, and to the

implementation and management of the project as well. He suggests that
the involvement of local residents and associated bodies in the

development of open spaces can provide a wealth of information
regarding the site and its context, can help create an appropriate design,
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and can help resolve conflicts between parties though discussion and

compromise (Stamp, 1996). In a more physical sense, hands-on
involvement of local residents can be an important source of labour for
both the creation and management of schemes, with the potential to
reduce both capital and revenue costs (Hitchmough, 1994). It aiso
suggested that involvement can provide a source of ‘creative
management’ due to the participants’ familiarity with the site, allowing a
more intelligent development of the site, rather than the more common
rigid maintenance routines. In addition, active participants can often
supply diverse skills and a healthy motivation, all contrasting with the
common experiences of contracted maintenance in many public spaces
(Hitchmough, 1994). Given the concerns voiced elsewhere regarding the
difficulties of sustaining volunteers (see 2.4), such assertions appear to
deserve further exploration. In addition to the usage of the site directly
created through volunteering activities, it is also considered that
community involvement can help raise awareness of a space through
word-of-mouth, further increasing positive use of a space (Dunnett et al
2002). Intensified use is recognised to aid the alleviation of common
problems in public landscape such as misuse, insecurity and vandalism,
and has been considered by many as the solution to the decline of public

parks and open spaces for some time (Greenhalgh & Warpole, 1995:
Barber, 1994; Hitchmough, 1994).

While comments on the role of community involvement in the

development of successful spaces tend to treat the term as a single
concept with universal benefits, Dunnett of al (2002) acknowledged
several distinct forms that this involvement can take, each with its own
characteristics, issues and potential for wider benefit.

A great deal of emphasis among the discussions on community
involvement in green space has been placed on existing parks and open
space, often taking the form of ‘Friends Groups'. These groups are
affiliated to a particular green space (often a local authority managed
park) and contain a membership concerned with the management and
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development of that space (Dunnet et a/, 2002). In a study of community

groups with an interest in open spaces undertaken by Green Space In
2003, Friends Groups accounted for over 40% of all responses, and

showed a considerable growth since the late 1990s (Ockenden & Moore,
2003). Many groups were established or encouraged by local authorities
following the shift to Best Value which demanded greater consultation
with the community. It is therefore unsurprising that activities among such
groups tend to concentrate on promotion and planning (Ockenden &
Moore, 2003), acting in many cases as a forum for consultation rather
than a pro-active group engaged in direct management or decision-
making. Some groups move beyond a relationship of consultation and
communication, to achieve a more active collaboration with the Local
authority. Meaningful involvement in decision-making and planning, fund-
raising and in some cases practical management suggests more of a

partnership approach between service provider and community. This
level of involvement has been claimed to develop ownership of a site and
empowerment among those involved (Dunnett et al, 2002).

Volunteering provides the second model of involvement, common in the
context of natural environments but also evident in some more traditionalt
parks. In this instance, individuals take part in practical management or
maintenance tasks, organised by the manager of that space or a
voluntary organisation on their behalf (such as BTCV). Activity is often
considered on a recreational level, but traditionally affords participants
limited influence at a decision-making level. Literature by the Institute of

Leisure and Amenity Management illustrates this common perception of
volunteers as a source of labour and little else:

“Volunteers have to be managed. If not they will waste their time.”
(Welch, 1995, pg. 19)

While environmental volunteering can be focused on communities

defined by place (where involvement is encouraged specifically among
local residents) it is more commonly described in relation to communities
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of interest, attracted from geographical catchments beyond the
immediate neighbourhood. Ecological management is a good example of
this, whereby those with a shared interest in conservation or ecology
travel to sites to undertake voluntary work which supports these values.
A considerable body of research has been undertaken in this field

(largely based in the USA), the findings of which are explored in more
detail in section 2.4.

Many considerations of community involvement limit themselves to these
two basic models, which between them offer limited opportunities for

meaningful participation (in terms of decision-making power) in the
process of green space provision.

An alternative model is that of community-led open space provision or
“self management” (Dunnett et al, 2002, p.133). In this instance
involvement takes a more ‘grass-roots’ approach, characterised by the
initiation of activity originating among local residents. This places
organisational and decision-making responsibility with those involved, as
opposed to involvement initiated by the local authority (or other land
manager) where the extent of community involvement can be controlled.

Community-led open space provision can occur on a range of scales,
from the improvement of a street corner site by a small group of

residents, to the management of large parks by sizable community
groups, sometimes established in Trust form (Dunnett et al, 2002). It is

within the latter that the ‘community gardens’ considered by this research
are placed.
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2.4 Considering involvement

2.4.1 Motivations for involvement

Among community gardening literature, there is scant consideration of
the motivations of participants for involvement with these projects.
Armstrong (2000) provides a rare example, revealing the most common
reasons for participation in urban New York gardens to be the ability to
access fresh fruit (many of the gardens were produce orientated), the
opportunity to enjoy ‘nature/open spaces’ and mental health benefits.
This particular study only surveyed the co-ordinators of such projects
however, and did not address the motivations of the majority of
participants. The emphasis of food production also places the gardens in
a different light to many UK projects, where the emphasis Is on aesthetic,
ecological or recreational enhancement rather than the opportunity for

crop production (which in many areas is provided for through allotment
provision). In the absence of research in this area, it is worth considering

other forms of environmental voluntary action, and the volunteering fiela
more widely.

When defining volunteering, both the Institute of Volunteering Research
(IVR, 1997) and the Home Office (Munton & Zurawan, 2003) specifically
mention benefit to the environment as a possible focus for volunteering
effort. In many cases this would be associated with campaign groups on
environmental issues, often on a national or even global scale, or with
organised practical volunteering, usually of an ecological or
conservational nature. However, it also encompasses the phenomenon
of community-based environmental improvement projects. While
traditional forms of community gardening in the USA, which separate

spaces into individual plots for personal cultivation, may not fit the
definition of volunteering, the model of community gardening currently

visible in the UK displays a more explicit communal benefit (as outlined
above) satisfying the definition more explicitly.
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Many other areas of volunteering have developed a body of literature
allied to a specific field, such as volunteering within social services,
sports or teaching, but environmental activity remains rarely studied
(Donald, 1997). Most existing fields of research are concerned with a
form of volunteering in which the focus of the effort is a person or
persons and even among general volunteering literature this situation is
often assumed. Penner (2004) for example, suggested that:

“...there are rarely any personal ties or associations between volunteers
and recipients of their help. Indeed, in many instances, individual

volunteers and the people who ultimately benefit from their actions never
actually meel.” (Penner, 2004, p646)

This finding, while possibly relevant among socially orientated
volunteering, is clearly inappropriate in the context of this study, where

the ‘recipient’ of the volunteering effort is a space close to the volunteer's
home. In this situation it is reasonable to expect that relationships are
likely to be evident between volunteers and both the space itself, and at
least some of the indirect beneficiaries (their neighbours). Such

fundamental differences, and assumptions within the wider literature,
make the generalisation of existing findings in other fields difficuit.

One environmental area that has received academic attention is that of
ecological restoration work in the USA. This body of research explores
volunteering activity within environmental groups whose objectives are
the reinstatement and protection of native landscape, such as prairies or
marshes (Ryan et al, 2001). A number of empirical studies have been
undertaken in recent years and although the subject of the volunteer

attention is at a larger scale to that explored in this study, it is holds the
greatest potential for relevance within the volunteering field.

Ryan et al (2000) recognise the important distinctions between this

environmentally focussed (and applied) form of volunteering and the
wider field, commenting,

31




“...they give volunteers the opportunity to see improvements to the

environment that are a direct result of their work.” (Ryan et al, 2001,
p.632)

This implied relationship between volunteer and environment has
significant implications when the environment in question is part of the

local neighbourhood that is experienced on an ‘everyday’ basis (explored
in more detail in 2.5.3)

The maijority of studies into volunteering activity concentrate on personal
motivational factors and feelings of benefit or satisfaction. While some of
these explore long-term involvement, most are concerned primarily with
the initial decision to become a volunteer. The following sections outline

some of the key findings on these themes, within both the ecological
restoration field and the wider literature.

Although each study categorises and describes motivational factors
slightly differently, a number of motivational themes can be identified:
altruism, personal values, personal benefit and practical considerations.

One of the most common motivations found among all studies is a sense
of altruism. Given the definition of voluntary activity (benefiting someone
else or the environment) this is unsurprising. In some cases this is
described in a general sense as ‘doing something worthwhile’ (IVR,
1997), but also includes more specific reference to meeting the needs of
friends and family (IVR, 1997). Among ecological restoration projects the
focus of altruistic feeling tends to be the environment rather than other
people, whether in the field of urban forestry (Still & Gerhold, 1997),
savannah restoration (Westphal, 1997) watershed restoration (Donald,
1997) or general environmental stewardship (Grese at al, 2000;
Schroeder, 2000). While ‘helping the environment’ in an ecological sense

is frequently described, mention of any indirect benefit to other
individuals Is rare.
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Within the theme of altruism, it has been suggested that a specific
personality type can be identified and applied as a predictor of
volunteering activity. The ‘prosocial personality’ combines empathy and
feelings of responsibility with a propensity to helpful action (Penner,
2004). Research for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2000) found
however that this altruistic element of motivation can be far less rational
than some of these studies might suggest. The report proposes that an
individual's sense of altruism (and subsequent likelihood to volunteer) is
deeply rooted in personal history and interpersonal relationships. The
latter can produce a feeling of obligation, a factor rarely considered in

other research, which it is suggested can actually make it difficult for
individuals to leave a volunteering role. Pressure from others, it is

claimed, can be experienced on a range of levels, from subtie
encouragement through to extreme behaviour such as blackmail (JRF,

2000), taking advantage of altruistic feelings of duty among individuals.

The National Survey of Volunteering in the UK (1997) suggests that only
half of all volunteers did so under their own initiative, the remaining half
getting involved ‘because they were asked'.

The second theme is that of personal values. As opposed to the general
traits of altruism, these values tend to be specific to a particular cause,
either in the form of personal interests (IVR, 1997) or personal
experience in a particular field, such as sport (Burgham and Downward,
2005). They suggest a value or interest, towards which altruistic
tendencies are focussed. In environmental volunteering motivational
categories include an ‘appreciation of nature’ (Westphal, 1997; Donald,
1997) and concern at threats to a particular ecosystem (Schroeder,
2000). Supporting this role of personal interest, Donald (1997) found that

active volunteers were more likely to belong to other environmental
groups.

Factors within the third theme, personal benefit, offer contradictory
findings among researchers. While some suggest that individualistic
motivations are low among most volunteers’ (Donald, 1997; Westphal,
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1997), other works rate various elements of personal benefit much
higher. In the UK, although remaining relatively low it is suggested that
the opportunity to gain skills is rising in importance among volunteers
overall (IVR, 1997). These skills are often portrayed in the context of
gaining useful experience to improve employment opportunities. Learning
appears as a motivation in a number of environmentally-based studies
(Grese et al, 2000; Ryan et al, 2001) but less emphasis is placed on
formal skills and more on the desire to learn about something of personal
interest. Another individualistic motivation is the social opportunity that
volunteering can provide (IVR, 1997). While many forms of volunteering
can be undertaken on an individual basis, environmental volunteering is
usually organised in groups, providing ample opportunity for socialising
with others who are likely to share personal values and interests (Grese
et al, 2000). In an ecological restoration context, whereby activities are
often some distance from the neighbourhood environment, this provides
an example of action based on ‘communities of interest’. A final
individualistic motivation, more common in environmental volunteering
than the wider field, is a personal benefit from the site itself. This can be
in the form of a general enjoyment of nature, which the volunteering
enables the individual to experience (Grese et al, 2000; Westphal, 1997),
but can also be more specific to a particular site. Use of a site, or visual
benefit received through residential proximity, has been found to be a
motivation among some environmental stewardship volunteers (Donald,
1997). This area of motivation is not commonly identified in research, but
has been developed by Professor Robert Ryan (et al, 2000; 2001) who
has studied in more detail the relationships between experience and

affinity to place and volunteering activity. This work is explored in more
detail in section 2.5.3).

The final motivation theme considers personal socio-economic factors.
While overlooked by much of the environmental volunteering literature,

large scale quantitative studies on wider volunteering tend to suggest
that certain types of people are more commonly found to take part in
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formal volunteering activities than others. For example, higher socio-

economic groups have been found to be more likely than lower-paid

groups to be taking part in formal volunteering (Institute for Volunteering
Research, 1997, Burgham and Downward, 2005; Munton & Zurawan,

2003), while the unemployed have been shown to be less likely to
volunteer than those in paid work (Institute for Volunteering Research,
1997). Differences Iin informal volunteering patterns are less pronounced,
leading to suggestions that by concentrating efforts on formal
volunteering (often referred to as the ‘third sector’), government policy is
in fact privileging the activities of more affluent areas. Williams (2003)

argues that a ‘fourth sector’ should be established to support informal
volunteering, particularly in lower income populations.

2.4.2 Sustaining involvement

Whiist much of the research in this field has been focused on what
makes individuals decide to become volunteers, a number of studies
have recognised the need to research volunteering over a longer

timescale and explore the factors influencing the decision to continue (or
indeed cease) volunteering.

As Grese et al (2000) point out:

“...keeping their long-term volunteers satisfied is a continual challenge.”
(p.275)

Ryan et al (2001) explored the commitment of volunteers in ecological
restoration work, and found that different factors were related to the
decision to become a volunteer and the decision to remain a volunteer.
One conclusion of this work was that volunteer commitment was more
related to the frequency of participation than the duration an individual
had been involved. The validity of such a statement seems questionable
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however, given that the quantitative measurements for ‘commitment’
included frequency of participation as an indicator, but not duration.

The Institute for Volunteering Research have undertaken research to
investigate organisational factors that can contribute to a satisfaction and
sustained involvement among volunteers (Gaskin, 2003). Based on a
series of focus groups with 26 volunteers, this proposes a gradient of
involvement from non-volunteer (‘the doubter’) to long-term volunteer
(‘the stayer’), and encourages organisations to take an active role in
developing and supporting volunteers through the stages.

This model recognises that as well as there being potential barriers to
becoming a volunteer, there are also barriers that can prevent a new
volunteer from sustaining their involvement. The research suggests the
way to achieve progression from ‘doubter’ to ‘stayer’ is through effective
management of volunteers by their organisations. This positions the
research in an organisational context, and frequently refers to the
‘volunteering infrastructure’, in contrast to the community-led style of
volunteering that forms the basis of this study. The work does however
raise a number of issues that volunteers can face at each ‘transition’
stage of the above model, which may hold relevance outside this
organisational context. Early stages of volunteer recruitment focus on the
need for effective promotion of opportunities, and for these opportunities
to be easily accessible. Later transitions are orientated around the

support provided to volunteers (including training and supervision) and

the management of activities (including communication and flexibility).
The work also suggests that:

“...1t 1s vital that the volunteer feels part of the organisational culture and

identifies with its philosophy. Organisations need to create the conditions
in which volunteers can play an influential role and the capacity to

respond effectively to what this brings forth.” (Gaskin, 2003, p.3)

This suggests the need for an active participation not only in the
volunteering activity of choice, but also in the development of the
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organisational body itself, a factor echoed in other research (Knocke,
1981). While this suggestion places a heavy burden on managing
organisations, it is worth noting that an earlier study by the IVR found that
only 2% of volunteers undertook their volunteering activity through
contact with a volunteer bureaux (IVR, 1997). Indeed, Omoto & Snyder
(1995) found that in a medical volunteer context, contrary to the IVR's
recommendation, integration with the organising body was not

associated with long-term volunteering.

While the IVR concentrates on organisational factors affecting volunteer

retention, wider research suggests a number of other factors. Studies
vary between explicit exploration of motivations for sustained

involvement and more general investigation into perceived benefits and

satisfaction gained through involvement (that can imply such
motivations).

While there are similarities with studies into the reasons for choosing to
volunteer, there are some notable differences. It is particularly evident

that altruism features far less among the reasons for staying involved and
individualistic factors feature much more prominently.

One of the most common reasons given for continuing a volunteering
role is satisfaction in the results of the activity. This features highly in
studies of perceived benefits (IVR, 1997) and is evident in environmental

volunteering in the form of ‘seeing tangible results’ (Schroeder, 2000:
Ryan et al, 2001; Donald, 1997; Miles et al, 1998). Other forms of

satisfaction derived from environmental volunteering which may be
influential in retaining involvement include a positive effect on physical
heaith and well being (Miles et al, 1998) and the psychological benefits of

being in a natural environment (Donald, 1997; Miles et al, 1998, Ryan et
al, 2001).

37



Social interactions also feature prominently (Donald, 1997; Ryan et al,

2001), although it has been suggested that the strength of this motivation
may be higher among infrequent volunteers and less important to long-
term regular volunteers (Grese et al, 2000). A sense of responsibility

among other volunteers, as proposed in more general literature (Penner,

2004), is recognised explicitly as a contributing factor among some long-
term environmental volunteers (Ryan et al, 2001).

Personal interest in the subject remains a common factor (Donald, 1997:
Ryan et al, 2001; Miles et al, 1998), while learning opportunities have

been found to be negatively related to long-term involvement (Donald,
1997; Ryan et al, 2001).

Although at low levels, both Donald (1997) and Ryan et a/ (2001) found
evidence of sustained involvement with the express interest of wanting to
influence the project. The importance of involvement in the decision-
making process has been stressed more vigorously in wider volunteering
literature, including Knocke (1981) and the Institute of Volunteering
Research (2003) who suggest that greater engagement with the

organising body on an influential level can foster longer volunteer
involvement.

While several studies have examined the positive motivational factors
associated with environmental volunteering, only Donald (1997) explored
the importance of negative factors which can discourage involvement.
Most important among these were time commitments, either to work
(mentioned by nearly two thirds of survey respondents), family or other
volunteering commitments. The latter of these is interesting to note in the
context of falling volunteer numbers in the UK (Munton & Zurawan, 2003)
and suggestions of an increasingly active minority who may be willing to
undertake volunteering opportunities but find themselves unable due to
conflict with other volunteering responsibilities. Time was also found to
be perceived as a negative factor among volunteers more widely, with
many current volunteers highlighting the time taken up by activities as a
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problem, and a number of past volunteers citing a lack of time as the
reason for curtailing their involvement (IVR, 1997).

The National Survey of Volunteering in the UK (IVR, 1997) found that
71% of volunteers thought that their volunteering activities couid be
better organised, suggesting considerable dissatisfaction with the
management of tasks and people. Although less strong in an
environmental context, Donald (1997) found organisational
dissatisfaction levels of around 40%.

A number of factors concerned social relationships within the group.
Donald (1997) cites a lack of encouragement from other volunteer group
members as a discouraging factor, along with a lack of acquaintances in
the group (suggesting the potential for exclusion in volunteering work).
Other areas of dissatisfaction with volunteering included getting bored
with the activities undertaken (IVR, 1997), finding tasks too difficult (IVR,
1997) and a lack of information regarding how to participate (Donald,
1997). Among those no longer participating, reasons given (other than
lack of time) included the somewhat vague ‘no longer relevant’, and that
they had moved away from the area. Due to the quantitative nature of
both these studies, further examination of the categories defined and
their meaning to respondents is not possible, and is uncommon among

the literature.

A further study by the Institute of Volunteering Research (2003.)
examined the barriers that prevent people from becoming involved in
volunteering in the first place. Psychological barriers were emphasised
by individuals and included a lack of confidence, the perception that they
could not offer the time required, a lack of awareness of the need for
help, and feelings that a formal volunteering role was not appropriate to
them. Practical barriers featured more prominently among interviews with
volunteer organisations, who perceived barriers to include factors such
as a lack of awareness, the complication of recruitment processes,
inaccessible environments and the cost of expenses. The research
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revealed an interesting disparity between the issues preventing

individuals from getting involved, and the issues as perceived by those in
a position to make organisational changes.

The findings above provide an insight into the issues and factors that
volunteers in an environmental context find important but it must be
recognised that the ecological restoration context of most of these
studies has some important differences to participation in community
garden projects, including the proximity of participants’ homes to the site,
the origin of the projects conception, and the level of influence held by
participants. Although motivational factors are rarely explored in a
community garden context, there is reference to the importance of
sustaining community involvement in participative landscape projects.

The unique characteristic of proximity to the home environment has been
recognised as an important factor in retaining participants in community
landscape projects.

“[Tlhe level of involvement capable of being sustained depends on the
value and accessibility of a site to the people.” (Stamp, 1996, p.35)

In this respect community gardens should be well placed in the urban
landscape fabric to achieve this involvement, being characterised by their

local catchment area. It would be misleading to infer from this that steady
involvement is not an issue. There is increasing recognition among
policy-makers and funding bodies that sustained involvement in
community-led projects is not assured. A number of recent evaluation
reports have highlighted this issue. Evaluation of a lottery funded grant
scheme for community spaces highlighted that,

“Sustainability and maintaining community involvement are likely to
become more prominent issues in future years.” (Browning, 2005, p.5)

The issue of sustaining involvement is rarely considered in any depth
however and the need for further research to explore long-term

implications of community involvement has become increasingly
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acknowledged among such reports (Ockenden & Moore, 2003;
Hodgkinson, 2004; The Countryside Agency, 2001).

All types of community-participation projects face difficulties in sustaining
participation once the initial establishment phase is over (Royffe &
Taylor, 1987). This capital phase is considered well suited to community
involvement, providing maximum change, fun and excitement (Bradley,
1986). While the public is keen to see rapid improvements and ‘quick-fix’
action. it can rapidly become disillusioned when faced with the delays,
difficulties and mundane chores of a real-life project (Roe & Rowe, 2000).
Bradley (1986) stresses the importance of sustaining involvement
through the first three years of a project, to coincide with the traditional
establishment period, but this assumes a very traditional form of
landscape project, where design, implementation and maintenance follow
a linear course. This assumption does not allow for the gradual

development and modification that these projects may experience due to
the community-based organisation and implementation. With a

community project it seems unlikely that the traditional landscape
management cycle would apply, with establishment likely to take

substantially longer, and the period of maturity and degeneration
potentially intervened by further modification and development.

A particular threat to long-term management can be the close, and
potentially exclusive, bond with a project among those involved in the
initial creation of a scheme. This can creates problems when, through
time, the responsibilities have to be passed on (Arai & Pedlar, 1997).
Case-studies from abroad often report difficulties sustaining interest,
such as the apathy for long-term maintenance encountered in a study of
New York’s Lower East Side Gardens (Schmelzkopf, 1995), but
recognition in British literature is far more limited. The implications of
unsustainable participation are severe. Because of its high position on
Arnstein’s ladder, participation is not simply desirable, it is essential for
both the day-to-day running, and long term management of the gardens.
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S0, while the creation of the garden can provide short-term community
affinity, long-term stimulation would appear necessary to ensure a
garden's survival. Methods to achieve this have been suggested. While
public parks are usually seen as a resource for passive service provision
(self-directed by the user), some community gardens offer a model of
pro-active provision, encouraging more intense use over a sustained
period through the provision of facilities to better engage the user
(Eggintin-Metters, 1999). The most obvious example of pro-active
provision Is urban agriculture. Howe (1999) and Paxton (1997) both

describe the benefits and of such schemes, and examples are plentiful in
the FCFCG's case book (Ferris et al, 2001).

As well as agricultural activity, other means of encouraging sustained
interest include training opportunities and educational work, community
arts programmes, child care and children'’s activities, and social meetings

and events (Eggintin-Metters, 1999). For example, the Springfield
Community Garden in Bradford provides kitchen facilities to train

participants not only in food production but cookery as well, following the
discovery that many local residents had a limited knowledge. The
scheme also provided a workshop space for ‘green woodworking’ using
pollarded wood from the site (Department of the Environment, 1996).
Such examples are not common in the literature despite much theoretical

discussion of the opportunities and benefits. It is not clear whether this is
due to limited resources preventing establishment, attempted schemes
failing, or simply a lack of awareness of the possibilities.

Aside from proactive use of the park, the other key issue to consider
when trying to sustain participation is the motivation of the participants.
Understanding the value participants hope to get out of the scheme is
vital for organisers in order to maintain that interest and incentive to
continue. Although promotional literature talks of benefits to the
community as a whole, there will be personal incentives behind

involvement for many, including skill development, meeting friends, and
increasing self-worth (Hitchmough, 1994).
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Long-term involvement by the community remains far from easy to
achieve, and it has been suggested that projects can often rely on the
personality and motivational skills of key members (Hitchmough, 1994). It
s for this reason that many commentators have stressed the value of
having an element, however small, of full-time staff. As well as the
obvious benefits of cushioning participation fluctuations, Stamp (1996)
describes more effective use of both participants, and the space itself,
facilitated by the involvement of a permanent staff member.

All these issues could be seen as creating fundamental problems for the
underlying theories of community gardens, and their perceived wider
social roles. On the other hand, Community Gardens could be seen as a
means of reversing some of these trends, and reasserting traditional
community values. It remains unclear from present literature however,
whether gardens are achieving this aim, or simply falling foul of the
commonly experienced problems.
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2.5 Place attachment

One of the main claims among those who advocate greater community

involvement in the management of green spaces is that the process of
involvement encourages ‘a sense of ownership’, which it is implied will

encourage a greater degree of responsibility among ‘the community’. Such

assumptions can be found among both local authority officers (Dunnett et
al, 2002) and national organisations:

“Involving people in project planning helps to build a sense of shared
ownership” (National Urban Forestry Unit, 2001, p.3)

These assumptions have also had considerable influence on government
policy and form one of the central tenets of neighbourhood regeneration
strategies. Although prevalent, the nature of these implied feelings of

ownership and responsibility are rarely explained in any detail, and
academic study of the relationship remains limited.

Research considering people’s feelings towards spaces is a relatively
recent development, emerging concurrently from (among others) the
disciplines of environmental psychology, sociology and cultural geography
(Ryan, 1997). These varied roots have led to a diverse range of often
conflicting definitions and theoretical structures. One of the most common
concepts central to the relationship between people and spaces is that of
‘place’. This section aims to present some of the fundamental ideas

relating to the study of place, introduce the concept of place attachment,
and review some of the works most relevant to this study.
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2.5.1 The study of Place

At its most fundamental, the study of place is concerned with relationships
between people and their environment. While spaces can be considered
solely in terms of their relationship to other spaces, the concept of place
considers spaces in relation to the meanings that people ascribe to them.

“...what begins as undifferentiated space becomes place as we get to
know it better and endow it with value” (Tuan, 1977, p6)

Relph (1976), a humanistic geographer like Tuan, inferred place to be a
positive characteristic (often referred to as ‘sense of place’), contrasted
with his notion of ‘placelessness’. In the field of psychology meanwhile,
Canter (1977) argued that place should instead be considered a technical
term, providing a framework in which to explore the relationship between

people and the environment, and viewed the subjectivity of Relph's work
‘romantic’.

Despite their differences, both proposed a similar three part framework to
conceptualise place, agreeing that place results from the relationship
between a physical setting, the actions or activities that take place, and
the meanings and values that are ascribed to it (Relph, 1976; Canter;
1977). This basic three part model illustrates to relevance of place to this
study, concerned as it is with particular spaces (community gardens) in

which activities are undertaken and towards which strong feelings are
thought to be developed.

This relationship between environment, activities and meanings was
further explored by Gibson (1977) in his theory of environmental
affordance. ‘Affordances’ describe the activities or meanings that are
enabled by the characteristics of an environment (Gibson, 1977). In this
context, relationships with place are considered in terms of what the place
has to offer, with ‘affordance’ offering a conceptual relationship between
spaces and the activities and meanings that become associated with
them. Gibson's work is distanced from the ideals of environmental
determinism, stressing the creation of opportunities rather than predicting
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responses or outcomes, but the concept still tends to focus on the physical
qualities of the environment that enable functional intentions rather than
exploring the more affective meanings that can be ascribed to a place.
Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) illustrate how the concept of affordance can be
broadened to incorporate psychological as well as physical benefit in their

exploration of the positive effects of gardening and other nature
experiences.

In contrast to work exploring the qualities of a particular place (or type of
place) which offer opportunities for activity or meaning, Gustafson (2001a)
has instead explored the range of meanings that people can attribute to
places. Developing again from the basic three part model (setting, actions
and meanings), he proposes a further model in which meanings can be

mapped around (and between) three poles: self, other and environment
(see Figure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1: Meanings of place (from Gustafson, 2001a, p.10)
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This model highlights the complexity of meanings that can be associated
with place, based not only on the three main categories, but on
relationships between them.

Gustafson (2001a) also proposed four underlying ‘dimensions’ of meaning
which although not fitting into the three-pole model, highlight a number of

important issues associated with the concept of place:

e A place must be identifiable, based on the establishment of
differences, boundaries and categorisations (termed ‘distinction’)

e A place is often associated with positive or negative ‘valuation’

e The creation of place is often related to experience over a period of
time (termed ‘continuity’)

Meanings attributed to place are subject to ‘change’ and are not
necessarily constant.

These dimensions acknowledge some of the criticisms of earlier models of
place, which have been considered limited by their emphasis on place as
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