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Abstract

DIGGING UP THE EARTH IN NEW YORK CITY:
A COMMUNITY-BASED ENVIRONMENTAL MOVEMENT

by
Yoko lkeda

Adviser: Professor Ida Susser

Community gardens are an important green as$¢¢woYork City, helping to
improve the urban environment and provide accessipén green space to residents and
visitors. The unlikely presence of numerous comityenun gardens in the midst of
densely-populated, highly-valued property is thgulteof the community garden
movement initiated in the 1970s in an effort tdaeo decaying neighborhoods by
transforming garbage-filled lots into gardens. mxang the successes and struggles of
the community garden movement along with everyddiyiies that occur within
community gardens, this study provides insight oriacial elements required to sustain
community-based conservation. Based on participbsérvation and interviews, this
study highlights the oral histories and internadmgtions of two community gardens with
different organizational structures located in wigtinctive neighborhoods. The
institutionalization of the garden movement andvitial gardens, as well as the
participation of available and willing volunteerfiavassume leadership positions are
important factors in ensuring the longevity an@ésgith of individual gardens and the

community garden movement as a whole.



The community garden movement emerged at a tineof York City’s
financial struggle. The presence of gardens gnbdacks has since affected the
gentrification process of the neighborhoods in Whitey were originally founded. The
community garden, once a symbol of a strugglingmeorhood and resistance of people
against urban decay has grown into a site that slfp@s resistance against
overdevelopment and the loss of green space. eAddme time, the gardens have
become an attraction of a gentrified neighborholodthe changing neighborhoods,
community gardens are more than open green sgageate a democratic space where
people of different economic and racial backgroutmae together and interact, a place
for community building.

The community garden movement as a true grasseovisonmental movement
has created communally and voluntarily managed gpeen space. The creation and
maintenance of community gardens attest to thegtineof volunteerism in the United
States. This study of community gardens showgdssibility of a bottom-up approach

to greening an urban area and improving the quafitife in an urban city.
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Chapter 1
Theorizing the Community Garden Movement
Introduction

Junkyards, drug-shooting alleys, rubble and garbabese were what occupied
many vacant lots before they were transformeddntomunity gardens—the focus of
this dissertation— through the hands of voluntediise story of turning an eyesore, the
sign of urban blight, into a little oasis of grempen space has repeated itself many times
over in New York City. Itis difficult to know thexact number of the community
gardens in the city since there is no one orgaoizatverseeing all of the community
gardens; instead, a web of institutions exists stpyy the different gardens. The
number of gardens has fluctuated over time as $@we been demolished and new ones
created. Currently, there are probably over 6G@ranity gardens throughout the city
(GreenThumb n.d.).

Along with parks, community gardens, a place otirgtfood production, as well
as community activities and activisms, provide moebded green open spaces for New
York City. They are an amenity put in place by plepnot the government, through a
grassroots, community-based movement to reclairayileg neighborhoods by creating
urban oases. The community garden movement repsea@ew type of environmental
movement which, instead of seeking to defend Inadds, seeks to improve the quality
of life by creating a place of nature in the miosan urban city.

Community gardens, along with other types of opglolic space, such as parks,
have attracted scholarly interest across discigliférancis and Hester argue that gardens

not only help individuals reflect upon their perabaxperience but also reflect an



“idealized order of nature and culture” (1990:Zhe garden historically has been a
symbol of political power, but it is also a plabat nurtures ideas and action. Moor,
Mitchell, and Turnbull (2000) show how architects/b studied gardens and landscapes
to find ideas reflected in them and the human-ratelationship pursued through design.
Robert Louis Rotenberg (1995), one of the few anblogists to study the significance
of gardens, suggests that the landscape in Vieasiltorically reflected power, status,
and shifting social ideologies. Neil Smith (19849ims that the “making of nature”
cannot be separated from politics. In studyingapen green space, scholars have
addressed various issues such as people’s stroggtehanging ideas of nature, the
democratization of place, and existing class dtifiees (Rosenzweig and Blackmar 1992;
Page 1999; Schuyler 1986). Some studies have doatkgolitics and conflicts involving
community gardens specifically (Hassell 2002; Sdzkeopf 1995; Jamison 1985).
Community gardens in New York City are sites whaserer and ideology
intersect with pleasure and leisure, and they dmurit to the creation of community
solidarity. The community garden movement, a hd/bfienvironmental and community
activism dating to the 1970s, has integrated conitywgardens into the city’s landscape.
Institutionalization, environmentalism, and everytige activities have contributed to
the long-term success of the movement. Examiriagticcesses and the struggles of the
community garden movement along with everyday as/that occur within
community gardens provides insight into cruciahedats required to sustain community-
based conservation. This study of the communitgdegamovement takes a close look at
the internal operations of two community gardenwel as the rise and fall of several

other gardens in order to show the factors involuetieir successes and failures. Such a



study of community-initiated and community maintadropen green space explores the
possibility of a bottom-up approach to greeningidyan area and also contributes to the
discussion of what a community is.

This is ethnographic research that looks at aqdai environmental/social
movement at a micro level. It focuses specificallythe day-to-day activities of garden
members and the network of people and institutibassupport the movement. Marc
Edelman writes, “Ethnographic research on socialenwents, [moreover], tended to
resist “grand theoretical” generalizations becatlgse-up views of collective action
often looked messy...” (2001:286). He points outrtiezit of anthropological studies of
social movements based on ethnographic reseatwimiging out the nuance and the
detail of activism in everyday settings that gramebrists would not recognize or would
overlook. Atthe same time, however, he is conegthat ethnography alone does not

” o,

illuminate a bigger picture, such as “the deeponisal roots,” “wide geographical
connections,” and “cycles of contention” of conteargry mobilizations (Edelman
2001:309-310). In order to circumvent these dgfdlwill also pay close attention to
“the historical and cultural processes” (Edelma@2809) that contributed to the
formation of the community garden movement in otdgplace it within a larger
sociocultural framework. In so doing, | will exameithe community gardens’ relation to

the socioeconomic changes in New York City thatilited in gentrification of

neighborhoods, and the role of volunteerism in mgkihanges for the city.



What Is a Community?

The word community is used widely in everyday afewell as in academic
literature. Gerald W. Creed (2006) argues thablerh need to pay attention to the
community concept especially because it has besanieternalized and is often taken-
for-granted. He points out, at the same time, t@tvord has been defined so
differently by so many scholars that it has so “gpnareanings as to be meaningless”
(Creed 2006:7). In my study, | use the term comigun mean a group of people who
are associated with each other by proximity, bgrese of shared identity and ideals, or
both. The unavoidable elusiveness of the commuibecept is attributed partially to
complex component meanings such as “a group ofleeamuality of relationship...and
a place/location,” each of which evokes variouggasaand meanings (Creed 2006:4).
The elusiveness of the concept of community hag bsen overlooked in discussions in
the environmental literature, where the idea of knmity-based conservation was
initially popularized.

The community has become one of the key actoravitenmental issues. Peter
Brosius writes “..one could summarize the last thirty years of coretén as an
extended encounter between the community and titscemies: the state, transnational
conservation organizations, and other powerful esj€2006:227). The community-
based approach to environmental conservation has fmemoted and advocated by
international organizations, including environmémt@ngovernmental organizations and
donor agencies, addressing environmental and dawelotal issues within marginal

areas in developing nations in particular. Thealisse and the approach have become



popular partially in response to scholarly critngsof large-scale development and the
top-down approach to implementing environmentatgaton.

Anthropologists have contributed to the study ef hlegative social and
environmental costs that marginalized populatiosii as the result of development
projects and imposed environmental conservatiomchveometimes lead to the worsening
of poverty, forced relocation, and rushed transtdrom of culture and livelihood (e.g.
Brosius 1999a; Grueso, Rosero, and Escobar 1998eified. 1995; Escobar 1995;
Ferguson 1990). Anthropological studies of comnydhased conservation have mostly
focused on national and global inequality in whHiatal and indigenous populations are
marginalized in environmental politics and the Westdeal of conservation is imposed
on them. Some anthropologists argue that inteynatiefforts to create areas of nature
preservation, such as ecotourism and national parisveloping nations, sometimes fail
to acknowledge human history and subsistence aet\wy local or indigenous
populations in the place preceding the preservdgan Raynaut et al. 2006; West 2006;
West and Carrier 2004; Chatty 2004; Ellis 2004 ;sEemd Wrangham 2004; Nygren
2004). International organizations, while adopting thecdigse of community-based
conservation and resource management, have beangmtorts to make community an
integral part of conservation and development plasnnHowever, many studies have
pointed out that while the community-based appraaehworthy concept, it is often
poorly executed and falls short of bringing econodevelopment to the community or
achieving the goal of conservation as intended grgsius et al. 1998; Novellino 2004;

Sullivan 2004).



There are several major reasons why some commbaggéd environmental
conservation projects fail to achieve their intehdptimal outcomes. First, counter-
intuitively, the community-based approach to enwinental conservation in remote areas
of developing nations is often not initiated by geople of the community. Instead, it is
frequently promoted and initiated by outside orgations, like environmental
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) from the Nastich do not always have goals
that match the needs and interests of local pedpkternal advocacy groups may help to
empower a local community by generating nationdl iaternational interest in the
developmental or environmental threats the loc#itgs. The interests of the parties
involved, however, may collide when the advoca®@ugris focused on protecting the
forest to remain pristine while the local people aruch more interested in using the
forest as an economic resource.

For example, Anja Nygren’s research (2004) on caasion programs in Rio
San Juan, Nicaragua shows a diversity of integgsteng the participants. International
aid organizations, governmental authorities, andrenmental NGOs encouraged and
expected local people living around or in a tropfoeest conservation reserve to be its
protectors. Nygren (2004:45-47) found that thepbeavere much more interested in
“taming the jungle,” which implies keeping it undéeir control, and using it for natural
resources rather than setting it aside for consiervaOutside organizations can help to
empower local and indigenous people by providiregrthwith political leverage to voice
their concerns in environmental politics. Howewhbere is often a gap between what
outside organizations expect from local communitied what a local community desires

regarding conservation and development.



In the community-based environmental approach, conityis often treated as a
unified entity in both theory and practice. Howeve reality, what constitutes a
community is a highly complex matter. Peter Breg2006:228) argues that
international conservation efforts need to be awétbe construction of the concept of
community, which is perceived to be a primordiait,uoy paying attention to “the
relationship betweehow communities get constituted in conservation diss@@andvho
does the constituting.” In conservation politidsfining and framing the makeup of a
community affected which issues and claims receatezhtion or whether enough
money and support could be generated for speciftc@mental causes.

Scholars and NGOs often make the mistake of esdieimg a local or indigenous
population in environmental politics by viewingas a unified community. For instance,
indigenous groups are often depicted as envirorehgoardians who are knowledgeable

” o

of nature and live in harmony with it (e.g. “nolsiavage,” “primitive ecological
wisdoms”) (Berglund and Anderson 2004:13; see Btsst and Wrangham 2004, Rolle
2004:145). Such essentialized images, howevergexated or highly romanticized, can
sometimes empower the indigenous population asichpalitical actor in environmental
politics (Brosius 1999b:281). Alternatively, peepvho are engaged in traditional
subsistence practices (e.g. swidden horticultinelametimes viewed as being
environmentally ignorant (see Escobar 1995:195;dNimo 2004:171).

John Oates (1999) points out that hierarchicaktsires within a community,
such as in areas of rural Africa where he doesdsigarch, are often overlooked when

international organizations promote community-bas@aservation. In his view, current

trends intended to promote community developmeit\aay of achieving conservation



are driven by a still prevalent myth that peopleemote areas of Africa live in
communities where people cooperate with each @thérare in tune with nature, unlike
people in industrialized nations. To the contréwy witnessed in many parts of Africa
diversity and a lack of a sense of community amaemple who live in and near
designated sites of environmental conservationnyMd people in surrounding
settlements are not indigenous populations who baea in the area for generations but
rather are newcomers from urban areas in searamev livelihood.

Oates (1999) argues that local communities inl iitéca, just as anywhere else,
are influenced by the policy and politics of théioastate in which they are located.
They are affected by struggles among powerful iddials who have personal interests at
stake in issues related to conservation and densop In his assessment, the increasing
focus of international organizations on commungyelopment as a way to achieve
conservation without compromising a community’saset develop has mostly ended
up failing to achieve both goals. Furthermoreepatlistic efforts to focus on
community development, rather than conservatiaifjteas led to the weakening of
conservation efforts in Africa while also failing bring real benefit to targeted
communities. This is because community developrakgs too much money and focus
away from conservation. In addition, imposed comityudevelopment often benefits
local elites with the inflow of money, but fails teach the larger local population.

While the idea of community-based conservationdpasad widely, the
conceptualization of what a community is has laggehind. Brosius et al. (1998) point
out there has been what they call the “generi@patof the concept of “community” and

“resources” in the scholarly and advocacy work ommunity-based natural resource



management. Some scholars argue that commuratymt through which sustainable
development can be pursued and achieved. In suahgament, people living in the
same region are assumed to have “place-centeredledhd aesthetic norms” (Maida
2006:3) Weinberg, Pellow, and Schnaiberg (2000:36) stu@hi@ago community
recycling program and its take over by big firmsinping out that community
development is a “conflictual process” since grolggsted within a community have
“different motives and means” to compete for theierests.

Examining and defining the community concept israportant step in
understanding the effectiveness of conservatiaortstf In my study | argue that the
sense of community—the sense of belonging—doesmetge in the demarcation of a
space alone. Itis nurtured by the interactionsragrpeople as well as between people
and place in the context of the ever-shifting larag® of New York City, characterized
by a tremendous ebb and flow of people and capfatommunity garden is a place
where people can interact with nature and with edlslr. The increased interaction
among people living in the same neighborhood sderhslp cultivate a sense of
community. In my study of the community garden ement, | explore and scrutinize
the concept of community. | avoid an essentializetion of community by treating it as
a process rather than a static unit. By provi@dingccount of day-to-day activities and
people’s interactions, | examine the practices tbatribute to community-building. A
community is always in a state of evolution ancereal.

New York City as the site for this research is Idedhat the sense of
“community” which emerged out of community gardenoan be contrasted with the

city’s widely-studied boundaries and divisions ate, ethnicity, and class (Sanjek 1998;



Gregory 1998; Wojcicka Sharff 1998; Susser 198290mmunity gardens provide a case
study in which marginalized people caught up iranrdecay reclaim their neighborhood.
At the same time, both marginalized and wealthypfeebave gotten involved in the
making of community gardens, seeking to be closetguch with nature while building

a cultural and communal place.

Community-Based Conservation

Many community-based conservation projects aneedrby outside organizations
which bring in large amounts of money. These omgions face pressure to show a
positive outcome to the program so as to justiéyghbstantial investment made for the
project (Sullivan 2004). Pouring financial resasdnto creating a conservation project
does not, however, make the project self-sufficeent sustainable. In the long run,
conservancies and institutions created for consiervanust find ways to finance
themselves, and revenue must be generated to syggagie living in the community.
However, it is difficult to achieve that kind ohfincial success through conservation
once the donors’ funding runs out (Sullivan 200#emporary inflow of a large sum of
money and other resources for development or ceaten projects do not often nurture
local interests in conservation and instead canent@dal populations dependent on
outside funding (Oates 1999). Sometimes, too lafgeportion of the funding is
allocated to hire foreign consultants or to accomate the interests of bureaucrats in
large-scale community-based conservation projecmpted along with the community
development so that not enough funding is givesugiain daily expenses and the

activities of conservation itself (Oates 1999:xiv).
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In New York City, garden members do not rely omeunity gardens to be self-
sufficient or to grow products to sell. Instedteyt make efforts to generate funding
crucial to sustain and maintain their garden. lkas@rovided by volunteers, but
supplies and maintenance costs may add up toriseotehousands of dollars depending
upon the scale and status (i.e. types of the lamecship) of the garden. My research
looking at the backstage operation of two rathBeint gardens reveals that leadership
and various skills contributed by some of the allkmteer based members are essential in
keeping the community garden running successfultyrading out threats to the
existence of each garden.

While some people assume voluntary leadershigiposj decision-making for
the community garden involves the democratic pg@diton of the members in
exchanging ideas and reaching a consensus. Garektmgs highlight the difficulties
and rewards of the community-based democratic @ecmaking process. Examining
such processes helps to illuminate the art of dt®m-up approach to an environmental
project. Moreover, the way that people particigatd interact with one another in
meetings is informative with respect to what isextpd and considered appropriate in

democratic discussion in an American way.

Resource Management in the Commons

Environmental resource management has been stwitiety. Provoking on-
going debate, in 1968 Hardin suggested using tine e tragedy of the commons” to
express the tendency to overexploit resources wheership is not clearly defined.

Many view this as justifying privatization as areetive way of managing environmental

11



resources. Anthropological studies of resource managementatidithat the commons
actually works and is more effective in preventovgr-exploitation than privatization
(e.g. Berkes 1996; Bromley 1992; McCay and Acheg87). McCay and Anderson
(1987) argue that Hardin’s claim is simplistic grant out that common property is not
necessarily a land of open access but often alsostéaution with some mechanisms for
resource management. Bromley (1992:4) views ptg@era “social instrument”. In his
view, different types of property ownership, sushcammon or private, serve different
purposes. Neither type is inherently better orsgdor protecting natural resources. And
privatization is not always a viable or ideal smatto replace a deteriorating common
property (Bromley 1992:13).

Conflicting arguments about how the commons wodksbnservation appear to
be rooted in different understandings of what thmons consist of. Other questions
also arise: what resource management mechanisndwetsufficient to insure
sustainable resource use and conservation? Wjransed the authority to determine the
allocation and the sustainable level? If the comsrare treated not as open access to
property for everyone, but as a social institutth some kind of mechanism that
regulates people’s relationship to the propertgnttthere must be clear explanations as
to how the social unit of those who have accessisademarcated and what prevents
others from exploiting it.

In the discussion of the tragedy of the commores piioblem that most scholars
grapple with is what happens when people over-extesources. In the case of the
community garden, however, deterioration does moiiolecause of the depletion of

resources. Rather, it happens when people nebksctgarden lot or fail to volunteer
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their time and effort to maintain the garden. Reessure and persuasion as well as rules
and regulations are important in preventing indinaild from neglecting their commitment.

The community garden has an ambiguous status dsém a “hybrid”
identity—an intersection of the commons and privatel. A community garden usually
stays open for people in the neighborhood to eajad/or join. It has certain regulating
mechanisms, such as the need to become a memlbegate that is open for certain
hours. Nonetheless, many gardens could be viewgd\ate, as there are fenced
enclosures, and keys to the gate may be allocailgdma limited number of people.

To further complicate matters, the ownership stafugardens varies. Some are
private or incorporated while others have becomerporated into city parks. The
variety of landownership actually is one of the w#lye community garden movement
has survived over time. It has done this by metpimusing into different statuses. The
study of the community garden offers a view of tese management that is neither

strictly common nor strictly private.

Urban Gardening and Community Gardens: A Historical Perspective

Community garden movements are an example of a contyrbased
environmental project started by community memb@rsheir own community. Human
initiative was crucial in creating community gardesince despite the social and
economic benefits associated with improving andhta&iing amenities in cities, the
market and the government often lacked strong ineento provide them (Maruo,
Nishigaya, Ochiai 1997). Community gardens areranronmental asset. According to

Oberndorfer et al., green roofs—rooftops covereddnetation—help improve the urban
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environment with effects such as “improved stornmewvananagement, better regulation
of building temperatures, reduced urban heat-isidfetts, and increased urban wildlife
habitat” (2007:823). Community gardens, like gresofs, increase green coverage in
urban areas.

Participants in the community garden movemematccreate and defend
gardens to protect their livelihood. Many commygiardens have vegetable plots, but
the size of individual plots is small and not stiffint to yield enough vegetables to make
selling them economically viable. Community garslane a habitat for many insects and
birds living in the urban environment, but thes&chg, scattered pieces of land are not
home to endangered species urgently needing habatgction. Instead, garden
members are creating and protecting a sound ama&loityg with communal cultures and
social solidarity by allowing people to stay coneelcwith the earth.

In environmental conservation, achieving long-t@motection is crucial yet often
difficult because of the need for long-term comnatrhand funding. In addition, a long
term conservation effort can be wiped out if theeriests of developers win over the area.
Community gardens face the threat of developmaok ¢f funding, and the waxing and
waning of local interest. Located in the midsadfighly desirable real estate market,
many New York City gardens are faced with the thodalemolition and sales, and some
have not survived. Examination of the communitydga movement provides insights
into what it takes to preserve a community-basqutageh to conservation within the
urban setting.

The United States has a long history of urban gande Malve Von Hassell

(2002) lays out the history in several phases:tBdatch Gardens from 1894 to 1917;

14



the Liberty Garden during World War [; the Reliedu@ens associated with the
Depression; the Victory Gardens during World Waahd the community gardens since
the 1970s. In the period of Potato Patch Gardsmrage major cities including New York
provided land, seeds, and other necessary matexgaigell as the supervision to the poor
to grow food. Hassell points out that this gargergram was “paternalistic” and
imposed. While serving primarily as a mean to ptevood, the city promoted
gardening for mental and moral growth among itsigipants (Hassell 2002: 39).
During the Depression, gardens sponsored by thessta industries helped the
unemployed and the poor to grow food. According t©®32 account from Indiana, there
were over 45,000 Relief Gardens or the total 006 ,8cres of land cultivated to produced
an estimated $2,000,000 worth of the food prodimctse state (Brown and Hoehler
1933). Wars generated the need to ship food oagrséhich resulted in the need to
increase domestic food production. The food predun the Liberty Gardens during
World War | made up around eight percent of thaltedlue of agricultural commodities
(Hassell 2002:39). There were roughly ten milantory Gardens in cities, suburbs,
and towns throughout the United States in 1942-tithe of World War Il (Rockwell
1943). According to Hassell (2002:40), the nundfevictory Gardens went up to 20
million by 1944, and the vegetables produced iselgardens added up to 42 percent of
the total produced in the United States that year.

The community garden movement that began in th@d4 8farted independently
of the earlier urban gardening history. Unlike tdiy Gardens or Relief Gardens, whose
main goal was to produce food, the community gardemement focuses on the

greening of urban areas for environmental and a@sthurposes. Community gardens
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have been created and maintained through grassfiotts that initially started without
government intervention or support. Moreover, @asidm gardening, the community
garden movement focuses on community-building.

There are different types of community gardensomatide that involve various
forms of ownership. Some are large farm-type gasdkedicated to producing food
while others are ornamental gardens for sitting\aading, like a mini park. Many
community gardens in New York City have some spisegnated for growing food
plants along with a space covered with flowerind Bafy plants and trees. Some
community gardens are geared more toward sociglihian providing a place to plant.
According to the American Community Garden Assacia(1998), some community
gardens are on school grounds or part of a howsingplex. Francis et al. (1984), in
their study of community gardens in New York Cuigscribe many types of ownership,
including private, city, leased from private, ledgrom city, and owned by group
(Francis et al. 1984:56-57). Many gardens startede 1970s in New York City were
“squatter” gardens that initially occupied vacarislwithout official permission.

The community garden movement in New York Citynsexample of a
community-based environmental movement. This shadyonly contributes to an
anthropological analysis of a community-based emwitental movement in an urban
area of a developed nation, but also shows how awdmmunity-based movement
works and what it takes to make it successful.assase study, the community garden
movement demonstrates that green space can beamauhin a city setting. | focus on
what is happening on the ground: the people whiggaaite in the movement and who

made and continue to make the garden an importaah@sset of New York City. The
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case study illuminates the dynamics within commuarganizations held together on a
voluntary basis. While preservation of an operegrepace in an urban area may not
carry the same environmental urgency as conservafi,emote wilderness with unique
habitats and species, both efforts face similaredssuch as the need to resist
development semi-permanently, to maintain the @stisrof organizations who offer
protection, and to gain necessary resources amtingmo keep the operation running

for the long term.

The Rise of the Community Garden Movement in New Yk City

The community garden movement in New York Cityt tr@ated the community
gardens people see today began with squattersushed empty lots into gardens in the
1970s. Gardens grew in number over time sincéidteone, the Liz Christy Bowery
Houston Community Garden (originally named Bowegukton Community Farm and
Garden), was created in 1973. There are over 600nunity gardens registered through
GreenThumb, an assistance program for communityegarin New York City, and there
are well over 100 gardens privately owned as agfdand trust and incorporated
gardens. The movement has become more establsideid now supported by a web of
institutions. Maintaining a volunteer-based systdrdemocratic participation,
establishing structure within the garden—the insithalization of the garden itself—and
gaining support from various organizations havenb@acial to the success and survival
of many gardens in the city. Gardens have emeagelde hybrid of community activism
based on a desire to take back neighborhoods fierarban blight into which they had

fallen in the 1960s and 1970s, and an environmembd&ement that reflected people’s
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desire to stay in touch with nature even in thestnad a highly urbanized area. Against
the backdrop of the emergence of the communityegardovement probably were the
remnants of a counterculture that sought to takaction for a better world and to
challenge materialism.

The deterioration of neighborhoods in 1970s and$3Bat motivated garden
pioneers to take action to improve their commusibg planting flowers in abandoned
and neglected city lots happened as the resutteofity’s fiscal crisis that lasted from
1973 to 1975. A telling headline Daily News on October 30, 1975 said “Ford to City:
Drop Dead” (Riper 1975) as the city’s request tbagman from the US government to
keep out of bankruptcy was turned down by the Faministration. The retrenchment
of city services, such as those of the Departmke8haaitation and the Fire Department
affected the well-being of the urban community. gaonomic transformation further
deepened the malaise. According to Ida Susselj168e of the problems that partially
contributed to the fiscal crisis was the shifthe economic structure of the city from
manufacturing to corporate-centered financial, esséhte, and related services with
accompanying shifts in investment. Banks firsktaway investments from the city, but
later reinvested money in the real estate markeisiog a spike in prices (Susser
1982:11). The fiscal crisis, the city's plannediskage, subsequent gentrification, and a
price hike in the real estate market were all neflated. Jagna Wojcicka Sharff (1998),
who conducted her fieldwork in the mid 1970s onwloeking poor living in Loisaida, a
part of the Lower East Side documents how the lfisgsis with its underlying shift in

economic structure and accompanying decline ofiees\brought deterioration to the
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area. Most dramatically, the decline of the maciuifie-based economy in the city meant
lost jobs for a large pool of unskilled laborers.

John H. Mollenkopf (1977) and William K. Tabb (198arther argue that the
fiscal crisis is a manifestation of a political pleenenon. Mollenkopf points out that
fragmentation among city agencies made “cohesides#iicient policy making
impossible” (1977:120). In Tabb’s view, the cigfied too heavily on encouraging the
growth of private capital and did not intervene @gioin the allocation of wealth to build
social infrastructure. Such a strategy likely veorsd the impact of the fiscal crisis on
poor communities in particular. As Tabb (1982:ad)s it, lower income people faced
“economic dislocation and social fragmentation'aagsult. In this study, | will present
an account of the time period when the city werdulgh the fiscal crisis of the 1970s as
told by garden members, emphasizing how they aassothe situation with the beginning
of the community garden movement.

Some scholars point out that protecting commuggindens is an environmental
justice issue. There is no one widely-recognizeiihdion of the phrase environmental
justice, but the term initially addressed the peablof uneven exposure to
environmentally hazardous materials. Environmeatalexpert Michael B. Gerrard, for
instance, captures the general idea by definiag fthe idea that minority and low-
income individuals, communities, and populationsusth not be disproportionately
exposed to environmental hazards, and that theyldlsbare fully in making the
decisions that affect their environment” (1999:3¥xiX he environmental justice
movement in general aims to address and elimihat@itoblems of disproportionate

impact of toxic exposure to marginalized commusitighich may be rooted in
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environmental racism, and to implement environnmesqaity and justice. Hassell
(2002) associates community gardens with envirosahgustice since many community
gardens were started in low-income neighborhoodsetiensely-populated city. John
Ferris et al. argue that community gardens carribané to environmental justice by
helping to restore economically and environmentalgmaged neighborhoods to
ecological and social health” (2001:567). Enviremtal justice issues and
environmental and racial discrimination are indesddvant to aspects of the community
garden movement in New York. As the following pagell demonstrate, the movement
has also appealed to a wide range of people aosd, ethnic, class, and gender
boundaries.

Environmentalism, according to Brosius, is “a bréiattl of discursive
constructions of nature and human agency” (199®#):2The presence of community
gardens in cities like New York can be seen agcéfig people’s interests in and longing
for open green spaces throughout the city righihér own neighborhood. While the
issues of concern to community gardens are inhgriaalized, the vision which
founded them has had a far-reaching effect. Icatds one way in which open green
space can be created and maintained in urban are#fse age of globalization, no city
exists in isolation and no community within theyaiists on its own. In the case of New
York, a global city (Sassen 2001), the past, tlesenmt, and the future of the community
garden are shaped by the financial and sociopallitidnate of the city as well as by
people’s determination to claim and define themowunity and ideal living space in the

midst of it.
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Examining the community garden movement and everiitéaactivities in
gardens reveals various forces shaping the urb@al smd physical landscape. As Eeva
Berglund and David G. Anderson (2004:8) point tuoneditations on space can lead into
discourses on political liberty and larger discassiof how to define the ‘good life’.” A
vision for a better environment is always insepkrdtom a vision of society. A look
into a local effort to create and maintain an ogesen space will, hopefully, shed light

on a vision of society with a sound environment had to move toward it.

Research Method

My research pursued community gardens in New Yaitk on two fronts: one, |
participated in community garden sites where gardgand community activities were
happening; and two, | followed the New York Citynmmunity garden movement by
which people have created gardens and are stillifig to keep them. Community
gardens, whether small ones attended by a few peolig ones with a formal
organizational structure and a wide range of suppgrare located throughout New York
City. In order to explore what happens to envirental and community activism as they
evolve into an everyday institution, | became d&/fphrticipating member at two
community gardens between 2004 and 20@&he course of participant observation, |
became involved in garden activities and orgaronai meetings. In addition, |
conducted interviews and participated in eventeaeral gardens besides the two main
fieldwork sites to look at the constitution of tb@mmunity garden movement in New

York City from a broader perspective. The majoatfynterviews took place between
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2004 and 2007. Besides participant observatiaigd gathered documents such as

brochures, newsletters, websites, and letters g¢fvaut the course of my fieldwork.

Finding Sites for Participant Observation

| searched for community gardens for my fieldworkebruary 2004, walking
through various neighborhoods in Manhattan. Amihegfive boroughs of New York
City, | focused specifically on Manhattan since ¢éxéremely high cost of real estate
makes it the most unlikely place for community garsito continue to thrive and
therefore the most significanManhattan’s urbanscape is different from the réshe
boroughs, and from any other major city in the BaiStates. Standing at popular tourist
spots such as the observatory at the Empire Statdiigy and the Top of the Rock
Observation Deck in Rockefeller Center, one cart@eering skyscrapers densely
occupying a grid that runs throughout the borowgth the exception of the big green
rectangular in the upper middle, which is CentielkP The density and height of these
buildings make the urbanscape of Manhattan instaatognizable and quite unusual.
While other boroughs of the city are less denselyuated than Manhattan, according to
the Trust for Public Land, the vast majority of tlesidents of low income neighborhoods
throughout the city do not have adequate open spdealy, 2.5 acres per 1,000
residents.

| sought two gardens for my field sites, locatetiwo distinctive neighborhoods,
with active members and opportunities to engaggaidening and other projects on-site.
Some community gardens resemble a miniature patkaview benches but devoid of

gardening plots. Other community gardens are raigetl by a small number of people
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without much interaction with the public. Althougbmmunity gardens are open to the
public, at least in theory, the opening hours Vewyn garden to garden and some of them
are not as inviting to the public as others. Tbevér East Side, the birth place of the
community garden movement in New York City, wasdeal location for my research
since it was the neighborhood with the most comiguyardens and is the base of
vibrant community garden activism. The Upper W&ige, home to just a few
community gardens, differs from the Lower East Siderms of population make-up
and the overall income level. For both communéydgns, there is at least one major
city-run park within walking distance. In the Lomieast Side, there is Tompkins Square
Park. The West Garden is located near Central &atkRiverside Park. Exploring why
community gardens were built when there are paglslyy reveals not only the different
functions a community garden fulfills compared tpaak, but also the deteriorated
condition of parks in the late 1970s when these@as were created. | selected these
two neighborhoods as my fieldwork sites to explooer differences between
neighborhoods were manifested in gardens and tivasig two different community
gardens.

New York City’s socio-economic divisions are compénd constantly changing.
Within the city’s five boroughs, Manhattan includégere are distinctive neighborhoods
with specific names, such as Harlem and SoHo, wébha unique racial and ethnic
demographic makeup and a wide range of incomedewdhny of the neighborhoods
have transformed over time. Historically, the Loiast Side, has been an immigrant
and working-class community. In the 1970s, at adothe time when the community

garden movement started, the area was experieadiigh crime rate and a sense of
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despair exacerbated by the fiscal crisis of the c8ince the 1980’s, the area has gone
through gentrification, but its average income adew to the census of 2000 remains far
below that of the Upper West Side. The median &lbalsl income in the area of the East
Garden is $37,371 (New York City Department of Gtgnning 2007a) while for the
area around for the West Garden it is $71,969 (Mevk City Department of City
Planning 2007b). The Upper West Side has alsorgode tremendous transformation
in the past twenty years. In the 1970’s many ngd were abandoned but now this area
is considered to be one of the most desirableastate markets in the city. The two
community gardens | chose as my main fieldworksditigve been contributing to, as
much as they have been affected by, the makingdghamic community in their
neighborhood. One garden is located in what haa belloquially termed, Alphabet
City, a part of the Lower East Side along avenuBAC, and D. Garden members there
have told me that many residents living in the amnghe 1970s did not feel safe walking
alone in daylight in parts of their own neighbordlodMany longtime residents live in the
neighborhood and come to the garden today, bug @wer signs of changes and
gentrification as well. For example, while | wasirdy my fieldwork, an expensive
condominium was being built right behind the garden

The other garden | will focus on is located in b@art of the Upper West Side.
This treasure of the Upper West Side is enjoyedugyyone, from people who live in the
wealthy neighborhood along Central Park West, kxdtaist a few blocks away, to
residents of public housing projects located neargarden. Following the

anthropological convention of leaving people aratps anonymous to protect the
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privacy of informants, | will simply call these twgardens the East Garden and the West

Garden.

The East Garden and the West Garden

| selected these gardens, one on the Lower Edsta®id the one on the Upper
West Side of Manhattan in New York City, as thesiio do my participant observation
in the same way that most garden volunteers fie@t ttarden. When | began my search
for two gardens to join in late February 2004, lked around some neighborhoods,
stopped by many gardens, and started talking wegars | happened to encounter. It
was still too cold to be sitting outside for exteddgeriods of time, and there were not
many gardeners visible. Many garden gates wehdlyighut, some with a sign that the
garden was open to the public between April andkmt Others were open with no one
in sight. Later | learned that some gardens opgynan weekends.

The East Garden, in the middle of the block adjatea playground, is a well-
established garden among many on the Lower EastaSidioted earlier, the birthplace of
the community garden movement in the city. The gathe East Garden was open
when | stopped by for the first time on a cold waakin early March. The fire in the
fireplace in the garden was a sure sign of thegmes of people, and | saw a man
cleaning the garden. The garden had no hoursghdsie | later learned that the policy
of the East Garden was to welcome visitors as &g member was present in the
garden. A soft-spoken man, whom | shall call Fignatroduced himself and a few
other members who were there and answered my gosstbout the garden. After

briefing me on membership fees and plots, Franmgeasted that | come to the clean up
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day the following week to meet more people. | wasouraged that the gate to this
garden was open and garden members inside wendlfrieAlthough it was still too

early for the flowering season, | could see thdt-wmintained plots had a variety of
plants. There were some decorated tables, wodtrs@and benches, and tall trees
along with plots bordered with stones. | imagitieat this would be a great gathering
place when the weather got warmer. Feeling foteutmhave encountered such friendly
people, | decided this was the garden to join fgrfieldwork.

Unlike the Lower East Side, there are only a femgwnity gardens on the
Upper West Side. The West Garden, the other gasthene | conducted my long-term
research, was one of the largest and most acoessillo garden gates, one to the North
and the other to the South, are kept open duriaglélytime everyday throughout the year
with very few exceptions. The garden in the sprgpectacular with the tulips and
other flowers, but even during the winter, it islweaintained, attracting visitors and
passerbys regardless of the season. | starteddgdtkpeople in the garden one day in
early March and soon met someone who referred raébttard member. Filling out a
form and paying my dues, | became an associate ererdmember that does not hold a
personal plot.

Besides getting hands-on experience in gardenirgraskie gardener and new
member, | regularly attended meetings both at tlestvind the East Garden. The West
Garden is well-organized with elected board membensisting of the president, vice
president, treasurers, recording secretary aneégoonding secretary along with several
general board members. The board meets once daamdhere are also several

committees within the West Garden. The Flower Cdiam for example, meets once a
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month separate from the board meeting. The baaddlee committee at the West
Garden meet throughout the year. The board oi\test Garden kindly allowed me to
attend their monthly meetings, although these aoally open only to the board
members. | also attended the Flower Committee ingetvhenever possible. At both
meetings, | remained an observer taking notes @udctively participating in discussion.

I did not record these meetings as doing so woale lbeen more invasive than the board
members wished.

The East Garden also elects a president, vicedamisisecretary and treasurer
annually. However, compared to the West Gardenktst Garden is much more
loosely organized. A meeting is called when thesjglent or some members see a need
for one and it can be attended by any members Wwbw sip. During the high gardening
season, roughly between April and October, a mgditappens about once a month.
Many members still come to the garden later inféifleand during the winter, but there
are seldom meetings or garden events during tliesezlson. | attended as many
meetings as | could, took notes during the medongny fieldwork, and recorded some
of the meetings. In my second year of doing thlelfvork, when election time came
around, | was nominated as secretary of the Easte@a The reasoning given for the
nomination was that | was taking notes during nmgstianyway. As at meetings at the
West Garden, | avoided voicing my opinions duringetmgs, and | did not participate in
decision-making processes at the East Garden.dViote the position of secretary at the
East Garden, | became more involved with the gatiden before. However, | remained

largely an observer.
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My goal for attending meetings at both the West thiedEast garden was to see
how the implementation of the community-based emritental movement works on the
ground and how decisions are made to keep commgaitiens functional and
operational. As an anthropologist conducting resed did not feel justified in getting
involved in decision-making processes in a manmatrwould contribute to shaping and
changing the course of the gardens. Garden meeatirgoften heated with intense
debates over any number of issugs$.such times, people appeared to have seen me more
as a quiet member than as a researcher.

I introduced myself to people at gardens lettirgmbknow | was doing my
research on community gardens. However, peopletioonstantly remind themselves
that a researcher is present at their meetingsramgigardening activities. As a
researcher, | seized as many opportunities aslél¢owconduct participant observation,
and in turn, | was often commended for being acktdd member who shows up to do
work and to attend meetings more often than mangranembers. My presence as a
researcher often became invisible as | was takeas imfellow gardener. Being in the
inner circle allowed me to look at and analyzeittmer-working of garden politics

through both outsider and insider points of view.

Exploring Community Gardens in New York City

While | spent most of my fieldwork time conductipgrticipant observation at the
East and the West Garden, | also attended evedtsdlected qualitative data at a
variety of other community gardens. | collecte@sfionnaires, twenty-six in total, from

members at the East and the West Gardens as wadlnaseveral other gardens in
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Manhattan and one in the Bronx. | handed out tlestionnaires in person and usually
asked people to fill them out on the spot. Theeeanmany instances in which gardeners
declined to participate in my survey, especiallgardens other than the East and West
Garden, saying they were too busy tending theiisptothe garden in the limited time
they could afford to spend there. Some people welighted to know that someone was
interested in community gardens and doing reseatvolnt them. Others did not want to
be bothered by a researcher wandering into theitegia | asked gardeners | encountered
to fill out the questionnaires whenever | could arftenever | felt it appropriate to do so.
| collected narratives and learned about the iadevperation of community gardens as
well as about the community garden movement in Nevk City by casually conversing
with members of various gardens and by conductngél interviews. Participant
observation, along with these informal and form&tiviews, provided a solid grounding
for understanding the community-based environmantalement within the context of

everyday life.

Negotiated Relationships

Dorinne K. Kondo points out that the relationshgiween a researcher and
informants is shaped in “negotiated understandaoigse another” (1990:10). |
presented my “self” as graduate student/anthropstiegnducting research, as a new
garden member seeking mentors in gardening, andlapanese person experiencing the
American spirit of volunteerism by joining the comnity garden. | explored how
community emerges out of community gardens and&sense of community is

cultivated in community gardens. |, a foreigneNiew York City, experienced the
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community firsthand by being introduced to and ewelly becoming a part of it. While
I emphasized my foreign self in establishing relahips with my informants, having
been in New York for a long time and having beethiUnited States even longer, |
was at ease doing what Kondo refers to as “[a]pbliagical imperatives to immerse
oneself in another culture” (1990:12). My constiore of self, both as a visitor from
Japan and as someone who is literate in Americhnreuhas helped me to connect with
people throughout my fieldwork. As | go back andh between Japan and the United
States, | feel that | am a stranger and at horbetih countries at the same time.
Carrying on an anthropological project with thi9hyg identity was an experience in and
of itself. My Japanese background is also intergsh that Japan is often treated as the
“other” in anthropology, yet it is categorized asrecluded in the “West” for its economy
and industrialized status. My identity and backg add layers of meanings to doing
urban anthropology away from home, in the Unitemte3t

My interest in community gardens is partially m@in growing up in a house in
Japan with a vegetable and flower garden. Homeegamg aside, Japan has a long
history of gardens as an integral component ofitacture, reflecting cultural heritage,
religious beliefs, and various aesthetic styledifferent time periods. The oldest book
on gardening was written in the later phase othi@n Period in the 1 century. A
World Heritage Site, thByodoin Temple in the city of Uji, in Kyoto, includes a pbn
andHououdo at its center, this being a magnificent Buddhisbden structure, built in
1053 as part of a “heavenly/pure gardeiodp Teien) (Mitsui 1998). Hideki Mitsui
describes the “heavenly/pure garden” as a “gardaindaptures the landscape and the

beauty of nature as is” (1998:190, translation mirome Japanese temples are famous
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for their rock gardens, like the oneRyoanji, which was constructed in 1499, about 50
years after the temple was built (Ryoanji, n.d:he rock garden is a gardening style
known asKaresansui, which is translated as “dry landscape” (The whvated means
“dry-mountain-water”). According to Wicks (2004he prefixkare implies the bareness
of wintertime; the rock garden, he proposes, ré&slée influence not only from Zen
Buddhism as commonly noted, but also Chinese Dadsnmtoism, and an earlier form
of Buddhism that predates Zen Buddhism. Such gatdeith their well-planned
aesthetic features, embody Japan’s cultural heriéagl people’s view of nature. New
York’s community gardens, usually much smaller entth less aesthetically
coordinated, also reflect people’s ideals aboutineat In Japan, community gardens like
the ones in the United States—created autonomaumstng neighbors—are rare, though
they do exist. The more common form of gardenimgscsts of citizens’ gardens or
farms Gimin Saien or Shimin Noen), which are usually organized by the municipality
within which they are located. They provide plascitizens who wish to grow
vegetables there.

The United States has often been described asrdrgai individualism (Braun
2008; Mount 1981; Thomson 1992). Yet, the Uniteates, especially New York City,
which is known for its commercialism, became a prant site for the community
garden movement. According to Raymond Williams38:364) the concept of
individualism is linked to “liberal political andcenomic thought.” Alexis de
Tocqueville (2000), based on his observation inUhged States in the 1800s, explains
individualism as a type of egoism that emergeseaple experience a great sense of

equality in new democracy. In his view, peoplentkend to overindulge in the idea of
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independence, neglect communal relations, and prxkcoming isolated from one
another. Tocqueville (2000:511), at the same tpo@ts out that “The Americans have
used liberty to combat the individualism” and “haven.” Instead of living in isolation,
Tocqueville observed Americans joining associationsrder to cooperate with fellow
citizens. While Tocqueville sees people’s volupt@associations as a sign of people
overcoming individualism, some of today’s scholargue that American volunteerism is
rooted in individualism, meaning that people aresping their individualistic self-
interests (see Eckstein 2001). In this study,s iméormed of the idea and the spirit of
volunteerism in the United States through my cosatons with gardeners. | find that
individualism, which may have a connotation of isélhess and lack of interest in
communal activities, actually has been an importantponent in the starting of a garden.
People who decided to turn a vacant lot into agaskem to be individualistic and
driven to take initiatives to start things on thewn. At the same time, the long tradition
of voluntary associations in the United Statedds avident in community gardens as
people join the group by their own accord, not dolgnjoy gardening, but also to take a
part in running the garden.

Japan has a long and strong tradition of commuwmaiynteerism (Haddad 2007).
According to Haddad, “91 percent of all Japanesesébolds (115 million people) are
currently members of neighborhood associations0{2017), and “They are often
responsible for the maintenance and upkeep ofafghborhood” (2007:423). In New
York City, community gardens helped to improve skreet blocks. In Japan, instead of
community gardens, there is a tradition of neighbod associations to take care of the

neighborhood. The high participation rate in nbminood associations in Japan, as
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Hatada’s data indicate, actually reflects not sireolunteerism, but a sense of duty and
obligation to participate in the neighborhood asstomn, especially in rural areas. While
this particular study is not comparative, my knadge and understanding about Japanese
volunteerism and Japanese gardens intensified mysdy about the community garden
movement in New York City. My background helped mot to take anything for
granted and to ask people questions even if theeasseemed obvious to people here.
My fieldwork took place between February 2004 amt@&mber 2007 in New
York City. As | continued to live in the city thughout the dissertation writing process, |
never truly left my field sites. My continuing atlonship with the community gardens
and people of the gardens made my writing expegi@ngch one. Some parts of the
research for this dissertation were done in thes@lwd preliminary research. None of my
research would have been possible if it were nokifad gardener members who
welcomed an anthropologist to their gardens witbrogrms and a bit of curiosity.
Following this introduction, this dissertation ées the following: Chapter two
looks at community gardens as an environmental mewg it explores the ways in
which people resist the loss of green space im tleghborhoods. | look at various
activisms that have helped to save the gardenaddition, | will examine the
institutionalization of the community garden movertnas the key to insure its long-term
success. In chapter three | examine the relatipristween gentrification and
community gardens while also comparing the garaétisother types of open green
spaces in the city. In chapter four, | analyzeribe and fall of a few gardens as well as
the different purposes gardens fulfill besides mtiong an open green space. Chapter five

looks at the challenges and rewards in runningdegethrough a bottom-up democratic
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approach, tracing both the history and the dailgrapons of the East Garden. Chapters
six and seven are the story of the West Gardeliscluss in chapter six the beginning of
the garden and the struggle to keep it runninggihe stories of individuals who played
major roles at the garden’s inception. Their st®reveal the importance of leadership,
commitment, and luck in starting and nurturing enoqunity-based project. Chapter
seven depicts the garden and what it offers t@dmemunity throughout the four seasons.
The organization and the structure of the West &awill be examined with a focus
especially on the role of the board. The East &@aahd the West Garden chapters show
two distinctive ways of organizing and managing@mmunity garden; the former
representing the loosely-structured organizatiahtae latter the more structured one.
But despite their differences, the two gardens sllsye many concerns, such as the need
to raise funds, maintain community participatioraativities, and to both solicit and
retain volunteers and members.

Community gardens have become an important gresst i the city of New
York. While some individual gardens have come gmale, the community garden as an
institution embedded in the city is here to stafis dissertation tells the stories of
people who made it happen and the story of the aamtyibased environmental

movement that helps to keep the city greener algraadh on a block at a time.
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Chapter 2

Community-Based Environmental Movements—Institutioralization and Activisms

Earth Celebrations: Performing a Movement

The environmental movement needs visibility in ortepersist. Public exposure
has helped garden advocates achieve their goaleogardens by bringing attention and
resources to the cause. Garden activists’ protespecially theatrical ones, help to raise
public awareness and garner political support. Rikes of Soring: Procession to Save
Our Gardens, an annual event aiming to promote community gasdad to protest their
demolition is one vivid example of collective actioThe event is produced by a non-
profit organization called Earth Celebrations, loase the Lower East Side. Earth
Celebrations was started by festival artist FelWoaing in 1991. The group’s brochure
describes its mission as “fostering ecological @nass and reviving the arts at the center
of community life” (Earth Celebrations 2004). Timeatrical pageant is put together
through the collaboration of artists, gardenerd,\aiunteers from local communities.
Volunteers spend about three months making costuomsshing giant puppets,
preparing floral wreaths, folding programs and sdaprepare for the event. The event
is advertised by fax or e-mail to mass media osiech as newspapers that announce
community events. Flyers and postcards with calgictures of the procession in the
front and a route schedule on the back are lefteagates of community gardens and at
stores and cafes throughout the neighborhood.

Held in May,Rites of Soring: Procession to Save Our Gardens is about eight
hours long starting at ten in the morning and egdifter six in an evening. People in

garden-inspired costumes, giant puppets, musicatspoets line up at a starting point
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on the Lower East Side near Chinatown to receivkveear floral wreaths. As the event
is open to all, one could decide to join in ongpet. The weather was unusually warm
on Saturday, May 22, 2004 when | joined the parddany people were out in the area
to enjoy the weather. Some appeared to be thefigally to view the event, but others
were looking at the people in colorful and flowenstumes, simply curious about what
was taking place. As a consequence of the locatiamy spectators in this area were
Chinese. That day, about fifty to sixty people keal in the procession. Participants
ranged widely in terms of their age, race, andieitya—reflecting the diverse population
of the city. The pageant began with the sounddruan and ritual chanting. The banner
of the pageant was raised along with a big mape®tower East Side hand-painted on a
cloth. The procession stopped by each of the camtgngardens, about thirty-five in all.
The participants looked festive, soap bubbles Wwkren, and many spectators, including
those who just happened to be nearby, were drawretevent.

The procession was highly theatrical and rituglisEach time it stopped at a
community garden en route, a conch (shell) hornblasn and the map was marked. At
each garden, a few gardeners greeted the procdegpanticipate in the ceremony. At
some gardens, the pageant participants were wettantle refreshments. There were
over twenty poetry readings, songs, and dance qpeafaces at various locations. Some
poems were read as an oral history of a gardeneXample, a poem on Albert's Garden
depicted how Albert, an antiques dealer, startedgirden to make it a “place of peace,”
how the place was threatened by the bulldozer aktieres, but now secured under the
care of the Land Trust. Others reflected theilifgs toward the garden. One poet

described the garden as “an unhappy place for @enfests.”
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The procession made a few stops at the sites vehesenmunity garden once
stood. On the sidewalk in front of a building wétHading sign indicating the community
garden which used to be there, a child played wplan a requiem-like song in
commemoration of its absence. At another bulldezis] a singer sang a song which
suggested how a garden was taken away by thoseveuhited higher rent and how
children have lost a place to play.

One of the main events of the procession was afoiduction named “Birth &
Marriage of Gaia.” La Plaza Cultural, garden vathopen theatrical space where the
play was performed had about seventy spectatdns. sfiow opened with a
protest/announcement that in May 1999, 114 gardems preserved as Land Trust and
in 2001 another 193 gardens were saved. The anament reminded people that there
were still endangered gardens in the South Brdnsgaid, “Make sure gardens are
preserved for generations to come!” A person @we$f&e a goddess came out to
announce the victory of garden protest and the fares continuous fight.

The opening was followed by kids running arounchvmitany plastic bottles
attached chanting “recycle! recycle!” They werasing a “trash monster.” An opera
singer standing on stilts covered with a long gk@tan singing. Actors depicted that the
city auctioning gardens to the highest bidder aendigns being destroyed. Gaia,
representing nature, was kidnapped by the sourdesifuction. Spectators booed as
Gaia was taken. The narrator told the spectdtdrs,can save Gaia! We can save more
gardens!” Everyone shouted, “Save Gaia!” At fh@int, parade participants in various

costumes joined Gaia at the center stage to dartbe teat of the drums.
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Earlier, | was watching a children’s drum trooytigpgy ready for the event. The
adult leader of the drum band asked drummers ¥f kinew what this event was all about.
| heard one drummer say, “Why are we here? Togetf the house...” The drum band
was like an after school activity for these childrelhe leader of the band explained to
them that the city may sell community gardens, theg needed to help save gardens.
Right outside the garden, protestors were askingifmatures for a petition to save the
gardens and to join the campaign to send lettettsetonayor asking him to support their
cause.

The procession continued accompanied by the louddsof drums. Drums sent
a strong vibration into the air, setting off sonae alarms on the street. The ritual of
marking the location of the garden onto the maj wie blowing of the conch horn was
repeated over thirty times. At some of the laggndens, kids waited eagerly to see a
colorful procession come their way. In one gardexino women and children wearing
white dresses with bright red ribbons danced fergtocession, and in another garden,
dancers dressed as fairies/nature sprits blendedhrplants and trees as moving
sculptures. The procession also made a stop &e4lple’s Garden, a garden | had
visited a couple of years earlier to do researchanmunity gardens before | began
research for my dissertation. Olean who startedyirden in 1979 in the midst of a
drug-infested street had recently passed away.gatden had been much renovated
since | last visited the site. The old willow tneas gone and a new mural was painted.
The ground had been paved neatly with red briakd,aanew stage/performance space
had been added. Olean’s sister along with a fewplpegrom the garden awaited the

procession there for the ceremony to honor Oléaflower-decorated photo of Olean
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which had been carried with the procession waseplan the stage at the garden. The
procession also made a stop at a garden creakeshor of a young firefighter who died
on duty when the building where the garden nowdsdurned down. After over eight
hours of music, ceremonies, theater, and walkimgptocession reached its final
destination: a garden where butterflies were syroalty released.

Rites of Soring by Earth Celebrations attracts not only gardeiviats and
gardeners but also artists who are interested kingguppets and costumes and
performers who find the event a good place to esgppteemselves. The colorful festive
procession turned people into activists who otheewvould not take a part in the
community garden movement. Many of the participamthe procession were activists
and gardeners. Many more were those who enjoyahaad those who enjoy artwork
and costumes. Some people who took part were giatiphcted to the spectacle or
perhaps their friends were taking part in it. kexba person pulling a big Muppet if he
knew who was in the procession. He answered, hEaelebrations,” but beyond that he
did not seem to know much about his fellow paracits. He did mention that
participants get together twice a year, once imgpand once in winter for the
celebration. Participants in this type of colleetaction do not necessarily have to
familiarize themselves with the cause driving thévésm: in this case, environmental
justice. Nonetheless, they contribute to keepivagritual going year after year, making
theatrical protest still a part of the communitydgn movement.

Gise Oliveira (2005), who studied this very sdrites of Spring: Procession to
Save Our Gardens for her Master’s thesis argues that the theatpoatiest “has become

the vehicle for the emergence of a new communityenment” (2005:4). The Lower
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East Side has been a location for many communégtérs and small music venues
which have attracted artists. The emergence ofra bf protest that features art and
performance is clearly a reflection of the richtatal life of this neighborhood. Oliveira
(2005) points out that the Procession is “a vethfmteolitical resistance” for the
participants who oppose the loss of gardens taifieation. She also depicts it as a
form of social empowerment. Her research, howeslayyws that this act of resistance
has been made possible through funding from cotiooi the city, and various
foundations. Getting enough sponsors and keepmegxisting sponsors have been
crucial for the event to survive, and it has notagls been easy. As Oliveira points out,
the ingenuity of the Procession as a project isitltts across the interests of many
different groups—gardeners, artists, those who spgentrification, environmentalists,
and so on. It combines environmental, communal,aatistic interests in its
protest/resistance through an accessible form loffob artistic performance. As a result,
it does not necessarily fit into only one fundiradegory from sponsorsl’he Procession,
an act of protest and resistance, has survivedJer fifteen years, first, because there
has always existed the possibility that some comiygardens may be lost to
development. Second, the Procession has enduadjthits flexible approach to
activism, adopting various goals and purposes whétped to attract not only garden

activists but people who were interested in thattiieal and artistic aspects of the event.

Three Components of the Community Garden Movement

There are three main components that make up thencoity garden movement:

activisms like theRites of Soring: Procession to Save Our Gardens and the letter writing
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campaigns; institutions; and lawsuits. The infitalization of the movement—by
which | mean, both the emergence of community-garétated organizations and the
extended support from existing philanthropic and-poofit organizations for community
gardens—has helped to prolong the longevity ottiramunity garden movement.
Lawsuits have helped stop the city from auctioroffgnany lots where community
gardens were locatedarden-related organizations are the backbonetsteufor the
community garden movement and contribute to thg-tlenm success of community
gardens. Many gardens receive material and teghsupport from various
organizations. These organizations have mobilizedurces and intervened against the
city’s plans to convert garden sites into comme@iaesidential sites.

The success of the community garden movement degmtt on establishing a
dependable and long-lasting structure and on &tigapeople, gardeners and non-
gardeners alike, to its various activities. A coomargument during debates over the
value of community gardens is that they are locateateas that can be potentially used
for developing low income housing. However, mahthose who are concerned about
the community garden are also advocates for lowrmechousing. The real issue is not
gardens versus housing but presenting people’sa@amdnunity’s needs from the
encroachment of capitalistic interests in developmé&he community garden signifies
resistance to the establishment through a colledal to take control over the land and
neighborhood development. At the same time, tha ahd the place is appealing enough
to attract support from various sources includiagporations and philanthropic

organizations.
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Framing the Community Garden Movement

Scholarly studies of the community garden moverpeoiide various frames
through which to view the movement. One is thaittat community gardens represent
a form of resistance to the loss of the commongutite advancement of capitalism.
For example, Christopher M. Smith and Hilda E. E{&003) argue that community
gardens as garden advocates’ struggle against tqarkatization of the urban landscape
under neoliberal capitalism. Devon G. Pefia (2006} studies a large community farm
in South Central Los Angeles run by indigenousbais farmers from Mexico,
similarly claims that the farm represents resistaioc’neoliberal enclosure” and the
privatization of urban common spadeuring my research, participants themselves
hardly ever described what they did as resistamgeivatization of land. Instead, |
found through interviews, questionnaires, and dasawaversations, that what community
garden members in New York City value the most aliweir gardens are environmental
benefits such as cleaner air and noise reductampanity building, and the personal
fulfillment they get from gardening. Many viewedrdening as a personal experience,
and they would not immediately see themselves dgipants in a social movement.
Nonetheless, when | asked whether they saw the cmiityrgarden movement as an
environmental movement, most seemed to agreeticipants viewed gardening as both
personal and environmental. Through personal gandegardeners collectively created
the vision of the common land in the midst of higptivatized urban land.

Other scholars have studied community gardengim bf food security issues.
Two separate studies (Baker 2004; Johnston 2008pmmunity gardens in Toronto,

Canada view them as a component of the commuroky $ecurity movement which
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promotes the localization of the food system. B#&R604) uses the term “food
citizenship” to describe the community garden asltural and political space where
marginalized groups, such as immigrants gain ajgdren for the environment and their
role as citizens. Johnston (2003) argues that aomitgnfood security connects “red”
concerns of social justice and equity with “greenhcerns of ecology. He points out
that growing one’s own food “is a radical gestugaiast global food chains,” although
he also notes that some critics view it as beingemaddle-class-minded than radical.
One study mentions community gardens as sitesailsoetworking. According to
Glover et al. (2005), community gardens are “lesoriented grassroots associations”
whose resources and assets are social networktogd security and production are not
the central theme for community gardens in New YOty as the size of a typical
community garden and the individual plots containgthin are not of sufficient size to
produce a large amount of vegetables. Howevdm@kmention in later chapters on the
West Garden and the East Garden, many gardenavs/ggetables as well as flowering
plants. Some of them have told me that gettinghiseharvested vegetables is one of the
great benefits of being a member of a communitgdear

Jay Sokolovsky (2009) calls community greeningsaxf ‘civic ecology,” which
not only bring environmental and health benefitsddso nurture “social inclusion”. He
points out, as | also observed in my fieldwork} thlder adults are a core force in
community gardening. According to him, the reasonsctive participation of older
adults are their available free time and gardeejgerience in their youth. | would also

add to the list the timing of the emergence of camity gardens. Many gardens started
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in the late 1970s and the early 1980s. Peoplelvlgan gardening then have become
experienced gardeners today.

The community garden movement in New York City hasonly increased the
green space in densely populated parts of thehlmityalso has given ordinary people a
chance to voice their opinions on urban land ugskerhighly capital-driven
commercialized city. In principle, the existenée&eommunity land with almost no
economic activities is an anomaly in a city likeviN¥ork, where land is highly sought
out and valuedAs mentioned in Chapter 1, the timing of the emecgeof the
community gardens during the financial crisis aedjhborhood deterioration in the
1970s explains why land was readily available. |Rstate was not in high demand and
there was little incentive for the commercial deyehent of propertyThe continuing
success of the community garden movement is maskghe by people’s sustained
interest in having open green space within thaghi®rhoods where they can interact

with nature.

Institutionalization in the Environmental Movement

Community gardens would not thrive as they do toddlyout the assistance of
garden-related institutions and organizations. ihkgtutionalization of the community
garden movement has occurred on two fronts. Rhete is a tendency for individual
community gardens to develop formal membershiptambme more organized in their
decision-making process over time. Second, orgéinizs have emerged to offer support
for community gardens. Many existing foundatioasdprovided funding for

community gardens as well. Hein-Anton Van Der i, in discussing the
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institutionalization of the environmental movemaet#fines institutionalization
([institutionalisation]) broadly as “the processwigich originally personal norms,
expectations, goals and values tend to form aaolke pattern, a pattern by which
interactions and communications are regulated andtared” (1997:31). Heijden
(1997:31) uses professionalisation, most notal#yethhergence of paid staff members, as
a variable of institutionalization. This particulanderstanding of institutionalization

does not apply to individual gardens. | have mohe across a garden that has a paid
staff. However, institutionalization as a shifivierd more structured and regulated
interactions and communication happens at mosteo$ticcessful gardens over time.

Originally disconnected individual efforts to impeneighborhoods, community
gardens have become a staple in the New York &itgldcape supported by various
institutions and organizations which emerged ouirgbined to support community
gardens. These organizations provide communityays with funding/materials,
educational programs, technical support, and reegammunity outreach. Many
organizations help gardens in several ways. Tgarzations vary in size and goals.
The organizations | mention here are either onashwiiere created with the sole
purpose of supporting the community gardens or aresse interests in conservation
includes community gardens.

Green Guerillas, founded in 1973, is the most Hetakample of an organization
created as part of and as a result of the commgaityen movement. Green Guerillas
was created by a woman named Liz Christy, whoesddtte Liz Christy Bowery Houston
Community Garden in the Lower East Sidgteen Guerillas offers grassroots support to

community gardens by providing gardening materedsjstance, educational programs
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for youth, coordinating and organizing various ggdor community garden volunteers,
and by serving as an advocate for community gar(lereen Guerillas, n.d.). Green
Guerillas’ budget has expanded over time, anddtideen one of the major forces in
sustaining the community garden movement by pragidupport to many gardens over
the years.In the first three years, the group was looselyanized without an office, and
most operational costs were paid by members theeselThe total donations it received
between 1973 and 1976 was $356.00, while the aeiganse of running the
organization exceeded ten-times that amount (Cayrh®@6). According to the annual
report of 2007, Green Guerillas has a total reveri$857, 210 and total expenses of
$315,505. Their revenue is raised thorough merhijefses, private donations, benefit
parties, and grants from foundations and so on.

Green Guerrillas is an example of a grassrootsnizgon that has grown and
become more established over the years. Anotlganaation that was established with
the goal of helping the community garden is Greemilh. Established in 1978, it has
been under the New York City Parks Department sird85 and had over 600
community garden under its wing as of the year 2007e program has been funded by
Federal Community Development Block Grants sincé19nitially, GreenThumb (its
original name was Operation GreenThumb) existéel\sto issue leases for “interim
site” for garden use (Neighborhood Open Space Gwalin.d.). Later, the lease turned
into licensing. Not all community gardens are GreenThumb gard&mne are
incorporated or privately funded. GreenThumb gasd&e required to open their gates

to the public for a minimum of ten hours per weekneen April and October. In
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addition to overseeing its member gardens, Greembhaffers a wide variety of material
and technical support for community gardens incibe

The Neighborhood Open Space Coalition (NOSC),eddrt 1981 by Tom Fox,
one of the original members of the Green Guerilaan advocacy and educational group
promoting and improving open spaces in New York Cih the 80s, it created the
community garden inventory of New York City andeid out the effectiveness of
community gardens as a cost-effective way to pmwipen green space to the city (Raver
1997). The NOSC provides information on commugaydens and other types of open
green spaces in the city on its website as wedletronic newsletter. The organization
has long helped community gardens by offering thegnoup insurance policy

There are some neighborhood-based garden orgamgats well, some of them
created especially when a large number of gardems im great danger of being
demolished. For example, in 1994 when many comtygairdens were under threat of
demolition, Earth Celebrations initially launché tNew York City Garden Preservation
Coalition (also known as the Lower East Side Gafierservation Coalition, as well as
New York City Coalition for the Preservation of @ans) to explore the possibility of
forming a Land Trust through the coalition of garsleschools, cultural and
environmental organizations, community centerstdasions and religious organizations
to save gardens. The Preservation Coalition’s fgameate a Land Trust never
materialized, but the coalition provided the growndk for organizing information on
community gardens in the Lower East Side and dgteegaged in a letter writing
campaign. They mapped the Lower East Side comgngaitdens with a description and

status (e.g. bulldozed or endangered). They atstuged online newsletters on an
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irregular basis between 1997 and 1998 mostly tarinfpeople about the threat of
demolition that community gardens faced and to eragge people to engage in action to
save community gardens. After four or five actyears, the group became moribund
aside from maintaining a web archive of its pasdies.

At the national level, the American Community Gardessociation (ACGA), a
bi-national (including Canada) nonprofit organieatfounded in 1979, is at work to
build community gardening networks and to promatecunity gardening through
annual conferences, various publications and eaunadtprograms. The ACGA consists
of members, volunteers, as well as gardening psafeals who explore both the
technical and social aspects of community gardeminigeir research.

Some organizations support community gardens agatief their conservation
effort to protect natureFor example, the New York Restoration Proj@tYRP), started
in 1995 by Bette Midler to reclaim and restore Néavk City’s green spaces, intervened
in the city’s plan to auction off the land of 11dnemunity gardens in 1999 by providing
$1.2 million to purchase 51 of them (Lefer 199%he annual budget of the NYRP is
around $4.9 million, much of which comes in thenfiasf donations from corporations
and membership fees from the general public (Ba2@b).

The Trust for Public Lan@iTPL), a U.S.-wide nonprofit conservation organiaat
dedicated to protecting a variety of natural spalekls titles for sixty-four New York
City community gardens, most of them as the rests effort to save these gardens
from being auctioned off in 1999. This was accast@d by negotiating with the city
and purchasing the gardens for $3 million—$1 millaf which came from the NYRP.

The TPL has been helping community gardens inityesince 1978 offering expertise
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and funding for garden groups to purchase, mairgatimprove community garden lots,
as well as provide funding to create garden progriomthe community (Trust for Public
Land, New York 2008) The TPL-New York claims it is especially concertledt

people living in low-income neighborhoods tendaol access to the sufficient open
space.

While community gardens were initially started undevery small budget, if any,
many gardens today face various expenses thabaeeerl by membership fees and
fundraising events, as well as funding from gardepporting organizations. The Trust
for Public Land has created a committee consisifrdpnors like the Louis and Anne
Abrons Foundation and the Mary Flagler Cary Chial&& rust to allocate and oversee
the annual funding of approximately $500,000 fanowunity gardens throughout the
city (Raver 1997). The Greenacre Foundation, fedray Abby Rockefeller Mauz in
1968, is another non-profit philanthropic organ@athat has been providing funding to
various community gardens throughout the city. &ample, when Green Guerillas
collaborated with a New York City homeless shettenVards Island to create a
wheelchair-accessible garden, the Greenacre Faondaid money to cover some cost
for the project lew York Times 1987). Funding provided by philanthropic organaat
continues to be an important supplement to operaticost for many community gardens
in throughout New York City.

The list of the organizations mentioned here isaxttaustive but rather
representative of the types of organizations thattelped and have been a part of the
community garden movement. They range from pHilaptic organizations with large

budgets to volunteer-based neighborhood groupsatipgrtemporarily to deal with the
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immediate threat to gardens. The creation of NenkCity community gardens with

their communal use of land in a highly commercedizapitalistic city can be seen as
resistance to privatization of urban land as Smitth Kurtz (2003) point out. However,

it is worth noting that many community gardens reeéunding and/or supplies from
philanthropic organizations, which are often supgwbby private and corporate funding.
While some aspects of a social movement, suchaegts, usually dwindle as time
passes or as it accomplishes its goal, organizgtmnce established, have interests and a
stake in maintaining themselves. These organzaty@nerate activities to further their
purpose. Organizations created for the purpose@borting community gardens, for
example like Green Guerillas, help insure the Iterga well-being of the community

garden movement as a whole.

Institutionalization within Community Gardens

The institutionalization of the community gardenvament is signified by the
development and participation of non-profit orgaians such as Green Guerillas since
1973, semi-governmental organizations like Greemithsince 1978, and philanthropic
organizations to support community gardens. Tloeganizations have made available
financial and material resources, as well as teahisupports needed to maintain
community gardens. That alone, however, cannotréthe long-term success of
individual community gardens. Individual gardeeed to be well organized to make a
successful effort to tap into these resources madnfiore ways to cover the operational
costs of running a garden. Glover et al. (200§uarthat the continual existence of

grassroots associations like community garden dégpen the resources brought in and
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generated by volunteers. Social capital theoryigsghat higher the level of social
capital in the community, the better off the comityiwill be. The existence of
community gardens bring people together and hedplpdo build networks, which in

turn nurtures social capital. While social capitedory highlights the potential of the
community and the power of people’s network, itsloet sufficiently address the
political economic root of the problems that destsneighborhoods. Osterling (2007),
for example, points out that existing social cdghaory does not pay adequate attention
to the context of communities—notably, the econoamd political resources available to
them. In poor communities, he argues, it is neessarily the lack of a strong network,
but a neighborhood-level socioeconomic disadvantiaafecauses social distress.

My research on community gardens demonstrateshbgtcultivate a strong
network in many neighborhoods, whether they areicemed rich or poor, and even
when the neighborhood is experiencing hardshipanyWew York City neighborhoods
house people with diverse economic and class baukgs. A garden in such a location
is likely to attract participants and visitors fraffferent class backgrounds, helping
these people to become acquaintances and friéiusskills and manpower that
members bring to the garden are what make the gauptessible. The benefits and the
use of a community garden are extended to non-memide can visit and enjoy the
garden, and gain an accessible open green sp#uesgrimown neighborhood. Thus,
community gardens are an asset to the communypéace to enhance social capital and
environmental benefits.

Effective resource mobilization is essential inrring a community garden. A

close examination of the day-to-day operation ehownity gardens reveals that some
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form of institutionalization—meaning some formatizéecision-making processes and
building of an organizational structure—is essémti&eeping and running the garden.
Moreover, volunteers who can take initiative ansuase leadership are crucial in
maintaining the community garden, even throughaliff periods. As | discuss in later
chapters about the East Garden and the West Garaktitjpation in gardens initially
began haphazardly, and eventually became formalizbdrules and regulations. For
both gardens, in the beginning, the decision-matiag carried out single-handedly by a
founder or though discussion among a small numbiiemds. The decision-making
process has since become formalized as the gacdesited committees, the governing
body, and by-laws requiring majority rule.

In the environmental literature, the idea of a mwiup, community-based
environmental conservation has gained much suppotater chapters, | examine the
everyday life and the operation of community gasdehhese chapters show that
community-based approach is possible only wheretisea pool of people with skills and
education who are able and willing to offer thediand ability to participate in the
process. Moreover, since people come and go duarimus factors, such as age,
changes in interests and situations, and the gefhestuations of a movement, there
needs to be a self-sustaining structure, proceasds,ules that newcomers can adopt to

insure the continuation of the group and the moveéme

Saving the Garden

Lawsuits are one of the key weapons in environnhemé@ements, especially in

the United States. The community garden movemaeastve exception. Lawsuits
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combined with activism that raised public awarersddbe threat of demolition that
gardens faced helped to save many gardens. Thegoity garden movement faced the
biggest challenge when the city under Mayor Rudyli&ni administration announced in
January 1999 the plan to auction off 114 gardenitoMay 1999 with the possibility of
later adding more than 500 community gardens tdish& be auctioned. According to a
New York Times article (Raver 1999), New York Cgypepartment of Housing
Preservation and Development selected “any cityemproperties not slated for housing
or economic development” for the sale. These conitypgardens up for the auction
were city-owned “vacant lots” on lease, and thg leéd the rights to get them back to
sell.

The year 1999 was not the first time community gasdfaced demolition.
During the Giuliani Administration, the city madeny attempts to take back the lots
leased to gardens to put them up for economic andihg development. For example,
in the period between 1995 and 1998 over two dgaedens were bulldozed by the city
(Coleman 1998). In 1997, the protest organizethbyNew York City Coalition for the
Preservation of Gardens, included about 200 gardérmding large puppets handing in
letters along with vegetables and flowers to cificals to protest city’s plan to close
gardens (Raver 1997). The scale of the thredteoplanned auction in 1999 seemed to
have attracted numerous protests. On April 109188 example, approximately 500
gardeners both from within and outside of the gayhered at Bryant Park to rally against
the auction (Raver 1999). In May, theatrical pstgenvolving music, performance,
garden-related costumes, and rose petal showéeplace in the Lower Manhattan near

the area where an informational session was helthése interested in the city
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properties that were going up for auction. While emonstration was peaceful, 62
demonstrators were arrested for disorderly confitwdtlocking the street and
interrupting rush-hour traffic. According to onecaunt, the protest attracted over 500
onlookers (Herszenhorn 1999). These protests tigfieact media attention and raise
people’s awareness. They helped to draw then #ve Ybrk State Attorney General
Eliot Spitzer’'s attention to the community gardssuie.

In reacting to the city’s plan to auction off gandets, over twenty organizations
got involved in four separate lawsuits in state fautdral courts to change and stop the
plan (Stapleton 1999). The one filed by New Yot&t& Attorney General Eliot Spitzer
in 1999 alleged that the city had not fulfilled tlegjuired environmental review by the
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) (8mand Kurtz 2003). When the
State Supreme Court ruled that the city needetidavshe environmental impact of
closing down community gardens, it delayed the'€ipyan to auction, and pushed the
city to come to the negotiation table with the gardupporting organizations. As a
result, as mentioned earlier, the Trust for Pubdind and the New York Restoration
Project gained the opportunity to purchase thefmtsome of the gardens in order to
secure them.

The deal TPL made along with the intervention ef MYRP helped preserve
gardens destined to be auctioned, but some gaslbaee criticized the elitism of the
TPL for not consulting gardeners before the intetiem (Lefer 1999). One of the
possible reasons why the negotiation was made utithhoich input from people at
affected gardens is the technicality and the corifyief the process that led to saving of

the garden. The TPL'’s offer to buy a number oflgas was rejected initially by the city
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under Mayor Giuliani, who was not supportive of ithea of the community gardens
from the beginning. The city became willing to oegte only after the state Supreme
Court’s ruling required the city to assess the emrmental impact of losing gardens and
took up one of the offer by the TPL. The TPL, hoemr was not a part of any of the four
lawsuits brought by various organizations thatttethe state Supreme Court ruling
(Stapleton 1999). In addition to coming up witke 8trategy to save garden lots up for
the auction, the TPL also had to generate necefisaaing to make a deal with the city.

The frustration of some gardeners feeling leftafuhe negotiation process was
probably also rooted in the nature of the deal mad®99, which stopped the auctioning
of the 112 gardens, but did not offer any long-tguarantee for other community
gardens built on city-owned lots. Such developmeas unlikely during the Giuliani
administration since, as a Mayor, he showed kfipreciation for community gardens.
Referring to his plan to sell garden lots, he lead,sThe era of communism is over”
(Stapleton 1999). Various organizations supportimgnmunity gardens, including the
TPL, shared the concern that there was no agredimambetween the city and the
garden community to insure protection of other camity gardens. According to
Stapleton (1999), Rose Harvey of the TPL saidttmaideal was not the end but “just the
beginning” of the community garden issue.

Various involved organizations kept pushing for libreg-term protection for
community gardens, and in 2002, the city under M&foomberg, agreed to leave alone
over 400 lots as community gardens. In contraMagor Giuliani, Mayor Michael
Bloomberg, interested in ending lawsuits againstdty brought on during the previous

administration, was much more willing to reach enpoomise to settle the garden issue
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(Steinhauer 2002) and has been much more suppofta@mmunity gardens. In
September 2002, Mayor Michael Bloomberg reachealgreement with the New York
State Attorney General, Eliot Spitzer. The agregisaved approximately 200 city-
owned community gardens. Another 200 gardens begeart of the Parks Department
or of non-profit groups at no cost or with a nonhife@. As part of the same agreement,
over 150 community garden lots were made availtdsldevelopment.

The compromise made between the city and gardercatks was described by
Steinhouser of the NYT as the “end of a quintesaseNew York drama, pitting the two
most common objects of longing for many New Yorkehousing and unfettered green
spaces—against each other...” (Steinhauser 2002: Ai¢.city, as well as the mass
media, tends to depict community gardens as congpetith city’s needs for housing,
especially low-income housing. Karen Schmelzkd®06) points out that in the Lower
East Side, the gardeners and housing advocatesibdénstood the need for the housing
as well as desirability of the garden for the nbmihood. Indeed, according to her,
many participants in the housing-advocacy groupeetivere garden members and
supporters themselves, and many gardeners theraseére seeking low-income
housing. Community gardens terminated in the pagtnot always been replaced by
low-income housing. Some of them were turned iptyking structures, high-priced
condominiums, and apartment buildings” (SchmelzKg85).

The shortage of affordable housing is an ongoimfplerm for New York City
especially in recent years with continuing increaserent. That does not necessary
mean, however, that community gardens have todsged as in competition with low-

income housing. Lenny Librizzi from the Open Sp&eeening Program argues, “It's
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not either garden or development. You can havk.bdhere are many vacant lots in the
city besides gardens, which are not truly vacatst Idhere are other vacant lots that are
just garbage, illegal parking lots, those couldbdt on” (in-person interview,

November 22, 1999). The Open Space Greening Rmgrgart of the Council on the
Environment of New York City, has been helping degince 1975 to create and
manage community gardens. Many gardeners aneématgporters shared the
frustration that community gardens were endangetatd the city had many other
abandoned vacant lots that could have been dewklopgead (Coleman 1998).

Lawsuits became one of the key components of theramity garden movement
when they were used to challenge the city’s plaauction off lots on which community
gardens were thriving. However, lawsuits alonerditiresolve the situation. Activism
and protests helped shed light on the possibledbssany community gardens and
created the support and the momentum that ledasuiiéss. Lawsuits slowed down the
city’s auction plan and pushed the city to comth#table to negotiate a deal with the
TPL and the NYRP, who helped to buy lots to saesntlas community gardens. The
change from the Giuliani to Bloomberg administratadso helped the garden community
secure the future of many gardens, as Mayor Bloogniigowed much more
understanding and appreciation for community gasdean his predecessor did.
Lawsuits, activism, and institutions were all neszag and important in saving the

gardens this time around.
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Conclusion

When the words social movement are mentioned ntlage that comes to
people’s minds is that of people gathering andgstiotg. Protests and demonstrations
have been a part of the community garden moveraspgcially when a specific garden
or gardens have been under threat of being denedlisfihat, however, is only a fraction
of what makes up the community garden movement ifi$titutionalization of the
movement—>both the emergence of the various orgéoieain support of community
gardens and formalization of the internal structtfreommunity gardens—mark the
transformation of the community garden movemennfeal hoc individual efforts to a
well-established and recognized long-lasting effomaintain communal open green
space in New York City. Even a type of theatrpaitest, as seen in tiRetes of Soring:
Procession to Save Our Gardens by Earth Celebrations, has become more of an
institution—a bi-annual, well-organized event trexhinds people of gardens that were
lost to the development, threats of demolition gasistill face, and the beauty of the
community gardens. It sometimes includes a mernegiaice for garden activists and
gardeners.

While many aspects of the community garden movemmentnarked by
resistance to encroaching development and geuatiiibic that threaten the environment
and characteristics of the community, the gardemament is also supported by the city,
corporate money, and foundations. The communitgegramovement itself is sometimes
unfairly depicted as an obstacle to people’s neetbfv-income housing. The structure
and involved interests of the community garden mosat are far from simplistic. It has

been flexible in accommodating and attracting agvariety of participants from
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revolutionaries in the community to mega corporatimterested in funding an
environmental community-based project. The lontyeamnd sustainability of the
community garden movement relies on its institudiaation as well as its flexibility.

The community garden movement is like a mosaic nugdef different
components. In this chapter, | have examinedrtbgtutional aspects of the garden
movement by underscoring the importance of vargarslen-related organizations in
holding the movement together, rescuing some garftem demolition, and offering
continuous technical and material supports cruoiglustain gardens. Many individual
gardeners as well as garden advocates have besaadvyn some form of garden
activism besides simply gardening, but interesyingldividual gardeners do not always
see themselves as activists or participants ircelsmovement. The community garden
movement has given people the choice to do gardenithe city, and most of them do
gardening for personal fulfillment rather than mdeng to make social statements. Yet
their daily efforts, backed by organizational sup@md occasional protests to secure the
site of community gardens, together have maintacoedmunity-based open green space
in New York City for over three decades and coumtin

The environmental benefits of community gardendeémw York City are one of
the driving factors behind garden activism. Onéefmost significant roles of the
environmental movement is its contribution in shitenvironmental discourse. Kay
Milton refers to environmental discourse as “nat jcommunication about the
environment, but also the process whereby our staleding of the environment is
constituted through such communication” (1993:8he influence is exerted in many

ways including reaching out to the media, educatiegpublic, and lobbying (Milton
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1993:9). With its success, the community gardemeneent has demonstrated that it is
possible to maintain a place for nature in the. cithe community garden movement has
opened up a dialogue, suggesting the needs anibitites for more green amenities in

urban cities.
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Chronological Table of Some of the Key Moments
in the Community Garden Movement in New York City

1973: Liz Christy started the Liz Christy Bowery d#ton Community Garden (originally

named Bowery Houston Community Farm and Gardea)fitst garden that marked the
beginning of the community garden movement in NewkYCity

1973: Green Guerillas was started by Liz Christy her friends

1974: The City Office of Housing Preservation Deypehent granted a lease to Liz
Christy Bowery Houston Community Garden for $1 antho

1975: Open Space Greening Program of the Coundh@invironment of New York
City was created

1978: GreenThumb was eatablished initially to oeerthe leasing of city lots for
community gardens

1991: Earth Celebrations was created and put onfitst Rites of Soring: Garden
Pageant andWinter Pageant

1994: Earth Celebrations launched the New York Giayden Preservation Coalition
1995: GreenThumb became a part of the New York Rdtrks Department
1995-1998: Over two dozen community gardens wellddmed by the city

1997: The New York City Garden Preservation Caalitialong with 200 gardeners, hel
a protest against the city’s plan to close somdeyes

January 1999: New York City Department of Housimgdervation and Development
announced the auctioning off of city lots where td#munity gardens were located

1999: Four separate lawsuits are filed by variaasigs to stop the city from auctioning
off the lots. The auction plan is delayed whenSkete Supreme Court ruled that the ¢i
needed to demonstrate the environmental impadbsing down community gardens

May 1999: Theatrical protests in the Lower Manhatiad some people were arrested

May 1999: 114 gardens on city lots set for auctiene saved by the New York

Restoration Project, which paid 1.2 million doll&ws 51 lots, and by the Trust for Public

Land, which paid $3 million to purchase the resthef 114 gardens

September 2002: The city under the Michael Bloomlaeiministration agreed with the
State Attorney General Eliot Spitzer to keep ov@ lbts as community gardens

61

ty



Samples of Organizations That Support NYC CommunityGardens
(as discussed in chapter 2)

*| only mention the activities of each organizatitvat are pertinent to community
gardens. The list of funding sources | mentionrereexhaustive.

The Greenacre Foundation

Type: non-profit corporation (philanthropic)

Founder: Abby Rockefeller Mauz

Year: 1968

Activities: provide funding to various communityrdans throughout the city

The Trust for Public Land

Type: a U.S.-wide nonprofit land conservation ofigation

Founder: Huey D. Johnson, Martin J. Rosen

Year: 1972 (involvement with gardens in the cityesi978)

Activities: protect a variety of natural spacediigiing community gardens, provide
expertise and funding for garden groups to purclaseoffer garden programs for the

community, holds title for 64 gardens in the cagquired as a part of NYRP-TPL effor

to stop the city’s auction of community garden liot4999.
Funded by: land contributions, charitable trustgestment, grants, corporations,
foundations, individual donors

Green Guerillas

Type: non-profit organization

Founder: Liz Christy, an artist

Year: 1973

Activities: provide community gardens assistanceicational programs, gardening
materials, various events for garden volunteergoeatcy for community gardens
Funded by: corporations, foundations, membersyiddal donations, benefit parties

Open Space Greening Program

Type: a program of the Council on the Environmdmlew York City (CENYC), which
is a semi-governmental organization—privately-fushd®on-profit citizens’ organizatio
in the Office of the Mayor.

Founder: CENYC, which was created by an Executikse©of Mayor John Lindsay
Year: Open Space Greening Program: 1975; CENYC0 197

Activities: Help people in New York City neighborbas to create and maintain
community gardens, provide expertise, materiald,@dants, and rent tools

Funded by: grants, foundations, corporations, govent, individual donors

GreenThumb
Type: a program of the New York City Parks Deparitr(gince 1995)
Founder: The City of New York

-

Year: 1978
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Activities: assist neighborhood groups involved@mmunity gardening, provide
materials and technical support, offer workshopb @mall grants, set guidelines for
community gardens under GreenThumb

Funded by: Federal Community Development Block @Gran

The American Community Garden Association

Type: bi-national nonprofit corporation

Founder: the US Department of Agriculture

Year: 1979

Activities: building US as well as Canadian comntyigiarden networks; promoting
community gardens by holding annual conferencesljghing, education

Funded by: conferences, memberships, individuahtions, publication sales

The Neighborhood Open Space Coalition

Type: environmental organization

Founder: Tom Fox, one of the original members adegarGuerillas

Year: 1981

Activities: advocacy and education, promotion amg@riovement of open space in the
Funded by: corporate donors, foundations, the mitliyidual donations

Earth Celebrations

Type: non-profit organization

Founder Felicia Young, a festival artist

Year: 1991

Activities: put on annual theatrical pageant called Rites of Soring: Procession to Save
Our Gardens and offer pageant-related art workshops

Funded by: corporations, foundations, individuahatons, membership, the city,
awards, benefit party

The New York City Garden Preservation Coalition

Type: neighborhood organization

Founder: Earth Celebrations

Year: 1994

Activities: to explore the possibility of forminglaand Trust through the coalition of
gardens and other community organizations (neveenadized), provide information o
community gardens in the Lower East Side, prot@génst the closing of gardens

The New York Restoration Project
Type: non-profit organization
Founder: Bette Midler

Year: 1995

Activities: Reclaim and restore New York City’s grespaces, purchased 51 gardens
1999 for $1.2 million and turned it into Land Trusdtained the title to six more garde
since 1999, provide education, materials, and mamagt support

Funded by: corporations, individual donors, chatédrusts, foundations, membershiy

city

n

S,

special events, investments
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Chapter 3

Community Gardens and Gentrification

Many community gardens, which started on unaitraatacant lots in a not well-
maintained city in the fiscal crisis of the 1978snd today in thoroughly gentrified or
rapidly gentrifying neighborhoods. What is theat&nship between community gardens
and the gentrification of the vicinity in which thare located? The literature on
gentrification focuses on the impact of global emoic forces and the housing market in
precipitating gentrification, which is associateihwincreases in property value and rents.
Gentrification viewed in a positive light is a pess of urban renewal, rejuvenating the
area with new businesses and residential developniwever, it has also gained
notoriety as a process in which external forcegeege long-term low-income and
working-class residents out of their own neighbod® Increasing the property value of
their own neighborhoods was not the intention osthwho participated in building
community gardens in the 1970s and 80s; they wishadake their neighborhood a safer,
cleaner, and better place to live. The commurfattto clean up streets and
neighborhoods certainly has contributed to makimegareas more attractive to
newcomers and businesses, even though, paradgxicathmunity gardens also
symbolized resistance to encroaching development.

Community gardens are communally-managed lani. open for the public to
enjoy and join but, at the same time, kept behifatlked gate. The place represents a
hybrid between public and private space. On theel@nd, it is a community space kept

away from commercial developers. On the other hamohmunity gardens often appear
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private and secluded compared to city parks fomtags they are used and operated.

The actual land status of land varies. While nebshem started on city-owned lots,
various efforts to save the gardens resulted ideges acquiring various land statuses, as |
mentioned in Chapter 2. Some gardens, like thé &wakthe West Garden, became
incorporated. Over 600 GreenThumb community gadeong to the New York City
Parks Department. They must act in compliance gothe NYC park rules such as a
minimum opening hour requirement, but day-to-dagrapons, decision-making,
designing, and the use of the garden are deternbingdrden members. In a sense, they,
private citizens, are entrusted with the mainteeasfqublic space. Over 150 gardens
became land trusts as the result of the New Youdt¢dration Project and the Trust for
Public Land purchasing the lots to save gardemaeleli et al (2002:203) point out that
community gardens owned by land trusts face bluomddaries between public and
private space for serving public interests but g@&wned by “private entities.”
Interestingly, during the fiscal crisis of the 18#0at gave rise to the community garden
movement the city also let some prominent publikpdecome privatized to save the
city money. Privatization of the park shifts theaning of the park as a public space.
The city and the people are still exploring effeetand long-lasting ways to maintain
open green space in New York City, but hybridizatad private and public space is

already becoming a significant factor.

Global and Local Factors of Gentrification

Deterioration or gentrification of neighborhoodshie manifestation of changes
happening within and beyond. In the early 1980a,3usser (1982) and Sharon Zukin

(1982) offered some of the earliest studies ofgenatrification of New York City and its
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relation to deindustrialization. Zukin (1982) exass the conversion of manufacturing
space into loft apartments in the 1970s and thecasson of the space with art and artists.
She argues that the conversion functioned as “e&beefor deindustrializing local

capital,” which reshaped the nature of urban spacater more to upper and middle-
class populations (Zukin 1982:192). Susser (1982)ts out in her study of a
community of the poor working class of Greenpointidmsburg in Brooklyn, New

York during the mid 1970s, that high unemploymexes reflected a major shift in the
city’s economic structure from a manufacture-omento a corporate-centered one. The
former, which provided many jobs to unskilled waskevere replaced by the latter,
which created jobs for middle-class, white-colorkars. Saskia Sassen (2001) calls
New York a “global city” to describe the intercomtedness of the city with other major
cities under the global economy. She indicatesttieaconnection can influence each
city’s work cultures, infrastructure, and gentrdimn processes, among other things.
According to her, economic globalization is notyoabout the intensification of capital
flow but also about the interconnectedness of dloitias in terms of services and market
operations.

Studying gentrification on the Lower East Side, [Ngnith claims that
gentrification of the area is connected to “a seakwider global transformation”
(1996:6). According to him, gentrification repliea a new global order which he views
in the context of local and global class conflic&mith refers to the Lower East Side as
the “new urban frontier.” It is where the encroaemt of international capital and a
globalized workforce result in squeezing out resideorking-class people, changing the

characteristics of the neighborhood, and produainge in homelessness.
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Lees (2003) sees gentrification as a continuousgs® In her study of Brooklyn
Heights in Brooklyn, New York City, she points dwiw the neighborhood has not only
become gentrified but has gone through secondhardiwaves of gentrification,
attracting residents with higher incomes each tilfeper gentrification turns an already
upper-middle-class neighborhood into a more exetiand expensive one. According to
her, the phenomenon has been driven by individealt generated in Wall Street’s
global finance and corporate service industriee$2003).

Some scholars argue that the city government ipdséplayed a role in
promoting gentrification in some areas by firstifeg the deterioration of a neighborhood
run its course. Delmos J. Jones and Joan T. T{t088&0) understood that declining
services to the Lower East Side in the 1970s waertaof an “unofficial policy of

‘planned shrinkage’ to drive out lower-income conmmties to later attract more white-
collar taxpayers to the area. Susser (1982) nb&tsuch a practice was actually official
city policy. According to her, many poor commuegtilost their neighborhoods due to
the city’s policy of urban development and its meglof people in poor, struggling
communities. Whether “planned” or the result afdtficial policy,” parts of the city,

like the Lower East Side in Manhattan, were indeeeply affected by budget cuts to
public services including police, fire fighting,rs&ation, and recreation (Schmelzkopf
1995). As aresult, the area witnessed an incrieabe number of abandoned properties
and arson. Streets were dirty and vacant lots fillze with garbage. While the city
lacked the means or the interest to clean up ey lots that attracted garbage and

drug users to the area, some people who lived thented to improve their

neighborhood’s environment and to make them s@fe emergence of the community
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garden movement on the Lower East Side reflectéld the poor condition of the
neighborhood in the mid 1970s and people’s wisthat@omething to change their
neighborhood to counter the city’s neglect. Thg ttien had also encouraged people to
participate in sharing the responsibilities to ole@ their own neighborhoods (Susser
1982).

Clearly, urban renewal does not come solely froenittvrestment from outside
sources. Communities have contributed to improtgr neighborhoods and
beautifying them. The idea of community self-hefgps encouraged and promoted during
the fiscal crisis, especially by the then Mayory@iam Beam. Volunteer-run
community organizations were asked to take up uartasks for neighborhood services
which the city had reduced due to budget cuts @ui382:108). For example, Susser
(1982) depicts in her ethnography that volunteeiGreenpoint-Williamburg, a low-
income community back in the 1970s, formed a comtygnoup. Like many who
volunteered for community gardens, the volunteetle community group cleaned a
rubbish-filled vacant lot in their neighborhood pivag to eventually turn it into a
children’s park. Inthe end, however, the lot wastioned off after the clean-up without
any notification to the group regarding when thetiam was happening. Instead of a
park, the space became a parking lot, which Itisti-a cement and eyesore in the
middle of the block in 2009. The community grolgoavorked to improve the
reputation of the block by planning a street faihe event was not a big success due to
the low attendance and lack of any profit afterabst. The group dissolved after about a
year. Susser (1982) attributes its short lifedpgwoorly structured meetings, a

discrepancy of power between volunteers from difiéclasses and educational
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backgrounds, and racial divisions in the neighbodhthat prevented white volunteers
from seeking support and advice from a nearby estiblished black tenants’
association. This example shows how people workgether to take action hoping to
turn things around in their neighborhoods, but &lew difficult it was to keep a
community-based organization running in the logigrt despite ambition and good
intentions.

In New York City, neighborhood politics and comniyractivism have always
been important in shaping the city’s developmédntCorona and Elmhurst, Queens in
New York City, communities composed of residenttwiiverse cultural and economic
backgrounds, mobilized under a shared black idetttigain political leverage (Gregory
1998). While identity politics help people to withe wealth and power of a community
can be even more effective in influencing the sitgévelopmental planning, as seen in
the mobilized opposition to the plan to expand La@ia Airport facilities, which
included the building of an elevated light rail tya to enhance access to the airport
(Gregory 1998). Upper East Side activists collatemtavith block and civic associations
from Corona and East EImhurst to oppose the pliaitially, the Port Authority, which
operates La Guardia Airport, planned to build arieal on the Upper East Side for the
elevated light rail system that runs through Qudenrsach Manhattan. Opponents
claimed the expansion would compromise the quefitife of the local community and
cause environmental problems. The Port Auth@rigued that convenient access to the
airport was necessary to improve the global cortipetiess of the city.

Residents of the Upper East Side, the wealthieghherhood in New York City,

effectively opposed the project, forming allianeéth elites in the public and private
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sector, hiring an attorney, and drawing media #ties. Queens activists, in comparison,
did not have as many resources—time, money, arnticabpower to shape the discourse
surrounding the project. However, the project sigsificantly modified partly for
reasons of cost, but also as a result of locabiaatiin Queens, which forced the Port
Authority to come up with a compromise. The eftoytpolitically powerful Upper East
Siders helped halt the plan to extend the lighttoaManhattan (Gregory 1998).

The community garden movement is unique in sergpegific communities
while simultaneously being a city-wide movemenbn@nunity gardens have been
created in various locations throughout New YortyCand people with different class,
racial, and ethnic backgrounds have been involgsgbadeners and activists. Their
perceptions of gentrification vary depending on gemtrification has affected them.
Some garden members in the East Garden and theG&esdtn were people who came to
live in the location before and during the firstwgaof gentrification. That is, people
moving into the area attracted to cheaper rentisgathe mid 1970s. They are now
witnessing an increase in property values and higé# in their neighborhood as a new
wave of gentrification reaches the area. The Uppest Side underwent gentrification in
the 1980s, which intensified in the 2000s. The &o®ast Side went through its second
wave of gentrification starting in the mid 2000&/hile grassroots activism for the
community gardens spread, reaching across radlag@cio-economic divisions within
and across communities, community gardens todaydathallenge to gain appreciation
from old-timers and newcomers alike, whose peroegtioward the garden may differ

depending on their views of the transformationhef beighborhood. Community
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gardens continue to work to reach out to the peiopllee community by welcoming

them to join and visit and by maintaining the specereate a hospital environment.

Community Gardens and Gentrification

While the existing literature on gentrification dasot focus on the local
dimensions of the phenomenon, local initiationadiematter. The presence of a well-
kept community garden can certainly contributedotgfying a neighborhood. The
relationship between the community garden movemedtgentrification is a complex
one. On the one hand, community gardens can ssrgescursors to gentrification. The
presence of well-maintained open green space c&r swarounding and nearby
properties more attractive to potential residemsany researchers have noted that urban
deterioration is sometimes intentionally left aldo®pen a ground to build a new
gentrified neighborhood (Jones and Turner 19894154884, Susser 1982). Thus,
community gardens created to ease the impact efidedtion may have been laying the
path toward such a transition. On the other hdmelcommunity garden can be seen as
resistance to gentrification—resisting the encroaaht of private capital to communally-
held land.

Those people who were involved in starting a comitgugarden know how it
helped to turn around their neighborhood, transfgra garbage-filled lot into a little
oasis. | had a chance to meet Olean, one of thed#&rs of a garden in the Lower East
Side before she passed away in 2005. In 1978gaidth Liz Christi from the Council
on the Environment, Olean started a garden to dieablock with drug problems.

Newspaper articles from the late 1970s and thg 4880s (Brozan 2000; Williams
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1995) and ethnography conducted in the area bya)fpcicka Sharff (1997) depict
widespread drug problems and related crimes i.¢iveer East Side. Statistics on crime
in the 9" Precinct, in which Olean’s garden is located, dath that the area has seen a
significant reduction in crime in all categoriesuntier, rape, robbery, felony assault,
burglary, and grand larceny from 1990 to 20071980, reported crimes totaled 5,991;
in 2007, the number was 1,523 a decrease of 745588 1990 (Police Department, City
of New York 2008).

| visited her garden on a rather warm Decemberradtan to chat with her. She
closed the garden to the public during the winténtent there often to take care of
things. On the day | visited her, she was sweefalgn leaves from a couple of large
trees. | asked her how the block was when sheedtére garden. “Honey, it was bad!”
she said. Liz and Olean together, Olean told sikedpeople on the street to come to
help them to make the garden.

Not everybody in the neighborhood appreciated fferte“It was too beautiful
for drugs,” she said. According to her, she fedtttdrug dealers did not want the garden
there. However, she stood up to save her gardgtoskeep a safe place for kids to visit
in the neighborhood. Standing in the garden intfod the mural, drawn by a homeless
artist, which says “Love Your Neighbors as ThySealhe told me that she had wanted to
encourage the residents to join the garden andagaeappreciation for their own
community.

Community gardens in the Lower East Side beadtitie neighborhood before
gentrification reached the area. Yet gated gardeagentrifying neighborhood

sometimes give the impression to some passerbygahdens are for the exclusive use
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of a few select people. Community gardens are ¢péme public for certain hours or
when members are present. And membership is apeedple who fulfill each garden’s
requirements. When no member is available to witetgarden, many gardens keep
their gates closed. One day, as | walked pagy sighature garden on the Lower East
Side with a decorative fence that itself looks lieart object, | saw their sign was
painted with graffiti which said, “This is yuppi@tering.” The garden is the one that
usually stays open for much of the day. | wondéfréie graffiti perhaps reflected
misunderstandings toward community gardens andr&tisn over gentrification in the
area. Such graffiti would be erased soon to aatirdcting more graffiti. Vandalism is
not common in community gardens, especially siheg take the precaution to lock the
garden at night. Ironically, a garden that oncéified many neighbors to join now
faced criticism for being exclusive and selectié@nce established, a garden tends to
become stable as core members work hard to deettesssary tasks to maintain the space.
Reaching out to the people, newcomers and old-tirakke, however, remains essential
to promote the ideal of the community garden angréwent further misunderstandings.
When | talked to passerbys or people hangingronearby parks to find out what
non-gardeners thought of community gardens, maidytsay enjoyed having the
gardens in their neighborhood. However, some geexbressed concern about gardens
appearing to be exclusive and private. Maria, Visres a couple of blocks down from a
community garden told me that the garden was alapked. She said that she would
understand if they have to lock out people who wanlrink or who do drugs there. But
she didn’t understand why someone like her whowastted to have a soda or read a

book was locked out. She said, “Those gardenslié\®, are for the community. It
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should be open to community then. But no. ke Iprivate property. Just like a private
house... | know many people who are upset about lithope the city closes these
gardens. There are people who need apartmentscififshould build housing there.”
Community gardens are open to the people in thghberhood to join, usually,
for a membership fee of around $30, and a commiteetio volunteer work to maintain
the garden. However, for someone like Maria, wiamts to enjoy gardens as a visitor,
finding gardens open when she wants to visit cbel@ hit or miss prospect, especially
during the winter. The required open time for GfBeaumb gardens, gardens belonging
to city’s urban garden program under New York RafRecreation, is ten hours per
week. The requirement can be fulfilled by keepimg garden open for five hours a day
on Saturday and Sunday, for example. In that ¢hsegarden would be closed to the
public five days out of the week. There is no 1egaent during the winter months from
November to March. Most community gardens remaienato visitors if members are
present, but this seldom occurs during the win@uestions of insurance liability and
concerns about vandalism and theft lead peoplectothe gates in the absence of
members. As the neighborhood becomes more genirithe gate and fences of a
community garden that were once deemed functiasmrakcto be viewed as exclusive and
distancing. Without a good balance between itsigndus role as public and private
space, the community garden could face loss of@tiifom the community. While
some gardens stay open even without a gardengy pesgsent, including the West
Garden, many community gardens do not see that aptaon. Scheduling members to
be in the garden at different time to insure lopgrang hours is impractical since many

members work day jobs and most gardens closedsdt&r Moreover, such a
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requirement undermines the sense of the freedonkeélyeholding members have to
enjoy the garden as they wish.

Although Maria mentioned that the neighborhooddeeehousing more than
gardens, the comment seemed to reflect her frigtratth locked gardens. “I love
gardens. We need to have some fresh air, too,flaMlald me. | mentioned to her that
some people had told me that gardens must be Idokaatect them from thieves and
vandalism. She responded, “I don’t see nothinglgbere. What are they going to
steal? Maybe a plant? Maybe roses? Give meakbidaybe a very few people might
do that. But all of us are locked out!” Althoughmember would have a key to the
garden, Maria did not think people in the neighloadhshould have to pay for their
garden membership since community gardens weretrteeae for the public.

“Locked gardens are an issue,” a park-regular posged out.

“Friends of mine are kind of upset that gardend@eked certain hours. They feel that
people who are in charge of gardens are tryingeplout certain types of people. They
don’t want Blacks or Hispanics to come in. Theig fnends) look at it as a racial issue.”
Nonetheless, he was not upset, unlike his friealdsut gardens being locked especially
at night. “l know, at night, we have drug addigs;. | know if you have a place like a
community garden open, they (drug addicts, etaangado their things.” He also pointed
out that even parks close at night. Referringdmpkins Square Park, he said “Long
time ago in New York, parks stayed open all nighthen people were afraid to come into
park. In most of the 80’s, people wouldn’t comdnere. The place was overrun by
drugs and stuff. It was really bad. Unfortunatéhat’s the city. If you leave it open,

you are looking for trouble. That’'s how it is.”
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Anthony Marcus (2006) as well as Neil Smith (1986pict the time of unrest in
the Lower East Side in the 1980s, focusing spetifion a riot in the area surrounding
Tompkins Square Park that took place on Augus®881 The clash between police and
protesters, which Marcus refers to as “probably Nenk’s largest and most destructive
urban riot since the 1977 blackout” happened whertity’'s attempt to enforce the
regulation to close down the park at 1:00am brohgindreds of people and protesters to
the park and about 450 police in response (Mar606:227). Key players in the
resistance effort were said to be anarchists, sgpsatind “troublemakers” from outside
of the Lower East Side. Marcus argues that theltha support of many neighbors who
viewed the homeless living in Tent City in the pask“Christ figures for a neighborhood
bound together by housing panic and real estaté (@rcus 2006:129). Neil Smith
argues that the clash of 1988 and the protest sigdi@ mass evictions of homeless
people from Tompkins Square Park in 1991 were antrdication struggles pursued by
the largely neglected working class against “suannaxpansion” in the “urban
‘frontier” (1996:6). Interestingly, in 1995, whdmndreds of police in riot gear came to
an area in the Lower East Side to remove squdttarstenements, there was no
significant protest against the action. Marcuslattes the lack of action by former
protesters to “a sense of defeat about being alideltectively shape the community”
(2006:136).

| often strolled down Tompkins Square Park duringfreldwork in 2004-2007,
which has a popular dog run and playground for kamddren as well as many benches
and tall trees. In 2000s, there was no reminiscehtee riot or the tent town that once

occupied the park. It was hard to imagine thatpidud once went through the period like
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that. John Kifner describes Tompkins Square PadkIn 1989 in his New York Times
article as “a center of drug abuse, prostitutiott emime,” with “[r]lagtag huts and tents,
many of them surrounded by garbage or piles ofdmajrocery carts....” (1989:B1).

The same article has the comment of then Parks Ggsiuner Henry J. Stern who said,
“The initial sympathy many had for the plight oethomeless was sorely tested by the
reality of an occupied park” (Kifner 1989:B1). dmother New York Times article in
1992, Betsy Gotbaum, Commissioner of New York @G&yks and Recreation wrote that
before the renovation of the park in 1991, it waglace for children or their parents to
enjoy, as hundreds of people were living in thenerridden park in unsanitary
conditions (Gotbaum 1992). As time goes by, nemgblmave gotten used to the idea of a
clean and orderly park. There was, in a senskaage in perception toward the park,
specifically Tompkins Square Park as a public spauee the 1990s, after the city began
enforcing the open hours between dawn and 1am.pKos Square Park became a
much more family-friendly place and gets crowdedsonny weekends. Jose did not
seem to mind at all that Tompkins Square Park kasrhe a very different place from
what it was in the 1980s as we kept talking infghek.

Listening to Jose, | got the feeling that manydests were ambivalent about the
riot and the change that gentrification was briggimthe area. Jose was sympathetic to
the cause of the riot, but he preferred what thik pas become todayAs we continued
to chat about the community garden and the changenghborhood, Jose expressed his
feeling that developers were only concerned wighhincome people, and Manhattan
was no longer for people of the middle class. d¢i@ e that long—term minority

residents, like himself, view gentrification of taeea with skepticism. New restaurants
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and stores were not so affordable to many longtes&lents, and moreover, he claimed,
these new places had an “attitude” in the treatroéntinorities. He has friends who
think community gardens are a part of gentrificagiursued by “yuppie”-like
newcomers who are not necessarily communicating @@ neighbors, especially the
minority neighbors.

The term yuppie refers to young, highly-paid prefesals. According to the
definition provided by th€ollins Cobuild English Dictionary for Advanced Learners
(2001), a yuppie “likes to show that they havetaofanoney by buying expensive things
and living in an expensive way.” The use of thentguppie by Jose and his friends
seems to show that they distance themselves fremdtvcomers with the assumption
that these newcomers are not only economicallyebeft, but also have some kind of
attitudes toward long-term residents. Such feslea@ not based on their communication
with individual newcomers, but rather, are cultacithrough the pressure they feel when
the neighborhood becomes more expensive to lies ithhe result of gentrification. The
Lower East Side has witnessed a diverse rangevafaraers at different time periods.

Irish, Jewish, and Eastern European immigrants cisexbthe original population
of the Lower East Side in the late™@entury. African-Americans and Puerto Ricans
who moved to the area began witnessing “yuppifcgtor “yuppie invasion” by young
professionals beginning in the 1980s (Marcus 2@H.1 Those who moved there in the
early 1980s are facing the frustration of rent khikad yet another wave of gentrification
by new and richer “yuppies” of the younger generati

Since the Lower East Side has been going thrauggw wave gentrification and

its demography is changin@entrification has been making the neighborhoodemor
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upscale while the image of rubble-filled empty lst®ecoming distant memory.
Community gardens, without sustained efforts tatioore reaching out to old-timers as
well as newcomers can be seen as an exclusivedncaflective of a new, gentrified
neighborhood. Since community gardens rely onntelers and community
involvement for their existence, it is crucial thia¢y reach out to all members of the
broader community. Yet as Jose and Maria pointédoome, the locked gate at a

garden can keep out potential visitors.

The Symbolic Meaning of A Place of Nature

Physical space holds ideological and metaphoriegmmgs which convey social
order and reinforce socioeconomic boundaries (LogvcDonogh 2001). Low (2000),
in her study of the plaza in Cost Rica, arguesttimhomogenization of public space,
which results in the exclusion of certain peopfeairages and is encouraged by racial
and class segregation. Open green space is afptacegotiation where the ideologies
and societal ideals of public space are testeccandeptualized. Mitchell writes that
public space conveys two different ideas. On e leand, public space is an
“unconstrained space” where anybody can join ake part. On the other hand, it is
viewed as an orderly and controlled place for raioa for an “appropriate public”
(1995:115). The conflicts in the ideologies of llpace do not get resolved in the
community gardens of New York City. Many garderesevcreated by demarcating
space from deteriorating, abandoned city lots $tore some order and to revitalize the
area. Unrestricted open access was not what wersdied for the space from the

beginning. | have not come across gardens witfemaes. The East Garden, for
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example, did not have a fence around the gardéreibeginning, but instead had one
around each plot to protect plants from vandalistances helped people to claim the
area and pursue the greening of the neighborhaeedticg a safe space that people could
enjoy.

A place of nature in the city is not only functidbat also symbolic. In the
United States, the motivation behind the creatiomational parks and major city parks
was driven by people’s appreciation for the scéeiguty of nature, as well as by the idea
of nature’s importance for people’s morality andimlity (Olwig 1995:385). In the
city, nature is not a wilderness devoid of humaariction, but the product of human
interaction. Francis and Hester argue that thdegaand the surrounding landscape
signify interrelatedness of “thoughts, spacesyds, and symbols” (1990:2). The
garden connects human activity with wild naturevimat Francis and Hester calls
“nature-under-control” (1990:2).

In the history of the landscaping of New York Cipyaces of nature have held
physical and ideological significances. Availayiland access to open green space has in
the past reflected the class and social hieratadityexisted among people in the city. In
the mid 19' century, New York City was turning into an indistcity and going
through rapid urbanization. Overcrowding and thaatic conditions of the city were
viewed by many as “the source of poor health, poorals, and insanity” (Schuyler
1986:28). Many urban reformers believed that parsid mitigate poor conditions in
the city by bringing a piece of the country inte ttity. Park pioneers like Frederick Law
Olmstead, the main landscape architect both fotr@eRark in Manhattan and Prospect

Park in Brooklyn, expected that the park would agtthe “democratic condition of
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society” by providing a place where the poor conte contact with well-to-do people
(Schuyler 1986:66). Central Park initially was miypenjoyed by the wealthy, those who
had access to a horse carriage to reach the locadsily, though people of every class
eventually joined in (Page 1999:189). Olmsteadssoned the park to be beneficial to
all people, providing harmonizing effects to “theshunfortunate and lawless classes of
the city” (Schenker 2003:388). He considered welt-maintained nature in the city
reflected the well-being of the societal condit{®age 1999:192).

Issues of race and class are an integral pareofr@l Park’s history and the
history of open green space in New York City ingah The land where Central Park is
located was acquired by the city using the right¢rmfnent domain. According to the
Institute of Learning Technologies’ (ILT) web-bagawject on the city’s park history
done by Teachers College, Columbia University, apijpnately 1600 residents were
forced to relocate by the mid-1800s with insuffitieompensation; the displaced had

little voice in politics and economics. Regardedteamps,” “squatters,” and “thieves,”
living in “disease-ridden shantytowns,” they hatdivoice in politics and economics
(Institute of Learning Technologies, n.d.). Thestlengineer of Central Park, General
Egbert Ludovickus Viele was said to enter the aesignated for the park with “cudgel
and deodrizers in hand to protect himself’ fromamtary conditions and from the
people he perceived as having “very little respecthe law” (Miller 2000:61).

Among the people living in the area that has becGmetral Park were African-
Americans in Seneca Village. Seneca Village, sthirt 1825 was a community of

African American landowners, which, later, was grby Irish immigrants. The

community was thriving with three churches andtzost until it was removed for park
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construction. It had become long-forgotten urgdently (Wayman 2006). In their
archaeological study of Seneca Village, Dina digar@/all et al. (2008) point out that
one of the ways in which African-Americans copethwhe discrimination they faced
was by forming their own communities. AccordingiMall et al., Seneca village was “a
comfortable, established community” of the “blackidte class,” more prosperous than
another African-American community, Little Africeacated in today’s Greenwich
Village. Archaeologists have started looking al arcavating the site. The history of
African-American New Yorkers buried under the CahRark is likely to be revealed in
the future.

The idea of creating a large park with a natutiallandscape open to public was
innovative back then. The public in New York iretimid-1800s had access to “squares”
and “commons,” but small parks, according to th€ flroject, were for residents of the
surrounding area given a key to the park behindgyttie. Community gardens, if they do
not provide open hours and the chance for peogl@ripwould end up being like an
exclusive park back in the #@entury. Central Park has become one of the melbt
known open green spaces within an urban area iwdhle. Its meaning and roles have
shifted over time from the playground of the wegpldimd solution to the sanitary
problems of the city to a place of nature for evae. A place of nature in the urban
scape had gone through a transformation to be op®e to public—to be the place for
everyone. However, in recent years in New YorkyQhere has been a shift in

privatizing some open green spaces as a cost-guttgasure. | discuss this in the

following section.
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Private vs. Public—the Parks and the Gardens as Hylll Space

The community garden is a communal way of maintghand. Individuals put
their own resources—time, energy, some money, and/dedge to maintain the
communal land. In many gardens, the gardeningesigatdivided into individual plots. It
allows individuals to have freedom over what tonpland how to design the space with
certain limitations. At the same time, it helpsriark who is responsible and accountable
for the specific area in the garden to ensure thmt@nance of the garden as a whole.
Ultimately, however, the goal remains among peagie maintain gardens to keep a
treasured garden open to public view and opendamteers to work there.

The hybridization of public and private space basome a model for New York
City parks to save the cost to the city while imping the condition of the park. By
using the term private and privatization, | do m&an that the land of the parks | discuss
here has been privatized. Rather, a part of theagement and funding sources have
become privatized to supplement and ease the &ityden to maintain the green space.
The Central Park Conservancy, a private, non-posfjinization established in 1980, for
instance, has been in charge of caring for the @adkgenerating 85% of the $25 million
annual operational cost of Central Park (Centrak Eanservancy, n.d.). The money
comes from private sources such as individual dgrfoundations, and corporations.
The program is largely credited with restoring CahnPark from its wretched condition
in the mid-1970s to what it is today—a well-kepegn space with renovated
infrastructures that attract millions of peoplegwgear (Martin 1997). Semi-
privatization of the operation of Central Park b had the interesting effect of

increasing public participation. Central Park Gamancy has made the maintenance of
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the park more of a public communal activity. ltev§ various programs that encourage
people’s participation in maintaining the park.

Partial privatization of parks’ funding, howevhas its critics and problems.
While some prominent city parks, such as Centret,Faryant Park, and Union Square
Park attract donors, many other parks located tirout the city and in need of repairs,
improvements, and maintenance do not share thégigand are not likely to attract
big-time donors. Hartcollis of New York Times (Z)Points out that the city’s Parks
Department has been cutting down on both pers@mbudget over the last 15 years
while privatization of some parks has saved theadegent money. If the city relies on
or expects private intervention in park managentéetfurther cut in the budget may
hurt all parks.Acknowledging the point that not all parks evoke gassion of
philanthropists, Michael Seth Benn (2006) arguesfdifferent type of management for
city parks; one that is based on “free-market emrrentalism.” This assumes that
market mechanisms such as incentives and feeshebidr in maintaining and protecting
green space than bureaucratic decisions and reanpdat He suggests that the operation
of parks should be entrusted to entrepreneurs wibdev'willing to operate parks in
exchange for licenses and the right to collectfess” [emphasis in the original] (Benn
2006:228).

The problems with Benn’s argument is that, fiflsere is no guarantee that parks
that cannot attract philanthropist intervention Vdoattract private entrepreneurs to invest
in the business of running the park. Secondkeatancentives only work as long as the
operation is deemed profitable. Parks are nokithe of assets that people of the city can

afford to lose. Creating a dependency on privaieey in operating parks may put them
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in danger when times get hard for the entreprenefinsl lastly, charging fees for people
to use city parks can compromise their accessé¢o gpeen space. Lack of funding for
city parks is a problem and could be even moresgbacity faces budget cuts as a result
of the crisis in the Wall Street in September 2008ere is certainly a need to keep the
discussion alive for the importance of open greecs for the city and innovative ways
to maintain them.

The concepts of communal land management andtizavian are intertwined in
the maintaining of the open green space in New Y3tk What does entrusting park
funding and management to private sources medretpublic and democratic nature of
open green space? Bryant Park, located aloﬁ‘b':?tﬁaet between Fifth Avenue and
Avenue of the Americas, is financed solely by pievaoney and is run by the Bryant
Park Corporation, a not-for-profit, private managatcompany, with help from the
area’s businesse®rivatizing the operation of the park helped itramsform itself in the
1990s to become a popular park where many peopie taenjoy lunch outside—quite
a change compared to the park’s severely detesi@ndition in the late 1970s when
people concerned with their safety avoided walkhrgugh it. The excellent
maintenance and high attendance has led to thetredun crime rates. Bryant Park
Corporation states in its mission statement thatadnts goals is to “help prevent crime
and disorder in the park by attracting thousandsatifons, at all hours, thus fostering a
safe environment (Bryant Park Corporation 200l privatization has given greater
autonomy and policymaking power to the Bryant Radup over what supposed to be a

public space (See Martin 1997).
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Setha M. Low writes, “During the past twenty yegmsvatization of urban public
space has accelerated through the closing, redesidrpolicing of public parks and
plazas” (2008:88). Just as the community gardenhigbrid of public and private space,
some public parks are also becoming hybridizedw far would the trend continue and
what would be the long-term consequences? Onrtadand, privatization has helped
revitalize some of the major parks in New York Gitlgen the city could not afford to do
so. On the other hand, as | pointed out abovee i@ concerns that the model of
privatization may not work for much less prominpatks or parks located in poorer
neighborhoods with fewer potential donors. Andéhe always the question of what is
the goal and purpose of public space and whetla¢icdn be fulfilled through
privatization. In the twentieth century, the ideaerged that everyone should be entitled
access to open green space. There is still n@swer as to what is the best way to
ensure this and to maintain such spaces, buteatety least, community gardens help
increase the number and diversify the types of @pean space available to city

residents.

Community Gardens in a Global City

A place of nature in the city once symbolized theai of rural beauty away from
the ill-ridden image of the urbanized city. Opegan space is no longer viewed as a
luxury but as a necessary amenity for the cityhlastvironmentally and socially.
Community gardens are important in increasing asbksopen green space per capita in
the city. They beautify streets and neighborhoddile gentrification in large part is

driven by global finance and the economy, commaesiteffort to beautify their
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neighborhoods by converting abandoned lots intorocanity gardens seem to make an
area more susceptible to gentrification, whether dtesired or not. The source of
gentrification is not only global but also localhe dynamics of gentrification are often
contradictory. The precursor to change may befrefit the increase in property value
and in business potential. The old-timers and@nm residents often face the pressure
to pay higher rents and the sense of loss forghberhood that was once so familiar to
them. When the next wave of gentrification commesiad, then new residents who came
to the area during an earlier period of gentrifmatcould feel the pinch of increased
prices of everything around them. People genevedligome safer, cleaner
neighborhoods, a condition that seems to accomgeantyification, but often, along with
it comes a loss of charm and personality of thghi®rhood, as well as a loss of
affordable housing. Community gardens, once tinebsy of a struggling neighborhood
and resistance of people against urban decay, maietved as an attraction of a
gentrified neighborhood. Community garden membarskeep the community garden a
communal place appreciated by people of the comiypaniarge when they continue
their efforts to keep the gate open as often asdhe to attract more people.
Community gardens are a hybrid of public and pesace in which volunteers
holding individual plots make communal efforts taintain the open green space for the
public. The community garden has become a modealréating and maintaining open
green space at minimal cost to the city. Withia plast two decades, some major parks
in the city have gone through different degreegrfatization, commissioned to an
organization which raises the operational coshefgdark either partially or entirely

through donations. These parks have improved dieatig and are attracting more
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visitors. At the same time, there is a concerh ttia public nature of the park is eroding
as specific organizations gain more control andgrawver how to run and what is
allowed in the public space.

New York City is global and is interconnected tbeatbig financial cities like
Tokyo and London (Sassen 2001). Shifts in gloipace could threaten existing
community gardens with rapid gentrification, butte same time, the
interconnectedness also means that these citleemake each other in many other ways
besides finance. As many parts of the world gpedha urbanizing, New York City’s
citizen-led, community-maintained way of creatimgl &eeping open green space in the
form of the community garden might inspire othdiesi to explore a similar option.
Community gardens are an intriguing common spatte ivg hybrid identity—neither
strictly private nor strictly public. The placeatso a hybrid in the sense that it is located
at the intersection of nature and the city. Figdanvay to green as much space as
possible is one of the practical ways to seek batat of the environment in the city and
to let people stay in touch with nature. The higtaf the community garden in the city
suggests that a bottom-up approach to create amandflexible volunteers has worked

well in cultivating sporadic patches of green spi&iceughout the city.
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Chapter 4

Keep the Flowers Blooming: The Rise and Fall of Galens

In New York City, there are many gardens with déf& characteristics. They all
contribute to the greening of the city and commuhitilding in their own way. Most
gardens share similar, origins in terms of neighbod conditions and the circumstances
that motivated people to start gardens: an abantobélled with garbage and a person
or a few people who wanted to change it. At theeséime, there are as many stories as
there are gardens about how and why a garden watedrand how it grew or
diminished over time. In my fieldwork, | becameative member of the East and the
West Garden to learn about the everyday activaresthe internal politics of community
garden to understand from within how the commubaged environmental movement
operates. These two gardens are both examplesliéstablished gardens which are
enjoying the longevity and have actively participgtmembers. Community gardens in
New York City are diverse with various goals antkrasts. | talked with people who
were involved with other gardens besides my twanrfiaidwork sites. Some people |
talked to had participated in creating a gardehwes later demolished or had been a
part of a garden that suffered from internal catdli As | discussed in the previous
chapter, the support is available for the commugétsden from various organizations.
Nonetheless, not all community gardens last. Speople were attracted to the garden
as a social space much more than to gardening itsethis chapter, | look at the
diversity among community gardens, and what caretmohe efforts to maintain the

community gardens.
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The groups of people volunteering to run and naantommunity gardens
illustrate one of the many of the ways civil sogibas made a difference in the city’s
environment. This chapter also looks at what nadés individuals or discourages them
from volunteering in a garden, especially focusingconflicts of interest. | came across
some garden members who were once avid volunteédelided to no longer
participate in the garden group. Understandingigmynamics is important in studying
any voluntary group. Individuals’ narratives abmihing or quitting a garden provide a

glimpse of some aspects of these group dynamics.

Multi-purpose Use of Community Gardens

Community gardens are not merely open green spat@so a place for the
neighborhood residents to gather and nurture agise of community. Indeed, almost
all community gardens | have come across duringesgarch held open events, many of
them using the garden setting to increase peogfgiseciation of nature as well as to
attract people to work in the gardeBome gardens have a performance space or a
weekly non-gardening program. While some eventommunity gardens are
fundraisers, many others are free and open to@uBients include poetry readingd' (6
& B Garden), craft workshops{& B Garden), weekly Tai Chi and Yoga lessons dyrin
summer (Dias Y Flores"6& B Garden), live music performanced'(@& B Garden),
movie screenings, educational programs, and nured8@ parties and picnics.

Notices for the events are usually posted in a tegtgs or flyers that many well-
established gardens post on a bulletin board heagdte. Many garden events are quite

small scale due to limitations of space and budgéey fit the characteristics of typical
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gardens which tend to be an intimate space knowimoge who live in the vicinity but
not so much to those who live outside of the area.

As was the case for the West Garden, however, gamiens offer events that
attract bigger crowds. One of the bigger in-gareleents | have attended besides the
ones at the West Garden was the annual summeicediick party in the Clinton
Community Garden established in 1978 in Hell's Kén, an area in Manhattan.
Although this garden has a membership rule that thhdse who live in the close vicinity
can join, the party itself is open to everyone e Ewent is fun and informative and
looked more like a small street fair. A band plhyeusic on a stage created on the
sealed-off street right outside of the garden; fand garden t-shirts were sold on balloon
decorated tables; and children were offered fac#tipg and amulets made of herbs
harvested in the garden. The brochure handedt@utable informed the guests about
the beginning of the garden. The narrative cldimas in an abandoned lot, a tomato
plant somehow began growing on its own, and pewhle had spotted it were inspired to
start a garden there (Clinton Community Gardergmé& garden-related goods were sold
such as t-shirts and tote bags. The tote bagsplayi featured a picture of a tree with the
words: “Green Thumb Gardening—The Roots of Strongh@unity.” Inside the garden,
small pots of herbs which had been grown there @men away. To celebrate summer
solstice, a big tin bucket filled with water andarful rose petals decorated the place and
sweet-smelling incense was burned. This eventnlytreminded the community and
informed newcomers to the area about the gardent@ahdtory, but it also celebrated the

city’s natural resources.
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Such free events allowed people from differentsg#asand backgrounds to meet
and interact with one anothelRobert N. Bellah et al. claims, “But residentiadjssgation
is a fact of life in contemporary America” (1996ixx Vast differences in average
income as well as the racial and ethnic makeup gmeighborhoods in New York City
may support such claims. Bellah et al. also pointthat, “voluntary activity tends to
correlate with income, education, and occupatid996:xxiv). Given these points,
Bellah et al. argue that “a small-scale and volustia understanding of community”
(1996:xxiii) would not offer the solution to whatdy call “the American crisis”
(1996:xxxii)—structural inequality and moral detgdtion enhanced by the culture of
individualism. Political scientist Jack Turner (&) similarly argues that the American
ideology of individualism disguises structural inatjties along gender and racial lines in
the United States. Bellah et al. call for transfation toward “a new level of social
integration” (1996:286). They suggest that a pipgon for American malaise is to get
back in touch with a life rooted in the biblicaldarepublican tradition. However, their
argument is based on the assumptions that, onpgetiy@e of this diverse nation share or
want to share the biblical tradition, and, two ttieanforcing it somehow brings
progressive change. In my view, the challengesoofal integration in the United States
are more a matter of political and economic ineigypigian declining moral traditions.
My observation at community gardens informs méegast, that increasing opportunities
for social interaction among people with diversekggounds may be a small, but
important step toward making society more integrate

At community gardens, individualism does not unaae or contradict collective

activity. People often join gardens out of setkmest; gardening is a leisure activity for
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individuals. People who started community gardeese individualistic and independent
thinkers with the initiative to enact change throwagtion. As | have mentioned
elsewhere, however, the founders of the commuritgens were not solely motivated by
selfish interests and a desire to gardening spBether, they were envisioning the
betterment of their street and block by indepengenirsuing a sometimes lonesome act
of planting. Eventually, more and more people atder, thus transforming gardening
into a collective act to create a space of natoréhfe community.

Community gardens are not a vehicle through whichliminate the structural
inequalities people face in their day-to-day livgst, gardening opportunities often appeal
to people across race, ethnicity, gender, and di@gsons, and encourage interaction
among them. The community garden, in turn, helptune a sense of a community that
goes beyond class and racial boundaries. An nyleautiful garden, moreover, attracts
people from different neighborhoods or even visitand tourists from outside of the city
who happen to roam through the neighborhood. Mgamgleners seem to greet visitors
who come into the space, perhaps because a gartik® & backyard to gardeners.
Different activities and events catering to theiasts and needs of the community make
community gardens an important and integral pag cdmmunity, much more
interactive and personal than the outdoor publacep provided by corporate buildings
throughout the city. The intimate landscape ofdbemunity garden such as the narrow
passageway, as well as gardeners’ acknowledgerhgati@ntering the space, often
creates the opportunity to exchange greetingsaor atsmall conversation. Corporate
public space, in contrast, which usually includesdhes or chairs and tables, are great

for people who are looking for a place to sit dderat lunch. People who are entering
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such public spaces usually are not in the mingsebtmunicate with strangers, and the
design of such spaces usually allows for strangjéiisg in close proximity to
comfortably ignore one another.

Events and programs are supplemental in most gardesome gardens,
however, these attractions are equal to gardenitigeir importance Some gardens, for
instance, have theatrical or performance stagésibia them reflecting some garden
founders’ vision of the garden as a multi-functgathering place from its inception. A
relatively new garden in the Lower East Side i, iim Garden, started in the year
2000 with the aim of providing performances anchfdcreenings on regular basis.
Tony, a bilingual speaker of Spanish and Englisb Was lived in the Lower East Side
all his life, happened to know people who were lagd in starting the garden, and
became one of the founding members himself. Thveelcdcast Side in the year 2000
was no longer an area of abandoned lots and bg#difstill, there were some
remaining empty lots. This one was small and pdobbaot attractive to developers.
Building a stage was the first thing Tony and hierfds did after removing the debris
and garbage from the empty lot.

Tony: We built a stage, but the foundation of stege is built out of tiles, cork
tiles. So we went to all the tile shops in the owmity and we asked them if
they could donate their tiles. And the storageviss a refrigerator. Then we
broke up some stones and we laid the paths wepatson some bricks and we
led another path. We also bought about twentyrsheEcause we had this idea
of showing films during the night. So eventuallg got a projector, and we
started showing films every Monday night—mostlyepéndent films which

are great. This is basically ideas for certain iers that they wanted to do
something for the community. And we also discusssalit opening up the
garden to the community and to the people in thghtrhood. They can
come and they can join in and they can do eithiindy party or ... they can
use the space for some sort of event..... We streedarden so we could have

events and we could show films and so we gonna plaee to go to and to sit
down and to gather around people, to meet peoplecaplant and to perform.
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Tony and his friends, all six of them, worked omnpemtry. Having two female architects
in the team made the process of designing andibgikhsier. Tony viewed the garden
as a great setting for art-related activities; dd,s'During the night when you have a
projector running, you can see plants, you carbséerflies... It's much nicer than
being in a theater because it's outdoors and yeunathe garden.”

The Film garden was off to a good start with mattyactive events and
communal planting—the planting area was not divitéad individual plots but instead,
people could plant anywhere. Tony and friendsteldisome trees like peach and cherry
to make the garden attractive yet easy to maintaie list of events at the Film Garden
expanded beyond showing films to include poetryliregs, music performances, and
theatrical performances by local youth groups. sehevents are well-attended, many of
them by artists, poets, and playwrights themsefinea the Lower East Side. The Film
Garden was built with an ambition to create a pfaceommunity with the dual
purposes of nature and art.

Education is at the center of the interest at Eiaaden in the South Bronx. The
South Bronx in the 1970s experienced a large stkslecation of its residents, around a
guarter million of them, due to “housing abandontparson and disinvestment” (Moritz
1998). The depopulation resulted in further detation of infrastructure and mounting
problems (Breslin 1995). The area began changinthe better in the mid 1980s with
the efforts of grassroots, community-based orgéioizs (Breslin 1995) and city-led
efforts to revitalize the area including a housimgpvation program (New York Times
1995a). Mrs. Smith, a retired educator and croaltedt, has recently become a

volunteer at Elisa Garden in South Bronx. | firggt her with her husband, both of
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whom were wearing colorful hats she had made abtlremer Solstice celebration at the
Clinton Community Garden. (I refer to her by hestiname here because she did not like
to be addressed by her first name. She felt itpvager for adults to be addressed by
their last name.)

Mrs. Smith was not much of a gardener. Her husleasl Her main interest in
joining the garden was to teach math and Englisthiloren and adults in a hut adjacent
to the garden. “As an educator, my dream ig#tbat children have a place to go off
the streets where they don't get into a troublaitl ¢Mrs. Smith. Mrs. Smith recently
“discovered” the garden herself after living ndeare for ten years. She explained that
she had assumed that it was a private gardenangitiay she thought of offering some
workshops on the art of crochet for people in ti@munity at the garden site. She
worried that there were not sufficient places foitdren to find after-school activities in
the neighborhood.

For Mrs. Smith, joining the community garden wag@at way to serve her
community, and her interest in serving her comnyumibught her to the garden. She
took much pride in her work helping others. Whesked her about gardening, she
laughed and told me:

Mrs. Smith | am a city girl, although | was born in Kentuckyt | am a city

girl myself. Only thing | do really is to waterdlgarden, because | don’'t know

what to do, you know. | am used to being on caeca# my life.
Besides volunteering to tutor, Mrs. Smith also gagbpreparing BBQ with fellow
garden members during the summer. Her own chldmere grown up, and with her
husband, she was interested in finding a meaninvggdylto spend their retirement. She

also told me that she was attending a collegedrBttonx for continuing education.
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As Mrs. Smith had hoped, Elisa Garden was groworige a community outlet.
People began reaching out to help children studsetn a hut after school. Parents of
children often gathered to chat or simply to apjatecthe plants. Mrs. Smith’s
neighborhood in the South Bronx has more open sip@remost Manhattan
neighborhoods. Right in front of the garden waspen area left undeveloped and
covered with overgrown weeds. Elisa Garden isxamgle of how unused land can
become a resource for the community.

Both Film Garden and Elisa Garden fulfilled duadtions. By promoting the
garden as a performance/film space or as an edueditutoring space, both gardens
were likely to attract participants who might netibterested in gardening or who did not
have time to volunteer.

Community gardens have served as ideal spaceddicagng city children about nature.
The small but well-used community space attachdbded:lisa Garden in which children
could obtain academic assistance was unique. Mamynunity gardens offer
educational and fun activities as a way to infoeoge of the garden and its potential,

and ultimately to attract people to join.

The Time of the Community Garden Movement—GardenersPerspective

The Flower Garden

The Flower Garden is located one street block dway the East Garden on the
Lower East Side and also started in the late 19k@she East Garden—the empty lot
was looking and becoming unsafe, and some peopldatkto change it. Dana is one of

the founding members of Flower Garden. She ise@rdhl and talkative woman in her
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60s. She works in an office but also as a ceramicglassblowing artist. These objects
are popular items at garden fundraising eventsiaDa long-term resident of the Lower
East Side, moved into her current apartment neaE#st Garden and the Flower Garden
back in 1972. Flower Garden has been an intedyrsd of her life in the city, where
she met her ex-husband, visited with her child, @rtivated friendships.
In my interview, she attributed the beginning ad tommunity garden movement
in New York City to the Liz Christy Bowery Houst@ommunity garden.
Dana: She [Liz Christy] was the one who startedfitise community garden
that we know of on public land and her group waslyehe catalyst for the city
saying this [community gardens] was the resourcAnd they can transform a
neighborhood. | don't think they knew how largéhe garden can transform a
neighborhood, but you know, the community effoda &ransform a
neighborhood
Many old-time core people in community gardens kiiesvstory of how Liz
Christy and her garden marked the beginning ottdmmunity garden movement in the
city. However, it also appeared to me that people knevstibry because they have heard
it before. It is also written in many places whtre community garden movement in
New York City is discussed (e.g. see the websitaoChristy Community Garden, n.d.;
Loggins 2008).When | asked Dana specifically whether she knewitthe Liz Christy
Bowery Garden and whether it inspired her, she ansivthat she learned the story of
Liz Christy and her garden after she got involvethuwer own community garden.
Dana attributed the reasons she got involved ircbemimunity garden to several
factors. Living in an apartment a couple of bloalsy from the East Garden, she
witnessed the formation of the East Garden. Daoagver, did not think of joining the

group of people working together to build the Eaatden. “I moved to New York City

to be anonymous,” Dana, who grew up in a rural area farm, said. At the same time,
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her frustration as a political activist against Wer in Vietnam, without the power to
affect the Johnson administration’s policy on tre,wnade her think of how she could
better her immediate environment instead. Seagdoina way to do so, she joined the
food co-op movement, which she remembers as beithg spread in the Lower East
Side in the early 1970s. Living near the East @ay@ana could see yet another empty
lot, this one right outside her own window. Beingolved with a food co-op and having
a background in farming, she began contemplatiagdéa of planting something in the
lot which seemed empty.

Dana had learned that the Street Block Associatioher block had organized to
clean up the lot, and had built some of the platsfance to start a community garden
only to lose the momentum when a woman, the leafdirgg for the garden construction,
developed allergies and could not work in the ga@®ymore. The lot remained fairly
unused after the initial clean up until Dana begarking in the garden and got to know
three women, two of them elderly, one of them wiithited English, who were also
working in the garden. Seeing Dana in the garenneighbor who was involved with
the East Garden told Dana that she should corftadéteen Thumb, an urban gardening
program in New York City, if she wanted to stadanmunity garden.

Dana followed the advice, went there and learnatighe could sign a lease for a
lot for one dollar a year with the city with somasic agreements such as prohibiting
people from living in the space or using it forlgag. She signed this first lease for the
garden in 1981—a time when the city did not havamtagonistic relationship with
community gardens. On the contrary, leasing untessdifor a community garden was a

win-win situation for both the city and people bétcommunity wanting to garden; the
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city got people of the community to do major clegnof the lot and help the area to stay
safer and cleaner while people got the land tovait. Many trees in the Flower
Garden were actually donated by the city when Hrden started. All Dana had to do
was to borrow a truck and pick them up from a myrgethe Brooklyn Navy Yard.

When Dana and her friends started cleaning ujotite make the garden in the
spring of 1981, she counted the number of hypodenaedles. She found fifty eight of
them along with many pieces of broken glass. Towdr East Side had problems with
drugs and was not the safest neighborhood totia the time. Dana recalled an old
lady who later became a garden regular initialty midt believe that Dana’s efforts to put
in trees and plant shrubs would make any differeacee community. The lady said to
Dana, “What are you doing that for?! Nobody caesut this! Why would you bother
to plant trees?” Community gardens were stilltreddy new ideas then. In five years,
the lady and her best friends made the gardence pthere they always met and hung
out. Dana began building connections with peoplthay began connecting with the
garden. People who lived on other blocks made@udéo pass by the street of Dana’s
community garden telling Dana, “We make a pointvafking down the street to see how
your garden is doing.”

Like the East Garden, the Flower Garden is thgumthis day. Unlike the East
Garden, however, the Flower Garden is not incotedralt is still on lease from the city.
During the Giuliani administration, the garden f@tlee possibility of being auctioned off
to the highest bidder for the construction of ahhige luxury apartment house. In a
successful effort to save the garden, Dana work#dthhe community board, arguing for

the importance of the garden to the community gespes and in a booklet she and other
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garden members prepared. The booklet containedistmy of the garden, the list of
gardeners, and pictures that showed how the géraleturned around the ugly lot.
Along with many other gardens, the Flower Gardesabree part of the city parks,
protected by the city’s agreement in 2002 to saremounity gardens, as | discussed in
Chapter 2.Dana credited the city for allowing the gardentayslespite the lease
agreement which clearly stated that the land wédtgiven back to the city. She said, “I
would say the city didn’t realize that they hadraljpem with people not willing to give
up.” She signed a one-year lease agreement, araityhient two city lots for the garden
for a dollar. She continued that while she und@dthe contract, once she saw all trees
she planted and how much of an impact the garderhaang on children in the
neighborhood while the garden itself was becomimtpeant community, she could not
see the place as anything but a garden.

Dana pointed out that one of many benefits of ig¥lower Garden at the
location was that her daughter, who went to a puddementary school in the area had
the chance to visit the garden with her class eyeay. Community gardens offer hands-
on learning opportunities for New York City childréo explore nature in the vicinity of
their school and home. A gardener whose childs&ident at a school nearby can ask
fellow gardeners if a group of students from theosdt could come over to the garden. A
teacher who happens to be a gardener may decidentpher students to the garden for
extracurricular activities. Dana recalled thetgisier daughter and fellow classmates
made.

Dana: | would have very structured things for thterdo, because | would
have ten to twelve of these kids in the place. tis®y all did things. When it

was time for everybody to dig, they all dug, ancewlit was time for
everybody to plant, they all planted. When it weder, they all watered. And
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when it was time for everybody to look for insetttdake back to classroom to
entertain themselves, they looked for insects. Anduld say that insects for
that age group and that group of kids... Insects wWerexciting part. Who
would’ve thought? But the learning power, the ediomal possibilities for the
community garden have been amazing.

Her daughter has since grown up and no longer iivése area. The tradition of
using the Flower Garden as a place of learninggvew has continued. One day, | saw
it myself when | encountered twelve students atehaher from a nearby school there.
They came into the garden to look at insects, tiem@ants, and to learn a bit about
horticulture. A few volunteers from the garden &trere to answer the children’s
guestions and gave them instructions for activities

Dana’s story about the Flower Garden suggestotia a community garden is
established, gardeners and visitors become emdti@itached to the land, and it
becomes a defining element in the neighborhoodiddeape. Garden members, as well
as visitors who enjoy the garden have protestednaitigin petitions to save gardens.
Some succeeded. Some gardens still disappeatedFldwer Garden has managed to
overcome the threat of demolition with the effartade by Dana and fellow gardeners.
Dana recalled how important it was for her daughtet some of the children in the
neighborhood to have a place to explore naturekiong at the neighborhood today as it
is becoming more and more gentrified, it does petsthat unusual that the garden is

visited by children from school. The area has gedra lot since the garden started, and

the garden itself has been a part of the change.
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A Garden that Had a Limited Run

Nancy and Charlie, a married couple who are bihlyeducated and socially
conscious, started a community garden in Chels&875. As the garden was built on a
city-leased lot, it could be taken away anytimeditg needed the lot again. The garden
lasted only four years, after which the city to@ck the lot to expand a library building
next door. Despite the limited life-span, Nancy &harlie felt that it left a mark in the
community and helped the neighborhood improve.eltile Elisa Garden in South Bronx,
the garden Nancy and Charlie helped to build had flunctions. The garden made the
next door library more attractive at a time whea ¢ty could not allocate many funds
for library activities due to the fiscal crisis.

Nancy and Charlie moved into Chelsea in the 197@=wvihe city developed an
apartment complex for middle class people. Chelsgay is a charming neighborhood
of mixed commercial and residential space. The algo is a happening place with
many art galleries and night clubs. In the 19%h@syever, the area was struggling under
the city’s fiscal crisis like many other parts bétcity.

There was a garbage-filled lot next to the libtamlding near Nancy and
Charlie’s apartment complex. The city owned thealud had a plan to build the
extension for the library. However the lack ofdiimy during the fiscal crisis had kept
the lot empty and unattended for several yearsicilavalking past the lot everyday
before she turned it into a garden explained thatfslt “we got to do something about
the lot” because “it was such an eyesore and hed foe three, four or more years.... All

we wanted to do was to turn it into some place linaited better.”
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The lot became a garden when Nancy met Lisa, a&oiyloyee, who also wanted
to do something about the eyesore lot and shaeeiléa of turning it into a garden. Lisa
was knowledgeable about the city’s policy, and té&thcy that she needed to find a
sponsor for the lot. According to Lisa, the citgswot going to give the control of the
lot to individuals.

Charlie: I asked why a sponsor was needed. Anglsael they were afraid
that private people will take over the lot and ilses a parking lot. They
wanted a recognized church or charity group spomstiren they would give it.
Otherwise, they would not give it to individual§his was in the mid-1970s. It
had to be sponsored by a recognized group, soutdyet be used for
commercial purposes.

Nancy and Charlie found a priest from a Lutheramrch who agreed to become a
sponsor. The city gave him control over the lotdaollar a year, and he handed the lot
to them. Nancy, Charlie, and Lisa began workingusning the lot into the garden.

They soon found other people interested in joiniregeffort. Charlie said, “People kept
coming on from the neighborhood. And not only dedpom the neighborhood. We had
bunch of methadone clinics for treating heroin atidh here. We had a couple of people
who were on methadone. They came over to workergarden.” “It was quite lovely,”
Charlie says implying that people got along preté}l in the garden. Charlie
remembered that many people in the neighborhocettdy) to methadone clinics, which
they believed brought heroin addicts to the ateaas remarkable to Charlie that ex-
heroin addicts and people in the neighborhood wbt&gether.

Nancy and Charlie told me that they encounteredithdness of many strangers
who helped in their efforts to make the gardenr éxample, they got major help to clean

up the lot from construction crews who happendoketavorking on the same street as the

lot. The foreman spotted Nancy’s and Charlie’s®$f, came over and offered to help,
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saying he and his crew had just finished their workhe day. With their help the
cleaning was finished rapidly and the lot was refadygardening.

Nancy envisioned the garden as the place that thepethe library next door.
Working with the librarian, she came up with vasaarden events to bring in people
both to the garden and to the library.

Nancy: We advertised around the neighborhood tleawill have scary story
hour for Halloween. And every child who came te #tory hour would get a
pumpkin. This was in the library. So, this wasoah way to bring children to
the library. So they had place all dark, and we ihaort of spooky (library).
Then, they came downstairs, came through the gar@lean they each got
pumpkin and apples. At a Christmas time, we hads@has story in the
library. We had Christmas tree lit up. We didtttoa four years we had the
garden.

The garden attracted participants who cared albeuitirary and well-being of
children in the neighborhood. Many of them wet@ed women and some of them had
been teachers. One of the concerns Nancy andi€had at the time was that the public
school their daughter attended had no libraridriee city could not afford the budget.
Some people who worked in the lot decided to va@ento keep the school library open
for a year and a half until it got new librariaridancy looked back and said that many
participants in the garden actually were more egtxd in the well-being of the library
than they were interested in getting an indivichlat. So they had a couple of
fundraising events not just for the garden itsalfflor the library next door as well.

Charlie pointed out that what attracted peoplinéogarden was not really the
desire to cultivate plots, though people did tbhat tPeople in the neighborhood back

then, as Charlie recalled, had the feeling that ttwaild not rely on the city to improve

their neighborhood.
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Charlie: You must remember that in the 70s, it thastime of relative
deprivation in the city. The city almost went undé was the time when there
was less and less here that was nice. You couigimtto the city to make it
nicer. You had to do it yourself. Not only cibyt everything... Most people
thought that NYC was going to disappear.

Like Dana, Nancy and Charlie were involved wittoad coop prior to starting a
community garden. According to them, their invohent with a food co-op was mostly
out of necessity as they could not easily get ffesd in their own neighborhood back
then.

Me: Why was that? Were people not interesteddashfifood?
Charlie: People were leaving (the neighborhoodpreS were vacant.
Nancy: This whole area, just above us...this waslafh, really.

Chelsea’s transformation from a low-income neighbod to a high-income one
started in the 1960s. Two short New York Timegks from 1972 (New York Times
1972a; New York Times 1972b) point out that ov@048, low-income housing units,
which translates to housing for 10,000 low-incorsegde, were lost to luxury housing
in the 1960s. When Charlie and Nancy moved inatie@ was still going through the
transformation.

Growing food was not really the main interesthat garden since it received
limited light, rendering it mostly insufficient fgrowing vegetables or many flowering
plants. In the part of the garden where verelittbuld grow, Charlie did lots of
landscaping. With the help of people in the neaghbod, he built paths leading visitors

from the shady front toward the flower-blossomiregk In the shady part, they built

something like a Japanese Zen stone garden witle whbbles and beautiful stone.
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Nancy and Charlie knew that the community gardesy thad built with fellow
gardeners on a city-leased lot could be taken amag the halted construction project
was resumed. The day came abruptly after fouri8bing years for the garden. Charlie
recalled that a notice came from the city on adyrithat on Monday the place was going
to be chained and construction on the site woudgifoeCharlie and Nancy along with
fellow garden members scrambled to save as manyspda they could by pulling plants
out for relocation. Instead of remembering the eitt the bitterness, however, Charlie
mentions how the garden which began with the hetmostruction crews lending a hand
ended with construction workers helping them inrte#orts to dig out plants to save.

Charlie: They [construction people] saw us stilirleing there, desperately
trying to pull last of the plants out. They hadiove equipment onto the site.
And they took this huge earth mover and move itiadothe plants that were
still there so we can get out the plant.

Nancy: Like threading a needle,

Charlie: They did everything they could not to @am the plants. They were
very nice.

| asked Nancy and Charlie how they would explachsunexpected kindness
from strangers. Charlie said that for the duratibtheir participation in the community
garden, “Lots of things like that happened. Yol e surprised.” Nancy and Charlie
believe that an act of kindness leads to moredadisidness, pointing out to me that
community gardens contribute to greening of thg icitmore than one way. They argue
that having a community garden helps people tktabout community and how to make
place greener. When they had their community gardalunteers of the garden also got
involved in getting trees planted on the streetodPe who liked the community garden

became active in starting other community projézt®iake the surrounding area greener.
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As Charlie puts it, “When it's green and it's loygyou walk and look at it. You want to
walk and look at it. It makes you feel nice. dtpa smile on your face.”

As discussed in an earlier chapter, the city’s ptashutdown many community
gardens in the late 1990s to the early 2000s dreat gprotest. The garden Nancy and
Charlie worked on ended without fanfare or bittemeThere are several reasons why
that was the case for this particular garden.t,Rine garden, from its inception, had dual
functions: as a garden and as an unofficial att&ectito the neighboring library. Many
of its activities aimed at encouraging people teboth the library and the garden.
Thus it is understandable that while people wouiskrthe garden, they would also
welcome the land being used to improve the librasyhad been planned before the
garden started. Second, the end came suddenklyasdnannounced, so there was not
much time for people to react to the news. Moreave key people of the garden,
Nancy and Charlie, understood that the area nesdedd library as much as it needed
the garden. Finally, unlike the time when the @iul administration announced the
auctioning off of many garden lots, there was nermaotum within the community
garden movement to unite and fight against therdpsf individual gardens. In the late
1990s when the garden community faced the podgibilat a large number of gardens
were to be demolished, the community garden moveasea whole was threatened.
That resulted in mobilization of activists, gardenend visitors alike to take some action.

Charlie and Nancy were not bitter about the démnolof the garden. Instead,
they carried on the idea of greening the commuuytgtarting other projects. Charlie
began working on greening a bare concrete plaadaige apartment complex in which

he and Nancy reside. He planted the plants tiihbkan removed from the garden.
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Until then, the plaza in the apartment complexnhastly middle-class residents was
lacking green and looked uninviting. The projefcgi@ening the plaza, which was a
space open to the public, was initially carried lspCharlie and Nancy who put in their
time, money, and effort. It has since grown ando® maintained by more volunteers
and supported by funds from the complex. Chatdmarsed up what he saw happen for
the garden and for the plaza—"When you were tallbgut environmental movement,
this is how awful lots of environmental movemengs gfarted. People were doing one
thing, then other people like it and do it themsslvlt is a small thing, but it makes a
nicer environment.”

Charlie’s and Nancy’s comments on their effortbtidd a community garden and
to improve a plaza at their apartment complex céfie their idea of the importance of
volunteerism. They are also believers in settxangles to make a small change for the
community to attract more people to join the eftortnake a larger impact. Community-
based approaches to improve neighborhoods becasespvead in the mid 1970s,
especially in the form of block associations. Tlig administration back then was
encouraging neighborhood- and voluntary-basedtsfforimprove neighborhoods while
the city cut down basic services it provided tolaath its fiscal crisis (Susser 1982,
108).

Previously, | had heard a long-term gardener frootteer community garden
complain that nowadays people in the city do nattvia do things unless they get paid.
| asked Charlie and Nancy whether they thought jgeiophe 1970s had more of a
volunteer spirit than people today. Nancy saeldid think that in the seventies, there

was a feeling of “we were all in this together, thsy tried to figure out the way to
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improve their neighborhood. For Charlie, creatmgopen green space was not so much
a question of altruism or civic mindedness. In1B&0s, most people in his
neighborhood could not escape the heat of thedcityng the summer by going to a
second house in the Hamptons. A community gardeviged such an escape from the
bustle of the big city. In my surveys and caswalversations with gardeners from the
Lower East Side, several of them pointed out tbatrounity gardens gave children
whose families could not afford summer camp a ptagg and to be in touch with
nature. A gardener in the East Garden on a surdajetold me that she was glad she
has the garden to visit when she cannot affordtelgewhere. The community gardens
give everyone who wander in—poor, working clasgjdtgclass, rich, and so on—the
sense of being in one’s backyard, a luxury andyrariNew York City. For those who
lack the means to get away from the city duringsinemer, it offers a nice space for
temporary escape.

In most cases, community gardens were createcbmoaaically struggling
neighborhoods with many empty lots that were diitiggroblems like dumping and
drug use. Nancy and Charlie also witnessed and were a painieafransformation of
their own neighborhood. While they identified themives as being middle class in the
1970s and still do so today, the context of thieisg identity—the city and the
neighborhood—has changed a lot in the past thetys. The heated real estate market
of New York City today has made the city much laerdable not only for the poor and

the working class, but also for those who wouldsider themselves as middle class.
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Falling Apart from Within—Internal Conflict and the Lost Vision

While many gardeners talk about how community gasdring people together,
the community garden sometimes becomes the ceintenomunity politics and personal
conflict. As I discussed in previous chapterscegsful community gardens with a group
of committed core members seem to survive changesden faces over time as
members come and go. When does a core membedhtadecision to stop participating
in the community garden she or he cares about shPiiAging and health issues are one
of the common reasons some of the long-term mensb@psbeing active in the garden.
Sometimes, people burn out or lose interest inegand) as they get busy with other
aspects of their lives. For some people, espgd@allyounger members, relocation
within or outside of the city can end their pagation in a garden. Lastly and
importantly, personal conflict, often rooted in @i&éerences in what one expects from
the garden and fellow garden members, can caustanat the garden. Often,
community garden members work out their problentsdifferences through
communicating with one another and having meetioggldress issues, but talking
things over does not always work.

I met Cindy, an invigorating, down-to-earth womarher early sixties with long
silver hair at a benefit event for the West Gard8he lives further uptown, about twenty
blocks from the West Garden. She was not a meoflibe West Garden, but knew
some people there so she usually came to annuefitsenShe once was a core member
at a community garden in her own neighborhood aboine point, she decided to stop
being part of the garden group over continuing gaasclashes and disagreements with

another core member of the garden.
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Cindy has been active in her community as a cHarlmdock association and a
founder of a neighborhood organization which wasobneer changes and major
constructions in the area. For over three decatheshas been involved in various
projects to help improve her neighborhood. Desglitshe does for the community, she
does not view herself as an activist or an advdoatihe neighborhood. Instead, she
considers herself a committed volunteer. In the 1890s, Cindy joined the Fountain
Garden located near her apartment. One of thermegsons she was attracted to the
garden was that she found the tranquility comfgrtiinen she was recovering from a
major illness. Gardening provided rehabilitation tier body and mind. As the
committed volunteer she had always been, she putdaat into working for the garden.
Another core figure of community politics in theear Mr. Stonefield, was in charge of
the garden. Cindy began feeling that Mr. Stondfiehs purposefully antagonizing her to
insure his control over the garden.

Mr. Stonefield, a founder of a neighborhood assomm, was a vocal participant
in community politics and had been in charge offbantain Garden, though he himself
had not been gardening there, as far as Cindy kri@&wndy first heard of Stonefield and
his association with the garden when she joinedjfitden over ten years ago. It was,
however, long after she turned around the gardaichmvas looking shabby and
abandoned when she joined, that Stonefield, whddsadr had not shown much interest
in the garden, raised an objection to Cindy.

Already volunteering for many things for a long éfor the community, Cindy
was looking for something new to do when she catnesa an elderly man, Ethan, who

was cleaning up the Fountain Garden, which had Hesriorating and full of garbage
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for some time. Ethan, Cindy describes to me, esafrthe original participants of the
Fountain Garden and his interests in deep ecolayerhim uneasy seeing “that piece of
ground totally going to waste.” When | asked Cindyy the garden had deteriorated
over time, she guessed:

You know, it is, if it was dying, partly dying a tugal death. As the original

squatters got further and further away from theats, you know they really

didn’t want to farm or garden—you know that wadgttipast life.

Having been living in the community since the edidg, Cindy has heard the
story of buses full of Puerto Rican and Dominicamigrants showing up one day at a
site of a demolished building and starting a gamesquatters. Beyond this, the history
of the garden is not well known. According to Gin&tonefield has claimed that the
garden is designated as a Green Thumb Garden aralpbelongs to two buildings
surrounding it. Cindy, as the leader of the blaskociation, had conducted the title
search and sought the record of transfers of degls.wonders how the ownership was
established, but could not trace the garden’smsigi
Cindy joined Ethan in the clean up efforts. Theader and better maintained

garden attracted community members to stop by tlaee soon Cindy and some
gardeners started having meetings. Cindy voluatetr coordinate the group and two
years after this small but committed group of wfifteen people formed and began
regularly working in the garden, the garden wasdfearmed into a pleasant place. The
group was diverse in age—from twenty to eighty siwing, backgrounds—different
socio economic statuses, and two languages—EmgtdiSpanish. The neighborhood
has a highly educated, middle and above middles gdapulation as well as many college

students who attend universities and collegeseratka. It is also an Hispanic area
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where first- and second-generation immigrants eesidindy had a chance to relearn her
Spanish; a neighborhood alcoholic became a gooldlentinere and coincidently
straightened out. Funding, which the group usqulitchase lots of plants, topsoil, and
to fix up the garden, came from the nearby unitgtsithe block association Cindy leads
to improve the neighborhood’s amenities. The tatabunt given to the block
association was around $30,000, part of which cbeldllocated to the garden.

Cindy suspected Mr. Stonefield did not like sontgbelse having control over a
big project with a big budget. Stonefield mobitizsome people in the tenant association
of the adjacent building to complain about the garttakeover.” Flyers were posted all
over the neighborhood claiming that some resideete attempting to “steal the
community garden.” Cindy thought that Stonefielaswpset that he was not in charge
of the fund, since in her view, “He thinks he riine neighborhood.”

| asked Cindy whether Mr. Stonefield had comedmlgn meetings. She replied,
“Of course not. They wererfiis meetings. We were the alternate leadership.”
Stonefield mobilized people in the two adjacentdngs to the garden to create a
steering committee for the garden. Cindy, who s@ending around thirty hours a week
in the garden up until that point, did not recogrény faces of those who filled the
meeting.

After the creation of or reclaiming of leadershipStonefield’s group, “It became
impossible,” as Cindy puts it, to continue being tlevoted gardener she had become at
the Fountain Garden. The Fountain Garden isteglle today, but Cindy sees the place
going down again. Walking by there sometimes,s&®s signs of neglect and wonders

how long it will be before someone falls in thedgnr tripping over degrading paths and

114



decided to sue the garden. She no longer sesg#hef marigolds. There are no more
peach pie parties featuring pies made with frustsvésted in the garden. The place, in
her words, has become an “attractive nuisance & gdrden is inactive and beginning to
attract rats. A while after Cindy left the gardshe ran into someone who knew Cindy
was a gardener there. The lady asked, “What’s thighFountain Garden? You know,
my granddaughter was here and we went over thesi¢ tothe garden. It just felt so bad
that we left.” Cindy says, “It is such a shameayt bhe could not see herself going back
there again to volunteer, not after what she haw gbrough with Mr. Stonefield. It
seems that people who wanted control over the gdalgght to get it back from Cindy
and her friends and were, after all, not so mutérasted in gardening and maintenance.
In my interview, Cindy still appeared bitter towavir. Stonefield. However, she
remained interested in beautifying and greeningcitye Recently, for instance, she
coordinated efforts to put flowers in window boxesl installing benches. Meanwhile,
when | passed by the Fountain Garden in 2007, dhéeg was back in a great shape,
appearing neat and well-kept. A garden as artinistn, if it is already a well-
established machine, survives its ups and dowrtlikedisconcerting departure of one of
its core members/leader. In the case of the Fou@arden, Mr. Stonefield’s power
struggle with Cindy not only reflected the grouméynics within the garden, but also the
broader sense of community politics within whickytwere involved. They both were
for the betterment of the neighborhood they liveyet they got into a disagreement over
how the garden should be run or who should be amgehof it. Cindy left the garden
disillusioned and tired of all the politics involle But as an active community leader,

she has since been planting flowers and plantseirsmall green spaces located in the
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middle of the crosswalks. Streets in her neightodhare well-maintained with beautiful
flowerbeds bursting in colors reflective of diffateseasons thanks to her labors at

planting.

Pursuing Different Ideals: Personal Conflicts

Tony, a founding member of the Film Garden discdss#lier talked about the
garden with affection, but he told me later in ilerview that he had just quit being a
core member of the garden. He still liked the Rarden and planned to visit.
However, he had become wary of personal conflistsaaguments over the issues of
garden operation. The Film Garden had no formgéwizational structure. Everyone
was welcome to join or just visit. Tony believedtihe idea that the garden was for the
community and should be as open to the public asible. As more people joined the
garden, however, more people began voicing opiresr® what the garden should be
like. Some people did not want the garden todye kpen except for required open
hours by the Green Thumb as they worried aboubeioiy able to supervise visitors
otherwise. Tony disagreed and suggested they dlmawe more faith in visitors.

Tony: Basically, some people keep that garden dlose€Some people didn’t
want it open. They want somebody to be there pesuse people who come
in, like if we were little kids or something. Bwe are not little kids. We are
grown ups. If you walk into a community space, yespect it, you respect
flowers, you are a citizen, and you have to actahor

The openness of the community garden appearsdcsbarce of contention in the
community garden movement in New York. Moreovemy claims that “some

members began thinking that the garden belondgseto.t He reiterated his view that the

garden belonged to the community, not to the gandenAs Tony is more concerned
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with the Film Garden as a community place, he wastifated with those members who
appeared to care more about their plants. “Soroplpavere complaining all the time
“basically about nothing,” he said, over thingslifOh, someone stepped on my plants”
or “someone took my flower.” Those issues ovengdare actually important for many
gardeners who care about and love their gardes pkt learned talking to gardeners in
various locations. Tony reiterated his view thatielieved that the community garden
was not solely about plants, but about the communigking people come together.

The structure of some community gardens was #uidl not well-established.
Sometimes, core members themselves did not knowstétes of their garden, as was the
case for the Film Garden. Tony mentioned Greemithseveral times during the
interview but when | asked whether the Film Gardeis under the Green Thumb, Tony
was not sure. The official members consisted efatiginal four to five people who
started the garden. Recently, they discusseditegrunore members, but disagreed over
conditions. Tony felt everyone who wanted to jsimould be able to join right away and
get full access. Others felt new members showddegthemselves first by putting in
hours of volunteer work. Tony, who spends a coopleours a day in the garden
regularly decided he did not have time to be arguiver “administrative stuff.” Since
the garden had no official structure, he or anybeldg had no specific post assigned, but
he took himself out of the circle of the originaémbers who gathered to discuss the
garden.

Tony promised to go back to the garden as a vedurio work there, unlike one
woman who quit the garden for good over disputes planting territory in the all

communal-area garden. She, according to Tony ogdceverything she planted and
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took it with her when she quit. The clash of egop®ng members was not uncommon
though a departure like hers was unusual. Tonyseohup, “Even if you form a group,
it is not easy to become friends.... Some peopledas’t get along, just like in regular
life (as compared to the community within the galde He expressed his view that
internal conflicts were typically the reason behihd dissolution of a group, though
Tony’s garden was likely to survive through theoet§ of the remaining group members.
It is hard to establish a garden, but it is eveéato continue it.

Tony had a vision of the garden as a place of treedpen to everyone. Other
core members sought some order and structure.cdriféct of interest on this matter
appears to be common, as the topic came up sonseéimeng members of the East
Garden, as | will discuss in the next chaptestead of struggling to make policies
according to his belief, Tony chose to leave hisifmn as an executive member. He was
not interested in administrative tasks to begimw¥Vhen differences in opinion became
apparent, he did not want to deal with them ondfoitne physical labor and time
commitment he was already making for the gardeis. departure may not end the
garden, but inability to resolve the conflict maawvk been an indication of the weakening
of the garden’s operating body. When | stoppethieygarden on some weekends, the
garden was open but scarcely and briefly attengezifew passer-bys wandering in.
Another time | went there, it was locked with nolaa sight during the posted open
hours. There may be signs of the dwindling ofresgein this new garden. Only time

will tell if it survives the decades to come, likee Flower Garden.
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What Keeps the Community Garden Flourishing

In this chapter, | looked at an example of the @inal garden as well as one of the
major sources contributing to the weakening of gasd—unresolved personal conflicts
and conflicts of interest. Long-lasting and susté@gyardens, like the East Garden and
the West Garden, are not free from conflict, butvisbe discussed in next three
chapters, they have organizational structure anthwmanication channels that help
resolve issues. In the case of the garden CindyCdrarlie started, the end came
suddenly when the city took back the land for cartsion. Many factors contributed to
make the end of this particular garden more acbéptnd not protested, including the
timing. The change happened in isolation wherctmemunity garden movement as a
whole was not facing a threat, and there was no entuim for organized efforts to
challenge their shutdown.

The stories of the gardeners and their gardensigied in this chapter
demonstrate the diversity within the community gaslof New York City. Some
gardens intend to provide much more than a greacespSome of them are cultural,
artistic, social, and/or educational spaces deednraith plants. The strength of the
community garden movement in New York City doesguwhe from unity among
gardens. There are usually no inter-garden reistips, although people of the
community gardens have solidarity in their love dardening and their interests in
keeping the garden for them and for the city. dadt the diversity in structure, goals,
and interests helps to strengthen the communityegamovement, making each garden
unique. Each community garden reflects and accastates the interests and needs of

the neighborhood in its own way. This flexibillhas made community gardens a
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successful social institution in different area®Niew York City from an expensive

neighborhood in Manhattan to a working class conitgum South Bronx.
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Chapter 5

The East Garden

The increasing awareness of global warming innmegears has inspired interest
in “greening” big cities like New York City. On Ba Day 2007, Under the leadership of
Mayor Michael Bloomberg, PlaNYC launched variousiatives to cut down its carbon
footprint and to improve environmental quality. €uf the green initiatives is to plant
one million trees by 2017. An overlooked facthattNew Yorkers have embarked on
greening initiatives since the mid-1970s in therfmf community gardens. The only
difference is that people did not start communaydgns with the greening of the city as
their main concern. The community garden movemest started by people who sought
an innovative solution to a problem in their commties: unattractive abandoned empty
lots that were attracting trash and drug userssokse of these lots became converted
into gardens, the aesthetics of the street improworeover, many gardeners and
visitors claim that the presence of the communétydgn has also helped to improve the
community by making the street feel safer and loyisg as a communal place to bring
people together. The next three chapters areestofithe East Garden and the West
Garden, and the people who were/are involved inimgatkem. Oral histories about
people’s participation in the community gardensigptio light how community-based
environmental movements function on day-to-daydas well as the rewards and
challenges they face.

Strolling through the Alphabet City—a nickname giute the part of the Lower

East Side delimited by avenues A, B, C, and D—oitidind innumerable patches of
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green space behind gates and between buildings.gfBen spaces vary in size and
design, and each one tells a different story odnnenewal and transformation. These
are community gardens created by volunteers—in ncasgs, squatters—who took over
neglected city lots. The concentration of commugdrdens in the Lower East Side
reflects the condition of the area back in the 53&1d the early 1980s, a time of
economic hardship in New York City, when abandobeitlings and empty lots
proliferated. The city’s decision to cut down @rieus services such as sanitation
contributed to deteriorating neighborhood cond#iohe gardens fit in well today with
the trendy cafés and newly built condos. This térgpresents the story of the East
Garden, looking at both the role it has playedharging the community, as well as the
garden’s internal politics and everyday activiti@$e East Garden is volunteer-based
and loosely organized. It is an example of a lmottgp, democratic approach to making
and keeping a green space in the city. While mejmph to fulfill their personal interests,
together, they have contributed to changing thghi®rhood for the better and to

making the city a bit greener.

History of the Lower East Side

The Lower East Side, the area in which the Easti&uis located, is one of the
most diverse neighborhoods in Manhattan. It en@ssgs several distinctive
neighborhoods including Chinatown, Two Bridgestleittaly, Loisaida and the East
Village. The area stretches from™8treet to the Brooklyn Bridge. The FDR Drive
marks its Eastern end and Pearl, Baxter, and Bo®&eget, as well as Fourth Avenue are

on its Western border (Hassell 1998; Zimmerman. ét9®5). Community gardens
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comprise a significant source of open green spaci® Lower East Side along with
Tompkins Square Park, a 10.5-acre space that leasfoepublic use since the early™9
century and designated as a park in 1878. My rekdacuses on the Loisaida/East
Village part of the Lower East Side as the locatbthe East Garden and many other
community gardens.

The Lower East Side has been a working class contynpopulated by
immigrants. Immigrants from Eastern and Southearrope, including Italians, Jews,
Germans, Hungarians, and Poles, began to densglygte the area, living in poor,
crowded conditions between the late 1800s andadhg £900s. Chinese immigrants also
lived in the area, forming “bachelor societiestiLitme law changed in the mid 1940s
which allowed men to bring their families (Gottfili@004). An account of the Lower
East Side from the early 1970s describes the aocesmad Tompkins Square as a
predominantly Puerto Rican neighborhood with a s@alish and Ukrainian population
(Cavallo 1971:79). Some Hispanic people were erfdhefront of the community
garden movement in the Lower East Side, evidengdtddHispanic names of some of
the community gardens today. Latinos are stillldngest population group in the
Community District 3 of Manhattan, the districttbe Lower East Side, but Asian
populations, especially Chinese, have been grovapglly since the 1990s (Zimmerman
et al. 1993:5). In the late 1960s, artists wettaetied to the area for the affordable rent
(Abeles et al. 1970:4; Schwartz 1973:11). The twday is also populated by students
from nearby New York University. Some residentshaf Loisaida viewed students
moving into the area both as the source and thdt refsgentrification of the

neighborhood.
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Decaying Citiy

The Lower East Side has gone through transformatizany times, attracting
people of different ethnic and racial backgrounhtitele (2000) observes that people with
different cultural, ethnic, religious, and classkgrounds lived mostly in separate
communities in the Lower East Side in the 19508e felationships among people of
different origins were sometimes antagonistic. @&xdig to Mele (2000:146), crimes,
gang violence, and drug dealings became a probigheilate 1950s in the Lower East
Side and in other impoverished neighborhoods. Adahat time, landlords, losing
middle-class tenants to suburbanization, were lang@nterested in making investments
to improve housing conditions for the influx of worg-class and poor people that had
been squeezed out of urban renewal areas (Mele.2000

The 1960s did not bring much improvement to thgmeorhood. Abeles et al.
(1970:70), for instance, depict the Lower East Sidde 1960s and the 1970s as a poor
neighborhood with “an overwhelming sense of ugknasd neglect,” polluted with litter,
fumes from outdated heating systems, and car ekhaask of job opportunities and an
absence of better economic alternatives intensifiegproblem of drug infestation in the
impoverished neighborhood. Jagna Wojcicka Shaetfeography (1998) captures the
lives of people, especially children and young &l Loisaida, the neighborhood in
which violence and poverty were part of the reali¥et in the story she tells, what
emerges as most significant is people’s resiliary a sense of hope that helps them
navigate through hard times.

The Lower East Side in the 1960s and the 1970gwasse and versatile in

many ways. It was the site of urban movements &tiarious coalitions and
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organizations mobilized to demand public housintpgorotest displacement at different
times (see Sites 1994). The community garden mewéespread here as the resistance to
the fate of urban decay. In a brief period inttiid 1960s, the area became the major
weekend and summer gathering place for hippie yo{Ntele 2000). In the 1970s, the
area became an epicenter for the New York punkesadth the famous music venue
CBGB.

The wide-spread appreciation for counterculturdabdy contributed to the
spread of the community garden movement in the kdvest Side. Physical conditions
of the neighborhood brought by economic problentsgoor city planning created many
empty lots that were converted into gardens ovee ti The area witnessed massive
“disinvestment and abandonment” of buildings by evsnwho either failed to pay taxes
or lost buildings to arson (Zimmerman et al. 199%.2Some suspect that landlords gave
up on their buildings and resorted to collectinguirance money by loosing a building to
“arson” rather than pay tax arrears (Abu-Lughod4E09; Wojcicka Sharff 1998:139;
Sites 2003:77). The growing number of vacant dbthat time motivated people to take
action to take back their neighborhood by startiogimunity gardens on these lots.
Firemen’s Garden was created at a site of a tengoogding lost to arson and was built
for and dedicated to the memory of a young firggmamed Martin R. Celic who lost
his life fighting the fire. Today the garden idd=ted to all New York City firefighters
who have lost their lives on the job (NYC DepartineinParks & Recreation 2001).

The repeated incidence of arson left people feefisgcure and stressed in their
own neighborhood (Sharff 1998:139). On a weekdtatraoon in the East Garden, |

encountered two women, former tenants in the gldiext to the garden, who told me
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about the neighborhood in the late 1970s to e®80%. They said that back then, no one
felt safe walking alone at night in many partsha heighborhood. According to the
women, there were some organized efforts by tenartke neighborhood buildings to
patrol the areas infested with shooting galleri8eme people, like long-term East
Garden member Lenore, moved into the Lower East &idund that time because of
affordable rents. She told me that her apartmastebbed several times after she
moved in. Many low-income residents lost theirrapants to the abandonment or
demolition of their buildings. Later many of themere squeezed out the area as the
result of gentrification and rise in real estatiegs beginning in the 1980s (Zimmerman
et al. 1995:20).

Gentrification is a process in which higher-incope®ple move into a lower-
income neighborhood with resultant increases ip@rty values in the area (Zimmerman
et al. 1995:21). It usually results in displacet&many low-income people in the area.
The infrastructural deterioration of the neighbatian the Lower East Side in the 1970s,
many scholars believe, was an orchestrated prétudentrification. Wojcicka Sharff
(1998), for instance, claims that “[f[rom the reakate point of view, one of the most
successful ‘slum clearance’ operations had beegtlguaccomplished” (1998:177). Sites
(1994) points out that gentrification could be deaéing for the poor who were displaced
from their own neighborhood by new occupants ohbigclass (Sites 1994:198). Mario
Maffi associates gentrification with the sensehaf tcollapse of community” as the
“cultural and social unity/identity” (1995:291) tife neighborhood is challenged by

process of physical decay preceding gentrificati@ommunity gardens were emerging
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at the same time when the urban decay and the loggggtning of gentrification were

happening in the neighborhood.

The East Garden: The Beginning

The East Garden, incorporated since 1978, hasyteooe of the well-
established community gardens in the Lower East.Sitlnow occupies three city lots
upon which apartment buildings once stood untiytvere lost to fire. The founder of
the garden, Georgia, passed away during my fieldwaord | had not had the chance to
meet her, but her son Matt, who has become a meuoiltiee garden, told me a bit about
his mother. In 1972 Georgia, a German/Irish-Angerjanoved into a building right
across the street from the East Garden. She heyslived in the Lower East Side, but
moved to this particular location after she reneatri Matt recalls that the lots across the
street still had a building barely standing.

Most current members of the East Garden havelwdyd the tale of the
beginning of the garden from other members who la¢sod the story from somebody
else, but no one, including some of the long-teremioers, seemed to know the full story.
Georgia, who got remarried to a Latino man, stattiedEast Garden with her two Latina
friends living on the same block. Matt joined tarine Corp soon after his mother
relocated to the street and did not participatdémaking of the garderHe became a
member much later in life. When | asked if he hakied his mother why she wanted to
start a garden, he responded, “It was just a tingeage when there were so many
abandoned lots in NYC that people were just trgmgpruce up their neighborhoods.”

Original members, many of them Puerto Ricans,edatte garden against the backdrop
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of the deterioration of the Lower East Side, whielmerated two opposing forces—a
widespread feeling of apathy and a growing commyuaitivism. Neither Matt nor
anybody else could tell me the specific year thelgqawas startedit existed informally
until it became incorporated in 1978. In 1980, Tinest for Public Land helped to
purchase the lots from the city in 1980 for $2,50der a condition that the garden
maintains the land as an open space for the contyniaren’s handout 2005).

One of the community projects that preceded thé Gasden was an effort by a
Puerto Rican youth group to install a windmill grahels to harvest solar power in a
building to generate electricity in the early 197Raren’s handout 2005). Matt and
some other garden members remember seeing the Wliadohsolar panels on the
building behind the garden. While people of thetEaarden were not directly involved
in building the windmill, such an occurrence inithreeighborhood in the early 1970s
reflected a wide-spread interest in nature ancdwigg environmentalism. According to
Matt, his mother also got some help from Glad,ttamufacturer of garbage bags, which
sponsored a cleanup of the lots, providing frebage bags and t-shirts. He did not
recall the specific year that the clean up happen&dd, according to the website, to this
day donates trash bags by working with Keep AmeBieautiful, Inc.—"the nation’s
largest volunteer-based community action and educatganization” to help
neighborhood cleanups (Glad® n.d.; Keep AmericauBga, inc. n.d.).

Georgia and her friends envisioned the East Gaadenore than just a garden.
They hoped it would become a place where peopleegad to enjoy each other’s
company. The garden today has a locked gate esepaated from the bustle of the

street by a beautiful decorative black fence.hbpast, instead of the garden itself, each
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plot was separated by chicken wire. Only one aghstaged plots remains in the garden
today guarding a rose and other plants of oneefdtinders. The rest of the garden
plots are marked with various stones along theidés. The East Garden as well as the
neighborhood has undergone many changes over tlogt.as Georgia and her friends
did, people still gather to plant and BBQ in thedga. In the beginning, it was just a
handful of friends. Today, it is a structured coamity organization with membership.
But still, members of the East Garden make efflariseep the place as friendly as it has

always been.

Welcoming the Community People

The status of community garden landownership gari&ome gardens started by
volunteers have become city parks and many gatukeres been integrated into Green
Thumb, the urban gardening program under New Yotk @epartment of Parks &
Recreation. As noted i@hapter 2, Green Thumb gardens receive materigiostgosuch
as garden supplies and are required to be openimom of ten hours per week. Unlike
Green Thumb gardens, the East Garden has no ebligathave specific open hours
posted for the public. Instead, the garden is opeenever a member is present there,
and if a member is there, visitors are welcomee Ehst Garden may be open to the
public for longer hours compared to some of thg-oiwned or -managed community
gardens with obligatory open hours per week betwgeii and October. However,
there is no way of knowing in advance when the gandill be open.

The East Garden attracts various visitors througtimiseasons, but especially in

late spring and early summer when the weatherreigsaint. It is hardly ever overcrowded.
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Though the number of visitors to the garden may dapending on time, season, and
many other factors, | usually encountered about todive visitors over the course of a
few hours on a sunny weekend. People visitinggdrden enjoy a serene and intimate
moment with nature, taking a walk to view plantotighout the garden or sit on one of
the benches to chat or read. On weekends, ayafigtsitors, ranging from young
couples to families with small children, stop Hyis not unusual for people to inquire
about the garden, especially about how to joirsitvis often compliment the gardeners
on their work. Birds chirping is the kind of pleas sound one may least expect to hear
in New York City. In May, one can hear mockingdsirocking the sound of a cardinal

or a cell phone, as one garden member told me.

Getting the Garden Going: Everyday Activities

There are a variety of tasks required besidesegamd to maintain a community
garden as a pleasant place for plants and pe&@ufee a community garden is a place to
gather as much as a place to grow plants, bencitesghbles are important aspects of the
East Garden. A round table under a tree at theecehthe garden was beautifully
decorated with colorful tiles by Natalie. Tina,evis an expert in carpentry, made and
repaired some benches, and has taken care of geplaiint for the fence and the gate.
The incorporated garden is responsible for maimgithe sidewalk in front, like any
other property owner in the city. So, sweeping simalveling snow off the sidewalk is
also a task for gardeners. Picking up trash, dftewn into the garden from the street, is

also important for keeping the garden tidy. Theneo one person assigned to do such
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tasks. Garden members voluntarily assist as teeyte need. Owen, who works and
hangs out in the garden almost everyday, oftenntetrs to do these miscellaneous tasks.
Putting water in water barrels is another task mebndertake whenever they
see these barrels empty. A few people, including@ always volunteer to do this task.
There is no water faucet within the East Gardehne rEfill has to be done often in the
midsummer when water usage and evaporation ragdsgin. Water is obtained from a

faucet of a nearby playground with which the gardas an informal arrangement.

The Organizational Structure of the East Garden

The East Garden is run and maintained by voluste®to pay an annual
membership fee of $20 or the recommended amou®{as of the year 2005) to
become members. There is a one year trial peoioddw members as | will discuss later
in this chapter. There are approximately 40 t@&ftve members (Karen’s handout
2005), though | have never seen even half that eambmembers gathered at once.

The East Garden holds elections every year duniregod the meetings in early
spring to select people to fill four administratpesitions: president, vice president,
treasurer, and secretary. There appeared to bleady written rules for how to carry
out the election, but there was a consensus the¢ than ten members should be
present—excluding those trial members who are thighgarden for less than a year and
attendees who have yet to join the garden—to ntakelection official. A person can
be nominated for a position by a fellow garden mends can recommend him/her.

Most members who enjoy gardening do not seem @agan for any of the positions.
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At one election, no-one showed interest in runfiargany positions, especially
that of the president. The common excuse was tdonbusy.” The current president at
the time showed no intention to continue in heitpms Having been the president for a
couple of years, she was ready to hand over tip@nsgility. It is common for people
to hold a position for several years or longer wherother garden members show an
interest in running for the position. The vicegdent agreed to continue his role once
people in the meeting asked if he could. Whenretiean opening, people casually
nominate fellow members for the position. Diegedrae president upon such
nomination, accepting it with the condition thatdgn members would help him out.

During my fieldwork period, | withessed one compedi election in which
Lenore, a long-term treasurer, decided to quipibstion after some bitter arguments
took place between her and a few members over gasdated issues. Tammy, another
long-time member, decided that she would run fergbsition. At first, there appeared
to be no competition; then a man, the owner oflmeatore, who was new to the garden
decided to run for the same position. On the ddfi@voting, each candidate made a
speech explaining his or her qualifications for plesition. Both were well-qualified for
the job itself, having experience in finance andoanting. As a long-time Lower East
Side resident and garden member, Tammy knew mumlit #ire garden already. Some
members who personally knew the other candidategtiche would be a great addition
to the garden. The vote, however, was interruptiéid discussion about whether the
other candidate was even eligible to run, sinchdtenot even started going through his
one-year trial membership period. His supportegsied that he was a frequent visitor to

the garden and that they all knew him. In the ¢mdhe dismay of some members, he
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was declared ineligible for the position. TammyoAkecame the new treasurer, told the
other candidate he would have made a good treaandewas more than welcome to run
for the position the following year, when he becanfall member. As is often the case

with a newcomer, though, he hardly came back tdegameetings.

Becoming a Member

Some people become members because they know sdyneho is already a
member at the garden and learn about the placaghrhat person. Most people,
however, become members because they happen tbdilgace after visiting many
times. Newcomers to the neighborhood, often yquoéessionals that are part of the
gentrification wave, ask about the garden and lwjeih. In some cases, a garden
member from another community garden in the sarnghherhood comes to join. Very
few people choose to be a member of more than areg simultaneously. In the rare
cases when someone wants to switch community gartienreason is often related to
strained relationships with other gardeners oratiisgction with the way the garden is
run.

Some community gardens actively seek fee-payiagaates or full members to
join the garden to support it both financially astcucturally. The East Garden always
welcomes new members but they do not actively #esk out. When someone is
interested in joining, he or she usually talks wnmbers present in the garden who show
him or her around the place and suggest that treope&ome to the next meeting. The
meeting is announced in advance with a flyer attddb the gate at the entrance for any

passerby who might be interested in attendingeakh meeting in spring when the
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garden is especially beautiful and impressive gfaee usually some new people
introducing themselves and expressing their wishgain. Unlike some community
gardens, there is no mail communication among mesrdie¢he East Garden. The
membership fee is paid in person to the treasulner gives out the receipt and puts the
money into the garden account.

Besides paying the membership fee, what newcongsg to do to take part in
the garden has been the subject of repeated dignussneetings every year. A garden
by-law states that a newcomer has to voluntedrargarden for one year before
becoming a fully incorporated or real member wheristled to a key to the garden.
However, there is no detailed description of what@v much a newcomer has to do as a
volunteer in the garden to qualify for the full meenship. The do’s and don’ts of the
garden are not well-presented to new comers axitbieg members. Such rules are only
communicated orally during meetings, usually whemeone complains about
something. On several occasions at different mgstil heard the suggestion that the
group provide a copy of the East Garden rules wecoeners, but this has not actually
happened. | myself have not seen one.

Another most frequently suggested but never sydteatly implemented issue
regarding newcomers is mentorship to help thenmlgarden activities. If a gardener
feels like helping newcomers, he or she will takette role of an informal mentor. | was
introduced to gardening with the help of Natalibowacted as my gardening mentor.
Natalie, an experienced gardener, often gave me#red new members a tour of the
garden to show what needed to be trimmed and wiiate needed extra help. For

instance, she showed me how to prune roses. Hauingntor-like figure is helpful for
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new members, especially because having no assgjoeadf their own, it is difficult to
figure out on which part of the garden they cankvddne of the well-understood rules
in the East Garden and any other community garsiémat one shall not interfere or
change anything in another person’s plot withoubygsion or request from the plot
holder. New members at the East Garden, therdfatecommon areas to work on by
asking existing members.

When | joined the East Garden, | was lucky to famdabandoned spot right along
the wall in the back of the garden to make a new Iptould claim as my own. The spot
next to the compost area remains shady mostly Beaafithe wall and canopy of a large
tree in the garden. The compost at the East Gaidgply consists of a pile of leaves
that are gathered in a wooden box. In my firsttimgeat the East Garden, | met a fellow
new comer named Kirk, a student at New York UniigrsTogether, we turned the
neglected area into a plot nicely bounded by rézkby planted with some perennials and
impatiens. | purchased these plants myself. Atgast Garden, members usually
purchase, bring, or share plants they put in them plot. Major purchases, such as trees
in common areas, are made using funds from theegardbudget. The process of
creating my own plot and planting there helped onieél more involved with the garden.
Fellow gardeners often complimented the plot. fldwers we planted grew to fill the
plot nicely for the entire summer and into the.fdlirk, however, stopped coming to the
garden in the summer and never came back.

As noted, it is typical of the East Garden to attrewcomers in the height of the
spring when all kinds of flowers blossom profuselgking the place look and smell like

a true oasis in the city. Itis not that unusoatop seeing newcomers within a couple of
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months. Newcomers often tell everyone at the mgdtow excited they are to be a
gardener. However, the frustration of setting ygiod—find a way to do gardening such
as finding a mentor-like gardener and figuring it area on which to work—can
undermine the initial enthusiasm. More often, tjigyeople realize how much time this
volunteer work can entail in attending meetingseaéeg, cleaning, pruning, planting and
so on. Their visits to the garden as members begofrequent when they are caught up
in the busy daily life outside of the garden. ém® cases, a newcomer comes back to be
a full member a year later after a quite infrequagpearance in the garden. Since there
is no clear definition about how much and what tgpeolunteer work actually has to be
completed over the course of the year, the trisbdanay not necessarily function as a
garden training period.

One inconvenience | experienced as a new membethabssometimes could
not get into the garden when | wanted to becaubeaofull member was entitled to a key
to the garden. Since most gardeners work elsewhgneg the day, the garden was often
closed on weekday afternoons. On weekends | qestdassured that someone would
show up at the garden if | waited long enough. édheless, the inconvenience could
deter some newcomers from coming often and givéntipeession to some visitors that
the garden is not as accessible to the publicragyt be.

Many long-term members are avid gardeners, proldadatause those who are
committed and who enjoy gardening end up staying@sbers year after year. The
amount of time a member spends gardening doesecessarily correspond to how

much time she or he spends in meetings and for atlainistrative matters. Some
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gardeners mentioned that they preferred not tingetved in the politics of the garden

and would rather concentrate on caring for thein @iot.

Control and Order: Making the Garden a Democratic Hace

Gardeners are usually united in their love fordheden, but often disagree about
gardening policies. The garden politics involvenderatic decision-making and reflect
the difficulties of implementing policies througtbattom-up approach. The source of
contention at the East Garden was over how mueddm people should have to use the
garden and how much control should be imposeddrgérden.

During a meeting some members pointed out that Boras, a friend (or friends)
of a member or even strangers stay in the gardde wiembers are out. Sometimes a
member wants to leave but wants to let a visitay.stA member said, “When | was
about to leave, a woman came in to breastfeeddi®r. bShe was nice so | said she could
stay there.” Other members argued that if we kasidor stay without a member present,
then the visitor ends up being responsible if samezse wants to come in. We cannot
let the visitor to be responsible for other visstor

The rule is clear: no one can be in the gardeessrd member is present in the
garden. However, as a member at the meeting mbte there was no sanction when
the rule was broken. The question was raised abbat should be done, if a rule is
broken. A general consensus emerged that somegsigtaik to the person who breaks
the rule. Someone suggested that if a member deedaep outside for a moment, but

wanted to let his or her friends stay meanwhile,tfember could lock the garden so no
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one else could come in. This idea was quicklycteye for safety reasons as almost
everyone thought locking in people was a bad idea.

Some members did not like being too strict abasitors. One said, “We have a
reputation as an unwelcoming place.” Others agtieat] “We may be seen as a little
private club.” Members wondered if having openrsouould ease the tension. This
idea, however, quickly dissipated since coordirgat;mhave someone there at specific
hours on specific days of a week would be too ntumhble for members who already
have to find time to volunteer in the garden inirtigenerally busy schedules.

At another meeting, some gardeners began compigihat children were
running around the garden without parental supenviand were creating a safety hazard.
Some people argued that they came to the gardemdy the quietness and the sense of
privacy—though it was supposed to be a public plaeegarden felt much more private
than a city park. Others argued that they didmiod having children around, and
actually like the fact that we had such lively tass. Similar discussion sometimes
occurred regarding dogs in the garden.

Sometimes members had to be reminded that anygunoibl the garden should be
solved within the garden in a civil, respectful man Announcements were made in
meetings reminding people that they were not altbteepick anything from other
people’s plots. Sometimes a gardener may unkndwintgrfere with another’s plants,
especially in a communal area. Addressing thelpnoba motion was passed for a new
rule stating that sticks stuck in the soil wouldigate where seeds were planted.
However, some rules created during meetings inseason can easily be forgotten by

the next garden season.
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I had a chance to think of the issue of control eddom in the garden when my
plot was nearly ruined by some people, whom malgviegardeners suspected to be
children, just being careless. Some gardenergielthat the shady area in the back
where my plot lies was a favorite playing spotgome children. | did not realize how
much | was attached to my plot until | found mymtatrampled on and partially
destroyed.Mrs. Moon, a perennial, looked distressed almost to thetmdidisrepair. A
fern on the back had lost half of its gorgeous ésavOut of six flowering impatiens | had
planted a week earlier, only one was still flowgrirOther plants like bleeding heart
were also stepped on, covered by the soil, or simphe. The only thing left untouched
(or unharmed for its sturdiness, perhaps) weréetdy bulb plants which had always
survived in this shady area even before | clainneda@ng neglected area of the garden
and turned it into a plot.

When | told other members what had happened tplotya member kindly
suggested that | select a better area this tinmot& on. | felt that | was not interested in
starting a new plot. | had happened to get thog pind | was only interested in
protecting plants which | had cared for rather themting to get a plot in a better area of
the garden. | was frustrated, but the only thieguld do was to find a piece of wood to
write a message “Respect Plants. Do Not Step @mT’h Fortunately, some of the
plants proved to be much more resilient than | dsguected and survived the ordeal.

On different occasions, garden members and vssitohatted with mentioned
that one of the benefits of having a garden orcityeblock is to give children the chance
to get in touch with nature. In that sense, cbitdare one of the important reasons why

community gardens are appreciated in the citythAtsame time, gardens are usually
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much smaller than parks and filled with varioustables like different plots, making it a
less than ideal place for children to run aroundi glay. Garden members are divided as
to how many rules to make and their degree of eefaent in order to control the place.
As much as garden members may feel entitled ogatad to decide how the garden
should be used and enjoyed, the public aspecectdmmunity garden makes such

decisions somewhat a matter of negotiation amoegsielves and their visitors.

Meetings

East Garden members usually gather for meetinigast once a month during
the gardening season, usually holding the firsttinget the beginning of April.
Meetings may be held more frequently if an evemthsas a fundraising party, is
approaching. Instead of having a set date, meeting called by the garden president as
needed and the subsequent meeting schedule isdeithe end of a meeting. Notices
of meetings are posted at the gate. At the EastgBasome people preferred to hold
meetings on a weekend afternoon, while others pefat to be in the evening on
weekdays. Sometimes meeting dates were altertmstommodate both preferences,
but in either case, it was not possible to fincatedhat everybody could attend.

Meetings were held around a small round table uadsg tree. The table had
been decorated by Natalie a while ago with prétg.t A seasonal flower from the
garden is sometimes placed in a vase on the tdldpics discussed during the meeting
include membership, plots, garden maintenance [petgnt, infrastructure and
plants/trees, and cleanup), fundraising, and ahgrassues or problems facing the

garden. The number of the people who attend tretingemay vary from less than ten to
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over thirty. If the number of full members attemglithe meeting is less than ten, no
motion will be passed or a meeting will be calléd &s garden members are interested
in making the garden more than just a place toatdening, suggestions are sometimes
made to start something new and different, liketisigra lecture series on plants and
gardening once a month. This particular suggegstiken many other ambitious ideas,
disappeared when no one actually followed up on it.

While some new ideas are entertained during a nigdtiere were also recurring
issues that were consistently raised at meetirgsighout the years of my fieldwork.
One such topic was allocation and maintenance rofegeplots. The problem arises
when a plot-holding member neglects to pay memiyefsles or stops being active and
neglects the plot, or when a new or existing mena@ats to switch plots. When a plot-
holding member fails to pay his or her annual memstiip fee, the issue is eventually
called to attention at a meeting. Usually, thstfatep taken to address the problem is for
someone who knows the unpaid member to agreeltthegberson. When such an effort
yields no result, the next action must be takenweler, there is no specific policy that
dictates the nature of this subsequent actior, fsequently becomes a topic of debate at
meetings. For instance, members at a meetinggrae @n how much of a grace period
one should give to the person before any furtheomés taken. Once a plot is assigned
to a member, there are some difficulties in takireyvay.

Neglect of a plot is another problem. During tbensner, weeds can easily take
over a plot, especially if the plot does not haxangnplants to begin with. In one
summer, Tito’s plot was so overgrown by particylatjgressive weeds that the seeds of

the weed were beginning to spread into other'ssgod pathways. Looking at the weed-
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driven plot with Owen, | asked him why he thougltbheglected his plot like that.
Owen replied, “Some people don’'t want to admit tha/’re lousy gardeners. He is too
proud to ask for help.” Next time | visited thergan, the plot was entirely cleared
except for two shrubs. The issue was resolved Witerat last completely cleared the
plot along with the weeds except for a shrub. Alga member who used to have Tito’s
plot before she got another plot was upset by tig Tito almost wiped all plants off the
plot as she herself had planted many of them, lgojhi@y would thrive under Tito’s care.

Evidence of neglect does not automatically meanahather person can take
over the plot or take the plot away from the hald&pb one will object if a plot holder
cannot take good care of his or her plot tempogratile to a health condition or because
they will be away from the city for a while. Therpon can ask other members to watch
his or her plot. Natalie, for example, took caf@ @lot in the back of the garden when
the holder developed a back problem and could eep kip with all of the necessary
garden work. However, sometimes a plot holderewtglthe plot without asking for any
help, yet refuses to give it up when asked. Somebers suggested in a meeting that it
should be reiterated again that it was mandatarynembers to take care of their plot.
This issue became urgent especially when the gatelesloped a rat problem, and
members suspected overgrown plots were makingrtt#emn worse. Others simply
argued that it was unfair that some people hagelplots which they do not take care of
while other committed members were allotted smlallsp The rat problem was
discussed at several meetings and members agréegida few all-out cleanup events to
get rid of overgrowth. Some members pointed oait tie root of the rat problem

actually was attributable to the open trash binthefapartment building next door.
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Others pointed out that the landlord of that aparthbuilding argued that the vegetables
grown in the garden were responsible for the rfastation. In reality, rats are a common
problem throughout New York City and the gardentioado its best to keep rats away.

In a meeting, members passed a motion to makeuledo take away a plot from
a member who has neglected it. After the votealMasaid she actually wanted to move
to one of the neglected plots. Lenore, who has baember here longer than anybody at
the meeting, did not think the matter was so sim@be suggested that a list of available
plots need to be made first and it had to be afigidocumented. She insisted that we
had the responsibility to do so because of theistaft the garden as incorporated. Other
members got slightly irritated by her emphasisammflity. One claimed, “We need to
be elastic!” Members at the meeting voted to aliatalie to move into the plot. Lenore
kept insisting on contacting the current plot holoefore voting on the matter. Lenore
told the group that she had heard the plot holdgtb&fore, “If they're voting me out of
my plot, I'll go to the court.” Henry, the vicegsident, said he did not think there was
any rule that said members could not be removed &@lot. Nonetheless, members
agreed to assign someone to contact the plot htdeake sure the plot holder accepted
the development. Lenore, a long-time member, relpeeswhen a garden member sued
the garden to regain access to a plot. She hgd to court to deal with the problem. So,
Lenore had a reason for being extra cautious aptirkeninding others that the garden
could indeed be sued over such matters. Whilesldeéng my fieldwork, such drama
did not happen. But allocation of plots was a reng topic at meetings.

An unwritten rule regarding a newly available pkthat when it becomes

available, it will be reallocated on a first-comest-served basis. The matter again raises
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some complications. New members are waiting tageot, but existing members who
already have plots sometimes want to move ontonaphat, as different plots in the
garden have different potential and desirability.one particular meeting, a suggestion
was made to make a rule so that a new gardenetimited experience could only get
half a plot and to give priority to new plot seiecatto existing members with their own
plots. Members agreed that there was a need te makitten waiting list both for new
members and for the swapping of plots. A motios passed to make new plots
available to existing members first, and to malkeglots that the existing members gave
up available to new members. A comment was matlesaineeting that the goal of
joining the garden should not be solely to geta. pThere is much work needed to be
done in general areas as well. In the midst ohtteted debate on plot distribution, a
member pointed out that only a few new members dosc& after a year anyway, since
the excitement for gardening in the spring oftesdiown as the season changes. While
each issue appears to be resolved, the same proftiemarises a year later in the
beginning of another gardening season. No onevisllup on each matter to make
written by-laws, and the existing by-laws that athg address many of the issues
repeatedly discussed in meetings remain unheeded aext meeting.

Community garden meetings are one of the examiplesw a loosely organized
volunteer-based organization works. It reveal$ ltloé possibilities and the limitations
of a bottom-up (as opposed to a top-down) appréadhe decision-making process.
Because no one person is in charge, discussiodgdeago around in circles. People
struggle to reach an agreement or compromise ifatteeof an array of conflicting

opinions. Sometimes members take a vote on impioigaues. During meetings a
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secretary writes minutes. However, there is ntesysat the East Garden to format
minutes in a consistent manner or to look backast minutes to prepare for new
meetings. A lapse in meetings during the wintemgwith changes in membership
make it difficult to carry on all rules discussatheade in a previous season into the next
one. Some rules get lost due to lack of implentemta The process requires persuasion
rather than enforcement, since no one person hes poaver over the other. Despite
some of these difficulties, the garden goes owowEts are planted, weeds are cleaned,
plots are watered, and fundraisers are held. oltshierarchical, voluntary-based
approach has held the garden together all theses frgaugh people dedicating extra
time to discuss the nitty-gritty of garden opemasi@nd sharing their ideal for the

common space.

Operational Expenses

Even though garden members put a lot of their ome aind a bit of their own
money in keeping the garden a beautiful place, tamimg a garden involves a variety of
expenses. First, there are expenses directlyetetatgardening. Those include
purchasing of soill, fertilizers, tools and somenpdeand trees. Keys to the garden must
be purchased for new members and the lock to titiegas changed from time to time.
Second, there are garden maintenance costs speingisg jobs and hiring
exterminators on the rare occasion that rats be@preblem in the garden. When a tall
tree dies and needs to be taken down or if a gedspruning, a professional may be
required. Occasionally, the garden encountersjarmast such as fixing the sidewalk

which is the responsibility of a property ownerm f&r, when the garden has been
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required to get the sidewalk repaired, an expehaeoond $7,500, the garden managed
to get funding from the Trust for Public Land anonf the Council on the Environment.
Third, there are operational costs. Garden lighitisurance is one such expense. The
coverage varies and can change over time, butglumnfieldwork, one estimate | saw
was around $2,500 for the East Garden. As of &z 2004, the garden was covered
under the group plan from the Neighborhood Operc&@oalition. The cost for all of
the above is paid through a common fund, the buoligite garden.

The property tax for the East Garden, a not-fafipgroup, is abated. Several
forms must be filed annually for the city and thete to maintain the garden’s status.
Much of the administrative paperwork had long beene by the treasurer at the East
Garden. She recalls that in the mid-1980’s thel@amwas held responsible by the city
for non-payment of property taxes for the tax yE281-1982, soon after which the
garden lot was officially purchased. It jeopardiziee garden’s status as the city took
back the ownership of the property temporarily luthi matter was sorted out by the
Garden. They managed to raise funds through mesiipefiees, support from the Trust
for Public Land, and through donation from the omnofethe tenant building across the
street (Karen’s handout 2005). The sources obffegational costs for the garden come
from membership fees, fundraising events, and, mgsbortantly, from various garden-
supporting foundations like the Trust for Publimbaand the Greenacre Foundation.

A kind of expense not significant in terms ot dut which got a lot of attention
during the time | was doing my fieldwork, was theghasing of firewood. The East
Garden has a small, round fire-place made of stohiés enjoyed by its members who

do some BBQing during the summer or to get somentfaduring the fall and winter.
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Whether firewood is a necessary expense for thedegaor not became an issue of a
heated debate in several meetings. Lenore strapgigsed buying firewood using the
garden budget, especially when the garden, acaptdiher, was already scrambling to
pay for insurance. Others argued that firewood avascessity for the garden and money
should be raised and set aside specifically farghgoose. While the fire place had
always been the signature of the garden, the dismusleveloped into the question of
whether having an open fire was even legal (theéenaias not investigated further after
the meeting). While some members argued thatitedod is for everyone, others
argued that they have been used only by a fewufgsfsake. There are a few people
who do BBQ often while there are others who haddly BBQing in the East Garden is
not an organized, announced event, except for at®asions of fundraising parties.
People spontaneously decide to do it sometimessktheir garden friends if they want
to join. There were differences of opinion as teetiner firewood has always been
included in the budget or not.

The disagreement over the firewood triggered Le'satecision to end her many
years of service as the treasurer at the East GaiSlee did not run for the position when
the election came. Her decision to leave the jposdver a seemingly minor
disagreement may be also due to the sense of dégggment she felt. Filing necessary
paperwork and doing bookkeeping for the garden alhynas a non-paid volunteer can be
time-consuming, yet other members do not alwaylizeear pay attention to the
administrative efforts in maintaining a garden.

The discussion regarding firewood and BBQing m glarden reflected different

interests and ideals garden members have abogatten. Some people value the
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aspect of socializing and fun while others seekenwder worrying that the lack of it
could result in the loss of the garden. SinceBast Garden is not a public park, alcohol
is allowed inside. Some people worried that sonvekohg activities by its members
could tarnish the reputation of the garden. Thwaitle the latter opinion comprised a
relatively small group of people. Core memberthefgarden, who have been living in
the area for a decade or more, did not seem terdifé-a-vis these issues on the grounds
of class background. In other words, people’ssctasethnic/racial backgrounds did not
seem to affect their opinions on what kind of atigg¢ should be allowed in the garden.
If | sense any tendency that may have differerdi#tteir opinions, it would be age. In
my casual observations, those who voiced the opitiiat garden should be freer were
younger, but nevertheless, the difference in ageed negligible A community garden
is more than a garden; it is a social space. Mpkites for what are acceptable
behaviors and what are not is an important taskghlen members take on together.
My analysis of the activities and interaction atenunity gardens does not
emphasize gender relationships. | started théviietk with an open mind, noting issues
| encounter as | see them. Gender roles andoetatwere not raised as an issue by
members, and | did not observe notable genderegtiasues during my fieldwork both at
the East and the West Garden. Parry et al. (280%drgues gardens, for “the collective
and collaborative nature,” are a leisure arenahatimthe reproduction as well as
resistance of traditional gender roles takes plaaiserved casually that there always
seem to be more women present at meetings andrvgarkihe garden. There seem to

have been no gender biases on assigning gardemihdegision-making tasks. The
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power relation | occasionally withessed was notvieen genders, but between long-

standing and new members.

Building a Community

An incident in the garden showed a divide among besiover their preference
for freedom and order in the garden. At a meesogieone mentioned that after-hour
trespassing in the garden by teenagers, one of vepp@ared to be a son or daughter of a
garden member was a serious problem. Membersvhiaivessed teenagers getting into
the garden and hanging out even when they do et the key to the garden. They have
somehow figured out how to open the gate withoetkity. One of the ways to deal with
the problem which everyone agreed was to changetkeo the garden, but that alone
was not a real solution.

The question was raised as to whether the kidsldh@uallowed to join the
garden if they wanted to officially join. Lenoradaone of the other long-term members
strongly opposed the idea, arguing that the cumdatclearly states that no children
under 16 are allowed to become members. She lathese teenagers to leave the
garden before when there were no parents supegwuisem, but, according to her, they
just kept coming back. When she suggested thgtitéky with the garden chores if they
wanted to enjoy the garden, the teenagers failstidas up. The members’ opinions
ranged widely about whether to somehow accommadtiateeenagers or to evict them.
One member said, “All these kids are born in tleisdgn, basically” implying that these
children have always been around, and the gardebden an important place for them.

Others suggested “give some chores to do to tleess Tonya, the former president,
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pointed out, “This brings up the issue of what tiasden is all about.” She argued that
the members had to engage in gardening, not sihgping out with some chores.
Lenore argued that some parents were using thilegdo let their children hangout. She
was concerned that having unattended children leasisrious liability issues for the
garden.

Diego, the president, tried to come up with a oro&bout the conditions under
which teenagers should be in the garden. Tonyateaiout that kids in general in the
garden were very well behaved. Some members athaede should establish rules for
kids in the garden while others suggested havingtimgs with the parents. Lenore
reminded everyone again that the current rule sthi no kids under sixteen are
allowed in the garden without adult supervisiorne $ointed out that this garden was
private property, implying that if anything happdrte unsupervised children, the garden
could be held responsible. Another member spokg‘lostill think we should let them
(children) help the garden.” She preferred to rpocate the teens into the garden
community to help them appreciate the place, instéaiewing them as problematic. At
the end, the mixture of both approaches was utiliZzBarden members at the meetings
were reminded that children in the garden had teupervised and could not be given a
key. If members saw children behaving inapproplyabr teens hanging out in the
garden, then they most likely had to say somettortge children or to their guardians.
Whether members wanted it or not, each of the kagiihg members shared the
responsibility for what went on in the garden.

The members of East Garden have been ethnicallyaamally diverse from the

beginning. Race and ethnicity are rarely perceagthajor issues and are not really
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mentioned. One of the few exceptions was whenralmee brought up that he heard how
a godson of another member, a tall Puerto Rican mas asked to leave by an unnamed
member. This member was leaving the garden andahenember could not be left
there in his absence. The godson was said toleeme unhappy about the incident. The
story was mentioned during a meeting when members talking about how the garden
might have been perceived to be “an unwelcome platke godson may have been
upset because the member who asked him to leavetiéalize that he was affiliated
with the garden even though he was not officialip@mber. That could easily happen,
since the garden continues to grow in membershipvithout mandatory meeting
attendance, there are members who do not know otéeibers, let alone their children
or godchildren. The members who mentioned the/ gterhaps felt that the godson,
being a tall male of color, might have been a fatt@omeone asking him to leave when
closing the gate. The other members at the medtthgot dwell on this particular

aspect of the story and instead moved on to digbesspenness of the garden and the
policy of locking the garden when members werepmnesent.

On another occasion, there was a discussion &owuteenagers who broke into
the locked garden to hang out after dark werettwlédave by one of the long-term
members, who is an African-American woman, and Hwy talked back to her using a
racial slur. That raised concerns about the baléetween keeping the garden open and
securing the place to make sure no further incglike that could happen. These
incidents, however, are rare. Garden membersatidaem to prefer to frame such
issues in terms of racial and/or ethnic conflictstead, they treat it as an opportunity to

discuss and work on garden’s relationship to pewmptee community.The membership
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of the East Garden reflects the diversity of thigimeorhood though there were hardly
any Asians active in the garden at the time of ilglivork. While people’s class
background was not apparent, the majority of theemsd to be middleclass
professionals. Some people were unemployed orrang#oyed at one point, during
which they seemed to spend more time in the gar@emetimes perceptions can be
deceiving, however. One person | thought to benpteyed for a long time was actually
a landlord who rented a house outside of the digmpared to the West Garden,
members of the East Garden gave me the imprestlm#ing Bohemian regardless of
their professions. Perhaps that reflected how takkyand behaved in the garden or the
atmosphere of the Lower East Side in general.

Many garden members, as they live in the commuh#ynselves, care about
what is going on in the community inside and owfithe community garden. The
garden may not be an oasis devoid of problemsyheh the problem happens in and
around the garden, the community is here to wogkttwer to address the problem. The
garden not only keeps the community beautiful byntaéning a place that offers a great
amenity, a sense of nature and peacefulness aityhi@ock but also by offering a place
where people from different backgrounds and interesn come together and
communicate to create a sense of community. Theadday activities and the decision-
making processes that keep the East Garden flangishay sometimes be mundane and
repetitious. However, garden members are rewdsglede compliments they get from
community members who appreciate the place anddognjoyment they get staying in

touch with the land and nature right in their néighhood in Manhattan.
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Fundraising Events

A fundraising event at the East Garden, which happace or twice a yeatr, is
not only a great way to raise some money for thdegabut an effective and fun way to
introduce the garden to the people in the commuritiggo, the president, started a
meeting by saying that the fundraiser event wasalaly about raising funds, but also to
promote the garden in the community as well. Qneenbers agree to hold a fundraising
event and set the date, members meet many more tinveork on the details of the
event. For the fundraising party in the year 2008mbers initially suggested to charge
an admission fee (in the name of voluntary contrdm) at the entrance and to provide
guests with a garden tour, a small gift, and, afrse, food. A contribution of eight to ten
dollars was initially considered for admission.

Although members who attended the first fundraismegeting agreed that there
should be a cover charge, they later began worgldrinwas such a good idea. Some
members argued that by charging a cover, the ewdiriie nothing but a fundraiser.
Others thought that a cover charge will reinfotee ilea that many people in this
community have (according to some members) thatghaiden is elitist. By eliminating
a cover charge, they argued, we could show thsigiden was open to the public. In
the end, they decided not to have a cover chartieeantrance, but charge people per
food item or per plate. As charging people upframild deter many from walking in,
letting people buy food items (note: it was refdrte as donation) as they wished was
seen to be more profitable as well.

The food was to be prepared by member volunteetsso to be donated by

nearby local food businesses. Wanda, a new eagm@ber, volunteered right away to
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make Polynesian chicken wings, pasta salad, anthiverus sangria. Other members
kept volunteering to bring food for BBQ, salad, aadon. | was thinking about making
something as well, but was a bit afraid to saigittrthere, worrying about making a
commitment. The idea was that all members shouitd)lsomething, though the
agreement was made only among eight members wheehag to attend the particular
meeting. Items like wine, beer, and ice were né¢déde purchased by volunteers and
the treasurer would reimburse them once the resaipte submitted. Members spent
much time during the meeting discussing what bi@rekers should be made available.
The contribution price for the drink and food was Isw in general, partially because
some argued that people in the community wouldpagthigh prices when they know
they can get the same thing just around the cain@icheaper price. This argument was
objected to by some garden members who remindegi@we that this was a fundraiser,
after all. Eventually, people agreed that this essnuch of fundraising as a service to
the community. They were aware that one of the justificationsti@r garden to keep
existing in the midst of now highly-valued realaestwas the idea that the garden was
there not only for those who enjoy gardening as bes) but also to serve people in the
community—the fellow neighbors. In planning theduaising, members imagined old-
time neighbors as the main guests who would contleet@vent, but this also was the
chance to introduce the garden to some of the nesrto the neighborhood.

There were some ideas suggested during the mestioly,as selling the garden t-
shirt, which did not happen in the end, and selfef@e tickets, which did happen. Some
stores in the neighborhood donated prizes fordffeerticket or food for the event. A

few members were enthusiastic about the idea afgithe garden tour as a way to
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introduce people to the wonders of the garden amdise money. Many garden
members knew business owners in the area eitifezqsent customers or friends.
Having such personal connections helped some manbeget food donations from
businesses for the garden.

The event attracted many visitors who came to etijeyfood, the garden, people,
and music provided by local bands, some of whormewarden members themselves.
On an occasion like this, | witnessed the diversftpeople attracted to the garden.
People of different age groups came. The evenidhiotogether some old-time residents
who had stayed with the ups and downs of the Ld¥est Side and some newcomers
who moved to the area as the result of the recamewf gentrification. There were even
some famous people like a movie director stoppintplmingle with fellow neighbors
and regular garden visitors all enjoying the plaBegular garden visitors were there as
well, enjoying the garden that was a bit more lmgtihan usuall have often seen
members of the garden running into each other arghhors from nearby apartment
buildings on the streets. They greet and talk.tcWiag them, | felt that the
neighborhood seemed friendlier when people knew elter. In the big city like New
York, people do not get to know each other by nydireing in close proximity to one
another. The community garden offers people a@héminteract: to become a familiar

face.

Pleasure or Resistance?

The East Garden is a community itself and is areshled part of a community.

Abu-Lughod (1994b:37) points out that residentthefLower East Side had no
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“preexistent ‘primordial’ ties’ or “dominant sharédentities of race, class, or ethnicity”
which bound them together as a traditional debnitof neighborhood or community’
may suggest. Instead, she argues, the neighbodidbd Lower East Side is more of a
product of its historical background of conflicteieh bound the residents together (Abu-
Lughod 1994b:37). The Lower East Side has beeittgejby scholars as the site of
social movements and resistance to poor housindittmms and gentrification (Mele
2006; Sites 2003; Smith 1996). Mario Maffi (199832 suggests that community
mobilization, including community gardens, are enfof “a daily battle of resistance”
against gentrification in the Lower East Sideis likely that such an atmosphere
encouraged people in the Lower East Side to take latered abandoned lots to turn
them into community gardens. Having talked togaslen members about the past and
the present of the East Garden and their perstoras about their participation in
garden-making, however, | did not sense that tijasgeners viewed what they do as
some sort of resistance. The founders of the gandehed to do something about the
eyesores on the block, and more importantly, sot@bteate a place where people could
hang out and enjoy nature and each other’'s comp#rhat they have accomplished may
be viewed in the long run as resistance or a momgrat the sense of leisure and
pleasure was more important in uniting people taaareating the garden.

The area surrounding the East Garden has becowmgpaiing place with hip
shops, restaurants, and bars attracting collegestsi and yuppies alike. Gentrification
was occuring at a rapid pace during the time ofielgwork. The Lower East Side,
once an ethnically diverse residential neighborhbyd2008 had become a place where

people from all over New York City came to enjogafr restaurants, some of them pretty
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upscale. Construction of new condos and apartmetiiamuch higher rents are likely to
attract people with higher incomes, and youngeegaions who are attracted to the busy,
happening feeling of the area. When studentsaeattments, they tend to move in and
out a lot. The landlords can increase the rentyett@e someone moves out. Frequent
turnover of residents could lead to higher ovexlits for the area. Many garden
members of the East Garden are long-term residigintg in rent stabilized apartments.
While their rent may not go up rapidly, the risicmgts of neighborhood amenities can
raise their living expenses. Many newcomers fagkdr rents than what long-term
residents pay.

The East Garden has developed into a place of conyrwilding. It has
become a part of everyday life in this neighborho®te East Garden itself has been a
force of change for the neighborhood, making tlae@lsafer and vibrant. Welcoming
and accommodating newcomers strengthens the EadeiGalt also helps provide a
place where newcomers and old-timers become adqnags, an important factor in
community building since lack of interaction isig bource of misunderstanding and
possible contention. Recruiting new members, maeavill help pass a story down to
the next generation of residents that the East&uaiginot a product of gentrification, but
an achievement attained through the communal sftdrpeople of this formerly mostly

working-class community.
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Chapter 6

The West Garden I: The Beginning

The East Garden | discussed in the previous chapém example of a long-
running community garden that depends on commus@sin-making where all
members are welcome to attend meetings. The Waske@ is the largest community
garden in size on the Upper West Side. While lgatidens were started by a concerned
individual and grew into grassroots organizatighe, West Garden has a more formal
structure than the East Garden and has a boaiidestats and several committees. Both
gardens are located in neighborhoods that have dféssted by gentrification. Today
the Upper West Side has become one of the mosatésneighborhoods in the city,
much more so than the Lower East Side.

Like the East Garden, the West Garden was startdeei1970s on an empty lot
that was functioning as a junkyard at a time inclilthe surrounding community was
facing halted development, a slow economy, and graglems. There are as many
stories and memories of the beginning of the Westlén as there were people involved
in the process. The process of winning permartatisrequired persistent and strategic
efforts by those who believed in the idea of thenownity garden as well as the
cooperation of some powerful figures, some of wtaiginally seemed like unlikely
supporters of the West Garden. The story of thet\arden shows how chance,
persistence, and timing, in addition to people'dication to the cause, helped to get the
garden started and ensured its longevity. In & two chapters, | will discuss the
origins as well as the everyday activities of thesi\Garden to explore what it takes to

create and maintain this community- and voluntessel organization.
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The Upper West Side Today and in the Past

Today, mall boutiques, gourmet food stores, cordaety and pastry shops,
cafes—a stroll down the streets of the Upper Wekd §ives one a sense that there are
still many mom-and-pop stores there amongst a feinaetail stores. The Upper West
Side is defined as the area above the WeSS&et and below Cathedral Parkway/West
110" Street. The western edge consists of Riversideend Riverside Park, and
Central Park West marks the eastern boundary cdirénee  Riverside Drive is a quiet
residential area overlooking the Hudson River. réfege no commercial establishments
along the drive. Central Park West is a wealthgmaorhood overlooking Central Park.
Broadway and Amsterdam Avenue are the commerdiai@s of the district with
uninterrupted lines of stores and restaurants om sides.

The Upper West Side is not overwhelmed by skysecsapedominated by
megastores like one sees in Midtown, and it issulbof the high-end brand shops that
dominate the Upper East Side—the area that usked tiee most expensive residential
neighborhood in the city. The Upper West Side moatches the reputation of the Upper
East Side as one of the most desirable and exmensighborhoods to live in the New
York metropolitan area. At $90,633, the mediandehwld income of the Community
District ranks 3rd of the all districts in the ci&rmstrong et al. 2007). The median
monthly rent is $1,269 as of 2007 (Armstrong eR@D7). The market prices of
townhouses and large condominiums in the vicinitthe West Garden as of April 2007
easily topped $7,500,000 (New York Magazine n.d.).

Historically, the Upper West Side has been a slycaaid culturally vibrant area.

According to Peter Salwen (1989), a distinct sogegraphy of the area began to take
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shape in the late 1800s. The neighborhood hadctureiof mansions, tenements, small
businesses selling daily necessities, apartmentidaniddle class, and houses for well-
to-do families. The construction of Lincoln Cenitethe 1960s made the area a major
cultural hub in New York City, but even before thite Upper West Side had had a large,
elegant, but short-lived theater, tNew Theater (later renamed th€entury Theater)

which was built in 1909 and demolished in the e&f80. Salwen (1989:197) points out
that starting in the early 1900s, the Upper Wede $iegan attracting wealthy artists who
specialized in portraits and illustrations. Mangters and musicians have also visited or
resided in the area over the past century-and{fa-Balgar Allan Poe stayed in a cottage
near West 84 Street from 1843 to 1844 (Salwen 1989:212). Todagyart of West 8%
street is named Edgar Allan Poe Street and Ed@afé on it commemorates his stay.
One of the most famous buildings associated wittuaician is the Dakota on West"?2
Street at Central Park West, designed in 1884n lehnon who lived there was shot
and killed in front of the building on Decemberl®80.

The Upper West Side has many faces. As a whakeyiewed as more liberal
than its counterpart, the Upper East Side. Iry#ar 2000, 66.3% of the total population
of Upper West Side residents identified themseasegVhite Non-Hispanic (Community
Board 7, Manhattan n.d.). Residents of Hispanigiocomprise 16.7% of the total. The
third largest group is Black/African American Norsplanic at 9%. Asian or Pacific
Islander Non-Hispanic is fastest growing group titostill small in number compared to
other groups. It made up 3.5% of the total in 1880, by 2000, the figure went up to

5.6%.
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Salwen poses the question, “Will rampant gentrifccadestroy the diversity that
made the neighborhood attractive in the first pra¢@989:285) and argues that the
Upper West Side is “no longer the liberal-intelledt artistic neighborhood of ten or
even five years ago...” (1989:285). One of the fexctbat contributed to shaping the
Upper West Side was large numbers of single roocomency (SRO) hotels, many of
which came into existence at the end of World W& hccommodate returning veterans
as well as “students, the elderly, and the workiagr’ and “large numbers of
unemployed, single minorities, ex-offenders, arldased mental patients” (New York
SRO Project 1980:1). SRO hotels were created\aglidg up the interior of large, old
apartments or hotels into small, single roomsmjyninterview, the former chairperson of
the Community Board 7 explained to me that those sthyed at SRO hotels ended up
residing there permanently rather than temporaidie said that the place used to be
“‘unsafe.” Many SRO hotels suffered from overcrawgdand lack of proper maintenance.
They seemed to have deteriorated in the 1970s ({w SRO Project 1980:2). SRO
hotels still exist, but they are no longer prominam the Upper West Side. When SRO
hotels were in the news in 2007, it was about atabcision prohibiting the landlords of
SRO hotels from renting out rooms to tourists (Thity of New York, Office of the
Mayor 2007). According to the New York Times (18%515,000 SRO units were
replaced by expensive housing during the 1980s.

Looking at the Upper West Side today, one mightdesrwhy there is a
community garden in the midst of such an expenseighborhood and with two major
parks nearby. Many people who walk by the West@&amight assume that the city

developed it as a park. The West Garden doesatondp to the city’s Park Department,
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however. The West Garden began in the mid 1970weatite of the giant city-owned
vacant lot-turned-junkyard which stretched to ogcapout half of the long stretch of a
block between two avenues. There was much mooedafble housing in the
neighborhood back then, and down the street framgérden, there was a building
occupied by squatters. In the 1980s, when devedaageed to set aside part of the lot,
the area was turned into a much smaller, butsstidlble garden. The presence of the
community garden in this highly-prized real estatation reflects an earlier era, before
the full-scale gentrification of the neighborhodtlis also a testimony to community
activism. The West Garden would not be there totidyvere not for the people who
envisioned it over thirty years ago and for the oamity that came together to build and

maintain it.

Making the West Garden

Each individual who has participated in the maloh@ community garden has a
unique recollection of what the process was likeparticular, the experience and the
contributions each one made are different depenalinttpe time s/he got involved. |
reconstruct here the beginning of the garden mdéiiy interviews | conducted. The
stories of the garden’s beginnings are shared tfirawal tradition, and most members
seem to have at least some idea about how thergeaghee into existence. Some core
members at the garden have expressed interesating archival records of the West
Garden to make sure that the story of the gardesves along with the physical space
long after original members are gone. The foumdéine garden asked her friend Naomi

to videotape interviews of some people who werglyaavolved with establishing the
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garden, hoping to turn the material into a documgnt Some of the interviews and
guotes | use here, in addition to my own intervieggsne from the unedited raw footage
of the interviews Naomi did. She kindly shared tdyge with me. The stories of the
creation of the garden illustrate how a grassrowsement succeeded in creating a
community green space. They also suggest thdtishary of the garden is entangled

with the gentrification process of the neighborhood

Elise

The idea of starting a community garden which bex#m West Garden came
initially from Elise, a middle-class woman of Sdoficish-English descent. Around 1974,
she was about forty, and was taking time off fraen pprofession as film editor to raise
her children. She often walked by a huge and ugbant lot near her children’s school.
She had an idea that the place would be much besiee could turn it into a garden for
children instead of leaving it as a huge eyesdtefigarbage and stolen cars. One day,
when she visited a nearby senior center to lookdtunteers for her children’s school,
she met a senior citizen advisor, to whom Elisgokapd to mention her interest in
starting a garden in the empty lot across frompiligic elementary school. The advisor
also saw the value in starting a little gardenghdndeed, the senior center had already
rented the space from the city but had nobody twdinate the effort to start one. Elise
volunteered to start a garden. Gaining the supgddachers at the school who agreed
that children would benefit from this resource selbegan the process of transforming

the giant vacant lot.
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Many community gardens on the Lower East Side th@gdgen volunteers
squatted the lot. That was not the case for thet\@arden. The lot had already been
rented by the senior center, which allowed Elis&¢ok onsite to turn it into a
community garden. The Community Planning Boartbddy known as the Community
Board), which consisted of unpaid members appoibtetthe borough president to
represent the community district, was supportivéhefidea and was willing to provide
financial support, but with a few conditions. Masiportantly, it was meant to be an
interim site project—meaning there could be no @eremt garden there. For the interim
site project, Elise was informed, the city was wdlto provide funding of $25,000. She
attended a Community Planning Board meeting anddaskVhere do | go? What do |
do, and with whom (to get the money to start thelga)?” She was also told that the
garden had to be for the community as a wholejusbtfor school children, in order for
the city to fund the project.

A person Elise contacted in the Community Planidogrd advised her to contact
block associations and set up flyers to get thensonity involved. She called a number
of block associations. Elise posted flyers allrabe neighborhood to let people know
about the first meeting. One hundred-fifty flyarere put up and about twenty people
came to the first meeting to discuss what theirmomity garden would be like. A
gardener from the West Garden told me that he rdyaesd that there were various
networks and groups of people in the area who attracted to the project partially
because they knew Elise. Collecting money to gairance for the site was Elise’s other
important and difficult task. The insurance wasdetory to develop the site into a

garden. So Elise had to convince people of héowisf the beautiful garden while the

164



site was still nothing but a vacant lot and an tiofl landfill. The insurance money,
which Elise recalled as around $600, came in tha faf donations from block
associations and street associations.

According to Elise, the most difficult challengmerged after she had collected
the money for insurance and held several communégtings to decide what the garden
should consist of. By the time Elise was readstéot making the garden, the
Department of Housing Preservation and Developrft¢RD), which had initially
supported the plan to start an interim site gargéaced the lot for bidding for housing
development. Elise was told in a phone call froRCHhat a community garden could
not be built there anymore. However, she hadstactoo much time and energy in
preparing for the garden to simply back down anitl dihad not heard anything like
this. | had collected all that money, and had dalhthe things, and here they were
telling me just like that? So, | went to the megti | got up (to speak up) because | had
worked on this diligently for nearly a year, makimgndreds of phone calls doing
everything.”

Elise was given two-and-a-half to three minutesmke her case at a Community
Planning Board meeting to save the garden projecan interview with me, she looked
back on that day as a personality-changing expegiefMy shyness was over that day,”
she said. She made the argument that even ibtiveals given to a developer right away,
it would be a few years before any constructionadatart on the site. She insisted in the
meeting, “You have to do it (allow a garden to bdtpbbecause it could take four or five
years before the housing can be put together. f@nthe interim time, we can use it as a

community garden, which is what this was for, aeriim site garden.” She continued,
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“somebody knows who did it (canceled the plan feoenmunity garden). Somebody
did it. This community has been lied to, it hastbeheated.” Elise remembered a rush
from the crowd supporting her position after shelenthe speech. The next morning, she
again got a call from the HPD telling her that &sagoing to reinstall the community
garden project. She thought the whole processvespolitical, and as “a sort of shy
person”, she managed to overcome her fears, takstgnce and speaking up for the
cause. When | asked her why she was so committetting a community garden, she
answered, “I guess | worked so hard so long, sgettitly... | was obsessed with it.” She
laughed a bit. “Once you put that much involvemarhere, there is no way to stop.”
Forming a garden requires consensus buildingmeSaf the community
members originally resisted the idea of creatigguaen at the location. To Elise’s
surprise, not everyone was happy about it. Soroplpéold her, “Oh, you cannot do
anything to this neighborhood; that's a waste miti’ and “Oh, we don’t want a garden
here. We want housing, we need housing here,testadled in her interview with Naomi.
The city was going through a tough time and maxlyndit feel any optimism for turning
the neighborhood around.
The open gate policy, in Elise’s opinion, has biéenkey to the success of the garden in
blending in with the community and attracting marel more people to join. When |
asked if she thought the garden has become atist elver the years, she said yes,
explaining that it appears that way only becausenttighborhood itself has changed. “It
used to be a much more mixed neighborhood. Itayasorer neighborhood. [Changes
in] the garden represent [changes in] the neighdmmth The neighborhood is much more

affluent than it used to be.”
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The beautified vacant lot became a symbol of theraanity. The West Garden
has become an indispensable amenity much appreédgtdhose who live nearby.
People who come across the garden are amazedshyré@n treasure. The interim
garden became a semi-permanent garden. Eliseivealstly the Board of Education and
taught gardening to school children in the areBeathers and children were very
enthusiastic, so it became a whole community thirf@he told me. “As recently as like
5-6 years ago, a guy came up to me and said, ‘Yanitwemember me. He is my son.
When | was his age, you were the one who taughalmoet gardening and | never forgot
about it. That's why | always bring my son arodnede’.” She remained active in the
garden as long as her health permitted her to d&bke has since retired from gardening,
but her name is passed down from those who knowoh@iose who newly enter the

garden as a member.

Ms. Sally Goodgold

Sally Goodgold is an animated, powerful figure wddstermination and ability
to seize opportunities were crucial in securingWest Garden’s permanent status in
1981. She was the chair of the Community Boatt& district in which the West
Garden is located. While the Community Boardisdvisory body, it plays a crucial
role in advocating neighborhood interests and sttatbie land use and budgetary needs
of the district. Borough Presidents appoint eaadwrtd member based upon advice from a
City Council Member. Goodgold was appointed asctiegr by the Borough President

based on her reputation in the community. Sheribestthe community board as a
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“non-partisan, independent, apolitical body. Eviemynan being in the city is entitled to
representation on the community board.”

The Community Board 7 had its say in the develagroéthe Upper West Side
Urban Renewal Area under the federal urban renpregiram. The plan had come into
an existence in the late 1950s. In the 1970s;cdh@munity was deeply involved in the
development of the site in an unprecedented way fre beginning in planning and
developing the area (Lamberg 1981). Goodgold redeto the power given to the
community as “a new era of civic participation.’hef Community Board drew up the
guidelines for the Urban Renewal Areas. It workatth the developers to examine
competing proposals and to choose winners. Tlstemde of the Community Board
helped to give the voice to the community to berth@md to draw up the vision of the
community. In the late 1970s, New York City gave community fldgethe power and
responsibility to oversee various city’s measunetuiding land-use and zoning.
Community boards help residents voice their corg@urthe city through public hearings.
Community boards have played an important roléhadlenging overdevelopment in
their district (Erlanger 1987). Goodgold and hemeunity board took up the
opportunity and they knew how to proceed with tbev@r granted to them by the city.

As some sites in the Urban Renewal Area were sbdve developed, they
deteriorated into what looked like junkyards antbgge fields. “Rather than living in a
wasteland,” Goodgold told me, people decided te thk space and turn it into a garden.
In her words, it was “strictly a civic movement” by group of people, rich, poor, Black,

White, you name it; it didn’t matter.”
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Because the Community Board was supportive of #ndemn it secured some
initial funding with the understanding that the dgm was on interim land. It was
designated for development. Sometime in betwe&0 38d 1981, the developers won
the contract to develop the site of the West Garded its future became uncertain.
However, gardeners and many people in the commangiyed that it had become too
important an asset to the community for it to ey bulldozed over to make room for
new buildings. The Community Board, especially Ggad who was very much in
favor of the garden, explored the possibility ofim@ning the garden by having it
incorporated into the development plan for the. site1981, Goodgold’s efforts to save
the garden included negotiations with a local téaasociation and even a presentation
in Washington, D.C. before the Secretary of Housing

Goodgold saw that the garden flourishing in therim site had been positive for
the neighborhood not only for aesthetic reasonsalso as place in which people,
regardless of their backgrounds, came to work tegetShe viewed the garden as being
“a sort of metaphor for democracy.” The originaldlopers’ plan was to build a 330-
unit building using public money. The apartmenitding the developers were going to
build was subsidized affordable housing. They weree part of the government
subsidy program called the Section 8 Program (&ity state initiative to provide
financial incentives to developers). Under thi&280program, the developers were
required to set aside 20% of the housing unitsd@rincome tenants both in the large
apartment building and small townhouses. Howeweravailable funds for the Section
8 were running out and the developers could natreeenough tax credits to insure the

low-income housing units. As the result, the plas changed to build sixteen
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townhouses instead. However, the federal regulaiitl required the developers to set
aside 20% of the townhouses to be low-income hgusin

Goodgold saw a possible lever to negotiate withdiaeelopers to secure a piece
of land for the garden; she explored the possytititget an exemption for the 20% rule
for the townhouses the developers were going tiol lnuiexchange for leaving the land
for the garden. The first thing the Community Bbdid was to sell the idea of the
garden to the people who were sponsors of therioanne housing, such as tenant
leaders. Goodgold argued that the garden wasgingyvchildren a place to play and
learn about nature. She suggested that tenardrieadree to a one-time exemption to
the 20% subsidization rule for the townhouses itharge for the developers setting
aside a parcel of land for the garden. While keemlare of the need for affordable
housing, tenant leaders ultimately agreed thardegawas also valuable. They promised
Goodgold they would not fight against the one-temeeption of the 20% rule for
townhouses if she could get the U.S. Departmehtoofsing and Urban Development
(HUD) to agree to the arrangement. The promisesaheed probably reflects
Goodgold’s negotiation skill and ability to perseaathers as well as the affection the
residents in the area had toward the garden. Mugpertantly, since the development
plan was to build townhouses, and not a huge apattoomplex, the one-time
exemption of the 20% rule did not add up to the laislarge numbers of apartment units.
Everybody, however, thought that it would be nearipossible to win the exemption
from HUD.

Making an appointment with the HUD’s Secretary Sahi1 Pierce Jr. was not

an easy task for a Community Board leader from Newk City. While Goodgold was
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quite prominent in city politics, she was not wiallewn outside of it. She had called the
office so many times trying to make an appointnibat the administrative assistant of
the HUD’s Secretary knew her by name. Then, whaddgold referred to as “a small
miracle” occurred in August 1981: the federal eafftc controllers’ strike. A stand-off
between the Reagan administration and air trafficdrollers meant a significant
reduction in air travel. HUD’s Secretary all o$iadden had an open schedule because
many people could not make it to their appointments him, especially in the morning.
His assistant mentioned Goodgold (who had beengrg get an appointment for over a
month) to him and he agreed to meet her for a 16HBite appointment. The
Commissioner of the Department of Housing Presema Development (HPD) of
New York City insisted on sending a deputy with @gold. She told him, “You can
come, but you can’t talk. It's my appointment.”

Instead of a mere fifteen to thirty minutes, thestivegy with HUD’s Secretary
took up the entire morning. Goodgold was askedyngaestions by people present in
the room, and she had prepared her answers vmeNadmi’s interview, Goodgold
claimed, “I had made all the plans of all the hbiliat still needed help including this one,
but not just this, this was a part of it. This was most difficult because this was the
exception, | showed them everything, and | askedtfor this. And I told them what we
wanted and why we wanted it and how we have sgiveblems with tenant organizers.”
She made a convincing argument for the importaht@wng an open green space
within walking distance in the community.

By helping to save the garden, Goodgold also helpedite to remain as the

Urban Renewal Areas which include some affordablesing. According to her, there
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were some people in the city who much preferrealloav commercial development of
the sites. They could have had their way if thal deth the developers fell through.
Besides tenant groups, Goodgold communicated wilamous developer of the area,
who is known as Mr. New York, and got his supportthe developers to build the
townhouse with the exemption. Goodgold knew tleatvls a well-respected large-scale
developer who cared about the community he invaste®lore importantly, he would
have faced the devaluing of his properties arohidsites if the Urban Renewal plan was
terminated. That would have meant the presenbei@é, undeveloped, unsightly sites
near his properties for many years to come whilelbgpers who had been assigned for
the Urban Renewal plan would fight in court to ¢rade the termination. The statement
of support for Goodgold from the big name develgggemed to have impressed the
people at the meeting, many of whom surely recaghthe name. Mentioning the
initiative’s pro bono lawyer’s name probably wasaahelpful in winning people’s
support for her cause. She told me that there people in the meeting who used to
work for the pro bono attorney when he held a pubdisition (a former planning
commission deputy). She felt that pointing outdupport for the garden helped to
convince many who knew him to give her their suppor

Goodgold showed the people in the meeting thatitban renewal program and
the community garden was backed and supportednipbg low-income people needing
housing but the powerful figures that the peopltheameeting knew and highly regarded.
She made a convincing case and HUD’s Secretarnpowaer side by the end of the
meeting. He mentioned to her that the PresidetiteotUnited States read an annotated

editorial in the New York Times on housing. Gooldigevell-prepared as usual, already
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had an appointment to see an editorial writer egdrden/housing issue. The Secretary
was genuinely impressed with her, and told her,d&for you!” A day after making her
case to HUD’s Secretary, Goodgold met the writemfthe editorial board of New York
Times. She made her case to him knowing that whateould be written could “either
make us or break us.” While the writer remaineshstfaced and said he would check
everything out, a positive editorial for the gar@ggpeared. Goodgold’s efforts in
negotiating with tenant organizers, talking to Hd[3ecretary, and meeting with the
writer from New York Times all worked in favor oékping the garden space.

This episode suggests that the community board avdsast at that time, an
important part of New York City’s neighborhood mylinaking process, even though it
was only an advisory body. Delmos J. Jones anal Jodurner (1989) write that in New
York City, the community board plays important rolegathering information on
problems in the neighborhoods and using politicakpure to persuade institutions and
agencies to improve their conditions. Goodgolgéelto save the garden not simply
because she held the position of community boaatt,dbut because she used her
personal political skills to promote causes andaiavince people through networking.
She is not a political figure; she is not interdstepublic office. But she has been
known to get results for her community, and in féoe former Mayor Ed Koch said to
her, “Do you think you are the mayor?” She told time she said to Koch, “I never
thought of that. However, | know every inch of thesritory; | know every building, all
the rules and regulations. You cannot possiblyhdd. No mayor can know all the
districts.” Goodgold’s experience suggests thatdbmmunity-based approach to

solving problems can work, especially when thogmbée of taking the lead are involved.
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During the interview, as | wondered how she mandgeget so much done for her
community, she said this: “I learned one thingjl do something right, you [usually
politicians] take the credit; if | do it wrong, dke the blame.” She takes pride in the
West Garden she has helped to save. She bellmatethé garden helps bring people
together. “We wanted all different people thergetber. That's what it made it better.
Who benefits from this? Rich people? Poor peo@ame way!” She said in the

interview with Naomi. “It's such a good thing tave in the community.”

Charles

Charles, a well-spoken, reserved and gentle retiteewas a leader of a labor
union in New York City, is a long-term member ahd turrent vice president of the
West Garden. He joined the West Garden in itsainiievelopment phase. In those days,
he was working for city-planning dealing with edticaal, welfare, and health issues.
One day, as part of his work duties, he attendeeeting to talk to squatters who had
moved into a building a couple of blocks down ttreet from the West Garden. A
woman at the meeting mentioned the garden to Gharld informed him that all he had
to do to join was to show up and carve out an fmehimself. He joined the garden. He
remembered people mainly growing flowers at thaeti Later on, separate sections for
flowers and vegetables were carved out.

Some people actively participated in the negatietiamong the gardeners, the
developer, and the city, while others gardenedfirgt, Charles simply gardened. He did
not want to get involved in the garden’s politiesgely because of his job with the city.

He remembers that the issue of making the gardengment was a controversial one in
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the community because some people felt that the foeeenousing was greater than the
need for a garden. Like many garden members mefataother gardens, Charles does
not insist that the garden comes before housingsnedowever, as the garden became
established over time and is now, as he sees ittegpiaceable landmark on the block, he
would likely to defend it and protect it if it iver threatened with housing development.
For now the West Garden is secured as long addbe pemains the open green space
for the community. He attended some meetings whéegarden was still in its infancy.
Charles gave credit to Elise for taking the initiet networking with different groups of
people in the neighborhood, and knowing how to wplthe city to utilize city agencies
when the garden needed some help.

When | interviewed Charles in 2007, he had beee president for at least five
years. People run for various positions in the annualtelacf officers. Charles
admitted that he ran for the vice president pasitiecause he did not see others wanting
to take up the job. People do not often compeéz official positions. Such a position
requires long unpaid hours spent negotiating anetimg with people. Sometimes
officers are caught up in heated debates overwsiigsues the garden faces. Charles
said to me that the reward he got for being the piesident was the feeling of
satisfaction knowing that he was doing a good tiianghe community. The tasks he
undertakes as vice president vary. Charles ial§@the chair of the constitution
committee which oversees bylaws and rules. Thewttee meets when called for by
the board to negotiate on issues regarding cupraatices, rules, or bylaws. He
substitutes for the president when she is not abigland also organizes a garden picnic

in the summer.
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The most important tasks Charles takes on as teepresident are getting people
involved in the garden, and acquainting himselhwite people who are involved. He
pointed out that everyone who joined the gardenssgletter promising to work at least
four hours a month in the garden in addition tontening his or her own plot. This rule
was not always enforced, and Charles found it ingmbito call up people to encourage
them to come out to work. He also worked persttem investigating the mystery of
the unusually high electricity bill the garden hzekn incurring for months.

He expressed his admiration for the presidenivftat she accomplishes and the
stress she endures, though he might not alwaye agtie her. Charles viewed the
president’s tasks as extremely time-consuming @maaehding. Before the current
president assumed office, he said that the turn@terfor the president’s position was
every one to two years, given that the position kngkly intensive. He also felt that it
had become harder to find somebody else who waatdd the job. He told me that the
least the board members could do was to show sufgpahoever became the president.
Sticking together, after all, has been importanewthe garden faces a threat or outside
criticism. He brought it up because officers ofttome targets towards whom the
board members direct their frustrations.

Charles was also concerned that the garden wasttnatting as many committed
younger newcomers as it should:

You know there are a group of people who are iir Higties, seventies, and
eighties. They started out with the garden any #ne sort of like the
backbone. One of the problems we have for theduithese people who have
really done the work, which is not a big group ebple, are no longer able to

do it. So, we need younger people to be able teenmoand to do this. We are
pushing to encourage people (to join)
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He agreed with my suggestion that the dearth of ymwnger volunteers might be
due to a lack of interest in doing volunteer warkhe community. Charles suggested
that those who join do a lot of work for a yeatwo and then seem to move to a new
location, or perhaps move on to engage in someausivities elsewhere. “l think in our
garden, we can always count on certain core pédpesaid. Members like Charles
serve as the backbone of the garden, holding éth&y even through rough times. He
was concerned for the future of the garden, howeRedynamic member who is a great
fundraiser for the garden is in her eighties ndwe main writer of the monthly
newsletter for the garden has recently been thrauggrious illness. As the first
generation of gardeners are growing older, Chéwdges that current and new members
become interested in assuming core roles in thdegarHe feels somewhat discouraged
that there used to be more people interested mmgrthe organization in the past than

there are today.

Victor

Victor, who came to New York City in 1965 from thMedwest to attend a
prestigious music school, had been active in ttygsccommunity garden movement
from the beginning. A knowledgeable and expertigaer today, Victor did not know
much about gardening when he joined. He firstigatlved with community gardening
when he heard about Liz Christi, the founder offite# community garden in the Lower
East Side in the 1970s and Greenguerillas, a gandgmization she started. Victor
became a volunteer for some of their projects.s&ld, “You know, that was what you

did in the 70s—be counter-culturally active.” IGhristi told Victor about a woman on

177



the Upper West Side who was interested in stagiggrden there. Through Liz, Victor
met Elise and they worked together with otherdéart up the site, removing many
dumpsters full of stuff. He recalled that untiband 1977, the arrangement of the clean-
up and gardening effort was more informal. Thelgarwas much bigger than what it is
today. People were assigned to variously-size@tadde plots proportionate to the size
of their family.

When Victor and others got the news that devekbp@re submitting proposals
to develop the site, they joined the bid by makimgr own proposal to rehabilitate
existing housing and build new housing while kegmmpart of the garden. Their vision
was to build mixed-use housing for senior citizand living/working spaces for artists.
“It was such an attractive proposal,” recalls Vict¥ictor’s proposal did not win, as the
developmental rights in the end were granted tollifidley and his partner, a developer
who had a plan to build a large apartment comgiexet The community board was
involved in examining different proposals for thies

After the developers were selected, a deal wasrhativeen them and the garden
to split the cost to construct the garden. Thel@asuccessfully raised the half of the
construction cost and the developer paid the Né4tile the garden had been in existence
since the mid 1970s, it was not developed intcctireent format until the end of the
construction in 1987, according to Victor. In tage 1990’s, the garden had major work
done rebuilding its amphitheater. The cost of, tMistor recalls, was the same amount as
the construction of the garden in 1987. Victomped out that the developers also paid
for the landscape architect and related experBeere was also a grant awarded for

designing a part of the garden.
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The garden is flourishing today, but Victor wasicerned for its future.
“Truthfully, | feel that the garden is now very ntuat a crossroad because we live in the
different time,” he said. He has seen a declinthénnumber of new eager volunteers
working for the garden nowadays. He attributedddeline in volunteerism partially to
increasing economic pressure and long work hourpdople. Allocating time to do
volunteer work was becoming more difficult. Moreoyhe saw more optimism and
idealism driving people in the 1970s. There wae ‘idea that people could actually take
control of their own environment, their own worl@his was when we started the
garden.” He was referring to something more ttanidealism of his own youth. He
believed that his generation had a sense of hbpdetling that succeeding generations
can do better than a preceding one. He rememlbieeddne when the city was much
more affordable. His first apartment here was u$d€0 a month. Since they spent
considerably less on rent than today, he feltpleatple could afford more time for
volunteering. He told me, “Now, it's not clearme how the garden will continue for
the next thirty years.” Volunteerism is widespréathe United States. According to
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Departméritaior (2008), a little over one-
quarter of the entire US population has volunteéoedn organization at least once in a
one-year period since September 2006. Their detasthat people between the ages of
35 and 54 are the most likely to volunteer amongather age group, and the higher the
education level, more likely the individuals to woteer. The bureau provides no
statistics on the relationship between income aidnteering, although a higher level of
education might imply a higher income level. Whhlere is no data available to confirm

or contradict Victor's concerns that higher rentsyrfead to a decline in volunteers, it is
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possible that the need to work more to afford higkats can take away time that can be
spent dedicated to non-paid volunteer work.

The issue of declining volunteerism is one offt®ises of Robert D. Putnam’s
bookBowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community (2000). He
argues that busyness and financial pressure assd@@h shifts in the economic climate
are some of the reasons for the decline in “civigagement,” but not significant ones.
He reaches this conclusion because there als®ex@tcline in participation among
affluent people with few financial worries. Putnatiributes an across-the-board decline
in civic engagement among people of both gendedsrarious socioeconomic statuses to
multiple factors, including time and money consttsj allocation of more time to leisure
activities, such as watching television; and tleeasing individualism and sense of
disconnect from politics among new generationse 3tift in political climate in 2008
and 2009, such as invigoration of young voluntéarshe presidential campaign for
Obama and the drastic recession during the san@dparay put a different twist to
Putnam’s analysis today. In his book, Putnam (20@€ntions the role of women in
social movements and volunteering, but women dacaoote across as main actors in his
analysis. In the community garden movement, betidgrs are present and important,
but women have often been in leadership roleshdrgardens I've visited, women
appeared to make up the majority of volunteerselbs w

Putnam’s metaphoric and literal use of the imag#oivling alone” helped
advance his argument that there is a decline isdb&l capital—the social networks—
and thus the community in the United States. Ylais&atanabe (2007) points out,

however, that Putham’s arguments appear to beddoteis “nostalgic view of the past,”

180



which overlooks the role of capitalism and globatiian in the changing social relations
within communities. In my view, people’s longirghelong and connect with one
another remains but the options of how and whexg #thieve it may be becoming more
diverse. Toward the end of the book, Putham wrftes build bridging social capital
requires that we transcend our social and poliacal professional identities to connect
with people unlike ourselves” (2000:411). The camity garden may well be one of

such places where the mingling of people unlike am&her is nurtured.

Mr. Lindley

Mr. Lindley is the developer, along with his buess partner who won the rights
to develop the lots where the West Garden had loeated. Every June, he is invited to
the West Garden annual benefit banquet by gardaseaggesture of appreciation for
saving the garden. After long negotiations, headrto set aside a lot for the garden to
continue. If he had not agreed to keep the gaitthengarden would not be there today.
Some people in the garden nearly worship him feinggthe garden. Others are a bit
more skeptical and believe that “We got the (gaydpace in spite of him.” One
member told me that he thought Lindley was foreed the position of saving the garden
by losing the battle and had to make the bestesituation by helping to develop it.
The person suspected that Lindley thought the ganaeild not succeed, thereby
allowing him to annex the place to his developmeXxiother person shared the same
feeling, “It was the developer’s contention allradahat we would never be able to

sustain a community garden. We wouldn’t be ablmémage the site.” The assumption
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was understandable given that the early ‘80s wasiite when many city parks were
also poorly maintained.

The lots on which the West Garden was built wetd@ development by the city,
which technically owned them. Whether Mr. Lindleytered the deal to keep the garden
with reluctance, he and his development partneenkeegless provided half of the initial
construction costs of the garden. Mr. Lindley techthat negotiation with the
community board was “mostly friendly, but sometinaesimonious.” Once it was a
done deal, Mr. Lindley contributed to building th&den: “we worked it out and...we
gave the land, we gave a substantial amount of ynas@ contribution toward the
construction of the garden, and we actually managgdl construction and over time”
(in Naomi Mankowitz’s video interview footage n.dliving in the neighborhood
himself, Mr. Lindley became fond of the garden lephd to preserve. He used to come
to plant tulips with his grandchildren. Duringetannual benefit banquet, Mr. Lindley
made a speech expressing his satisfaction withthewarden has turned out for the
community. He said in Naomi’s interview that tb@mmunity and the garden have

become part of his life: “It is just a great space.

Katie

Katie, originally from Great Britain, is a photagrher and one of the original
members of the West Garden. She saw a parallsebether own life struggles and how
the community pulled itself out of decay to flolrisShe found the garden as her anchor:
a place that made her feel the city was her hometdshe was photographing the scenes

of abandonment and urban decay in the neighboriveth she first met Elise. In an
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interview with Naomi, Katie said that when Elisesfiintroduced her to the idea of
building a community garden in the wasted lotsgHdl went down my spine.” Growing
up in a small village in England, the natural lasagse has always attracted her as the
subject of her arts and as a source of peace.eWwhé was with the garden from the
beginning observing and photographing it, she didparticipate as a gardener for the
first five years. She simply felt that she was bosy. But she remembered the great
feeling she got once she started planting. “Thgot hooked and it became an essential
part of my life,” she told Naomi. “You know it risachanged my life and my
experience of living in New York. It wasn't judb@ut growing things. It was about
people as well who came together.”

Katie, who grew up in England, told me that, to, ltlee idea of a garden as a
place where neighbors come together and help gheh appeared “a very American
thing,” perhaps because European gardens wereahorg aesthetics than communal
work. “We felt like we were really pioneers,” sadded. Katie pointed out that taking
over the devastated open space to turn it into songepositive gave her a feeling of
freedom. With the freedom, came the responsilititgeep growing the garden and
maintaining it. Depending on a group of individualunteers, this process has not
always been straightforward. People needed ngttoriearn to negotiate and
compromise with outside forces, like developers,also among themselves. Katie was
asked to make a slideshow capturing all the featof¢éhe garden so that people in the
meeting could discuss what they wanted to keepndrad they wanted to change when
the garden was transformed into its semi-permastanis. Being on the design

committee herself, she remembers a long procesa &twf screaming fights as people
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passionately debated their vision of the garddowé&r boxes functioning both as flower
plots and benches surrounding the amphitheatbeatdanter of the garden were one of
the innovative ideas which came out of the medbtngaximize the use of the space.

The West Garden was in its infancy, and memberdetket figure out the best
way to raise funds, promote the cause, work withdlected officials to secure the
garden’s status, and deal with those who wantegvelop the site. Individual members
with different backgrounds brought the skills amdiphneeded to work on these issues.
Some members had been activists in housing andigdngssues, and a few had
participated in the civil rights movement. Katiemted out that those people knew how
to speak up for the garden and defend it. Sheedaarsense of empowerment going
through the process of defending and establistiiagyarden against those “who wanted
to invalidate us.”

The garden has withstood the test of time andhlamges surrounding it. Along
the way, Katie has gained the sense of belongitiget@ity in which she was once a
stranger. She was reminded of the significandbefjarden and the sense of the
community it nurtured in the face of the Septenmti#t 2001 attack on the World Trade
Center. The garden had the annual Arts and Clesdtival planned for the weekend after
the tragedy hit the city. Like others in the citgtie, in charge of the visual art exhibit
for the festival, was devastated, and wondered lvenét was appropriate to go on with
the festival as planned. Then she thought of keerence during World War Il in
London where a concert for the public was heldhedity daily as a way to bring people
together during hard times. “I decided that it wasy important that we went ahead

(with the festival),” Katie said in Naomi’s inteexv tape. “I do consider a garden to be

184



an art form, like a community art from. They apenied and planned together. So, | feel
it really expresses something in our lives, sonmgtiviery deep. Anyway, as part of this,
we do the art festival. And we did it. And peoplere very glad.” The garden helped
Katie during a difficult time of her life, and skétnessed the garden helping the
community heal when the entire city was devasthtethe World Trade Center attack.
She remarked, “We feel continuing the garden iofoselves, but it is for the

community service.”

Changes in the Neighborhood

Those members who have been with the West Gardea the 1970s and the
1980s have not only seen the transformation og#rden but also changes in the
neighborhood. The garden created informally orelots with freely claimed plots has
turned into a much smaller neatly organized, wellftained space with assigned boxed
plots. All members agree that the garden has Bereasset to the neighborhood. Like
many community gardens in New York City, the Weatd&n was a precursor to and a
factor in gentrification because of its role inasiéeng up and beautifying the area, which
made the surrounding property much more desirdldieny old-time garden members
were starting out in their profession and earlthieir careers when they sought an
affordable residence in this neighborhood. Kadiel $0 Naomi in the interview,

In 1975, it was a community that was really in d#gtion. A lot of people
were on welfare.....There was also influx of peojde myself and my
husband, you know, a sort of middle class profesdgowho were on their way
up but needed a cheaper apartment, a larger gdiset And that was the
beginning. Now, it's a different story becauselvese all these fancy condos,

high rents, everything is very densely developét have enormous growth, a
renaissance on the West Side.
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Despite the change, many garden members arguthéhgarden remained as a
place of diversity, attracting people from all walkf life, as reflected in some of the
members’ interviews mentioned earlier in this cbapKatie viewed the garden as “a
microcosm of the U.S.” “Coming from the very clagfden society (of U.K.),” she said,
a garden attracting participants cutting acrosssctéand racial lines was fascinating and
great. Maria, a garden member who has lived im#ighborhood since the early 1980s
agrees that the garden brings people togetheshauis also concerned about the
increasing homogenization of garden participantr tive past two decades. When she
moved into the area, she was able to find affolablising despite the fact that it was
beginning to be gentrified. Maria is a succespfofessional who comes from a
working-class immigrant family. “l am always stddithg two worlds,” she said,
referring to her socioeconomic background and &es/ethnicity. People often wonder
who she is, and according to her, what they gueasges, depending on how she dresses
and what neighborhood she happens to be in.

She was concerned about the segregation of lipages based on race, class,
and ethnicity, as well as mostly covert racial tensstill very much affecting U.S.
society. In her view, the garden was no exceptMinen any social group congregates,
Maria believed that the group acts as a microcaoistineolarger society. Compared to the
beginning of the West Garden, she argued, todagr& are less and less people of color;
there are less and less people of lower socioecondass.” While she attributed
demographic changes in the gentrified neighbortgeotally to the decline in diversity
as she perceived it, she thought what was mordfisgm was a suspected reluctance

among some members to welcome newcomers from smrioaic backgrounds other
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than their own. Maria pointed out to me that exnest liberal people hesitate or avoid
discussing racial issues in general. She viewatintembers’ tendency in avoiding the
issue of declining diversity in the garden was peotatic. | felt a similar sentiment that
people were hesitant to discuss race in the EasteBa The East Garden, like the West
Garden, had diverse members with various ethniefbackgrounds, but race was hardly
ever mentioned. And if it was mentioned, peoptérht dwell on the topic.

At the West Garden, | came across a few membersewpieessed similar
concerns about garden membership becoming lesssdivaria is not alone in thinking
that there used to be more people from variousdracinds joining the garden. The
West Garden, open like a park, is attended by at gaiety of people. Who decides to
become a fee-paying member, agreeing to work imgénden for specific hours per
month, as required, depends on many factors. Afbemation regarding membership
can be found on the garden website, but most pegele to find out about how to join
by talking to garden members. If the garden merhbppens to be unfriendly, then the
potential member may be discouraged from pursunythéng further. Some garden
members like talking to neighbors about the gardeme like to focus on gardening and
do not enjoy mingling.

The garden provides a relaxing and friendly atmesplthat is likely to encourage
people to communicate and interact with neighboey tlo not know, yet who share their
appreciation for the space. At the same time, fiaive to assume that people from all
walks of life get along simply for the love of tharden and for what the physical space
generates. People build relationships with eabhrojust as gardeners build the gardens,

over time and with great care. Some people eftijeydyynamic process of welcoming
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new people and being involved in a group invigatatéth new ideas and new people. A
few people who talked to me mentioned that som@lpda the garden like the current
social network of the garden and hope that it dméshange much in the long run. Like
Maria, another member worried that they are corezkbthat there are quite a few people
who do not actually like the idea that the gardekept as open as possible to the public.
| asked why the person thought some people wantkdep the garden more closed. The
reply was, “People have lots of reasons, and métiyeon are not stated.” Sometimes, a
member gets irritated by occurrence such as dessrinan sunbathing in the garden, or
people walking a dog and letting the dog urinatéhanplants, or loud music coming
from a block party in housing across the streetopke easily agree on what is considered
as unwelcome or unacceptable behavior. Yet, cmeally, watchful and thoughtful
members quietly wonder if somebody complaining alodiiers’ behavior in the garden
reflects an undercurrent of prejudice towards ralzess, and/or ethnicity, or (sometimes)
age (e.g., toward youngsters hanging out).

Members generally join a community garden out oinderest in gardening.
People | talked to did not join the garden with ffope of pursuing social justice or as a
form of resistance to something. Individuals’ ssrabout how they got involved with
the West Garden reflect the fact that participallboommunity gardening means
something different to each individual. Gardensigndeed, often a solitary activity that
allows lots of time for personal reflection. AetBame time, there seems a common
thread that connects the garden stories of indalgd-people often refer to their vision
and understanding of the community and of societyeneral as they discuss the

community garden. Issues of race, class, andgicgjare not often overtly discussed in
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the United States in general, and in keeping Witk trend, the liberal residents of the
Upper West Side—like most members of the West Garetend to avoid these topics of
conversation. However, as | discussed in the Gastlen chapter, the community garden
is a place where interaction among people of diffebackgrounds happen, and this
interaction nurtures dialogue. It in turn raisepple’s sense of awareness toward
others—their shared commonalities rather than idiffees, and perhaps, their own biases
toward other people— the biases people tend to ¢l until they get to know each
other.

There is always negotiation occurring in the deratbcrspace of the open garden
as to what is acceptable, what is tolerable, analt kimd of behaviors need to be
corrected or excluded. Depending on how thesearosare voiced, a person could
seem overly exclusionary in the eyes of the othemivers. Such dialogue often reflects
social issues, be it covert racism or class dimigiosociety. The garden is an asset in
bringing people together to generate conversabens these unspoken issues. Charles
and many others believe that keeping the gardepeas as it is now is very important
and essential for the West Garden. For them, @ingeg is about people’s freedom to
participate in their community activities; it ikéi a metaphor for democracy. Just as it
was the case for the East Garden, the West Gaelisrio remain as open and friendly
to newcomers as it is to residents of the commurityen more so, in the present
moment as the area is becoming an expensive netgbdih. Doing so will allow the
West Garden to remain an important asset to trghberhood both socially and

environmentally.
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Beating a Path

The story of the beginning of the West Garden shthat it was created by
people who were willing and capable of negotiatiith various parties and seizing
opportunities at the right timing. Instead of amagonistic and confrontational approach,
those who helped the garden to take off used gitapersuasion to earn the support of
power players, such as federal bureaucrats, téemaérs, and developers to turn a
temporary garden from an interim site to a permafieture. It is up to the current and
the future garden members to keep it that way. éSor@mbers | interviewed expressed
concerns that they have sensed that there was lingrehthusiasm to volunteer not only
in the garden but in the community in general. hBps such change was due to the
economy and high rent that force many newcomevst® long hours or to move more
often.

Just as in the East Garden, people tend to viewnst Garden as a democratic
space where people of different economic and réaekgrounds come together.
However, like anywhere else, there seemed to basamtal racial or class tensions
covertly mentioned especially toward those whomgdwelen members do not know very
well, such as infrequent visitors. Mostly, racel @tass are topics that hardly surface in
the garden or in the garden meetings. As farexpérienced, the garden members of
different backgrounds do enjoy patrticipating in ga@den together.

To those who never knew the history of the Wesd&ayit would look like the
product of a well-thought out city planning thatsastrategically located in an open green
space at the right location to serve the peopteercommunity. It is hard to imagine the

area without the garden. The area around the B/asten that once had many empty,
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open sites waiting to be developed is thriving fodéh uninterrupted buildings. The
garden that was once appreciated for easing thea lofourban plight by beautifying the
sites is now appreciated for providing a beausface to sit and relax in the middle of
the block. This open green space was not origimalthe Urban Renewal plan. The
people of the community put it there. The suceesbkthe benefit of the garden shown by
the West Garden should serve as a model to inchate open green space in urban
planning, especially in areas dealing with urbaght! At the same time, the unique
experience of the each garden implies that a tapadapproach to organizing a
community garden may not workhe next chapter will look at day-to-day activitias

the West Garden, focusing especially on the cavagof people whose efforts keep the

garden running.

191



Chapter 7

The West Garden II: Everyday

The Upper West Side of Manhattan, with a poputetib207,699 as of the year
2000 (Community Board 7, Manhattan n.d.), is likgtg within a city. Over 200,000
people are living in a total land area of 1,22Zea or 1.9 square miles (New York City
Department of City Planning 2007b). Past anthrogichl studies of US cities have
depicted and addressed the division among racesagkeconomic inequality (Low
1999). In previous chapters, | have pointed oat the East Garden and the West Garden
bring people of various backgrounds together. desadding open green space to
provide a sense of relief from congestion, the VBstden has become a space for the
community.

The community garden provides people with a sehbelonging and association.
Many of my interviews with garden members haveact#id this feeling. The tie to the
garden and to the each other does not solely depetite physical space. Rather, it is
nurtured through engagement in activities that fglkee at and for the garden. As it
brings people together and creates a sense obthmunity that is not solely defined by
race, ethnicity, or socioeconomic class, the Westlén becomes a place where racial
segregation and class divisions are mitigateds Thapter depicts the West Garden as a
place of nature and as a communal center througheuwtourse of a year. The West
Garden is one of the better organized communitgeyas with the decision-making
process entrusted to the board of directors. inéxa their style of running the garden
and argue that individuals’ contribution of knowdedand skills in practicing their

leadership for the garden has been crucial in kegghiis community garden long-lasting

192



and relevant to the community over the yearss the organizational structure and
regularly scheduled meetings, as well as peoplekess dedication that has helped the

West Garden to overcome challenges in order t@nlgtsurvive, but thrive..

Different Faces throughout the Year

Unlike the Lower East Side, there are not many camity gardens on the Upper
West Side. Among the few in the area, the West&ars the biggest and the most
accessible. The garden paths provide a walk atrassone street to the next in the
middle of the block. It has a park-like flower p&ection and a vegetable section, which
is only open to the plot holders. In the vegetalgletion, there are a tool shed and
compost bins. The West Garden also has a greesheagursery in a separate location
in upper Manhattan to grow and keep many plants@igarden.

The garden gate remains open during daylight, eweimg the winter. The place
is seldom empty as long as the weather is tolerabieere are benches and chairs located
throughout the garden to welcome visitors to relaéke raised wooden borders of flower
plots also function as benches. The garden haséwtions: vegetable plots and flower
plots. The vegetable section is fenced off, tadmessed only by plot holders, but the
flower section with a lawn, flower pits, two pavedths, and surrounding trees is open to
the public. Flower plots are assigned to gardembees to take care of, but the area
itself is open to public. The garden has a diffieface during each season. The board of
the garden also plans various activities and eventgsitors to enjoy throughout the

year.
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Spring

In April, plum trees and magnolias are in blooBome early-blooming tulips are
out here and there, and plots are colored by hifexinShady areas are plotted with
shady plants such as oxalis. One day in Aprildinevas a bit breezy and cool, but the
garden was decorated with early blossoms. Whilerked in the garden as a volunteer,
a longtime member Brad said, “Isn’t this beautdulwhat!” The sun was bright, the air
was still crisp, and the garden was quiet excapthfe chirping of the birds.

Spring is an attractive season for any communitgega but for the West Garden,
it is the time in which the garden transforms itggtlo a magnificent tulip field after a
well-coordinated effort in the fall to plant newlbsi for the spring. In late April through
early May, the garden displays its “tulip festivalery weekend. Although there is no
official event, members sit out in the garden vdtmation jars and brochures to welcome
hundreds of visitors. Passersby are drawn intgénden by the flood of color and sheer
magnitude of the tulips in the valley in betweea tuildings on a Manhattan street.
Amagzed visitors fill the donation jar quickly witime-dollar bills and more. Wanda
sitting in front of a jar thanked everyone for theantributions. Visitors often comment
on the beauty of tulips in the garden. | heardyrfarows” and “ahhs.” Many visitors
bring their cameras to take pictures, especialth wieir children. Even on weekdays,
tulips in full-bloom attract many viewers. | hegreople saying, “oh, my god! Can this
place be any more beautiful than this!” Childreer&vrunning around the garden excited
by the beauty of the garden. | heard one kid dglagirthis is “my garden!” Sometimes,
children compete to find the best tulip. Visitofsen comment, “You should charge

admission for this!”
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Children visiting the garden not only enjoy the igal flowers, but also may
enjoy their encounter with insects and birds. albthildren behave in the garden as the
gardeners would like. Once, a child kept hittingy$ he saw in the garden with a rolled-
up newspaper. Members who happened to see ttad agky parents did not take their
children to a playground instead of the garderctdfj a board member of the garden,
who happened to be there as well, patiently toédcthild, “We like our insects here. We
let them live a good life.” Children stopped bathg bugs after thatin the middle of a
highly urban area, a community garden is an interaplace to learn about nature.
Besides the opportunities for the hands-on expegiechildren and their guardians are
likely to communicate with gardeners who pay attento visitors.

Spring is not only the time to begin gardening, &sb the time for the West
Garden Annual General Meeting. This annual ewghich is open to all garden
members, takes place in an evening in April in idding where board meetings are
usually held. The meeting gives members a chant@atn more about gardening and
the West Garden and enjoy the free seeds and daesp Not all members show up for
the annual meeting. However, the board membersamdmembers who are avid
gardeners and regular attendees for various gasmts are usually there.

The Annual General Meeting | attended had aboutytmembers and two guest
speakers. One speaker was from a garden-relagadination and gave some gardening
tips. The other speaker was state assembly me®dotr M. Stringer, who later became
Manhattan Borough President. He commended theegareémbers for keeping the
neighborhood beautiful with the garden. He saiavhe fighting to make sure that the

people who built the garden community would notdy@aced with wealthy newcomers
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investing in the hot real estate market on the Uppest Side. He concluded his remarks
by saying, “You make this community wonderful.” &fVest Garden is well-maintained
and enjoyed by many. The value of having the gaide¢he neighborhood is recognized

not only by the people who live nearby, but by fckns as well.

Summer

Kathy, the president of the garden, once told ra¢ttie West Garden was not
just a garden, but much more. Various events edffat the garden prove her point. The
garden is vigorous, especially during the sumniarery year in mid-June, the annual
fundraising dinner known as the Spring Benefit—ilggest fundraising and members’
event of the year—is held right in the garden.th®& East Garden, as | discussed in the
previous chapter, garden members set low priceéat sold at the fundraising party to
keep it affordable and attractive to people inrieeghborhood. In contrast, the West
Garden fundraising dinner is an upscale event witnerguests enjoy an evening of great
food, music, and the flower-filled garden for a dtian of around $60 (for garden
members, the suggested donation is around $3@3).eVént also includes a ceremony to
honor those who are important to the communitygh&éoWest Garden, or to community
gardens in general. The board members select plecgde every year who have helped
in the advancement of community garden causes i@ad-ecognition during the event
along with a framed picture of the West Garderhe @eveloper, Mr. Lindley, who
“saved” the West Garden is always acknowledgedtiaawaked during the event as well.

He commented at the party, “I want to be rememberethis garden.”
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While the Spring Benefit is open only for those whake donations, the rest of
the events offered at the garden are free and tgpeublic. In July, the garden hosts a
picnic where people in the neighborhood are invitednjoy a barbecue grill and food
prepared by garden members. Over a hundred patipteled the summer picnic. A
Shakespearian play performed throughout severdtevels in July and August has been
a great attraction for the community. Children addlts alike enjoy seeing and
sometimes participating in the play in the gredatloars. The stage is decorated
naturally by flowers and plants. The day | attehttee play in 2004, there were
approximately 150 visitors at the performance.

During the summer, besides attending events, twbsehold a plot in the
vegetable garden are also busy working on thetspldhe produce gives gardeners a
sense of pride in eating locally-produced orgamigetables. While doing my fieldwork
in the West Garden, | decided not to sign up forawy plot and decided instead to work
as a volunteer to take care of the general ard@ajarden. This gave me a chance for
more diverse participation in garden activitiesorkbver, at the West Garden, one has to
sign up on a waiting list to get a plot, and it take several years for a plot to become
available. Fortunately, even though | did not hay®ot, | had the chance to taste the
vegetables produced in the garden when Nora simarelkhle with me. The kale coming
freshly out of the soil tasted much sweeter thanathes | purchase from stores. In the
vegetable garden section, all gardeners grow velgsta All non-vegetable plants are
grown in the flower garden section surroundingah®hitheater. All vegetables grown

are organic. Each plot is small. People do notvgregetables there to sell but strictly
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for personal consumption. Each person picks wieatesgetable they want to grow, but

tomatoes seemed one of the most popular choices.

Fall

A big community event in the garden for the fallsthe annual Arts & Crafts
Festival in September. This two-day weekend egensisted of a craft sale and poetry
readings. In 2003, the Arts & Crafts Festival tqbice on a crisp autumn day. On the
sidewalk at one end of the garden, used books ddimt members were sold. On the
other side, local artists sold their artwork angffts. One of the artists told me she
participated in the event to help the garden si@ysn The Saturday programs, catered
more to children, including craft tables where dieh could create their own art, ballet
and theater performance, and a children’s book sale

On Sunday, there were readings by local writethéncenter pit of the garden.
Visitors could sit on the frames of the flower phlahich also function as benches, to
listen to the readings. Local writers read th@mavork at this event. About thirty-five
people—young and old, including families—sat arothrelbench to listen. Some writers
were private high school students whose teachefdiwing them to the garden to write
poems. The teacher read his haiku style poemsaiddhat he saw this as his way of
thanking the garden. He said, “Think of all theepg being lost, if the garden is not
open.” Some writers read short stories. Otheaseshpersonal or political poetry
especially regarding the Bush administration’sg@e$ on the Iraqg War. A garden
member also read her poetry about her plot in #8ndem. Local writers and poets of

various age groups got the opportunity to sharie Wark with a captivated audience.
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Moreover, the poetic garden became a communityesphere ideas were shared and
appreciated. On the same day, there was alsd@pance by the New York String
Orchestra. The day ended with a wine and cheesgtien with the performance of a
local folksong duo.

The fall is an important time to plant bulbs irparation for the spring. Tulip
bulb planting held on the Saturday and Sunday befbanksgiving week in November
is the biggest all-out gardening event for volurdesnd members. Combining the tulip
bulb planting with a Thanksgiving celebration, samoard members bring Thanksgiving
specialty food such as roast turkey, turkey chiligl side dishes such as corn bread and
coleslaw along with coffee and sweets to serveltow members and volunteers. Lunch
time was a great time to meet some members | haet meet and chitchat with people |
got to know through my garden activity. As | talkend enjoyed some food, | felt | have
found a community to which | feel | belong. Joigithe West Garden, | had the chance
to mingle with New Yorkers of different age groupsge-wise and life-wise, these were
people | might not have otherwise come across.|&\tiad been living in New York
City as a Japanese graduate student for sevenal lyefore | started my fieldwork,
joining the community garden helped me meet newaicgances—familiar faces to say
hello to in that neighborhood.

The garden is planted all over with bulbs of tulipsspring. Flower plot holders
are responsible for planting tulip bulbs in thdot@nd helping out with planting in the
general area. The help from neighborhood volustedio are not members of the garden
was crucial in planting such large amounts of bulbse number of the volunteers

present in the garden varies depending on thedirttge day, the weather, and other
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chance factors. In 2004, the tulip bulb plantial &n a chilly, rainy, windy November
weekend. The number of volunteers was fairly smahe following year, when the
weather was much nicer, more people came out td.pla

The large turn-out helps the event, but having\ath gardener who knows how
to plant quickly and effectively also was a bigfheAiko was such a gardener whom
members always counted on in the time of tulip pi#mting. Originally from Japan,
Aiko was known at the West Garden for her extenki@wvledge of herbs and her
efficiency in tulip planting. Sadly, she fell @he day with an unknown iliness and
passed away. In 2004, tulip-bulb planting day begi#h the memorial service for her.
Some members who knew her well told me that theng\p&ant tulips in Aiko’'s memory
this year. | did not have the chance to get taakher well before her untimely death. |
would have loved to interview her, especially sihaen also from Japan. She was
known to bring sushi for the annual fundraisingn@in She seemed to be in her late 50s
or early 60s, but I did not know the exact ageidinot have the chance to formally
interview her and in my casual conversation with haever asked her age. | thought
about Aiko and how people have described her efitdoulb-planting technique as |
planted tulip bulbs. The area | was planting lradg with extensive roots, and that made
it a bit more difficult to dig holes deep enough-eabsix inches—for proper planting.

During tulip planting, many volunteers from thegtdiorhood who are not garden
members join the effort. This is the day neighlzans get hands-on experience.
Depending on the weather, the garden gets moremamber volunteers to come out.
They mostly help planting bulbs in common area$aivice from garden members on

how to plant and which bulbs to plant. The gardeters a great variety of bulbs for the
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occasion, and depending on the year or the aredils are coordinated by color or
mixed in colors and varieties. The tulip plantmneguires repetitive movement of digging
holes, and some members complained of back andgend Overall, however, people
were in good spirits during the occasion, even ghoweekends in November in New
York are often cold, which was the case when | thase. Neighbors help planting tulips

for the garden, and they all enjoy the spectadulgr garden in spring.

Winter

Even in February, the garden attracts visitors etjoy being in a sunny spot in
cold weather. The plots are mostly vacant, bueamekath the soil, thousands of tulip
bulbs await spring. The lawn in the center is ceddo protect the ground. If it snows,
people from the garden are responsible for remosioyv from the sidewalk, as is any
property owner in the city. Not much is done imts of gardening during the winter, but
maintenance is required for the garden to openaeamd. A December issue of the
West Garden newsletter urges gardeners to do ghibeily thing” by cleaning up their
vegetable plot and removing dead plants to keemp tbeking neat (WG Newsletter,
December 2004). The flower committee and the boandinue to meet during the
winter. The flower committee continues to overgkamting activities in the greenhouse.
There is also a winter holiday party in early Jagiuavhich is an indoor potluck party.
An annual membership meeting and election is atsd in January. The board of
directors is elected at the meeting. Working n@redministrative tasks makes sense
during the cold season when there is not much gargeo do. Moreover, off-season

activities and meetings keep gardeners involvel thié garden. Making sure volunteers
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remain engaged year-round is probably one of theswige West Garden keeps them
over the years.

The West Garden welcomes visitors and membersighaut the year. The
garden gates are opened daily around eight in traing by volunteers. If the weather
is nice, there are easily ten to thirty people aveakend relaxing in the garden. People
come to the garden to read the newspaper or btmlslk infants, or to chat with
friends. This garden is also often visited by peap wheelchairs. School children often
come to the garden as part of the class or aftevaaevith their parents. The garden
attracts people from all walks of life—differenteagroups, races and ethnicities, as well
as income levels. The garden is within walkingahse from Central Park West—one of
the streets in New York City where very wealthy pleaeside. Across the street from
the garden are housing projects. Many elderly |geait as well as toddlers with their
parent or nanny.

During my fieldwork, based on casual observaticsgw that middle-age or older
white people made up the majority of garden memb@/kile | have heard that many
original members included African-Americans, theeems to have been a shift for the
garden members and non-member volunteers to beaisiagly white. During the ten
years spanning 1990 to 2000, there was an 18.5@¢tied in the population of
Black/African American non-Hispanic and a 10.4%uettbn in the Hispanic population
of the Upper West Side (Community Board 7). Femewcomers to the area included
minorities (except for Asians, more of whom are mgunto the area), which might
partially explain why the garden is not attractingre minority members and volunteers.

Many people join the West Garden or any commurdglgn through word of mouth. In
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addition, the African American (*the source | wassng the word “Black”) only makes
up 9% of the whole Upper West Side population, idighanic origin 16.7%. Thus, the
number of minorities the garden attracts may simellect the changing demographic of
the Upper West Side. The West Garden has divésgerg, but perhaps less diversity
among the members and volunteers, at least amengahe active members. Just as in
the East Garden, the West Garden is interesteohmmuinity outreach and recruiting
neighbors to become garden members. It maintaveb@age, which includes listing
membership information and downloadable applicafitwms alongside spectacular
seasonal pictures of the garden. The most comnayrfov people to become members,

however, is to visit the garden and talk to thedgaers there.

The Board

The West Garden is a volunteer-based organizikenhe East Garden, but it
has a more complex organizational structure. Toweging body of the West Garden
consists of a board of directors, several comnsttgeneral members who have plots,
and associate members who do not have plots. ddel lof directors consisted of
thirteen people with the positions of presidentgevypresident, treasurer, recording
secretary, corresponding secretary, and newsktt#r The board of directors is crucial
in running the garden as they make all major desssioversee the finances and see to its
general well-being. The East Garden also eleetptbsident, vice president, and
treasurer, as | discussed in the previous chapi¢they do not hold sole decision-
making power or responsibility. They function masechairpersons to steer meetings

and to seek consensus among members. Unlike 8teG@aden, where elected officials
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only convened at the general meeting, the boardbaesrof the West Garden gather for
a formal meeting every month. The East Garderesgmts a direct democracy where
every participant can voice his or her opinionewary meeting if s/he chooses. At the
West Garden, the great amount of decision-makingepds entrusted to the elected
board members, who themselves are avid gardendmseiracquainted with fellow
gardeners.

In both the East Garden and the West Garden, gaftierals are all volunteers
who took on the extra tasks of running the gardeseture its stability and success. As
the East Garden and the West Garden have simiggmiiags as gardens started by
volunteers on wasted land, it is interesting todrthe different management/decision-
making structures that developed in these two ged®©ne possible explanation is the
process the West Garden went through to secusents-permanent status. As |
discussed in the previous chapter, various povwagreps got involved in negotiations to
save the West Garden. Being well-organized walsglrly necessary to deal with the
situation. | sensed differences among people wlanaolved in making the East
Garden and the West Garden. The active membéhe &ast Garden seem to be
younger than the West Garden. The Lower East &gears to be more bohemian in
comparison to the Upper West Side. Perhaps refiette high median income level of
the Upper West Side, the core members of the Wasted also appeared to be highly
educated and holding (or retired from) a professicareer. These factors might have
contributed to the West Garden’s greater instidlstructure compared to that of the

East Garden.
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The board members hold meetings on the first Mordaywery month at night
for about two hours. The board meetings weregeaterally for associate members like
myself, who are not considered part of the bo&tdwever, the board directors kindly
allowed me to sit in on their meetings for overealy As was the case in the East Garden,
| eagerly took notes but did not participate in digcussion and remained there strictly
as an observer. Attending meetings helped memigtto learn the dynamics of the
meetings and decision-making processes involveld tivé West Garden, but helped me
to get to know board directors well. This in tinglped me to feel like a part of the West

Garden community.

Tasks for the Board of Directors

Keeping the West Garden an attractive open gneacesrequires a large amount
of labor and finance. Members provide the work ey raise the money needed for the
operation. Community Gardens, like the West Gardeunld be a model for maintaining
an open green space in an urban area without gasencity much money. There is,
however, a prerequisite to making the voluntaryaargation effective and long-lasting—
capable, willing, and knowledgeable leaders whoesatute many tasks ranging from
writing a letter to dealing with complicated legadtters. The model may also worked
well for the West Garden because it is today latatea well-off community in which
supporters of the garden would and could make ibaions to the garden.

One of the requirements for the board membeis atend the monthly meeting.
Meetings | observed were always organized. Thegabaevith the distribution of the

agenda and minutes from the last meeting. Thedagearied from meeting to meeting
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depending on conditions and planned events ataraeg. Included on almost all
meeting agendas were correspondence, updates gartten’s ongoing fundraising
efforts, treasurer’s report on expenditures, floa@nmittee report, newsletter, and
membership issues including plot maintenance. tidesurer detailed statements of
monthly expenses and income for every board meetge of the important
responsibilities of the board was to make surdeffinancial well-being of the garden by
checking the expenses and raising money for theegar

Operating a community garden costs more than ogétritmagine. One year
during my fieldwork, the garden had an annual btid§839,500.00. Some of the
monthly costs include: purchasing of plants, eleityrbills, printing and sending out
newsletters, and insurance. The annual costsdadiut are not limited to: purchasing
food for fundraising benefits, purchasing tulip imi{$2,000+), sending out holiday cards
to major donors, and pruning. Moreover, occasiandl/or incidental costs include: curb
and sidewalk fixing ($8000+), tree pits ($147), gexh maintenance such as restructuring
wood around vegetable plot, raising bed, redoirtg paplot, and so on. The East
Garden, as | discussed chapter 5, also had to spendy on insurance. Atthe East
Garden, there seemed to scant funds allocatedifchase of plants because members
bought and brought their own plants for their plothe West Garden has electricity and
water, but the East Garden does not. The fix-bp jor the East Garden were mostly
done by members, but the West Garden is likelyr®dnprofessional to repair or build
something in the garden. Overall, the annual budge costs are considerably higher for

the West Garden than the East Garden.
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There are several sources of funding at the Wasléh, including fundraising
events, grants from various organizations, donatfoom individuals, and membership
fees. Various events at the garden not only att@wgarden to raise funds for the
continuing success of the garden, but also to khegommunity together. The Spring
Benefit, which receives contributions through tickales, is a major source of funding,
but free events throughout the year also help &éndepn raise money, as people usually
donate some money during the events. As notettedHese events include picnics,
theatrical performances, arts and crafts festhabk sales, the annual tulip planting and
festival, and holiday party.

Fannie, the corresponding secretary, is in chafgeeking grants. She is skilled
at grantwriting and is devoted to raising fundstfer West Garden. The funding, grants,
or donations either as money or garden-relatedrmmlte&ome from various sources.
Some come from governmental sources such as NelwState Department of
Environmental Conservation and Fundraising CousfdNew York. Philanthropic
organizations such as Greenacre, Trust for Pulalicdl.America the Beautiful, and
Arbor Foundation support community gardens. The@amay occasionally receive a
grant from private corporations interested in comityimprovement. Some of the
funding provided by these organizations is desiggh&br specific use, such as fixing the
sidewalk, while others are general contributions.

Membership fees and grassroots donations—dondtiomsindividuals,
especially from those who reside in the nearbydingl and appreciate having the garden
in their neighborhood—are an important source ofifag as well. The membership fee

is thirty dollars for those who hold plots andd#én dollars for associate members who
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are new to the garden or do not have a plot thet@ny individuals make additional
contributions when they pay their membership dudse membership, especially
associate members, fluctuates from year to yearin® my fieldwork in 2004-2007, |
estimate that there were approximately one huncheaibers. The board discusses
changes in memberships during the meeting, afmetittare less people joining or
renewing their membership, the board took actiahss sending out recruiting letters
for those who are on the garden mailing list—theke provided their information when
they came to the garden as volunteers, for exammainding them about the garden
and discount they get for the Spring Benefit aseaiver.

In addition, instead of passively waiting and hapiar a donation, Fannie
conducts a fundraising campaign by sending or tegvf she can, “Dear Neighbor
Letters” in neighboring buildings to promote thedgn and encourage people to
contribute to the cause. Some buildings colleciation money for the garden to show
appreciation for the place. Sometimes, howevelyiduals donate money to the garden
and get a sense of entitlement to the place insgumded way.One episode | heard
about during the board meeting involved a donor géee money to the garden and
therefore felt entitled to pick flowers to make Bigf a bouquet. When a member
complained on the spot, he got upset, althoughtimately yielded. The board
discusses ideas to encourage donations, such disgéetters to buildings to let them
know how much money they have given out to the gaahd to give first to third prizes
for buildings that raised more money.

Without the effort and the success of the board bemto raise all the money

necessary to maintain the garden, it could falttapBhe semi-permanent status of the
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garden as incorporated land can remain as suchasribng as the effort continues.
Fannie is a vibrant woman, whom | estimate to loeir@d 80 years old. Currently, her
fundraising skills have helped the garden to mairdafficient funding to keep operating
strongly. If she decides to retire one day, figdgomeone with matching skills,
connections, and willingness to work for the gardey not be easy, although such a
person is essential for the garden to continuee mbnthly bookkeeping for the West
Garden requires a treasurer with good accountiitig.sliEortunately, the West Garden
has a great treasurer, the only Black woman ohdaed of directors, to execute the task
flawlessly.

Core members, which in the case of the West Gaaoe=also the board members,
are the greatest asset a community garden hamelmeeting, a board member
expressed concern that the board eventually neegist tyounger people involved to
ensure the continuation of the garden’s succebkg. nfember, who holds a Ph.D. and has
a professional career said, “I am in my sixties] ham the youngest one here!” As |
pointed out in the previous chapter, the core mesbethe West Garden, many of
whom have been active since the late ‘70s or tHg &9s, are aging, and recruiting
younger generation into the board will require s@dgistment. | do not sense that the
board is reluctant to accommodate new board membéwsiever, at the same time,
members of the board have not changed much intrgeans. The group of people has
learned about each other and how to work well togret Newcomers to the board of

directors must first adapt to the existing groupaiypic.
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Putting an Event Together

Besides financial responsibility, the board of dices is also in charge of creating,
preparing, and organizing events to attract petuptbe garden. The board members care
a great deal about the success and improvemestriolug garden events as it would help
the garden to thrive in a long run. The biggesinevor the garden is the Spring
Benefit—a fundraising dinner that takes place itlyedune. The board members spend
long hours in meetings to prepare for the bengBtrgyear. There are many things to be
decided. For example, figuring out what kind afaddol to serve led to a heated
discussion. One member strongly opposed serviag besisting that serving wine was a
much more sophisticated option. There was no esgpian as to why he thought wine
was more sophisticated than beer. Serving winechedse is common at cultural
gatherings in New York City. Preference for winayne a reflection of one’s idea that
wine represents high class. In this specific cs®gh, it could be that the member
simply preferred wine over beer. While there milgatan implication that wine was
more “sophisticated,” it might have also be preddrover beer at benefits because of its
potential cost-effectiveness. If the garden camregsonably priced bottles of wine at a
discount price by buying it in large quantitieserthit can turn out to be cheaper than
serving cans of brand-name beers freely to pedpléhe East Garden, in contrast,
people did not even question the option of serbiegr at the fundraising. The only
discussion there was which brand to serve and haaply they could get it. The
inclination toward beer seemed natural, as beerteabeverage some gardeners often
consumed while enjoying BBQs there. The boardchefWest Garden as a whole took a

vote and in the end beer was served along with afinlkee benefit that year. How to
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decorate the garden for the benefit also led toesoonflict among members. Some
board members suggested using balloons while otherissed the idea immediately
claiming it was too childish. The disagreementegppd to stem from the differences in
personal taste, but what is important was to waitktloe differences in order to come to
an agreement.

Discussion can go on for a long time about what fimoserve and how to serve it
as well. The food served at the benefit comes faaombination of food contributions
from neighborhood restaurants and stores and fookiexl and brought by members. For
two benefits | attended and assisted with, | cookadsoba, Japanese stir fried noodle.
Some people who knew | made it complimented md {@athough it did not require
much of cooking for me since the noodle and seagorame in a package). The
Yakisoba went pretty quickly, and | figured people wereamg it along with various
other food available at the benefithe board must also think of using donated food
effectively to get maximum servings. For exampiega board meeting, members
discussed the best way to use the shrimp thatavas tlonated for the event. While
people liked shrimp cocktails, members agreedpghatia would maximize the amount of
the food as a shrimp dish. Besides food, the boekies decisions on music
performance, the number of tables and chairs ne¢ldediumber of the paper goods and
so on. The Spring Benefit seems to turns out abogess every year, but at times the
board worries about attendance and slowness ira@gpn before the event.

Through attending meetings both at the East Gaaddrthe West Garden, what |
found in both places is passionate and heatedsismuover garden-related and

fundraising-related topics that might appear muedaroutsiders. There is also
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repetitiveness in topics and discussion from yeaetr. The board members may argue
about the same thing they argued about a yeardyefegy may draw a new plan for the
same process they followed the year before. Ehabi because of the lack of good
recordkeeping. Efficiency is not the goal. Instehe discussion process is what helps
them to shape their ideas about the garden anddeaagboping their vision for the space.
Long and regularly-scheduled meetings are oneeokdy factors in holding the garden
together as a community for both the East and thst\@arden.

Attending board meetings for over a year, | learfrsthand how much
commitment it takes just to devote time to be aséhmeetings in addition to their jobs,
gardening, and the volunteer work many of the vigers do outside of the West Garden.
Within the board, decisions are made in a demacvedly. Every so often, | withessed a
discussion heating up, where taking turns to spaiecame competitive, and people
expressed their irritation for being interruptedieispeaking.No matter how heated the
discussion gets, the board of directors remaiesmtunified by the common goal of
keeping the garden a place of beauty and a pladcedaommunity to gather. No one
resigned in the middle of the term while | was dpmy fieldwork. Moreover, during my
two-year fieldwork period, the board members remdimostly the same. This was
different from the East Garden in which the presideice president, and treasurer all
changed during my fieldwork. The passionate mgstgeem to me an indication of their
devotion to the garden. At the East Garden, peopteheld the position worked in
cooperation with other general membefd.the West Garden, each board director, | saw
brought his or her expertise to the table, wheithg@as writing skills, knowledge of laws,

negotiation skills, accounting management, investrtactics, and so on. It amazed me

212



to see how the board members who engaged in caafremal discussion at one point in
the meeting remained friendly afterwards. The 8@aembers did not hold a grudge
against each other even if they had some heatetteldbring meetings. The
knowledgeable and skillful leaders have helpedtest Garden survive and thrive as a

community place located in the midst of highly \edueal estate property.

The Flower Committee

The Board of Directors meets once a month to cavaultitude of issues. Since
there is not enough time for the board to coverghg at the board meeting, the
Flower Committee exists to meet once a month toudis plant- and flower-matters. The
Flower Committee is led by Victor, who is also atlbmember. Flower Committee
meetings can be attended by any of the garden nmremlaneets once on the first
Sunday of the month in the garden, when the weah@ce, or in a meeting room in a
nearby apartment, when it is cold or raining. Tibenber of the people who attend the
meeting varies, but it is usually ten or less. €bmmittee is in charge of overseeing
flower plots and is open to anyone who is or wamisecome a member. Individual
flower plot holders decide what to plant in theirroplot, but the Flower Committee
makes decisions on what kinds and colors of tubgdant for the annual tulip festival.
One year, the committee decided to fill each plithwne color tulip to produce a
stunning color scheme; the next year it mixed cotdrtulips for each plot to make the
entire garden vibrant with a wild flood of colowhile the committee coordinates the
overall allocation of tulips for the tulip festivaach plot holder chooses what kinds of

tulips they want to order from a catalog for trewn plot. Victor is quite knowledgeable
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of plants, and if members had any plant-relateduoies, he was the person to talk to.
The Flower Committee provided a forum to discuss{d.

While plot holders are free to select their owmpdator their own plot, there are
some rules. For example, vegetable plants arallmted in flower plots. Vegetable
plots are designated only for vegetables and natrftamental flower plants. The
Flower Committee makes plans to make sure thag thér be some kind of flower or
plant all year round. Victor leads the discusglarning the meetings about which flowers
to buy, where to buy for a better price, what tnpl and when to do so. The flower
committee also discusses the price of tulip bulbsfdifferent sources. Since they
purchase the bulbs in such a large quantity, fip@igood price is important. However,
the gardeners also make sure that they get aggaty of tulips, including many
unusual and pricey kinds, as the tulip festivaing of the major attractions of the garden
to draw the community people into the garden. dikesion of labor between the board
of directors and the Flower Committee is one exanipht attests to how the West
Garden has evolved to become a well-structurednazgion. The West Garden is
hierarchically structured in a sense that it hasasigned leaders who are entrusted with
decision-making powers. However, just like thetEzarden, enforcing the rules or
addressing problematic issues requires membersetthe power of persuasion. That is
not always easy to do. For example, one timefFtbeer Committee discussed whether
a corn planted in someone’s flower garden is aat#@t The committee decided to not
to regulate it, since it happened to look prettyreality, | also sensed that committee
members were also uncomfortable telling someomertmve something from his or her

plot.
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Distribution and Maintenance of Plots

There are overlapping issues that the Flower Cdteenand the board of directors
look at together. Maintenance of plots is oneheft. As | discussed in the chapter on
the East Garden, individual plots are at the h&facbmmunity gardens, and it can
become a source of contention.

Plot holders have the responsibility of maintainingir own plot, but there are times
when a plot holder neglects his or her plot. H isb of the Flower Committee and then
the board to remind people to take better carbeif plot. In an instance when a flower
plot holder left the plot with nothing but weed9y@ard member contacted the long-term
member by calling many times, but was unable tolréhe person. The board member
decided to give the person another chance. Instetading away the plot, they assigned
a caretaker.

Dealing with neglected plots is one of the majaureng problems in a
community garden. Many efforts are made to renpilotl holders about their
responsibilities. Although there are people onvtlaging list for both flower and
vegetable plots, board members make a decisiak&dway a plot from a member only
as the absolute last resort. Plots are distribatedrding to the waiting list. It could take
several years on a waiting list before a persounadlgtgets a plot.  Though there are
people who would gladly take a plot, the boardicéators has a difficult time taking
away plots from those who neglect them. How td déth plot neglect is a topic
repeatedly discussed before the planting seasoe. s@ategy attempted was to assign a
caretaker for a plot until the plot holder can takee of the plot again. One year, as the

problem with neglected plot by a few member pessisthe board agreed to write a plot
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maintenance policy and letter. The purpose wasuist the arms of people who refuse
to work on their plots more effectively.” A by-lasommittee was formed to carry out
this task. At a board meeting, we went over titedevritten by the committee. The
letter had to cover the board to do whatever itla¢e do to ensure the board’s rights to
remove plot owner.

When people knew the plot holders personally, b&ngble in implementing the
garden bylaw regarding neglected plots could bigcdlf. Policing one another’s plots
was also uncomfortable. At one meeting, an issa® lwvought up that a member had not
planted anything in her vegetable plot for two gea®ome board members suggested
evicting her. Kathy, the president, was tryindgp#nice about it. Others complain, “Why
do we bend over like that for people who don’t kgapden well?” Kathy replied,
“Because they’re nice people!” The board membgreed that there was a need to make
rules clear for resolution. The board agreed telabylaw committee meeting to write
the eviction letter. No matter how well the byleswvritten and a procedure is drawn to
deal with neglected plots, the issue is likelydme up in meetings again in the future. It
is difficult for the board to be cold-heartedly syrmatic when the board of directors tries

to accommodate people, as well as policies, iningatith the problem.

Troubling Issues

The community benefits from having a well-main&drcommunity garden like
the West Garden in their neighborhood. Childremfnearby schools have a place to
visit, do volunteer work, and get hands-on expe&edn gardening as they learn about

plants. Residents in nearby buildings can apprethee view. Everyone in the
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community benefits from an open green space wienedan visit and relax or
participate in events for fun. However, commumgéyden being a much appreciated
place does not mean it is free from problems. Jdrden sometimes experiences the
problem of stolen plants, chairs, or light bulbd&ndalism is not all that common in this
community garden, but it still happens. One tialkof the plastic chairs allocated
throughout the garden to supplement other seateagauch as stone and wood benches
were vandalized. It appeared that someone (or g@ople) used something like a
screwdriver to crack the plastic. Members toldtme had never happened here before.
At a Flower Committee meeting during which thisident was reported, members
decided the incident should be reported to thecpoli

Behaviors of some neighborhood youths also haverbea cause for concerns
among the gardeners. For instance, a few membaressed teenagers getting into the
garden after dark holding flashlights. The gardelocked after dark, but the adjacent
playground is not. They appeared to have climlgetha fence facing the playing ground.
At a board meeting, members wondered if “some Widee about to go wrong.” Some
members also have witnessed kids throwing sticks atid lady. The gardeners wonder
whether they need to call police on such an ocoasidne member concluded that as a
community, they needed to work together to helpéhkids by keeping an eye on them.
During the Arts and Crafts Festival in the gardaveral children ran across the garden
and grabbed a donation jar placed on a small taliey quickly exited the garden
smiling, passing me. They seemed to be arouncasyld or younger. | stood still not
knowing what to do. A couple of quick-thinking dan members ran after the children.

A member soon came back with the donation jar. gdfiehe jar back, but looked
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slightly distressed about what happened. Poliieas§ came over as the incident
unfolded.

During the board meeting, when discussing the emttisl of youth, Fannie said,
“Kids are like that. We need to help them.” Tloatd members who have children or
grandchildren themselves seemed to show some dadeénsg and concern for these
incidents involving children. These members baithat the garden is a positive place
in the neighborhood. At the same time, they feistrated that vandalism and negative
incidents with children happened sometimes in trelgn. A few garden members
mentioned to me that they were concerned andtedtthat some residents of
neighboring buildings to the garden quietly expeesthat they worried that intruders
may gain access to their building by climbing theked garden fences. Everyone | have
had the chance to talk to at the West Garden ieoml| would comfortably categorize
as a liberal. They are also mostly well-educatapte. | find, in general, these people
do not speak about race or class if they can atoichad some reasons to wonder,
however, whether some of the neighboring residermtsterns about the garden affecting
their safety were not also reflecting the divisitween condominiums and apartments
on the one side of the street and the housing gigogn the otherAt least, in the garden,
while the gate is open until dark, everyone from ieighborhood walks through the
garden, enjoys sitting down the bench, chattingiredahe table, or looking at flowers

together in the space.
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Disagreement Over What Is Allowed in the Garden

Since community gardens are shared by many witbrdifit ideas about what
they want to do in the garden, gardeners sometmtesss something that causes them
disapproval. People walking dogs through the gasem to annoy many gardeners as
they worry about dogs ruining plants either by nregsvith them or urinating on them.
Nora got very irritated when she saw an ownemgtthree dogs run loose in the garden.
She told the owner to leash up, but was ignorethéywner. Nora suggested at a
Flower Committee meeting that they should posga sidicating that no dogs were
allowed in the garden. However, prohibiting owneith dogs from walking into this
open garden was not possible, nor did all memissisfegatively about dogs in the
garden.

A man who feeds pigeons irritates many more gandembers. The man is a
frequent visitor to the garden during the sumnt¢e. would often sunbathe shirtless and
feed pigeons in the garden. While a sign in thelgya states, “do not feed pigeons” he
did not seem to take notice. During the Flower @uttee meeting on a sunny Sunday
people discussed whether or not to tell the manmfged pigeons as they saw him in
action. Someone pointed out that this man foptst seven years kept feeding pigeons
despite the warning he got from members. In the e decided to ignore him this time.
One person suggested cleaning up crumbs in frominoto show their irritation. The
others said it had already been done without angess.

Small children sometimes want to pick flowers, faated by their beauty.
Members try to explain that if everyone thoughthshe could pick a flower from the

garden, soon there would be no flowers left forcamey A member pointed out that
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sometimes parents get upset at such incidencegingeheir children as being
“scolded.” Garden members agreed that if paraetsuound, they need to talk to
parents to prevent that kind of misunderstandi@ge garden member pointed out that
sometimes children are with a helper or nanny vghmaying no attention to what they
are doing. In any case, gardeners concludedhbgitshould not treat anyone badly,
especially since they do not know who may be ani@lemember.

People found no easy answer as to how to apprbask twho break rules in the
garden. The board as well as Flower Committeeudssd the issue. They concluded
that scolding others was not a good option, thduggtration does sometimes make
people confrontational. The board members discugse when someone is doing
something not good for garden, they should kindiyi@n the garden’s philosophy,
rather than yelling at someone. If they yell & Wrongdoer, everyone in the garden will
begin to view the garden negatively. They argiwd they needed to approach these
people to kindly remind them that these activiies against the garden rules. Showing
they care about the garden and approaching peoplg/kthey concluded, could even be
a tactic to encourage people to join the garden.

In discussing what acceptable behavior is andtisgamsden members are learning
tolerance. Ideally, the community garden wouldilace that represents flexibility and
openness compared to city parks since the garden oéirtures more communication
and interaction. In reality, however, because #én enclosed space, the garden users also
feel more personal about it. And there easily ddad a conflict of interest in the vision

on what the ideal garden should be like. Learminghare the space and communicating
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with each other to do so, in the end, have coneibto the process of building a sense of

community.

Protecting the Garden

The West Garden is an incorporated property thegdsired like a private
property as long as it remains a community garddms does not mean, however, that
the gardeners can take the place for granted. spieg, the garden was notified that the
building located adjacent to the garden on thehsmadt corner needed repair. The board
held a meeting in the garden to talk with the cacttrs and the building owner. The
contractors wanted to close off the south patihefgarden for two to three weeks for
five days a week. This closure meant that thesscttethe garden from its northern
entrance became temporarily unavailable. Chagekesup. “This garden relies on
volunteers. If the garden is closed for that lor@unteers could easily loose interest.
We could lose them.”

Besides loosing volunteers, the board worried atidamage that the
construction may cause to the garden. As commuyaitglens in New York City are
often located in between or right next to buildingpere are possibilities for construction
damaging the garden, especially trees that carsetbily replaced. The problem is
exacerbated as building owners and constructiokevsroften do not view garden
property as having the same value as building ptppe

At a board meeting, members exchanged opiniongtdbe repair next door.
Charlie said that people next door benefit fromgheden since having open green space

increases the property value of their condominiyet they take the garden for granted.
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Some board members who are knowledgeable aboutrgotisn regulations and
negotiation processes pushed hard to deal withdhtactors and next-door neighbors.
Without such negotiation, the garden could be walblke to the careless erection of
scaffolding without much protection to the well iigiof the plants. Charlie complained
that people in charge of repairing the buildingénaet treated the garden people as
equals and made the negotiation difficult. Thedgarhappened to have a board of
directors who are knowledgeable and skillful in otggfing a situation like this. | saw
that their pride in having built and maintained gaa#den made them tough negotiators
and spokespersons for the garden, not easily bguckiwn to let other people take
advantage or view the place as mere open space.

The garden faced another problem when it temggtast its insurance coverage.
Open to the public for various hours, communitydgais need insurance to protect itself
against lawsuits in case of an accident (suchfal)ansite. The long process the West
Garden went through to find an insurance comparmpt@r the garden suggests that the
community garden in New York City is somehow segisdame outsiders as a place of
potential danger. This is ironic, considering tihé a place that has helped to improve
the community and neighborhood.

The West Garden had long been covered by a groligy@long with many other
community gardens in the city through the NeighbohOpen Space Coalition. Yet,
unceremoniously, the insurance company decided tonger cover the community
gardens in New York City, without stating reasonsending out notices. The West
Garden, well-organized and precise with its boogkag found out about the situation

when the treasurer noticed that it had stoppedviecgethe insurance bill. Finding a
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company to cover the garden turned out to be aehéadk than the board members
initially imagined.

There was no way of knowing for sure exactly whgne insurance companies
decided not to offer an insurance plan for the gaytut some of the concerns the
president of the garden heard from these comparikgied the potential of poisoning
by agrochemicals. The president addressed suaeiomnby explaining that the garden
is organic and no pesticides or herbicides are.u3éé garden even makes its own
compost with fallen leaves, horse dung from thbletaf a riding club nearby, and
worms. An insurance company that offers policegsaf variety of outdoor activities such
as rock-climbing and white water rafting decidedttimsuring a garden was not worth
their risk. A member told me that he wonderedimnenunity gardens in the city lost
their insurers and had a hard time replacing theoabise of 9/11. In his view, 9/11
made New York City a place of fear and risk in &élyes of outsiders, including all of the
insurance companies with which the garden wasmgallhe garden, embedded in the
landscape of the city, was inherently viewed asmmlly dangerous as the city itself.

During the search for coverage, the garden cldaseghtes to the public for the
first time ever. For more than three months thielipwas denied admission because one
mishap could cause a lawsuit which could, ultimatedsult in the seizure of the property
as restitution for injuries incurred. The West @ar in the end found an insurance
company partially owing to a personal connectioneamber happened to have with the
company.

Even well-established gardens with a secure statmde vulnerable when a

construction or building renovation happens nextrddsardeners and garden activists
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must make extra efforts to guard a garden whebdo@dary is threatened. Without a
protest or proper negotiation, a garden can ehsilyeated as a conveniently open area
upon which to build scaffolding. When such a reatmn was about to happen to the
building right next to the West Garden, what pregdrscaffolding from damaging the
long standing trees and plants along the edgeeofdinden was the negotiation the board
members demanded from the reluctant building owaedsthe construction company.
The negotiation skills some board members had frein professional life (e.g., one was,
a lawyer), worked well to protect the garden ay th@unteered their time and efforts for
the cause.

The garden can remain prosperous only so longexya@ay activities keep the
place alive. There also have to be constant ozgtinnal efforts to resist the unseen
forces attempting to take over or compromise tlaegl Just as it is often the case for
any type of environmental movement, whether thernanity garden as a whole
continues to exist depends on continuing activiants mobilization when necessary, and
even more importantly, on nurturing outside intereshe community garden by keeping
the place attractive. Community gardens in théligigrbanized area of Manhattan may
still be seen as an anomaly and temporary, butrggoes of garden members and
visitors from all walks of life are envisioning tlo@en green space of community gardens

as a necessary and enriching amenity for the city.

The Future of the West Garden

The West Garden, located in the now prestigiousddpypest Side, is one of the

most well-organized and well-budgeted communitydgas in the city. However, this
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does not make the place elitist. To the contridug place is one of the most open
community gardens in the city. Just as the Easti€g having core, driven members
with various fields of expertise helps the Westd&arcontinue to exist and grow.
Volunteerism is crucial in maintaining communityd@ns. The board of directors has
expressed their concerns sometimes that they deseeathat many younger generations
of volunteers are joining. One of the originaldgEr members at the West Garden told
me that she used to see many more people gardahthg time. Whether it is natural
fluctuation of interest in the community garden mment over time or whether it is
symptomatic of an overall decline in volunteerisnNiew York and in the United States
remains to be seen. There is also a possibiléi\vblunteerism has declined in the
Upper West Side as increasingly expensive reneonewcomers to spend more time
working and have less time for community activiys | mentioned in the previous
chapter, scholars like Robert D. Putnam (2000) migdw the decline in volunteerism as
a worrisome sign of the prevalent shift toward dgggement from the community. In
the case of the community garden movement, therihatf the movement—that is, the
garden becoming well-established and embeddecindmmunity—may decrease
people’s sense of urgency in considering to p@die in it. In gardening, individualism
does not go against community-building. Individiaitiative in engaging in the mostly
solitary activity of gardening is, after all, wHateps each garden blossoming.

The West Garden started on a makeshift junkyarchvitie neighborhood still
had rooms for working-class people and younger nevecs who were looking for
reasonable rent. People recall when the garderayeéece where diverse people

gathered together for one goal of planting and grgwegetables and flowers. Some
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garden members express their concern that today\Vest Garden has become more
established but less diverse, perhaps reflectiagtiange in the community surrounding
the garden that has become more upscale. The®#éeden remains a beautiful garden.
It offers a unique atmosphere and variety of atiéigithat attract various people from the
neighborhood. Having this place for interactionegi people from the community who

may not otherwise come across one another the etameet and communicate.
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Chapter 8

Conclusion: Greening the City

Toward a Better Urban Environment

The Department of Economic and Social Affairshe United Nations (2004)
estimates that about half of the world’s populative in urban areas, and project that the
growth of urban populations much exceeds the rfateta population growth.
Accordingly, environmental and quality-of-life facs endemic to urbanized areas such
as congestion, air quality, noise pollution, araklar loss of vegetation profoundly affect
the physical and mental health of people worldwidee increase in global urbanization,
moreover, means that improving and attending tarenmental issues that impact urban
areas will be an important and urgent task in mamegas of the world, both now and in
the future. Securing open green spaces in coresies is one of the ways to improve
people’s lives. New York City, one of the mostminent urban centers in the world,
with the world-famous Central Park at its centas tvitnessed the birth of community
gardens many times over. The existence of comnspaade in the form of community
gardens against the backdrop of a highly capitalestd commercial city seems almost
like an anomaly. Community activism thus playdraagral role in the establishment of
community gardens in the city as a countercur@ebmmercial development.

Coming into being in the midst of an economic srisom the mid 1970s to early
1980s, the garden movement coincided with a timvhich investing money for
greening projects was not a priority to the cijevertheless, the community garden
movement helped to increase the availability ofrogeeen space for the city of New

York. When the first garden was created in 198¢d was no long-term planning or
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top-down command to guide people through the psoc@be sluggish economy left

many city lots—some of which came into the cityspession due to tax arrears—vacant
and unattended. At around the same time, theaseref drug using in many
neighborhoods, coupled with the city’s cutting dosfrservices such as the police and
the fire department in the face of a declining keidted many residents to feel unsafe in
their own streets. Planting trees and flowerswa@ant lot was one of the ways some
citizens worked to reclaim their neighborhood.

In this study, | provided accounts of two commumg&rdens in Manhattan: the
East Garden on the Lower East Side and the WesteGam the Upper West Side,
discussing how the initiatives of pioneering indivals have led to a true grassroots
movement to create communally and voluntarily madagpen green space. The East
Garden and the West Garden were both founded imith¢o late 1970s by individuals
who were concerned about neglected city lots filletth rubble, attracting garbage and
unwanted activity in their deteriorating neighbastle. People’s choice to turn these
spaces into community gardens was not necessadatgd in the U.S.’ history of urban
gardening before and during the World War Il, mstéad was associated with a
narrative of counterculture, environmentalism, aochmunity activism.

While the East and West Gardens are both commimaiged organizations that
depend fully on volunteer participation, they ara differently. The East Garden takes a
bottom-up approach to organizing and holds padicify meetings during the gardening
season. The West Garden has a tight organizattmnetture that includes a board of
directors, which meets every month throughout &er yseveral committees, general

members, and associate members. Both gardensralia,showever, in that a small
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number of committed, long-term members with varygagdening and administrative
expertise have helped to hold the garden togethertone. In both gardens, there is an
annual election to fill administrative positiondolding such positions does not
necessarily mean that elected officials have maoestige or privileges than other garden
members. On the contrary, it means that they auis¢ére to longer volunteer hours in
addition to gardening. Those elected to leadengbgitions took care of the budget, dealt
with problems, and made sure that the garden wlsattended, even though the
availability and enthusiasm of regular garden mesBactuated. As my fieldwork has
indicated, the presence of leadership within tharoanity garden helped to ensure its
longevity. Available, willing, and capable leadegpear to be one of the crucial
elements for the long-term success of a commuraget environmental program.

The creation and maintenance of community gard#estdo the strength of
volunteerism in the United States. Some scholags Putnam 2000; Bellah 1996) claim
that volunteerism is on the decline in the Unitéakt&s. They attribute this partially to
the rise of individualism, which they argue dimhmes the strength of the community. |
have found that, at least within the context ofebenmunity garden movement,
individualism serves as a driving force for the @lepment of communal garden space
within a highly commercialized and urbanized citgdividualism has connotations of
selfishness, but it also implies independent tmglkand the ability to act on one’s own
initiative rather than following others. Withoudependent thinking and action
undertaken at the individual level, community gaxsiesould not exist. Yet at the same
time, the presence of a community garden helpslpemjitivate a sense of community,

as the activities and the garden attract peopta frarious socioeconomic backgrounds
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gather together. Some long-term garden membersenited that they were seeing
fewer volunteers than they did in earlier dayssdtale explanations include the
economic stress that individuals face with risiagts and working longer hours; the
fluctuations in interest that seem to charactemaay environmental movements;
possible generational differences in attitudes tdwalunteering; and the fact that the
appearance of well-maintained gardens may givétpeession that additional
volunteers are not necessary for their survival.

The East and West gardens, although the latteore wrganized and structured,
are similar in that, ultimately, the implementatingarden rules and decisions is
achieved through persuasion and communication amanrgbers. When gardens face
challenges, such as neglected plots or vandaliamdeg members address them in the
meetings. The negotiation process through grosgudsion played an important role in
community-building. In order to ensure the longgand success of the community-
based environmental movement, there have to bmg#éind capable participants who
can take the initiative in assuming leadership &hg#imaining committed to helping the
cause and improving the community. Such leadelismpt something that outside
organizations can provide or create.

In addition to the East and the West Garden, lugised examples of other
community gardens: the Film Garden and the Flonaadén on the Lower East Side; the
Elisa Garden in the South Bronx; a garden nextgoldic library in Chelsea; and the
Fountain Garden in uptown Manhattan. Each gardsratunique history and identity.
The Film Garden and Elisa Garden are examplesmaframity gardens that use the

space not only for gardening, but also for commuadtivities, such as film screenings,
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poetry readings, and education/tutoring. The Floyegden, like the East and the West
Garden, is a garden that became an important gmeenity on the block. Dana, the
founder, whose involvement with the food co-op eidjitner interest in gardening, learned
many prerequisites for creating and maintainingiaen as she encountered each
situation. She pointed out that she and otherlpanghe community became
emotionally attached to the garden over time.

The garden in Chelsea was an example of a gardéhald a limited run; the land
was ultimately overtaken by the city in order t@pamd the local library. Nancy and
Charlie, who founded the garden, remember how eeiopin all walks of life supported
and helped the garden. They remember fondly hevgéinden positively influenced the
block as a place for community activities and gatfgs. Their story was not only an
example of the spirit of volunteerism, but alsdlef desire to take action to improve their
community during the economic crisis of the 1970ke Film Garden and the Fountain
Garden have gone through some ups and downs. Qe major causes for the
deterioration of these gardens was the internadlicoamong garden members. While
the East and the West Gardens had organizatianatstes that worked to resolve
internal strife or motivate people to remain ingteel in gardening activities, some of the
other gardens fell apart or declined when core neesplit due to disagreement or loss
of interest in the garden. Such examples are atigie of some of the challenges faced
by volunteer-based groups, since participatioreither obligatory nor contractual.
Friendship motivates gardeners rather than a sdrtigty and obligation. In addition to
the love for the garden and gardening, friendstiipspeople built in the garden ranked

as one of the primary reasons that members frelyuzarne to the garden.
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One of the ways community gardens have improvedbbiicks is by providing
aesthetically-pleasing green space. Such impromenoan make the block attractive to
visitors, residents, and businesses. In Chaptepdnted out that while the relationship
between global economic forces and gentrificatiowell-studied and documented, | also
found that the beautification of blocks through coamity gardens contributed to the
gentrification of the area. Gentrification, howe\vs often a consequence of community
gardening, not the intention. To the contrary,cbmmunity garden movement has been
at the forefront of the fight against overdevelopirend the loss of green space. The
relationship between community gardens and gecutibn is thus ambiguous; one could
both help and impede the other. Many of my infantaaéxpressed ambivalent feelings
about this interconnection between gentrificatiod the community gardens. For
example, in Chapter 3, Maria, who liked the ideh&ifing open green space in her
neighborhood, claimed that the community gardenvs@ed to visit was often locked.
Maria seemed to have the perception that the logkedien signified the marginalization
of old-time residents like her from the new gemgdfcommunity. Other informants
pointed out, however, that locked gates encirdir@gcommunity garden were necessary
provisions for avoiding liability and safety issuds contrast to Maria, some
community-garden participants who are long-terndezgs of their respective areas, like
Olean in Chapter 3, talked about how their effortsuilding a community garden, in
turn, helped to turn around the community and inaprilie aesthetics of the area.

Open green space has a symbolic, environmentakagidl significance.
Community gardens increase the availability of gregace in the city, but the gate that

surrounds community gardens gives some peoplertheession that community gardens
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are not as accessible and open to the public gstimild be or as they actually are. As |
discussed, community garden members attempt tatinggthe gardens’ intermediate
status as both public and private space, figuruiglee balance between keeping it open
and maintaining the sense of safety and closehasshte place offers. The blurring of
public and private status is also occurring in saeparks in terms of their
management and funding. Partial privatizationarkfunding has helped in the
revitalization of parks, but raises concern ovex Imuch decision-making power over a
public park can be entrusted to private entitiBsth community gardens and parks are
important in the greening of the city. Exploringstainable management models for both
parks and community gardens are important in asgulniat the city retains safe,
accessible green space for the future.

Throughout the study, my interest has been to whaled and analyze how
community-based environmental programs work, esfig@nce they have passed the
initial creation phase. | first identified threeaim components of the community garden
movement: activism, institutions, and lawsuitgointed out the need for the
environmental movement to retain visibility in orde receive attention and resources
for the cause. As an example of activism thatéxblo voice the concerns of the garden
community, | discussed Earth CelebratioRges of Soring, an annual theatrical
procession that celebrates community gardens, rsaemolished gardens, and raises
the awareness of the threat of demolition someeayerdace. Institutionalization, | argued,
is crucial for the long-term success of the comryugarden movement and for
individual gardens. | discussed two forms of igtbnalization: the increased

organizational structure within individual gardexrsl the emergence of supporting
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networks of organizations for community gardente Tommunity garden movement
today includes various organizations and instingithat support the garden community
by providing resources such as funds, materiatbnieal support, and education. Over
one hundred gardens in the city have been dirsathed by philanthropic interventions
to purchase the land on which they are situateat.the institutionalization of individual
gardens, | depicted how the East and West Gardsrestie more structured both as
physical garden spaces and as organizations. lswbkath indispensable and
unavoidable elements in the environmental movennethte United States, played a key
role in the community garden movement to save ngamgtens from the fate of being
auctioned off. The community garden movementsse aharacterized by resistance—
resistance to the encroachment of developerstaasesto over-commercialization, and
resistance to the artificiality of the urban enwmeent. However, what keeps community
gardens and the garden movement strong is theboodlaion of people from different
racial, class, and ethnic backgrounds, as welbasuws types of organizations, ranging
from small non-profits to corporate-funded foundas, to create and protect green space
in the city.

While this study has focused on the community gardevement in New York
City, the community garden movement extends adfest/nited States. The gardeners |
talked to often pointed out that community gardesiped to disseminate educational
values to city children. One of the benefits agged with the community gardens is
hands-on experience in learning about fresh prodadeplants. Such knowledge
empowers those who garden and increases theiraajoe for the environment. The

educational benefits of having community gardersadely recognized in other cities
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as well. For example, a child center in Columlfisio uses an organic garden to
educate children about food and plants. In Bufféllew York, there is a garden where
at-risk youths are given education and trainingastainable urban agriculture and
marketing of harvested products (Meyer 2009).

Besides education, community gardens are oftergrezed and promoted for
their environmental value, food supply, and asrauedor leisure activity. In Chicago,
there are more than 200 gardens. Gardens, aldghgammunity-supported agriculture,
contribute to the city’s Urban Heat Island reductman (lvanko and Kivirist 2003).
Community gardens are found in many different sitlroughout the United States.
Ferris et al. (2001) look at community gardenshie $an Francisco Bay Area and
describe the various and overlapping functionsaoélgns, classifying them according to

” o

terms such as “entrepreneurial gardens,” “crimeidivn gardens,” and “healing and
therapy gardens/quiet gardens” (2001:561). Intleedlhe Department of Neighborhoods,
in conjunction with a not-for-profit trust, provid&8 gardens to its residents, especially
supporting the involvement of low-income and immigrpopulations as well as youth
(Department of Neighborhoods n.d.). Ferris ealslo point out that community gardens
have gained recognition from international orgatires like the United Nations as one
way to improve the ecological and social healthirtfan cities (Ferris et al. 2001).

My study of the community garden movement in Newkv@ity began with the
origin of the movement, examining the relationdgween the timing of its emergence
and the socioeconomic condition of the city. Iphisized that it was the community

members themselves who initiated the movement aedteally established the

community garden as a legitimate fixture in thg.ciMeanwhile, the New York City
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garden movement continues as a community-basedoanvental movement, drawing its
strength from the diversity among gardens and thegiticipants. Further studies on the
specific economic, social, cultural, and histontexts that ushered the emergence of
various garden movements throughout the UniteceStatd beyond will help us
understand the potential of the community-basedrgng of urban cities.

In the beginning of 2009, as | write this, New Y&sHy, as well as the rest of the
United States and beyond, is in a recession atf@hpy some accounts, is possibly the
worst since the Great Depression of the 1930s (tzym 2008). Signs of an economic
decline are showing up as some restaurants aressdog closing down and there are
more empty storefronts, although not yet to theeeghat it resembles what happened to
the city in the mid 1970s. The city is again facthe need to cut the budget. One can
hope that the empty lots of the 1970s, strewn gattbage and hypodermic needles will
not return—that community gardens will remain aauiiul healing spaces despite and
regardless of the economic ups and downs theaigst Many U.S. cities today are
witnessing the rapid deterioration of neighborhodds to the foreclosure crisis, which
has left many of them half-empty with boarded updes lost to owners who could no
longer afford their mortgage payments (Kotlowit®2) This widespread problem
forces us to consider new visions for how the sitguld maintain its vibrancy and build
active communities. Community gardens seem taalr@rgy recognition from some
cities for their health and social benefits. Paaraple, the City of Miami, Florida has
devised a plan to support community gardens usindd from local developers
(Mannion 2009). Milwaukee is leasing some vacatt left after foreclosures for

community gardens with the hope that they will taze the area (Mannion 2009). The
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community garden movement in New York City is aareple of how people triumphed
over adversity. It started out small—one plot sitree—but over time, it created
community hubs throughout the city.

This study has examined the factors that gaveoidéew York’s community
garden movement and contributed to its long-terotess. | have demonstrated that
maintaining a community garden takes a great deabdk. Participant observation
helped me to capture the everyday activities inroomty gardens and their politics.

The result may be a mere ethnographic snapshoiy looy view, the mundane and rather
messy details of this close-up view has revealedhltitude of bottom-up efforts to

improve the urban environment through greening.
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