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The findings show how the gardens are perceived
as appropriated or “parochial” places. Fragment-
ed and unused urban land is upgraded into green
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of belonging and social contacts; “to be incorpo-

rated and to be engaged - to know where your
home is” (Participant Berlin). Here the concepts
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of ‘social connectedness’ and of ‘place-making’
play a role. Place-making is defined as the active
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These social and spatial ties involved in the com-
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Summary

This research is an empirical study on communitagement in public urban spaces
in the example of community garden projects in iBeaihd Rotterdam. The topic is

based on the interest in participatory approachasrttan development that aim at
liveability and social sustainability in urban niegprhoods. Community garden

projects are interesting examples where citizensngelved in the creation and the

maintenance of public or semi-public urban spaltemost cases empty, abandoned
land is used and upgraded and community space®lagasvaccess to urban nature
are created.

The research involves an ‘intercontextual’ studyteb case study projects in
different cities, in order to investigate the umsadity of the phenomenon of
community gardens that exist in many places allrahe world. The research
objective is to explore why people get involvedcommunity projects in public

space, focusing on the concerned social and placeebprocesses. The aim is to
investigate the meanings of the garden projectsgHerdifferent participating and

non-participating actors and the benefits gainethfthe engagement.

The central research question is: Which social ggses and project features make
the community gardens be understood by the orgamizparticipants, and
surrounding neighbors as projects that foster m®Ee of place-making and social
connectedness?

The main concept investigated is place-making. W definition, based on the
empirical results and the theoretical literaturenéans the active physical and social
appropriation of space to make it a place to medt't® be’, which involves feelings
of engagement and a sense of belonging.

The study focuses on so-called community or neigidimd gardens which usually
are legal or formally recognized and based on g@ss initiatives and self-
organization. They can be defined as incorporatidgvidual but mainly collective
gardening activities on an urban site granting semblic or public access to other
users. The two case study projects were selectibdr@gards to these characteristics.

The community garden projects were systematicalbiyeed concerning their place
characteristics, social and organizational featuaspects of partnership with public
institutions and dimensions such as public vs. puinlic accessibility and collective
vs. individual gardening. A topic that was idemtfito play a crucial role is civic
engagement with its different forms and functions.

The research design is characterized by two caskestand three respondent groups
as well as by the triangulation of qualitative engail data sources: semi-structured
in-depth interviews, questionnaires, and particigdrservation. Ethnographical film
research is included in the data collection (aktiviews were recorded with digital
video) and analysis. It is used as documentingregllting in a research film that is
aimed at a broader non-academic and practice-lpag#it.
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The data analysis was conducted on the basis oftrHrescribed interviews,
questionnaires, and field notes that were coded @atdgorized. The resulting
categories were further analyzed concerning thderielationships based on the
methodology of Grounded Theory, resulting in a exysdtically developed and
empirically grounded conceptual model.

This conceptual model comprises all main empiritatdiings. The findings are
categorized into cross-cutting meanings or ceféatiures of the community garden
projects, specific personal benefits and the oVeritral concept of place-making.
Briefly summarized, the different central featuodgthe garden projects (‘to have a
place to be’, ‘to do together /joint activitiestp’create something’, ‘to be free to
leave and to do what you like’ and ‘to search figetherness and community’) and
the personal benefits gained from the engagemefimedevhat the community
gardens mean in the perception of the respondéhis relates to processes of place-
making and the creation of spatial and social 8=cial contacts and networks are
created, accessed and used within the project goomipalso by the users of the
community garden project. These processes areanhtr the gardening activity in
both garden projects. In the study the findings raated to different theoretical
concepts. Place-making in the community gardensoimected to the notion of
‘parochial realm territories’ (Lofland 1998) and tiwe social ‘production of place’
through actions and social relations by the uséfpublic) space (Blokland 2001).
The findings show that appropriation of space el lto feelings of ownership and
belonging. At the same time it can involve unintthdexclusionary effects for
people who feel like entering a “home territory” @vhentering the garden.

The developed conceptual model can be used asl @otemderstand and analyze
community garden projects, especially concernirgy ¢bnditions for a long term,
well balanced and well functioning project. Socdn be applied to the practice of
creating such garden projects and to communitylugment in public space projects
in general.

My findings show that community gardens and theiwed place-making processes
have a potential for social urban development acpce and the creation of urban
place quality. From the analysis of the projectrapphes lesson can be learned for
the functioning of community gardens, for the imptions on neighborhood
development and for partnerships between governmamd civil society
organizations. Thereby, this research can make ndrilsotion as an empirically
grounded theoretical analysis that can be direapiglied in the practice of urban
development and management.

Keywords: public urban space, community engagement, pladénga social
connectedness/social capital, social urban devetpgm
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction to the topic and rationale

“The common thing is that they like to be here. &ian to work here but to be here.
To be in the garden and see the green around them.
(Wilma, participant, community garden “Wijktuin” ,d&erdam)

This research is based on an interest in urbanlafawent approaches that focus on the
inhabitants and social urban development in theeaval to develop liveable and socially

sustainable cities. For such an approach the raedipotentials of the people have to be
incorporated on a small scale and local base. kEdfyein marginalized neighborhoods there

is a need for community spaces and for a publicalorwhere people gather, meet and
interact. This thesis focuses on open and greecespia European cities as well as the
creation and use of public spaces in community ejafgrojects. In these projects, citizens
get involved in the creation and the maintenancputlic or semi-public urban spaces and
in processes of place-making and social connectsdfdace-making can be defined as the
(physical and social) appropriation of space to eniile home, creating a sense of belonging
to a place.

When working in social urban development and ainaihg participatory approach to it, we
need to know why people get involved in communitgj@cts in public or semi-public realm
and why they abstain from it. Therefore, the ppheaim of this research is to find out about
the benefits the group and the individuals gaimfuch community projects that motivate
them to engage in public space. These benefitbeavbserved directly as well as they can
be interpreted from the meanings community gardefepts have for the participating and
non-participating actors. The objective is to explthe meanings and the perceptions of
those urban garden projects for the organizersicgmmts, and surrounding neighbors and
to what extent they relate to the concept of plaeding.

The main research question: Which social processes and project features made th
community gardens become understood by the organizmrticipants, and
surrounding neighbors as projects that foster peses of place-making and socieal
connectedness?

Sub-questions:

1. What are the meanings and perceived benefitc®mimunity garden projects ir
the understanding of the organizers, participaatsj surrounding neighbors?

2. Do the projects involve place-making and soctainectedness?

3. Through which processes and project featurethefcommunity gardens are
place-making processes generated?

Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 1



Rationale and background of the topic

The rationale and background of the research &picquestions as well as the motivation to
study community gardens as examples of citizenlevoent in public space projects is
explained in the following aspects.

In the context of urban and societal structurahges in the post-industrial city one effect is
that thegovernments are drawing badkom their tasks in urban development and social
service provision. A shift of responsibility to tlsphere of the private sector and the civil
society can be observed. Many authors talk aboew“mrban development based on
individual initiative” (Fezer & Heyden 2007) and“aew mode of governance” (Mayer
2003). So, there is demand for participatiorof the non-government sector and public
spaces become increasingly semi-public in natuedf-telp structures and participatory
processes are becoming increasingly important. Néwds of informal and formal
partnerships evolve and there is an interest terohghe what local communities are willing
to contribute under which conditions.

At the same time, complex conditions of societahsformation lead to economic and work
related changes as well as téoas of traditional securities and social bonaisd, thereby,
new forms of living evolve. These can be said tgune self-organization, new types of
occupation and social networks. The traditionahidévolunteering and civic engagement is
replaced by a much more diverse and complex setatives why people get involved in
community projects in public space such as commgatdens. What meanings, values and
ideas are behind this?

My notion is that community gardens as public amispublic green spaces create certain
urban or place qualitiegor the neighborhood and for the city in generabsvlof the time
empty, abandoned land is used and upgraded and woitynspaces as well as access to
urban nature are created. Many cities have problefnseglected public spaces due to
limited financial resources (Rosol 2006) and thealigy of life in the neighborhood is
reduced.

Therefore, nowadays the participation of residentganted in the creation and maintenance
of public green spaces by different entities (mipailities, politicians, urban development
agencies, see Rosol 2006). In Berlin, for exantplere is a lot ospace availabldor public
uses, and the formation of community gardens afi@mcouraged by the local governments,
not only for temporary use (ed. Senatsverwaltumgstadtentwicklung 2007b). This ‘spatial
freedom’ has created new kinds of public urbanepatso in other European cities.
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Figure 1: Public space design in Rotterdam and urban gardgeagb (Wijktuin het Oude
Westen)
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From the socio-psychological perspective, involvetnef citizen and self-organization in
community projects are seen as factors that cahtteshecreation of social resources and
empowermenfThrough becoming active in the public realm, tlgio place-making and joint
action, social contacts and networks are creatdlls Tan also involve the access to
institutions and organizations. Community gardesspecially the so-called “Intercultural
Gardens”, canhave an integration function for people of diffdrasultural and social
backgrounds.

| have observed in my previous work and researahitivolvement in community projects
can be experienced as personally rewarding, anlkitigaaf collective action, social bonds,
and place attachment are created. For the initiafoew projects it would be very useful to
know more about these qualities and how to integitam in urban development.

Scope of the research

The aim of my research is to gain an understandinthe processes and mechanisms in
community projects. Next to gaining conceptual klemge, the goal is to generate research
results that are relevant and useful for the praatf social urban development and for the
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design of new projects. Besides, film is used aearh method in order to create a
document that will reach a broader practice-basddiq

The research involves an ‘intercontextual’ studyliffierent cases in order to investigate the
universality of the phenomenon of community gardénas are being implemented in many
places all over the worldProjects in two different cities are investigatesimilar but
contrasting cases) in order to look at communitydgaing as a phenomenon involving
processes and mechanisms that are considered ¢aidieglg and observable in different
places. The processes of place-making and theiameait social connectedness are seen as
transferable concepts that may or may not occhoth projects in different cities.

Besides, it is of interest to investigate projectsvo different urban contexts in order to find
broader trends. My personal learning benefit was thcould get an insight in open space
projects in both settings and learnt about diffeegproaches and contextual conditions.

1.2 On the creation of open green spaces and urbgardens in
Rotterdam and Berlin

The broad context investigated in this study is womity involvement in public urban
spaces in the two cities of Berlin and RotterdawthRities have problems with neglected
public spaces, waste disposal, insecurity andudtireg bad image of open space. In Berlin
there is an abundance of available spaces butnasto maintain them are very limited. In
Rotterdam | observed that especially a ‘balanced’ af public spaces and insecurity
problems have led in some cases to a ‘cleaningkpading’ spatial design and to
revitalization endeavors. In both cities there distourse for new approaches and it is
experimented with the involvement of citizens iblieispace creation and maintenance.

A great part of the German discourse focuses onetin@orary use (‘Zwischennutzung’) of
unused urban spaces (‘Brachen’) and the incorporaif the creative “urban pioneers” in
urban development strategies (ed. SenatsverwalfiingStadtentwicklung 2007b). The
arising garden and park projects can be considesealnew phenomenon in which publicly
accessible green spaces are maintained and/oedraaprivate actors (“a new type of open
space / ‘neuer Freiraumtyp™, Rosol 2006). In thesearch | explore the phenomenon of
urban gardening, in particular community gardessexample for community involvement
in public space.

Urban gardening

First of all, looking at definitions and projectarhcteristics, different typologies of urban
gardens can be differentiated (see Table 1 beladigtinguish these forms of gardening
from urban agriculture which | exclude here. Theelais referring to agricultural activities
mostly for consumption and informal subsistencéimitirban territory (Haidle & Arndt
2007). There are interesting forms of urban gardgsuch as “Guerilla Gardening” which
can be defined as gardening in public space witbfficial permission or “the illicit
cultivation of someone else’s land” (Reynolds 200816). Likewise, there are urban
gardens that involve squatting and protest ordivities.

In my case study research | focus merely on sedabmmunity, neighborhood or
“intercultural" gardens which usually are legafamally recognized and based on grass-
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roots initiatives. They can be defined as incorpogaindividual but mainly collective
gardening activities on an urban site granting sauhilic or public access.

The concept of community gardens stems from the @@\ Canada of the 1970s and dealt
with the collective use of urban waste land in rivalized neighborhoods for communal
gardening activities. The first garden was founigeldew York City in 1973 (“Liz Christy
Garden”) and many projects followed. “By the 1a@9@s, the city had more than 700
gardens with thousands of participants.” (Pindenesg2004). Although most of those
gardens were cleared and sold in later years,adfmminity garden movement has been
quite influential in NYC. It continues to be recazgd as model for projects all over the
world.

It is important to note that community gardeningds only about gardening which is shown
in an abundance of research, websites, associaionaccording to the American
Community Gardening Association, community gardemmove the quality of life, provide

a catalyst for neighborhood and community develogpstimulate social interaction,
encourage self-reliance, beautify neighborhoodsqme green space (improve urban
climate, cooling, clean air, less sealing), imprbeeising, create opportunity for recreation,
exercise, therapy, and education, produce nutstend affordable food, conserve resources,
reduce crime, create income opportunities and enandevelopment, provide opportunities
for intergenerational and cross-cultural connedtigist adapted from: American

Community Gardening Association 2008).

This long list shows the importance that is givethie garden projects and the meanings
connected to them, especially in the North Amerieearch and practice. It also shows the
potential of community garden projects for urbawedepment in general. “By converting
dilapidated vacant lots into usable garden spaogsmunity gardeners endeavor to renew
their declining urban neighborhoods.” (Glover 2004143). Community gardens are
associated with upgrading and enhancement of nergbbd quality and liveability. They
involve collective action and the formation of sdaietworks; therefore they are considered
to be important for community development (Glove02). This thesis shows that garden
projects have features that make them very diffamehonly from conventional public
spaces and parks, private gardens and allotmaritaJdm from other community projects in
general.

Trends on urban gardens and public space projectmoth cities:

Berlin

Community gardens are a popular issue in Germamgrelis even a national foundation for
intercultural gardens (“Stiftung Interkultur”) whegloal is to coordinate and create networks
of all activities related to intercultural gardériBhe foundation’s website presents a growing
number of 80 gardens in 50 cities all over Germdimere are plans to set up a similar
coordinating institution for the city of Berlin wdh hosts most urban gardens. In doing this
research | identified approximately 35 communitydge projects and more than 5

1 “Intercultural Gardens” are community gardenshwibcus on intercultural integration and the
involvement of migrants. “In intercultural garderojects meet people with different ethnic-cultural
and also different social milieus, life styles ag® groups” (Stiftung Interkultur n.d.).

Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 5



community-driven park projects in Berlin (see Tableelow). The Berlin government
officially supports different kinds of public spapsojects with private actor involvement
such as community-driven gardens and parks.

Rotterdam

A similar discourse on urban gardens and publicespaojects exists in Holland but, as far
as | could observe, it is different in nature. lotferdam in particular, there exist many
garden projects. Most of them are semi-privatertegardens as presented in the
“Verborgen Tuinen 2008, a guide through 120 gasddinoughout Rotterdam. | could
identify only very few “genuine” community gardefi®. at least semi-public & managed by
the community). The garden projects identified watker initiated or managed by housing
corporations or contracted urban development coiapan they were community-based but
maintained by the municipality (see Table 1 beldw}erms of community involvement in
public greening there are several programs for conity+based upgrading (e.g.
“Opzoomeren”, “Mensen maken de stad”). These aneemoncerned with neighborhood
“beautification” where small grants are given tsident groups for putting up buckets, street
planting, and the like. There are also examplesjahtted gardens (e.g. “Raktuin”,
Crooswijk) and “illegal” gardening activities in plic spaces (e.qg. the “illegal Park”,
Nodereiland). However, the government and othdititi®ons seem to play a strong role in
the organization of public green spaces and in conity participatior?

In both cities the public space and garden proj@asstrongly connected to neighborhood
development institutions and programs (e.g. iniBéBoziale Stadt” program and in
Rotterdam “Opbouwwerk”).

2 Even activities associated with “Guerilla Garaeyiiare tried to be organized in a top-down manner
both in street side greening projects (“Opzoomemmagram). Interestingly, the topic is also used in
city marketing in a campaign on “Gorilla Gardenirig”the framework of the Groenjaar Rotterdam
(on youtube).
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Table 1: Urban gardening — different project types

Project types:

1.

Community gardens based on grass-root initiatimes)aged by the community (e.g.
gardens investigated in this study, many “intertgalf’ gardens in Berlin)

2. Neighborhood gardens created and maintained wghatiof the municipality or
housing corporation with community participationg(€'Binnentuin de SCHUT",
»~Jakobustuin“, ,Schat van Schoonderloo”, Rotterdam)

3. Gardens implemented and managed by an institutitmecemmunity participation

such as by urban development companies (e.g. ‘Padetie Punt” & “Bloementuin”,
Rotterdam by “Creatif Beheer”)

Gardens belonging to institutions, specific theneeg, “intergenerational garden”,
school gardens & “therapeutic garden” (e.g. “Intdtlreller Heilgarten”, Berlin)

“Tenant gardens”, individual private gardens witliective areas, mostly
implemented by housing corporations (e.g. ‘Innedgas’ & “Volkstuintjes” in Oude
Westen, Rotterdam)

“Neighborhood beautification projects”, officialggrams, grants for resident groups
for collective planting and greening (e.g. “Opzooemg, Rotterdam)

7. Community-driven public park projects as ‘reusevasteland’ from abandoned
infrastructure or industrial sites (e.g. “Sudgekurark”, Berlin)

8. “Guerrilla Gardening”, non-formal/illegal activiieincluding ,garden squatting' on
empty plots (e.g. ,Rosa Rose", Berlin), street gjoeening and planting in tree pits

9. Protest & activism against public/governmental@ctin green urban spaces (e.qg.

Jllegal ‘park’ op Noordereiland“, Rotterdam)

10. Temporary artist interventions in public space witimmunity participation (e.g.

project “Kampf auf dem Parkdeck”, Berlin)
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1.3 Presentation of the thesis structure

This first chapter has given an introduction totity@ic and the main research question with
its background. Furthermore | introduced the staigda: the creation of open green spaces
and urban gardens with regards to developmenteinespective cities. Community gardens
as chosen form of urban gardening were defined.

In Chapter 2 the central aspects of community gapiiejects are analyzed and discussed
with regards to their physical, social, organizadil institutional, and political context and
their different forms and features.

Subsequently, the conceptual framework is preseamddexplained which leads to an
overview of the related theoretical literature. &jdrfocus on literature on the ‘place
perspective’ (that means on public space and pphliochial realms as well as urban place
quality), on place making theories and on the $@aespective in particular the concept of
social connectedness.

In Chapter 3 the research design and methodolbgycdse selection including the case
description, the methodology of data collection andlysis as well as a reflection of the
methodological approach is described.

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the empiricalyasis on the perceptions of community
gardens by organizers, participants, and surrognaighbors in form of the central
categories and the conceptual model that resuited felating all findings in a final result
scheme. These results are discussed in relatithre tineoretical literature. Furthermore, the
findings on the differences between the responglentps (organizers, participants and
surrounding neighbors) are discussed. The findamgthe organizational features and on the
different project approaches of the two case sprdjects are discussed in the connection
conceptual analysis.

The last Chapter 5 presents the conclusions oartimgrical results with respect to
theoretical and practical implications. A shorieefion of the methodological approach and
a final outlook and recommendations for furtheeegsh are given.

An additional part of my thesis, the research fildnban green - A study on community
garden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam” can bafbin the appendix. The film document
illustrates the community garden projects and imgvees and is based on the empirical
conceptual model.
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Chapter 2: Concepts and theoretical context

2.1 Community gardens - central aspects

Community gardens are not to be seen merely asaopienon but as a complex social,
organizational and institutional setting. That ifywl speak about “community garden
projects” in order to indicate that | do neithefiereto the physical space of the garden nor to
the gardening activity, but to the various elemeaaisiprising a project. The analysis has to
include the physical (geographical), social, orgatonal, institutional, and political context.

Actors

In the community garden projects there are a waridt different actors involved: the

participants who can be gardeners or people thathe garden and contribute with other
activities than gardening. The organizers of thelga differ usually in their contributions

since they are often times less involved in thedgaing itself but in the administration, in

fund-raising etc. The organizers often come frostitational backgrounds; they might be
professional and paid as staff. They might agdiieidirom the initiators of a garden project,
who sometimes are not involved in the gardeningramg.

Place - local context and neighborhood

Community gardens are place-bound and have todreiseheir local geographical context
of the garden terrain itself, the immediate surdings, the neighborhood and the
municipality. The garden projects create social green spaces in an urban setting and
thereby may add to the urban or place quality efrteighborhood. So the garden as a place
is “more than a context” (Blokland 2001) because tiotion of place implies that it is
socially produced by the people (see Chapter 2.3).

Social and organizational structure

Social structures can differ in garden projectsisThesis looks at projects that are in one
way or another ‘mixed’, meaning a social mixturet(lonly middle class), a mixture of
ethnic cultures, life styles, and/or age groups #lso important how the group was formed,
whether family and friendship bonds are importatet &here are explicit functions and
hierarchies, and implicit roles constitute the camity garden group. Different social
networks, insiders and outsiders, gatekeepers asdiye members might exist. So the
garden projects might be inclusionary or exclusigria their practices, homogeneous or
heterogeneous in their composition.

Institutional and political context

Like all publicly funded projects that are involvadneighborhood issues, garden projects
have a political-public dimension. They are invalveith concerns of the local and the

municipal government. They have to deal with ddfar departments and need political

backing. They are supported or ignored by politisiand other different local stakeholders
and institutions. Institutions involved could beagiorhood associations, hon-governmental
organizations (NGO'’s), foundations, neighborhoawise agencies and community building

organizations as well as housing corporations leergbrivate organizations.
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Different forms and features of community gardens

Garden and open space projects can differ strangtiie dimension of private and public
access. They can be non-public vs. semi-publieeptsj(limited access for public visitors) or
public projects (extended opening hours or comfyleteen to public).

Another essential difference concerns the degreedofidual respectively collective use of
the garden (an own patch for each participant esdening on communal plot). These
categories are connected with the private vs. putifhension but may not be mistaken for
the same. So, a collective project does not hayeetopen to the public. In my study | only
investigate projects where at least part of thelgang is collective and public access is
given at least by opening hours.

Urban garden project also can be differentiatedceoning their informal vs. formal

organization. They can be veiryformal, self-organized, bottom-ugnd even spontaneous.
On the other hand they can feemalizedand involving different institutions. So they cam b
completelyformal, institutional, and top-dowim their organization. The involved funding,
administrative and legal demands usually requisoate point a formal or legal status.

In my analysis of the different open space projegtsting in Berlin and Rotterdam the
differentiation of projects on the two dimensiomsifpublic vs. public and informal vs.
formal turned out to be a useful typological framekto work with (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Project typologies related to the dimensions ndolipws. public and informal vs.

formal
non-public
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tenant gardens
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Another differentiation that can play a role in #r@lysis of community garden projects is
that of temporary vs. permanent projects. Some aamitgngarden projects are using public
or private vacant land temporarily that is reserfiggdther uses, so they are determined to
leave after a short term, whereas other projeeténaplemented under long-term and
permanent conditions.

2.2 Conceptual framework

The following conceptualization on processes rdlate community garden projects is
aiming at explaining my pre-conception of the topiea before doing the empirical field
work.

Community garden projects can be conceptualizeal $patial and a social dimension. On
the one hand, they aopen and green spac#wat involve the quality of access to nature and
gardening and provide the urban environment wigtegrand recreational qualities of place
and liveability. This is what | callrban or place qualityvhich is meant here in a physical or
spatial sense. On the other hand community garaensocial places of communication and
contact. As part of this contact aspect, socialnestedness is pointed out, and the
involvement of joint activities and self-organizati plays a role. &ial connectednesis
considered especially important for community gargeojects and therefore it is a key
concept to be investigated. Social connectednessdds as resources a person or a group
gains from building up social networks and gettimgplved in social relations (referring to
bonding and bridging social capital, Putnam 2000).

Figure 3: Conceptual framework (pre-empirical)

community garden projects

T T~

open green space communication
& social contact

N\ VAR

access to nature urban / social connectedness joint activity
& greenery place quality <-> & self-organizing
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__________________ A
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In my conceptual framework the concepts at theriméeliary level: urban/place quality,
social connectedness, and joint activity influettice central concept to be investigated:
place-makingthat combines the social and the spatial aspEbtsaspect of access to nature
and greenery is investigated less in this thesis.

Place-makingcan be defined as physical appropriation of spaceake it a home and use it

as a social meeting place. It implies a feelinglaice attachment or the creation of place
identity and belonging to a place that is alwaysaly produced. Besides, for place-making
the characteristics of the act of gardening itae#f relevant (connection to ground, nature,
appropriation, harvesting own vegetable).

The different concepts, urban/place quality, soc@inectedness and joint activity & self-
organization, are subsumed in the notion of plaaking and are seen as factors - among
others — that can create social cohesion, empowermed social sustainability in a
neighborhood community. These ‘higher level con€eqte not investigated in my study.

This conceptual framework constitutes the starpogt for my empirical and theoretical
analysis. However, since my thesis is based théadetogical approach to develop an
empirically grounded understanding of the researel, this framework should be seen as a
‘pre-empirical conceptualization’, that is an id#fahe topic which is to be investigated and
newly formulated based on the empirical findings.

2.3 Overview on the theoretical literature

“Few fields are so clearly interdisciplinary intnge’ as the study of human feelings about
places” (Hummon 1992, p. 253). Community gardenggts and place-making processes, in
particular, have to be researched as truly inteqglisary and multi-dimensional
phenomena. The following overview of the relevamaretical approaches related to my
research topic involves theoretical and non-théakt approaches from different
disciplines®

2.3.1 The place perspective — ‘place quality’ andocial territories’

This research is not looking at community involvema general but at the ‘located and
situated’ engagement in public space within theextrof an urban neighborhood. Thereby,
it is crucial to involve the ‘place perspective’ ine conceptual approach to investigating
community garden projects.

% There is an abundance of research on communitlegarin the USA and Canada which cannot be
reviewed here. | have reviewed recent studiesdbat with the same topics or the same localities
Berlin and Rotterdam. For example, there is the prefmensive dissertation by Rosol (2006) who
investigates civic engagement and community garderBerlin from a geographical perspective.
Master’s theses like Jahnke (2007) investigateptrenomenon of Guerilla Gardening and Haidle &
Arndt (2007) look at community gardens and urbaticafjure in Berlin and internationally. Diemont
& Vos (2004) have conducted a Master thesis prajactocial cohesion, investigating the Wijk Park
Oude Westen in Rotterdam.
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The notion of place

This thesis focuses on the meanings of communitdays as places, and the meanings
people attribute to these places are analyzed! Sder to urbanplace and not tospace
Places are used spaces; they are existing in th& selations connected to them. Therefore
they are ‘socially produced’. Altman & Low (199Zpte that place “refers to space that has
been given meaning through personal, group, ouralliprocesses” (p. 5) According to
Lofland (1998) places are “especially meaningfubhcgs” charged with emotions and
associations (p. 64). Likewise, Kusenbach definesepas “chunks and features of the
physical environment that are highly saturated vittiividual and collective meanings”
(Kusenbach 2008, p. 226). Lofland (1998) and Kuaehb(2008) take a symbolic
interactionist approach, focusing on social retatops and networks and take into account
the “significant role of place as an important asp# understanding communities”
(Kusenbach 2008, p. 226).

According to Blokland (2001) the built environmatgelf has no meaning but becomes a
space/place by social action (p. 270). Places ambalic expressions of social relations

(ibid). Blokland focuses on how places acquire idestiind draws on Massey (1994) who
defines place as a “set of social relations whidleract at a particular location” (p. 168).

Massey has formulated a framework on how placesigeglentities; they are not neutral or

merely physical. Massey talks about ,social spacsit are articulations of social relations
and about how places can be understood as ,poremgrks of social relations” (Massey

1994, pp. 120-121). In her theoretical concept r&jects the division between space and
time so that places are ,particular moments in simtérsecting social relations, nets of
which have over time been constructed, laid dowteracted with another, decayed and
renewed” {pid, p. 120).

This understanding of geographical space as fundi@hesocial is also salient in the works
of Lefébvre (1970/1991) and his followers on thecial production of space”. He focuses
on ,urban environments as the contexts of everylifayand the expression of social
relations of production” (Shields 2004, p. 209)(below).

On public space and public domain

Community garden projects are semi-public or pubtlzan spaces or places. Their potential
as such is analyzed by putting an emphasis botth@mphysical and the social aspects of
public space.

Public space can be simply defined by its accdigibiPublic space is in essence a space
that is freely accessible for everyone: Publichis 6pposite of private” (Hajer & Reijndorp
2001, p. 11). In addition, it is important to inporate the idea of diversity and social contact
that most authors attribute to public space sucinabke concepts of public domain and
public realm. Public spaces can - but do not autioailyy - function as public domain
defined as “places where an exchange between aliffexocial groups is possible and also
actually occurs”ipid, p. 11). Hajer and Reijndorp consider the key eispencerning public
space to be exchange and “encounter of the othie the focus lies on the “places of

“ Note: In contrast to Altman & Low (1992) in thiseisis the focus is on tangible and definable places
only (not symbolic).
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shared experience by people from different backglswr with dissimilar interestilid, p.
11). In this sense the question arises if commug#sdens are public domains, meaning
there are different groups involved that have aerést in the same location (this is
investigated in this thesis, see Chapter 4.3). absumption that there is instead one
particular group using public space leads to tlea idf “parochialization” of public space.
Consequently, it is useful to incorporate the disse on public realm by Lofland (1998) in
the research on community gardens.

Lofland — public and parochial realm

Lofland (1998) puts an emphasis on both the phlyaivé the social aspect in her analysis of
public ,realm®, which she calls ‘social territoryShe investigates patterns and principles that
guide people’s interactions in the public realmfldod distinguishes the public from the
parochial (“parochial realm territory”), which mesathat public spaces are appropriated by a
certain group in social practices and derive thbaracter from the groups that frequent the
space (Hajer & Reijndorp 2001, p. 85jlere she differentiates parochial realm (locajions
from the physical parochial space, stressing tlaabghial social realms might “be out of
place” when they are not located in parochial spgadland 1998, p. 12). So, Lofland
depicts an “independent relationship between reant their spaces’ilid, p. 12). For
example, she uses the image of “bubbles”, smatigsi®f private realm that may intrude into
public or parochial space, such as ‘reserving’ipog of public parks for family reunions,
creating “little bubbles of private space in a eepublic or parochial territory”. Those are “a
kind of mobile ‘home territory’ which they may mowabout with them from setting to
setting.” {bid, p. 13, quoting Lofland 1985).

So, the crucial point here is that public spacadsa neutral meeting place for all social
groups. There are claims on and ownership for ittdysers that can result in exclusionary
practices. Hajer & Reijndorp (2001) argue that eifepublic spaces are dominated by a
relatively homogeneous group, it might still not bee’s own group (p. 88). The “key

experience with shared use of space often involwerieg the parochial domains of

‘others™ (ibid, p. 88).

Urban place quality and liveability

Not only the social quality of encounter is impaittéor the discourse on public space, but at
the same time there is a general notion that psblices ‘work’ physically and socially, add
significantly to the quality of the urban environm@r place quality in a neighborhood (see
also “community satisfaction”, Hummon 1992). Forample the author William Whyte
(1980) connects “healthy places that people likehappiness (p. 7). Accordingly, there is a
direct connection between public space, place tyualithe sense of urban living quality and
liveability®.

® The parochialization of public space is to beat#htiated from the notion of semi-public or semi-
private space. This means, as described beforethinaccess is to place is actually limited fotgnal
e.g. by fences and opening hours.

® According to Evans (2002) liveability can be definas the existence of quality of the environment
and of livelihoods for the citizen in a neighbordgp. 2).
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In his writings on the creation of “public commuyngpace” Whyte (1980) promotes spaces
that facilitate civic engagement and social inteogc His approach is concentrated on the
(bottom-up) design of urban spaces that is baseth@mbservations on what people want
and need in public space (such as sitting spaam] facilities, sun etc.). There is an
abundance of similar analyses on the conditiorguafity public space. Jacobs (1961/1993)
shows in her analysis on the “uses of neighborhgaxdks” in American cities that there
needs to be a mixture of functions in the surrongsliand different kinds of users to create
potential for a park. So the focus of park desigoutd be on a mixture of uses and bringing
different user groups together. Only when thisakeh into account, the people “enliven and
support well-located parks that can thus give lzgelkce and delight to their neighborhoods”
(Jacobs 1961/1993, p. 145). Recent writings suchastoe (2008) follow this discourse and
come up with a ‘cookbook’ list of how to designadesand “convivial” public space.

To conclude, in the theoretical literature there is a linkviee¢én public spaces, social and
physical urban quality, and liveability. Moreovkveability in a neighborhood can be linked
to community development, involving spatial & sddias (and thereby to place-making).
This conceptual relationship is investigated inftiiwwing chapters.

Jane Jacobs (1961/1993) has stressed public spagesiticular parks, do not per se add
quality to the neighborhood but “neighborhood pahemselves are directly and drastically
affected by the way the neighborhood acts upon 'th{eml24). Here, there is a link to the
question: who creates the public spaces? Many eu#gpecially Shaftoe (2008) imply a
top-down design, others a participatory design (&/Iy980) still perceiving the users as
consumers of public space. However, the notion pletes are created by their users and
their interactions plays an important role in thecp perspective presented. This leads me to
another theoretical line that focuses on the apjatgn of public space by civil society
actors - in the following chapter.

2.3.2 Theories on place-making

Place-making has been introduced in Chapter 2.@,asnan empirical concept it will be
explained based on my findings in Chapter 4. Is ttiapter the theoretical foundations will
be discussed. On the basis of my pre-empirical egto@l framework my working definition
of place-making is: the sense of home and belon@irggplace that is socially produced and
connected to the appropriation of space and thefusgace as a meeting place.

There are several related theoretical conceptstrabe referred to, such as “place-making”
according to Blokland (2008a), “identity of a plac@vassey 1994), “person-to-place
relations” (Lofland 1998), and “community attachrtidny Hummon (1992). My theoretical
analysis also strongly draws from the concept d&cp attachment” as defined by Low &
Altman (1992).

In contrast to place attachment which focuses erféblings of people towards a place, the
concept of place-making as | use it goes beyondstmiment level incorporating the
“making” aspect, of active production, appropriati@and creation as well as the “meeting”
aspect, the place as location of social encoumnigipablic realm.

Low & Altman on place attachment
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People feel attached to a place, feel that theyrigethere and are territorial in their behavior
(Low & Altman 1992, p. 5). This “people-place bongi, can be an individual feeling or

community members collectively share attachmentplége. So it is crucial to take into

account that place attachment “simultaneously weslindividual, social, and cultural

processes’iid, p. 9).

In their edited book Low & Altman systematicallyoloat place attachment as a “complex
and multifaceted concept” from a phenomenologiaispective. Place attachment — ‘the
bonding of people to place’ - “subsumes or is soieili by a variety of analogous ideas”

such as place identity, sense of place or rootagdrn&svironmental embeddedness, and
community attachmentibid, pp. 2-3)) Place attachment as “integrating concept”
incorporates several interrelated aspects “anplagnf affect and emotions, knowledge and
beliefs, and behaviors and actions in referenae ptace” {bid, p. 5, quoting Proshansky et

al. 1983).

One important aspect is that “places are contextwhich interpersonal, community and
cultural relationships occur, and it is to thoseialorelationships not just to a place qua
place, to which people are attached” (Low & AltmEd92, p. 7). Thereby, the attachment is
not to a physical place “but may be primarily assieel with the meanings of and
experiences in a placeb{d, p. 7).

In their analysis on the development of place httant, the authors surprisingly do not
refer to processes of creation, appropriation ameraction with space such as it is
happening in community gardens, as factors forftmmation of place attachment. The
argument that place attachment involves “sharezttffe meanings and activities associated
with place” (bid, p. 9) comes closest to the observation that piaaieing processes involve
an activity part.

The existence of place attachment is stated tedminig to solidarity through positive effects
on adherence to common values and norms, a wikisgo participate in social networks
and to build social capital. This can lead to tkpegience of being part of a social structure
and moreover to a feeling of security, build salfeem, give bond to people, cultures and
experiences and maintain group identityid, p. 10-11). Likewise, Dekker & Bolt (2004)
define place attachment as one of the elementsodlscohesion.

Massey on producing identity of place - ‘a placezthhome’

Doreen Massey (1994) discusses the notions ofdeeptalled home” and “sense of place”
and stresses that the “identity of a place” is op@mfixed” and continuously being
produced (p. 169). So in her terms place-makinglavba a dynamic and continuous process
by individuals interacting in a certain place. $juestions place as a “source of belonging,
identity and security” - it is “constructed out miovement, communication, social relations
which always stretch beyond it” (pp. 170-171).

" Other authors on place attachment: For exampte ibegesearch by Hummon (1992) on
“Community attachment” that can be conceptualizetpaople’s feelings and beliefs about their
place of residence” (Hummon 1992, p. 254). Milligad898) presents a theory of place attachment
based on symbolic interactionism. In her work, plattachment is defined as “the emotional bond
formed by an individual to a physical site duefte imeaning given to the site through interactional
processes” (p. 1).
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“The singularity of any individual place is formed part out of the specificity of the
interactions which occur at that location (nowhelse does this precise mixture occur) and
in part out of the fact that the meeting of thoseia relations at that location [...] will in
turn produce new social effectsibi@d, p. 167). So here meeting and interacting in ptee
considered defining elements. For Massey the ijemti place is part of the positive
interrelations with “elsewhere” and of the negateeinter position with “the Other”. Places
are “enclosures”, they have to have boundariesir Téhentity “does not derive from some
internalized history” but “from the specificity @6 interactions with ‘the outside”ik{id, p.
169).

Blokland - The ‘making of places’

According to Talja Blokland (2001) the built enviroent itself has no meaning but becomes
a place by social action. In her article she fosuse class as place bound phenomenon and
on how places acquire identities. If places areagbvarticulations of social relations (see
Massey 1994) then, Blokland concludes, places amgbmade in social interactions and
thereby become (as opposed to ‘are’) sites thatrtain group of people can identify with
(Blokland 2001, p. 270).

People ,make spatial structures into places noy aslarticulations of social relationships,
but as vehicles that they use to create, renewrestducture such relationshipsbid, p.
271). Here, place-making directly refers to theatiom of social contacts and networks (what
| refer to as connectedness, see below). “Peoplausa the production of places for social
identity formation” (bid, p. 269).

According to Blokland attention should be paidfie tollective, shared endeavor of place-
making rather than only to the individual identfymation (bid, p. 270). This applies to
community garden projects where place-making besarghared endeavor. Blokland refers
to the “symbolic appropriation of space” resultingolace-making in the discursive sense in
the narratives and constructed history of the spBlzkland 2003; see also Milligan 1998).
In this thesis | focus on both the symbolic placgking processes and the physical
appropriation of space.

Appropriation of space and “open-source or situatiwbanism”

Concerning the appropriation of space, it is imgottto mention the socio-spatial theories
on urban transformation introduced in urbanismaarbeography, and urban sociology that
have been important for urban renewal and diffekémds of interventions in public space.

Here, it is assumed that new possibilities of actidse under the conditions of de-regulation
in the contemporary European city (Urban Cataly@@7): Niches and free spaces for
appropriation and “capacities of invention” (Lefég\1.972).

The sociological theoretical background of “the ryppiation of urban spaces” was analyzed
by Obermaier (1980). She shows that urban desighpdenning creates possibilities of

action. Concerning appropriation she introducescthrecept of territoriality defined as “the

possibility to control a certain piece of spaceat il to direct what happens with it and which
people will be accepted to it” (p. 70, translatmnauthor).

The approaches on temporary use and spatial ajgioprare often associated with the idea
of “situative urbanism” (Ngo 2007). There is a lot literature related to ‘situative’
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interventions in public space and on temporary usgects (e.g. Raumlaborberlin 2008).
The focus lies here on the practices of everydayii urban space (de Certeau 1988). Here
also the concept of ,Enabling” in urban developmesss to be mentioned (Fezer & Heyden
2007). This notion of the activation of existingsoarces in spatial action by reducing
inhibiting factors and ‘deformalizing’ can be radtin particular to public space projects.
The approach finds its contemporary adoption in témens “Open Source - Urbanism”
(Urban Catalyst 2007) that is connected to usirgyfteedom arising from de-regulation.
These theories have been taken up in participatdygn renewal approaches especially in
projects for unused open spaces such as urbanngardgects (ed. Senatsverwaltung fur
Stadtentwicklung 2007b).

The theories of Lefévbre (1970/1991) on the sqmiatluction of space are usually referred
to in the discourse on the appropriation and ctileause of public space as well as creative
resistance/protest in urban space by grassrootemmemts. In the grassroots experiences of
“lived space” there is a “third space” created bel/the “perceived space of everyday social
life” and the “conceived space of cartographerbanrplanners, or property speculators”
(Shields 2004, p. 210). This “lived space” is a emeymbolic space that includes alternative
spatial practices. These theoretical approachesnpartant for different movements such as
social grassroots, sub-culture and artists movesriarEuropean cities, including temporary
use and squatting projects. These are ,discourfsegage and new modes of spatial praxis
[...], who fashion a spatial presence and praatigtside of the norms of the prevailing
(enforced) social spatialization” (Shields 20042f@0). So the question arises whether this
notion of “new modes of spatial praxis” is alsoiaotfor community garden projects. These
‘participatory urban actions’ have been defined “abowing the re-appropriation and
reinvention of public space through everyday litdivdties (gardening, cooking, chatting,
reading, debating etc.), understood as creativeipes in urban contexts.” (Petrescu, n.d., p.
4).

Feeling at home and meeting in place

To feel at home according to Blokland does not semély mean to be part or feel part of a
neighborhood community (Blokland 2008b, p. 6). ‘G®actively involved and to identify is
important to the experience of community but natthe art of feeling at home.fhid, p. 6,
translation by author). Rather this feeling is carted to the everyday and sporadic meetings
in the neighborhood. A meeting place is where pedplmp into each other’, repeatedly
and often times unintentionally until they might kmaan appointment to meet intentionally
(Blokland 2008b). Repeated everyday encounters ublip space create “publieke
familiariteit” (public familiarity) which can be siated between the two dimensions of
anonymous vs. intimate (concerning the provisiommd access to information) and public
vs. private accesg{d, p. 7).

Blokland in her conclusion questions the idea thatcreation of meeting places goes along
with generating liveability. Meeting can involvehst contacts” which have their own
positive value and does not have to lead to thatiom of lasting ties (“verknopen”) that
create social networks and social capitad( p. 28).

A different approach: the “placemakers”
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There is another direction of approaches connedotéae ,placemaking“ movement (spelled
like this), based on mostly North American ideas mlace-making influenced by new
urbanism, garden cities and other urban designsitbesed on ‘community’ (Hunt 2001,
Schneekloth & Shibley 1995). They also refer tdakobs, W. Whyte, and other authors that
deal with urban & public space design and the conitpudevelopment/‘designing
community approach’. “Placemaking is the way inathall human beings transform places
they find themselves into the places where theg’liBchneekloth & Shibley 1995, p. 5).
The approach seems to be twofold: on the one haméaical design endeavor to create
“ideal places” and on the other hand a call foaggimakers” to “participate with others in
our communities in thoughtful, careful responsibfgion.” (bid, p. 5). There are several
institutions in the USA such as “Partners for LisaBommunities” and “Project for Public
Spaces”, a nonprofit organization “dedicated tcating and sustaining public places that
build communities” (Project for Public Spaces 200Bhis and related organizations are
hands-on institutions, that do commercial plannofgpublic space and facilitation of
community processes.

However, | use the concept of place-making as #i@mal concept as opposed to this
practical approach. Besides, | define it differgntt the sense that in the centre of my
analysis is the grassroots or community-driven gesegve and the idea of appropriation of
space & informal use of space.

To conclude, different theoretical and practical approachespkace-making have been
presented which show that place-making is a comalek multi-dimensional concept that
incorporates the following aspects (briefly summedl):

- places are created by their users through sode&kictions,

- place-making is a dynamic and continuous procdsssed on communication and
social relations (Massey 1994),

- not only by individuals but also by groups intenagtin a certain place, involving
simultaneously individual, social, and cultural gesses (“collectively shared
attachment to place”, Low & Altman 1992),

- emotionalattachment to a place, connected to knowledgebatidfs, as well as
“behaviors and actions in reference to a place(B®oAltman 1992),

- not only to the place but also to the experiensesjal relations and practices
happening in place,

- the symbolic or physical appropriation of space,

- the concept of “parochialization” and social temyt (based on Lofland 1998),

- feeling of belonging and home,

- theactivity aspect of ‘making’ and active creation,

- place-making as grassroots endeavor of appropmiaitd informal use of space
(based on everyday practices) connected to ‘ergildjmatial practices (“situative”)
and the *“social production of space” (Lefebvre@Q991),

- ‘placemaking’ in urban and public space design Ifeeability in neighborhoods
(practice based and ‘top-down’),

- social meeting in place in terms of encounter & t®ther” in a public domain
(Hajer & Reijndorp 2001) or public realm (Loflan@98)
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2.3.3 The social perspective — on the concept ots&d connectedness

The central role of social interactions and conegoess for community garden projects and
with regards to place and place-making has becdeae i the previous chapters. There are
many concepts linked to social connectedness ssisbaial cohesion, empowerment, social
sustainability, and social enablement. As | stadtetbre, | focus on the social contacts,

networks and resources created in community gapfejects. Thereby the concept of

bonding and bridging social capital is one impartheoretical reference (Putnam 2000).

The concept of social capital

The concept of social capital is seen as relevantpérticipation and civic engagement
(Mayer 2005) and it is a crucial concept for thalgsis of community gardens. Social
capital is used, accessed and produced in commgaityen projects according to Glover
(2004) and other authors. | do not want to focusheninternal workings and external effects
of social capital; that has been done by otherast(Blokland 2008a, Glover 2004).

Bourdieu defines social capital as ,the aggregatactual or potential resources which are
linked to possession of a durable network of maréess institutionalized relationships of
mutual acquaintance and recognition - or in otherds, to membership in a group which -
provides each of its members with the backing diectively-owned capital, a ‘credential’
which entitles them to credit, in the various senskthe word.” (Bourdieu, 1986, pp. 248-
249). He focuses on institutions (that can be fasyilclubs, associations, parties etc.) that
produce occasions, places or practices that bridiyiduals together “as homogeneous as
possible” in all respects (p. 250). Here, homoggreeid bonding social capital is stressed.

According to Putnam (2000) the main idea of socapital theory is that social networks
have a value and that individuals are most prodeiatrthen they are connected to a dense
network of social relations. His definition of sakicapital “refers to connections among
individuals - social networks and the norms of peatity and trustworthiness that arise from
them” (Putnam 2000, p. 19).

Social capital is an aspect of a social structhed facilitates certain actions of individuals
(see Glover 2004), depending on the individualgdacity to make direct and indirect
connections with others. Individuals ,have limitegsources themselves”, so they access
~other resources through their direct and indismtial ties, which they use (social capital)
for purposive actions” (Glover 2004, p. 146).

Social capital is both an individual and collectiasset. Social capital can have
“externalities” which means there is a “spill ovmmefit” from other people being connected
and living in a well connected community (Putnand@0p. 20). “With Putnam the category
gains an additional dimension, that the commursty avhole stands to gain, in economic as
well as civic and democratic terms”, from the preseof social capital (Mayer 2003, p.
112).

Forms of social capital - bridging and bonding

The most important dimensions to distinguish socégdital (according to Putnam 2000) are
bridging and bonding, which both have powerful abaffects. Bonding social capital
(within group, “exclusive”) means the strong redas between people in similar situations
which can create strong in-group loyalty but caneleluding to ‘out-groups’. Bridging
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social capital (between groups, “inclusive”) isetdited more outward looking networks with
people across social cleavages (in terms of stitads’ or also ethnical cultures) (Putnam
2000, p. 22). It creates access to external aasetsnformation and therefore is important
for “getting ahead” (Putnam 2000, p. 23). The mslatoncept of “linking social capital”
(Woolcock, 1998 in Glover 2004) refers to links ated with people outside of the
community.

There are strong arguments that associations shmuldalanced concerning bridging and
bonding capital (Putnam 2000). “Associations thdatde various social groups through

overlapping memberships and contacts are seemmglh better at sustaining a liberal-

democratic polity” (Akkerman et al. 2004, p.91). tRere is an argument that project groups
should be socially mixed in order to incorporatiding. This research tried to incorporate

the issue of social mix in the research designe(sadection see Chapter 3.3) and in the
empirical analysis.

Although social capital is always seen as prodectind positive, it has to be considered that
the access to social capital is different, depemndin the position in a social network (see
Putnam 2000). That means that there is an inhemneequal distribution in the notion of
social capital. Some people depending on theirviddal ability and their social position
(class, ethnicity, gender) have more access talscapital than others.

So, the differentiation of the use of and accessattial capital in community gardens is
important. Social capital is used to create a conmitypgarden; it is accessed by the members
and also created within/by the project.

Beyond social capital

Social capital is conceptualized as “social favanld that can be used as capital to facilitate
purposive actions such as helping a neighbor ¢agratipiece of furniture or by borrowing a

tool (Putnam, 2000, p. 20). People act solidargrater to produce “useful relationships that
can secure material or symbolic profits” (Bourdi#@86, p. 249), although this might not be
consciously done. Social-psychologically speakimg ts an instrumentalist perspective on
social relationships that does not see other faétgportant in relations but their function for

gaining profit. Relationships are seen as “produgftanvestment strategies” which are

“convertible, in certain conditions, into econoroapital” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 249 & 243).

The definition by Putnam converts the social cohéefp an economic capital and “social

relations into context independent causal relatiatcording to Mayer (2003, p. 112).

Moreover, Mayer sees “blind spots and problematiasequences following from the

ambiguities of the ‘social capital’ conceptibid, p. 111). One main point is that “by

prioritizing specific forms of civic engagement (¥eh neglecting others), it filters the

contemporary reconfigurations in the relationshfpciwil society, state and market in a

peculiar way, which is conducive to supporting fipeead of market forces in areas so far
beyond the reach of capitaib{d, p. 111).

Besides, different types of voluntary associatiaresnot differentiated by their specific goals
and contexts but seen as comparable in their ptioduof social capital. Thereby, social
capital is presumed to be independent from cor(tdatlyer 2003, p. 117). This goes along
with the Bloklands’ critigue and her approach tpasally organized social capital” which is
bound to local contexts (Blokland 2008a, p. 147).
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According to Mayer, the concept is normatively deal and narrowed down to denoting
“attitudes and habits conducive to civic engageinesich is a kind of social capital that
can be “enhanced or regenerated by state inteorénfMayer 2003, p. 112). Such an
argumentation can be found in Akkerman et al. (200fhe authors argue that “an
interactive state” can foster bridging capital logating “overlapping networks” that have an
important integrative function (Akkerman et al. 200. 91).

Mayer (2003) states that “particular groups of arbativism” are not included in the social
capital conceptualization, such as “adversarial entents and protest mobilizations” (p.
117). Contemporary forms of civic engagement and/ mgpes of urban activism and
movements involving protest should be incorporatethe discourse. Those are resulting
from “contemporary economic and political restruictg processes and newly emerging
relationships between civil society, social movetaeand the state”ilfid, p. 117). This
concept of “new forms of civic engagement” | hameluded in my analysis (see Chapter
4.5.1).

To conclude, social capital is the most important theoreticalaapt to take into account for
the investigation of the creation of social conadokess in community gardens. It is well
elaborated and has a strong research base. Howithrregards to the controversial
discussion on social capital and critiques presknteuse the broader concept sdcial
connectednesi® my work. This concept incorporates the createmgess and use of social
resources and networks as well as bonding andibgdspcial capital. This is according to
Glover (2004) who has shown that community gardeas’both a consequence and a source
of social capital” (p. 156). A conceptualizationoshd also take into account that social
connectedness is place bound. As Mayer has shovankss is important and the concept
cannot be seen without the socio-political and glaontext. Concerning urban quality
“spatially organized social capital is expectecitance the liveability of neighbourhoods”
(Blokland 2008a, p. 147).

2.4 Conclusion

The brief overview of the research and theorefiitatature shows that there is variety of
authors from different disciplines writing aboutpt, the attachment to place and place-
making. The main approaches stem from environmgrsgthology, social psychology and
urban sociology but also other disciplines like aimism, architecture, anthropology and
human geography have been involved in studying‘skase of place” (Hummon 1992, p.
253). However, the term ‘place-making’ has so fat heen systematically theoretically
defined as far as | could investigate.

In summary, the place perspective is crucial ferahalysis of community gardens as public
urban spaces. Space ‘becomes place’ through theimgsaascribed to them and through the
actions and social relations that take place hHrglaces are seen as articulations of
relations, the community gardens as sites of mahips ,cannot be treated merely as
context” (Blokland 2001) but have to be investigeés meaningful places.

The meanings those places have to the people vedatecand use them and the feelings of
belonging they connect to them, lead to the conoégtlace-making. Place-making is a
complex and multi-dimensional concept; its diffdreheoretical elements have been
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presented. My conceptualization incorporates tledirfg of attachment to a place and the
action of appropriation at the same time. Hereclude the notion of meeting places and the
concept of “parochial realm territories” (Loflan@948) which reveals that public space is not
a neutral meeting place for everyone but is appeitgat by certain groups. My
conceptualization incorporates individual as wallcallective endeavors in place making.
All the aspects of place-making are usually linkedrban quality and liveability

Concerning urban place quality the theoretical ysislimplies that the concepts of place-

making and social connectedness both can be semmnasituencies and constituents of the

(social and physical) place quality in the neiglioad. This refers to the theoretical research
question on how place-making and social connecesdnglate to urban place quality (see

Chapter 3). The presented theories imply that epfaaking processes and/or social

connectedness are affect place quality and livigabilt the same time place quality can be

constituent for place-making processes and social@ctedness. Thereby, all three concepts
are interrelated. This question, though not indéetre of my research, will be investigated

in this thesis.

Social connectedness has been discussed thedyetgti regards to social capital. The
concept is widely used in research but has bee¢itiped by various authors. | therefore
focus the broader concept of social connectedinei$ss thesis which refers to the creation,
access and use of social resources and networkgelhsas bonding and bridging social
capital.

This thesis is an empirical field research basethermethodology of Grounded Theory (see
Chapter 3) which means that it approaches the ¥igld conceptual ideas but strives to be
open to other and new concepts. Thereby, the egiticories are just to be seen as a basis
for the empirical research, as presented in tHeviihg chapter.
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Chapter 3: Research design and methodology

The aim of this chapter is to explain the resedesign, the case selection including the case
descriptions, the methodology of data collectiord amalysis as well as the quality
assessment for the methodological approach.

3.1 Main derived research questions

For the research approach | chose to investigatecises in depth with several research
questions (as opposed to investigating many caghsonwe question). Based on the aims of
this study, on the main research questions (se@t&ha), the conceptual framework and
theory (Chapter 2), | have derived the followingesgiions to be investigated.

Empirical research questions:

a. How do the organizers, participants, and surroundneighbors perceive the
community gardens? What are tmeaningsof the gardens to the people? What are
the benefits and values (ideas/ideologies, persomgdortance, feelings etc.)
connected to them? What “moves” the people torgetlved?

b. Can the different conceptual aspects of communasden projects be observed?
Which concepts do the meanings and perceptionsecotor?

- Community & Social connectedne®ghat kinds of social ties do exist? What can be
found out about the access, use and creation @flsesources and networks? What
kind of quality do the created contacts reveal igrttiere a sense of togetherness? Is
there bridging social capital as access to (soeiehnomic, political) resources?
Social inclusion & socio-cultural mix: Is there égtration taking place, as basis for
bridging social capital? Who is integrated, whaas?

- Joint activities and self-organizatiolVhat kind of joint activities exist and are they
important features of the project? How much is ase self-organization and do
people benefit from self-organizing?

- Place quality In the perception of participants/organizers aaighbors - What is
the existing place quality in threeighborhoo@ Is place quality created? Do not only
the project participants but also the surroundieigimbors and visitors from outside
benefit from the community gardens?

- Are thereother themes/concepamd important factors concerning the community
garden projects according to the perception ofrumgas/ participants and
neighbors? (to be discovered in research procgs&leology, access to nature and
greenery, gardening as activity)

- What role does the voluntary engagement play irsémse that community
gardeners fulfill public tasks without compensafiafthat can be found out about
“new forms of civic engageméfMayer 2003)?

c. Are there processes of place-making involved inatyamunity garden projects? Is
there a feeling of home and sense of belongingeaglace created?

24 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commugatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



- Which perceived (physical and social) qualitiestke organizers, participants and
users/neighbors connect to the place?

- Appropriation of space: How is the place used bifedint groups? Is there
ownership of public space created and a placeaeittain meanings and intentions?

- Meeting place: Are different groups formed who maetl use the space in their
way? How and why do they meet?

d. Do organizers, participants, and surrounding neghdiffer in their understandings
of the community garden projects, if so how and Why

e. What are the lessons learned concerning the praegdnization and practical
implementation?

- How are the projects organized and how does thigaxt to the empirical concept
findings? Are the projects creating an environnfenplace-making?

- What are the implications for citizen involvememtpublic space in general?

Based on these main research questions a pookstiqos was developed as a basis for the
empirical research (see Appendix A).

Theoretical questions:
- How can place-making be defined as concept empyriaad theoretically?

- How are place-making, social connectedness andother presented concepts
related empirically? How are place-making and doc@nectedness related to
urban place quality?

3.2 Description of research design

My research design is characterized by a qualéagwmpirical research approach. The
collection of qualitative data and the qualitatimealysis are based ddrounded Theory
methodology (Glaser & Strauss 1967). Likewise, thésearch follows arinductive-
deductive approacliFlick 2002), i.e. the concepts were developed ftbeory and from
empirical data. Theoretical propositions in formao€onceptual framework were developed
prior to the data collection (deductive approattgwever, the research was always open for
new concepts and new categories were introduceatding to the empirical findings during
the analysis of the data (inductive approach).

I have chosen aase study desigmvestigating two projects, one in Rotterdam and o,
Berlin. Focus and units of analysi§ihe internal, social processes of community garden
projects were assessed by interviews, participdservation, and ethnographical film
research.
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The research design deployed multiple units ofymmalYin 1991):
1. Individual perceptionsppinions, and subjective experiences of:
a) project participants and project organizers
b) non-participants (surrounding neighborg researchers own perceptions

2. Observable behavior and ever(smbedded in the contextual conditions and the
local culture)

3.3 Case selection and case description

After reviewing and visiting many different commtynigarden projects in order to get an

overview on different projects, typologies and gaheapproaches to green spaces in both
cities, | have selected the two case study projpotsented below. The selection of the
projects and the respondents were following theceptual approach, that is, “theoretical

sampling” was used (Glaser & Strauss 1967). Theraifor the case selection were that the
garden projects had to reveal the central aspéasnomunity gardens presented above and
the communities should have similar attributes.yThad to be collective gardens (not

individual) with at least semi-public or public @ss. The community of gardeners had to be
mixed in social (class) and/or ethnical culturés, $tyles and/or age of its members (i.e. not
just a group of friends gardening together). Thagjgmts had to reveal a minimum size (at
least 6 participants). They had to be geograplyicaihnected to an urban neighborhood
which should not be a completely homogeneous mididies area.

3.3.1 Case study project “Biurgergarten Laskerwiesein Berlin

The first case study project is the ‘citizen gardem'Blrgergarten Laskerwiese” located in
Friedrichshain, a central district of Berlin. Theighborhood where the garden is situated is
called “Stralauer Kiez".

The neighborhood “Stralauer Kiez”

The neighborhood has the character of an islaratdddoetween railway tracks (in the North
and East) and major traffic routes (in the Soutt ®est). Thereby it is strangely cut off
from the rest of the city and has little conneddiovith the surrounding neighborhoods. The
ward is characterized by residential blocks, mosslgcialist concrete block type

(“Plattenbauten”), unused wasteland, and smallstriks.
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Figure 4: Map on location of the Birgergarten Laskerwiestheneighborhood
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Today the neighborhood has around 6.000 inhabitimtbe last 20 years, many people had
moved away and the number had been down to 5.8@h Wdtal industries closed in the

1990s and thousands of workplaces were lost. Tolaeyneighborhood is being upgraded
and has improved socio-economically. The “Urbarphgram (European Union) starting in

the year 2000 until 2008 has fostered the revatbn process (Senatsverwaltung fur
Stadtentwicklung 2007a).

Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg is the densest distrid@flin with the lowest available household
income per capita (average 1175 Euro per monthrceouAmt fiir Statistik Berlin-
Brandenburg 2006). The ward has a relatively lomiper of 12,6% foreigners.

Due to its location and features the neighborho®dclearly defined, ‘it is nice and
overseeable, people know each other that is amgayel’ (Sabine, Organizer /Berlin).

Community involvement has been low in the yearsegbnstruction of the neighborhood
after the reunification of Germany in 1989, despite traditions of GDR neighborhood
values. Neighborhood participation was fosteredhim recent years by the locally active
institutions and the politically left district gomrament (the Green Party). According to the
community organizations members, there are goaal lostitutional networks that organize
together with residents to develop the neighborh@#dezrunde”). There are very few
community spaces in the neighborhood. There is oohe small green square
(“Rudolfplatz™) and few social meeting points swuh cafés and bars, besides a cultural and
neighborhood center.
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The “Blrgergarten Laskerwiese” community gardenjpod

The project consists of the citizen park with adgar revealing all characteristics of a
community garden. The project, which is also cafiatercultural garden”, started in 2006
and the development process took 5 years.

The park has a total area of 3.500 sgm. It consifta gardening area with 35 small
individual patches (10 sgm each). In addition,as ltommon areas with a pond, a hut and
equipment shelter, compost etc. and a ball plaffeid (separate and fenced off).

The site of the park is interesting itself sincewiis a “lost space” before. It is located
between a chain supermarket and a car dealer,toexdncrete housing blocks in a quite
scattered and abandoned surrounding environmeirdaHocal railway station.

Figure 5: Burgergarten Laskerwiese from above

The garden project is completely public but fenofd The two gates are open day and
night. There is a connection to the youth club aodational training center next to it. The
employees from there also help in the garden amddindeners go to the café for lunch.

The garden is formally run and managed by an aaoci“Blrgergarten Laskerwiese e.V.”
with 40 members. There is a board that takes the abthe organizers and involves two
professional gardeners who helped to build andgde#iie garden,We call ourselves
“Verein” and we are a community of interest. We @awr little gardens here and pay 10
Euro membership fee per year for thatienner Participant / Berlin). Most people have
their own garden plot, also as groups or famikes] take care of the common areas.

The project was initiated by various local insiitas and resident representatives. The main
initiators were the Youth Club and the foundationintércultural Gardens
Friedrichshain/Kreuzberg”. Various joint planningrkshops took place together with the
municipality. The land was provided by the locavgamment, so has most of the funding
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(main budget 158.000 € from selling a part of énedlto a supermarket chain, plus Urban II
funds 11.800 €, plus 4.000 € from the NGO “Aktioendch”).

The interesting organizational aspect is that tieeepartnership between the citizen and the
municipality to maintain, manage and design a parkheir own, including legal and budget
responsibilities. The gardeners had to form an @aaBon with legal status and make a
formal contract. They receive the budget from thenitipality upon request and can decide
to a great extend on the use. The registered aswocis self-organized and completely
responsible for the operation and maintenance efptirk. The project has strong political
support and became a pilot project for the distiocexperiment with the involvement of
citizen in public greenery.

Figure 6: Organizational map of “Blrgergarten LaskerwiesegliB
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The project group is characterized by a social &gl mix (participants ranging from 12-76
years, most are between 28 and 42 years). Thegcaceemics, students, local working class,
unemployed, self-employed, and formally employedstEand West Germans, foreigners.
Direct neighbors are involved as well as people Vikefarther away. The garden and park
is used not only by the gardeners but also by miffeuser groups such as dog owners,
people who use the sports field for football, bés&kk and BMX biking, or people who
come to sit on the benches and grass.
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3.3.2 Case study project “Wijktuin het Oude Westen” in Rotterdam

The second case study project is the communityegaf@ijktuin het Oude Westen”. It is
located in Rotterdam city centre district in thégh®orhood of “Oude Westen”.

Figure 7: Map with location in the city centre of Rotterdam

AT Wikbiher 47
OudeWesters §: "

The neighborhood “Oude Westen”

Het Oude Westen is a lively and multi-cultural inngty neighborhood with 9.500
inhabitants, located very close to the centralrmes district and main shopping areas of the
city. The “wijk” meaning neighborhood or ward befgnto the district government of
“Centrumraad”.

The neighborhood is characterized by typical pretheee storey houses and a lot of social
housing from the 70s and 80s. The population ispes®d of 73% foreigners (Centrum voor

Onderzoek en Statistiek 2008), mainly Moroccansk3,uSurinamese, Cape Verdians, South
European, and Chinese. Many migrants arrive ahéighborhood and stay for a few years
before moving on, but there are also people that baen living in the ward for decades.

“l like about this neighborhood that not one groisgthe majority. Here the tolerance is big,
people get along. This is the melting pot of thedvand | like it.” (Natalie 00:26)

The percentage of lower income people (lower 4086nme group) in the ward is 64% of the
population. Thereby it is among the lowest in tlity end 28% live below poverty line
(Centrum voor Onderzoek en Statistiek 2008a). Tdéregntage of unemployed persons out
of the working population is 13% (Centrum voor Orzdek en Statistiek 2008b).

There are considerable problems with drugs andectlerime but also there is a remarkably
active civil society. The neighborhood has a loiggdny of citizen involvement in public
space. The Dutch organizers tell that it is asraroon attitude in the neighborhood to get
involved, to be organized and to be critical.
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“In this neighborhood, the more difficulties theaee, the more people are involved. ‘We live
here - if we don’t do anything, nobody will.” Tlésspecial in this neighborhood. That
is why | love working and living here.” (Natalie rganizer / Rotterdam)

In the Rotterdam urban “social index” gives the avarrating of 5,3 out of 6, evaluating
capacities (low score), living environment, pagation (high), and social bonding (high).
According to these figures there is a high sodigllity (Gemeente Rotterdam 2008, p.16).

Most neighborhood activities are based at the @dtup het Oude Westen“. This
neighborhood association is engaged since 197&tivitees and projects for livability in the
neighborhood (Diemont & Vos 2004). The associatiook also the most active part in
starting the urban renewal process in the 70s. Tdregted the Wijkpark in the 1980s
together with a broad alliance of residents andllotstitutions. Under the same roof there is
the community building unit “Opbouwwerk” of the wdawhich is undertaken by the private
organization SONOR. They formally manage all prtgeand volunteer activities, including
the park and community garden.

The other local actors concerned are the distaeegiment (“Centrumraad”), especially the
local district delegate (“Stadsmarinier”), the depent for urban space maintenance
(“Gemeentewerk”) responsible for the park, the hkearhood institutions as well as the
“Woonstad Rotterdam”. The latter is a housing ceoapon, a powerful actor in the
neighborhood, a great part of the housing stock.

Figure 8: Map locating the garden project in the neighborhood

Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 31



The community garden “Wijktuin het Oude Westen”

The neighborhood garden is situated in the bacla @ublic park “Wijkpark het Oude
Westen”. It was founded in 1992.

It was initiated by the neighborhood organizatigkktiegroup” together with motivated
individual residents. It is managed and supervisgedhe community building organization
“Opbouwwerk”. Thereby the garden project is notirety self-organized. There is a full-
time employee in a welfare-to-work programme (,|Baln”) who maintains the garden.

Figure 9: Wijktuin het Oude Westen, the weekly tea terrace

L e iy

The garden is semi-public in access. It is fencédwod has opening hours. It has a small
pond and a hut with equipment. There are diffepamthes that are taken care of collectively
by the members of the project who call themselwaduhteers’. The project is closely
connected to other facilities in the parks manalggdsolunteers such as the community
centers and a small animal farm (Aktiegroup hetéwesten 1993).

The garden has around 6-8 active participants aedpaid garden worker who is present
every weekday. The project group is moderately atlycimixed and multi-cultural. The
group consists of mostly women aged 40 to 79. lpasceived by many neighbors as a
project for older people, a fact that also showst tthe group is rather homogenous.
However, taking a closer look, they are people witlerse backgrounds (also migrants) and
lifestyles and not classical white middle class.siMparticipants have no permanent job and
some have been sent through rehabilitation progrdfpsiysical or psychological
problems”).

There are more volunteers that come only duringsimamer months and organize the
weekly “tea terrace”. The garden is open for thblipub days per week for 2 hours when
people from the surrounding workplace go there &wehlunch. There are educational
projects in cooperation with local schools takingcp in the garden, organized by the
leading participant.
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Figure 10: Organizational map of community garden “Wijktuieti©ude Westen”
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To conclude concerning the local neighborhood which the cligdy projects are connected

to, both neighborhoods are mixed (socially or etalty) and characterized by low income

conditions. The Berlin neighborhood “Stralauer Kjem comparison, is less social bonding
and is a less multi-cultural place than the wardid® Westen'. Concerning the existing
political and participatory culture and local imgtions actors they both have a variety of
local actors and engaged citizen that are involaetkighborhood issues. The projects both
are supported by the local government. In Rottertiarproject is managed by a mediating
institution (Opbouwwerk) and in Berlin the projastentirely self-organized in partnership

with the municipality. The Berlin project is biggeand the project group is more

heterogeneous (see also Chapter 4.5 on findingst abifierences between the projects).
Notwithstanding, the case study projects have coafy@ characteristics as community
gardens.

3.4 Research process and data collection

The research design consists of two study projactd three respondent groups: the
organizers and participants of the community gardesject as well as ‘non-participants’
which are the surrounding neighbors. It has to Ikerdntiated between ‘regular
participants and ‘leading participants’ who have @ganizing function in both project
investigated (not to be confused the official oigars that are the initiators or affiliated
institutional workers). In both cases there is @se participant who is a paid professional.
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Table 2: Research design

Berlin “Blrgergarten” Rotterdam "Wijktuin” Total
Case 1 Case 2
Organizers Interviews Interviews 3
2 1
Participants Interviews Interviews 16
8 8

(incl. 1 leading, 1 prof.)  (incl. 1 leading, 1 prof.)
Neighbors Questionnaires Questionnaires 30

15 15

The data collection is characterized hbyiangulation of multiple data sources:
¢ Primary data:

- Semi-structured in-depth interviews with projgmrticipants and organizers, with
guideline, recorded on digital video.

- Questionnaires with surrounding neighbors (stedidad, structured, open and closed
guestions).

- Participant observation in the field (participati open, non-standardized,
ethnographic), ethnographical field notes and miagron digital video.

* Secondary data:

- Literature review, media review (selected projewterials, articles and films on
gardening projects), expert opinions (conversatfarsially transcribed).

Interviews and questionnaires

The interview technique can be characterized as-steuttured in-depth interview with
elements of ethnographical interviews. In most sdsehose an explicit interview situation
with sound and video recording. In addition, | atsmducted spontaneous interviews. The
interviews had a duration of about 1-1,5 hours.yTWwere held in the community garden
outdoors and, in a few cases, at the homes or plades of the respondents.

In the semi-structured interviews | used a guideligsee Appendix A) with a pool of 130
questions (the same for participants and organindrsth projects). The guideline consisted
only in open questions that were aimed gettingeclosthe stories, meanings, perceptions,
and values that are connected to the gardeningqisojl used the drawing of a social map
and the conversation about it as one interviewrtieie.
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Figure 11: Interview situation with film recording in Burgeagen Laskerwiese, Berlin

The survey guestionnaire consisted of 35 open #owkd questions and had a duration of
10-20 minutes. The questioning took place spontasigagoing door to door or in public
space in the park, in front of the houses or theesuarket. Thereby, in each case 10
neighbors and 5 park or garden users (non-partitspen some cases not neighbors) were
asked (purposive sampling). The neighbors were Eamjpom the surrounding housing
blocks; attention was paid to include a varietyiffierent social groups and diverse housing
types with different income groups connected te. tha an incentive a flower pot was given
to each respondent after the interviews.

For the field work in Rotterdam an interpreter @&uot helper) was present. The
questionnaire was translated into Dutch and Gerrliranswers were translated back into
English.

In Rotterdam it was problematic to find respondent®o were neighbors and knew the
garden. According to the project participants arghnizers in this neighborhood very few
people know the garden. So | had to change th&egtirawe asked the respondents when
they did not know the garden some basic questitm & short questionnaire. Thereby, |
documented that we at least talked to 30 additipeaple. Finally, we managed to find 13
people who know something about the garden andexeshwour questions.

Observation

As an important data source to accompany the irdtiam gained from the interviews, the
researcher’'s own perceptions were “recorded” im@ghaphical field notes. In addition, the
settings, people and events were recorded on idiikao.

Methodologically my observation technique was datilie and participating; it was a
“systematically hanging out” and sometimes semiestired (e.g. when observing a certain
event). In the field | stayed outside the actiomesearcher and the purpose of my presence
in the field was absolutely clear (Lamnek 1993)e Tservation data is not systematically
analyzed in this study but deployed to accomparmy\atidate the analysis of the interview
data (Ludtke 1992). It adds information on the isg#t, characteristics of participants,
actions, verbal and nonverbal content, functionsitefractions etc.
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Film as research method

Ethnographical film research was used as researthad, and audio-visual technology

(digital video) was deployed to record all the detdlected (see Shrum, Duque & Brown

2005). Thereby a comprehensive documentation ofdkearch subjects, the situations and
places could be ensured. The research processowamdnted and can thereby be followed
up upon and reproduced (reliability). The reviewargl editing of the film material was also

valuable as a second data analysis step (see CBdpte

This research technique also implies that resedsciot remaining in the academic

community but is “given back” to the people in fredd. The collection of audio-visual data

enabled the editing of the material for a final @doentation, which is targeted towards a
broader non-academic and practice based public.

3.5 Data analysis

Overview on data collected

The data analysis is based on multiple sourcesataf: dhe in-depth interviews participants
and organizers, the questionnaire with surroundieighbors, observation field notes, and
non-recorded informal conversations.

The results of the data collection for the Berlase study project:

The main data set are 8 in-depth interviews withjgmt participants (1 professional, 1
leading participant) and 2 with organizers. The8eirtterviews were recorded on digital
sound and video. The respondents are 5 male, Sldewith an average age of 43 years
ranging from 12 to 76 years. In addition, 4 shoteiviews with other participants were
conducted (15-20 minutes each). Since | had martycipants whom | talked to informally
during my field visits | made an additional shouegtionnaire (Overview all Interviews, see
Appendix C).

The second data set for Berlin consists of 15 suiverviews with surrounding neighbors.

These can be divided in 10 neighbors who were asketthe street and in front of close-by
supermarket and 5 garden/park users. The respendent male, 9 female with an average
age of 30.8 years ranging from 13 to 57 years (@eerall surveys, see Appendix C).

The results of the data collection for the Rottendzase study project:

The bases for analysis are 8 in-depth interviewih wioject participants (1 professional, 1
leading participant) and with 1 organizer. | didt mio additional short interviews since |
almost interviewed all project participants avdiatlhe respondents are 8 female, 1 male
with an average age of 49,6 years ranging frono3fBtyears (Overview all Interviews, see
Appendix C).

In addition the data for the surrounding neighboossists of 13 full questionnaires and

additional 30 short surveys with surrounding nemisband park/garden users who were
mostly not familiar with the community garden. Maled female respondents were balanced
the average age was 44.2 years (Overview all sangae Appendix C).

For all the in-depth interviews full transcriptioaad analytical observation protocols were
prepared. So the analysis was based on verbalitiaed data and on the film material. All
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questionnaires were put into a data base and atadsirom Dutch/German into English. The
audio-visual material was edited in a film documamd thereby selected data is available on
DVD in the Appendix of this thesis.

Data analysis process

The data analysis method has been qualitative atetpretative, that is, based on the
interpretation of the meanings and functions ofawédr and verbal data. The data analysis
approach has been tailored to the type of dataatite research questions. | did not follow
one method of analysis but deployed various elesnthtat are derived from different data
analysis methods which are based on Grounded Th&bgreby a triangulation of multiple
data analysis method was achieved.

The data (interviews, observation protocols, fialites, questionnaires) was analyzed by
qualitative coding and categorizing. An ex-anteisgdscheme was developed on the basis
of the conceptual framework and research quest®es Appendix E). The coding process

was open to new and relevant concepts from the @dasequently, | have revised and

modified the coding scheme constantly by unbunddind combining categories, specifying

and refining them until | finished going througH #ie interviews and questionnaires. |

ended up with aanalysis category schenoé 65 categories grouped into main concepts.

The analysis of the survey data on the surroundeighbors’ perception was made with the
same coding scheme. Due to the small number oftiqnasires a statistic analysis was not
appropriate. A frequency analysis was done whemtatmitem answers were provided.

After the coding of all data, next analytical stamsisted inserting all coded text quotes and
observation notes in an Excel data base. Thendiegaries were analyzed each horizontally
across all respondents from both projects (i.eegmty or concept based analysis). Then |
systematically looked at variations between botlsecatudy projects concerning all
categories as well as at differences between iddaliparticipants. In the last step | analyzed
the difference between the respondent groups:cgaatits vs. organizers vs. neighbors. This
approach is derived from the “constant comparatie¢hod”, which is a general approach to
theory development looking at differences and vtiania (Glaser & Strauss 1967). The result
was a differentiated scheme of all identified catezs that can be grouped under key
categories as shown in the category tree (seed-ig2)r
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Figure 12: Category-tree
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The next analytical step consisted in refining ¢hestegories conceptually and looking at
their interrelations. Here it was useful to go baxkhe primary data (within the editing
process), reviewing all main data material in adadcanalysis concerning the main
categories (in a ‘circular process’, see Figure 13)

Figure 13: Circular analysis scheme
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This iterative process resulted in a theoreticatileh@round main concepts which was
constantly tested against individual responderggygnd across case study projects. For
example, | found after careful revision that theegary “Search for togetherness and
community” was actually proving to be a main coniaapnbining various other categories.
Or | unbundled categories and discovered new casceeh as the “Freedom — to do what
you like and to leave”. The resulting concepts dn@ir relationships are presented in the
conceptual model in Chapter 4.
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This method of verifying hypotheses about the aarieg and their interrelationships by
constant “revision and reformulation” (Steinke 199970) shows the process aspect of
grounded theory development (Strauss & Corbin 1988¢ inductive approach of
developing a theory goes together with a dedugidieg back from the theory to the data
for validation (“inductive-deductive approach”).

3.6 Conclusion - reflection on methodology

Research design, case selection, data collectiohaaialysis

The research design proved to be viable and déiection went very smoothly. There were
minor difficulties in finding appropriate respondgtor the survey in Rotterdam. This fact
was overcome as described and included in theaatlgsis.

Concerning the data analysis it should be mentighatl the individual social maps were
included in the analysis for each respondent amitwed across each case study project.
Differences in perceptions but also in the socetlork types became clear. These were
analyzed according to the four network types preeskim the coding scheme (see Appendix
E). However, these did not prove to be very usifukerms of distinguishing between the
respondents. Finally, | did not include the per$aoaial connectedness in my final analysis
since my focus was on the main question of peroeptand meanings of the community
garden projects. Notwithstanding, the social mapsga to be a very useful interview tool
to talk about the personal involvement and the oblehe project for each individual. This
data is used extensively in the analysis.

Discussion on the quality of data - reliability andlidity

The traditional understanding of objectivity andiaility in terms of strict replicability is
not appropriate for this kind of qualitative resdgarThat means the methods used will not
lead to the same results in another situation \aitbther researcher as they are context
specific and the analysis is interpretative (séekF2002, p. 319).

Central forreliability in the sense of qualitative research are theviatig aspects:

- Use of scientific qualitative research methods #melr standardsThe research
approach was based on Grounded Theory and invoiviagt techniques of data
analysis and theory development applying the rdsmeccriteria of quality
assessmefit.

- Detailed description of the research stages sodbearch process can be followed
and reproduced. | used a “research diary” in otdedocument the process, the
events, field visits, interviews, conversations &oreover, all research sessions of
data collection were recorded on video. This caridure transparency as well as a
reflection on role of the researcher in the redegooocess. Nevertheless, the
interpretative approach to the analysis and theldpment of the conceptual model

8 This is based on the criteria for the assessmeahapplicability of Grounded Theories by Glaser &
Strauss (1967) and the criteria for Grounded Théemelopment by Steinke (1999) based on Strauss
& Corbin (1996).
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can be criticized like all Grounded Theory baseseaech as being subjectively
based on the researcher’s interpretation.

With a complete documentation of the analysis @mseci is made explicit and
transparent, how | got from the data to the resulissed “Memos” (Strauss &
Corbin 1996) and especially diagrams in the datalyars and for concept
development.

Concerning thevalidity of a study the most important issue is that tlseaech process was
adequate to the research question, i.e. the adgqiathe sampling, development of the
questions and the coding scheme etc.

For the validity of my research the following asjsesre important:

40

Careful case selection: a representativeness afaites and subjects selected for the
phenomenon/ concept was assured by a clear andigwons sampling method/
“theoretical sampling” (i.e. selection of placesgmns/documents the basis of the
developed concepts).

Triangulation of data collection as well as of datalysis methods.

In order to get different views from participantsda non-participants, the
surrounding neighbors were included in the study.

Conducting of pre-fieldwork to find out about pdssi interviewees, testing the
concepts and their operationalization in the ingwquestions and observation
situations. Interview guideline and questionnairerav “cross-checked” by an
assistant researcher (especially the translations).

It was anticipated that a limitation in validitywd result from the camera influence.
The camera was not perceived to be disturbing siraditing except in one case
where the interview was upon request only soundrdedl. Shrum, Duque & Brown

(2005) state that the camera even has effectgdinabe seen as an asset.

Congruence: the concepts are empirically groundedare derived primarily from
the data not only from theory. | had the possipilib discuss them with the
participants of the study. Because of time constsatouldnot apply participatory
group interview techniques, communicative validato video feedback session.

The developed category system was “checked” bedmeblby another researcher for
validity. Constant verification and modification oftegories during the research
process ensured their validity.

It tried to be open to other concepts, conditioos,factors that might have
influenced the investigated concepts and | haveudee them in the explanation
(e.g. group specific factors, local settings ef€he fact, that the phenomenon is a
process and the study comes in at one certain glotutld not be underestimated.

Last but not least it was ensured that the resrtsrelevant and useful for the
practice by consulting session with practitioners.
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Film as research method — an experiment

My recommendations concerning the filming methodgloan be summarized as follows:

The filming is possible with a low budget equipmenty for filming outdoors and
recording 1-2 hour interviews (digital-video cametdpod, a separate clip-on
microphone is necessary).

For editing professional help is needed and theaissomputer technology (high
hardware requirements) and semi-professional softiganecessary.

| found that it is actually possible to film theténviews with only one experienced

researcher who is interviewer and camera persdheasame time. However, the

quality of the filmed images, even with a lot ofpexience, will not be satisfactory

(camera cannot be handled) and therefore it idyhigltommended to have a second
person for filming and technical handling.

When having to work with interpreting it is not ahble to use this filming method,
it is hardly possible to edit the material later on

Attention should be paid to the premise of the aege questions over the filming.
This means that the research should not be distuspehe filming, nothing should
be staged or said for the recording and spontasbityld never be excluded.

One of the main problems | encountered was relitéte academic rules that are
bound to disciplines and do not allow the comboratof a written and film
document for an academic degree. This issue hlas tvercome in order to enable
social science students to use film as researchauet
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Chapter 4: Findings on research questions: The peeptions on
community gardens by organizers, participants, and
surrounding neighbors

In this chapter the findings on how organizers.tipigants, and surrounding neighbors
perceive the community garden projects are predenide differences between the
perceptions of the three respondent groups argzsthland the findings on organizational
features and different project approaches are slsgtliconcerning their implications for the
conceptual model.

The results are discussed within their analytiGatiegory. Besides, a few personal case
stories are presented (see boxes) in order toajipieture on the stories of the individual
respondents.

As presented in Chapter 3.5, from the first analyteps based on coding, 65 analytical
categories were derived which were grouped aroentral categories. In the next analytical
step, | conducted a conceptual analysis basedeofttinstant comparative method” (Glaser
& Strauss 1967). As a result, the categories weganized into aconceptual modethat
incorporates their interrelations and tries to akphll the results of my study in one model.
This result scheme on the perceptions of commugayden projects is forming the
framework of this chapter (see Figure 14).

42 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commiggtden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



Figure 14: Result scheme - conceptual model on meaningsrofremity garden projects
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The model incorporates the context and organizaifoeach project and the differentiation

in respondent groups. The figure shows how the mgarof the community garden projects

for the different respondent groups can be summdriin five central features (sub-

categories). These features are cross-cutting, rtiegtns they can be observed in both
projects and across all respondent groups. Theycallective meanings’ in the sense that
they hold true not only for certain individuals {wicertain motivations or roles) but | found

that those features are perceived by possiblyttadi’different individual respondents.

Most concepts in the model are ‘integrated concetbtat is they subsume other categories.
All concepts are interrelated. As indicated by theow in the scheme the main

interrelationship exists between place-making ahd tentral features which will be

explained in detail.

In addition to the general meanings or centraluiest, community garden projects can bring
about personal benefits such as having an occupatioognition, social connectedness etc.
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(sub-categories). Those individual meanings arew@gnt on the personal life situation and
characteristics of the individual respondents aodot hold true for the perceptions of all
participants, organizers and neighbors. Therefbreglled them personal benefits (main
category) and the arrows indicate that they aeriiakated with the central features.

The central meanings of community garden projeetsl Ito a sense of engagement and
belonging, and are connected to the appropriatiospace as well as to the concept of
meeting place which constitutes the central concefptplace-making. Place-making
processes incorporate spatial and social tiesalseeChapter 2).

In my analysis of the community garden projecte@lmaking is seen as the underlying and
cross-cutting concept. It is the core concept ef émpirically grounded theoretical model
derived from my case study analysis. In the grajth&indicated that social interactions are
the connecting category in the background thatspkayole in all central categories of the
model (as discussed below). So the concepts oélsoohnectedness and place-making are
interrelated (which does not mean this is a canesationship}’

In contrast to my pre-empirical conceptual framdwa@resented in Chapter 2.2, this
empirical conceptual model shows a more differéatiapicture of community garden
projects based on the central research quesfitnich social processes and project features
make the community gardens become understood byortienizers, participants, and
surrounding neighbors as projects that foster peses of place-making and social
connectedness?

There was an interesting shift throughout the gs@# my research which is reflected in the
model. In the beginning two concepts were to beestigated - social connectedness and
place-making - which were assessed as equally taaporin the resulting conceptual model

the different ‘social aspects’ that were bundledidtly together in one concept were

reconfigured. This differentiation is a result dmas not been made prior to the empirical
analysis. The strong presence of social connecssdag concept is symbolized by the all-
encompassing circle of “social interaction” in tgeaphic. Also the separate category of
social connectedness focusing on the bridging ba@pital creation is included under

personal benefits.

° It is not stated that place-making necessarilyddeto social connectedness and reverse social
connectedness does not have to imply place-makinzepses.
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4.1 Central features and meanings of community gaeh projects

First, there are the meanings the respondentsbastd the garden projects that are
considered to be the central cross-cutting featofresmmunity gardening.

Central features/meanings of community garden pteje

e to have a place to be

* to do together - joint activities

e to create something

* to be free do what you like and to leave
e to search for togetherness & community

These meanings refer among other things to thefitegained from the gardens, the values
and ideas connected to them, as well as the pdiisgmartance assigned to them.

Most of the meaning categories reflect individuatgeptions by any of the participants (or
organizers) and possibly some meaning has beenanedtonly by one or two respondents.
There are also participants, mostly the less actnes, who do not ascribe much ofpeecial
meaning to the garden project. They just want teeha garden, such as Till and Dirk in
Berlin. They like it for their children, to showedm “how a carrot grows” and to harvest their
own vegetables. They do not attend the meetindeeogarden work daySFor the others
this might be their occupation or hobby, | havetinge for that."(Participant 13/ Berlin).

This leads me to the first and key category on nmgaelaborated from my empirical
findings.
4.1.1 ‘Just be here’ - to have a place to be

In the “Wijktuin het Oude Westen”, Rotterdam, thental category of meanings is
expressed dg9ust be here”(Wilma, Participant 1/ Rotterdam).

“l think the common thing is that they like to berda Not even to work here but to BE here.
To be in the garden and see the green around théPadrticipant 1/ Rotterdam

“You know SIT. And we drink coffee, we talk?aticipant 6/ Rotterdam

But what does thigust being in a placenean? It means to have a place for yourself where
you can be and sit, without demands and pressure.

“They come in and sit and have some tea and tdlkle bit, and say: ‘oh how are you?’
Mainly that is the purpose of the garden. (LiesbP#uticipant 6/ Rotterdam)

The “just” being and talking a little bit, the srtdlk, the everyday practice of sitting and
chatting (and not going too deep, being too sejimuan important element.

“And then if a woman sits in her house and you hasthing to do, she can just come and sit
there.” (Participant 6/ Rotterdam)

It also means to be together in a group and a wiapfathe isolation some people experience
staying at home.

“l think it can be nice for some people who livetbeir own and stay in the house...people
that for some reason have no job or sit at homarer maybe a little bit shy or it is
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difficult for them to make contact maybe... So pebke that maybe can enjoy it. But
that is with every voluntary work.” (Liesbeth, Parpant 6/ Rotterdam)

So the need for such a place has to do with theopat life situation of the participants. The
garden has sometimes the purpose of giving a stdase, a ground to stand on, which |
call “a place that holds”.

“What holds me here: | have a very insecure lifeiagion, from a social perspective and
personally. | have to struggle quite a lot thesgsd&o for me this is the place where |
can rest. Every time when | am here | am contenteHs the pond, my patch, maybe
the other people... most of the times you meetahe people and you can talk a little
bit.” (Petra, Participant 1/ Berlin)

“For me this is a real foothold (“echter Halt"), @uffer zone against this frustration. That is
the function of this garden for me personally. Myspat home have the same function.
You just have to find something for yourself tlesggs you up and going.” (ibid)

The creation of such@lace that holdgomplies also with the intention and perceptiothef
organizers.

“A fixed place is important because many people&vadays are tossed back and forth.
There is lack of securities, also spatial ones.gPedave to be mobile and flexible in
their job and hardly anybody has a fixed team tlotg to regularly. Or people are on
welfare and are just parked at home.

And here you are in a real place and you can be ¢&ind hier ist man real”). Here
you are doing something real. That is somethingsimgs for the young and highly
educated people who often have too many thingsavidnd too little real people
around them. That is a problem of the separatiod iadlividualization nowadays. This
here (the garden) is a counter force.” (Sabi@eganizer 7/ Berlin)

Having a place to be involves also a sense of pgeigrand the feeling of being welcome at
the place. This feeling of being part of the plexcelearly shown in the following quote:

“You can relax, you can tell everything you warikeLme | can tell everything. They listen
to me.” (Hellen, Participant 3/ Rotterdam)

To be accepted to tell everything means for Hettext she is part of the group. ‘To be here’

also means to be part of a social group and, asdhee time of a ‘meaningful social space’,

as discussed in the next chapter. Here, | reféndaotion of place as presented in Chapter
2.3.1. The community garden as a place is estadifly the social contacts and meanings
ascribed to it. To have a place ‘to be’ means aelaas gained meaning through social
action (Blokland 2001) by personal, group, andwaltprocesses (Altman & Low 1992).
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4.1.2 ‘To do together’ - joint activities

“They have the need to do something and they rdidly it.” (Natalie, Organizer 9/
Rotterdam)

Another theme in the community gardens is “to dagh’. This is a concept with many
facets. It seems to be that doing somethimgetherand engage in joint activities is the
central aspect here.

“They like to work with each other. Many times wilysn work in a group with each other,
you do more. That is nice to do and it is gezéllignita, Participant 2/ Rotterdam)

This category is closely connected to the categbigociability or ‘Gezelligheid’ in Dutch.
“They are all en betje gezellig” (Participant 3/ Rerdam)which means “they are all a little
bit sociable or convivial”.

“Because it is good to be together on a day thatice.” (Wilma,Participant 1/ Rotterdam)

So, the aspect of “doing things” in a joint effartd self-organized manner is a theme in the
garden project on its own.

“I have the feeling we work good. We are workingetiter, we can talk together. [...] We
do together” (Hellen, Participant 3/ Rotterdam)

The social aspect of ‘talking and doing togetheran important feature of gardening as
activity:

“I think it is a good thing that people work toget in the garden, and that they pick out the
weeds together. You can talk. If you have yourasaointacts during picking the weeds
- it works double - you get two positive things kilng in the garden.” (Jeroen,
Participant 8/ Rotterdam)

Especially in the Rotterdam project an emphasputson the ‘gardening together’ with the
aim that the participants know each other, haveenfon, and thereby also can be more
‘productive’.

“That is why the Tuinwerkdag (joint garden work §l&s/so important because they see each
other. Work with each other. Because when you \atmke it is not so stimulating like
if you are talking and working together.” (Natali®rganizer9/ Rotterdam)

Something similar says Frauke the organizer from Haskerwiese, Berlin. The joint
activities and the communal setting are very imgoarin practice since some things like
having a compost or the gardening equipment onlgensense if a group organizes them
jointly. “There are clearly things that only work because glouthem together. We cannot
all have our own pond for examplgFrauke, Organizer 4/ Berlin).

“If you build a pond together, then everybody isigd (Sabine Organizer 7/ Berlin). Here,
collective activities are associated with groupding. This story from the ‘Biirgergarten’ on
how they built the pond in a joint effort togetheith many people was told to me various
times. It seems to be the event that constitutedctmmunity. The quote resembles the -
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maybe a bit romanticizing - idea that working andlding together can create a feeling of
equity™’.
“So we worked here TOGETHER. [...] It was very nizait together with other people and

work in the garden. [...] Just around each other,rgliedy with her or his own task.”
(Liesbeth Participant 6/ Rotterdam)

The notion of togetherness plays an important iolthe garden projects as | will discuss
further below (Chapter 4.1.5).

However, there are also a faentradicting statements by participants who do not care so
much about being together.

“Everybody is on their own piece. We do not talle Weet seldom, only if we make an
appointment. We usually do not work at the same timthe other one is on the other
side.” (Gera, Participant 4/ Rotterdam)

Also in Berlin there are people who do not wanbéopart of the coziness of “gezelligheid”
and just want to do their own thing (see also belower ‘Freedom’). Some participants
“come for the garden itself not for the peopléParticipant 7/ Rotterdam). Clearly, some
people do not appreciate too much sociability aistijvant to be alone.

“My main wish is that they do not involve too mweith me. Leave me quiet. The garden is
more to be alone, other activities to be with peopl..]The people are nice because
they do not interfere with my things, they do nabinto know everything about me and
respect me, leave me quiet.” (Gera, ParticipanRaétterdam)

4.1.3 ‘To create something’

Directly linked to the “doing together” categorytise cross-cutting category of “to create
something”. This comprises not only creation antivagarticipation but also creativity and
the idea of self-actualization.

“In gardening you create something and when it cemat it is yours. You have created it. It
is like taking care of something. Especially if ylminot have children. It is remarkable
but many of the gardeners do not have childreis. like having something for yourself
and create something for yourself.” (Natalie, Orgaar / Rotterdam)

To be able to create by yourself and to be actiivelglved signifies for Sabine, organizer in
Berlin, to get a sense of achievement and gaireséspccording to her this is important
when institutions offer activities in the ‘welfate-work’ and volunteer sector.

“And here you are doing something real. [...] Aciie®, in which they can do something
serious, where they are needed and can developtsimgéndependently and bring in
their own ideas. This you have in gardening.”(Sab{rganizer 7/ Berlin)

She stresses that in gardening this immediate &amient is possible from which you can
gain positive feedback and she compares it to @ttkdrities such as cooking. This category

1% Connected to this, Blokland (2008a) states thaiglsomething together does not necessarily bring
about community development and social capitalergcase (p. 161).
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is closely connected to the recognition categoeg (zelow). It is about creating something
visible and real where one can see or taste thdtsasirectly. This is a rewarding feature of
the gardening activity itself that poses a positiwatrast to some people’s everyday life
experience, for example in trying to get a job.

“The gardening work makes me feel good becausa Isea that something is happening. |
can plan and | can realize it. Something actuatppens.” (Participant 1/ Berlin)

This category can be linked to the theoretical appines on appropriation of space that
consider everyday practices to be crucial for cveatpatial practices (e.g. Petrescu n.d.).
Connected to this, in the notion of “lived spaaealternative spatial practices (Shields
2004) the ‘production of place’ through gardening ather activities includes a symbolic
aspect. This symbolic appropriation of space refeace-making in terms of Blokland
(2001) denoting the “production of places for sbitlantity formation” (p. 269).

4.1.4 Freedom — ‘to do what you like and to leave’

“I am free here. | can do what | want when | woee&.” (Anita, Participant 2/ Rotterdam)

In my analysis | found a new meaning of the gangierjects in the freedom of action, in the
pleasure to do what you like and to come and gaeter you want.

“l want to do what | like. That is it. And | am lkg that | can do it.” (Participant 1/
Rotterdam)

This idea of freedom plays a role on various levielgshe garden activity as a job and as a
volunteering activity as well as in the choice gbea of involvement, functions, activities,
and times. For Liesbeth from Rotterdam her maimthés this freedom in her voluntary
activity.

“For me this is the main thing. That you work wiibople, that you do the thing that you like
and that people like the things they do and likedme here.” (LiesbetiRarticipant 6/
Rotterdam)

Here also the freedom to leave whenever you lileissue.

“It was very nice to sit there together with otlople and work in the garden. And then |
worked a few hours and then | said bye bye, sesgatuweek” (LiesbetRarticipant
6/ Rotterdam)

“And then when we are finished working, we say ¢olme we have time for coffee’. And
then somebody says, ‘I go home, | go to run myneisa And then we say ‘okay,
maybe next week maybe see you again’.” (HeRkamticipant 3/ Rotterdam)

Moore (1897) described this as “the democratic el@nwhich is most essential - the
absolute freedom to come and go as one please§).(ple gives this value to the Saloon,
the bar which he puts in contrast to a club “whiey would offer conventions instead of
freedom” {bid, p. 6). This “democratic freedom” that is esserttiatocial life is inherent to
the gardening activity.
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“One participant told me at first it was irritatinghat he worked so hard and everybody else
just cared about their own space. But then he reisgethat because here is a place for
people who do that.” (Natalie, Organizer 9/ Rotteinal)

It seems a community garden can be successfukifptrticipants are given a space for
realizing their own thing and for being free to d@anat they want. Also many non-

participants (neighbors) say that the main reasminta join is the fear of rigid rules and

duties like in a club or association.

4.1.5 Search for togetherness and community

An important meaning or feature of the garden putsjés the search for thieeling of
togethernes¢‘Zusammgehdérigkeitsgefiihl). This can be connédtethe idea of creating a
“community” or “second family”.

“I hope that we get together more and a group ¥alim. That a community is created that
takes also responsibility. There are good startmints for this here, in the talks we
have or when taking care of the watering, when $mug goes on vacation.” (Petra,
Participant 1/ Berlin)

Some participants in Berlin are longing for an ambvillage’ or ‘small town atmosphere’
where you can get to know each other by meetingtenfionally and get acquainted slowly
and on a long-term basis Also Frank in Berlin hopes that the people wilbw together
more and the garden community will become a “sedamdly” for him in the future.

“l think the people who live in the direct neighbood can grow closer together again. They
also talk with each other now. And one knows tierotNot as we know it from the
West, that you hardly know your neighbors.” (FraRkrticipant 6/ Berlin)

In the Berlin project an interesting motive is tieestablishment of neighborhood bonds as
they existed in times of the socialist GDR befdre teunification in 1989.

“This we did not have before (the reunificationkeeybody knew each other in our house
and we did things together.” (ibid)

This togetherness was lost after the reunificadiod is often claimed as the biggest losses of
the ‘westernization’'Everybody just cares about himself. Everybody tastruggle with
his own problemsTibid).

Frank and some other participants have lost tlobirgnd centers of life (he was politically
involved, had a good job and a family that alsokbrapart). In addition, they lost their
“Zusammengehdrigkeitsgefuhl”, the feeling of togestiess in their houses and
neighborhoods. The latter they want to rebuild mglaiough the community garden project.
“What is lost in the everyday life could be healtede a little bit.” (ibid).

* Original: “Ich wiirde gerne Leute haben, mit dengan sich nach und nach kennenlernt. Wie in der
Kleinstadt, auf Dauer. Das ist in Berlin schwi€ti@articipant 1/ Berlin)
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Box 1: [Case story on personal benefits of the gaeth project and the search for
togetherness]

Peer, 42 years old, most active participant from Berlitgs in the housing block
across the street from the Burgerpark for 20 years.

‘Il am here every day. That is fun. We always watyether.” (Peer Participant 5/
Berlin)

Peer mentions rather the social component compuo$egktting to know the people
and “togetherness” (“Zusammenhalt”). Personally,has found “an occupation fo
himself” which is the most important benefit fomhiOn my question what would b¢
missing in the neighborhood if there would not be garden he say¥-or example
occupation for me, no?'and laughs. He is unemployed but does not talkhnahout
it, the garden is his work. The project is very artant for him and his entire family.

“I need this here. Otherwise the walls would caven me just being at home (“sons
wurde mir zu Hause die Decke auf den Kopf fallehfjeed physical activity. If |
do not have that | go crazy. | would sit at home agpaper one room after the
other every day. No, really that is not what | wa(®eer)

He has found meaningfulness in the gardening ds$ lit “with his whole heart”

One cannot imagine what he has done before heddime project one year ago.
Remarkable is that before joining the garden Pags sot to have done any volunte¢

work or being member in an association or clubjud¢ found out coincidentally that
gardening is his purpose.

Finding this meaning for his life made him hapflyam completely happy and wan
this all to stay as it is, the people to stay tame” (ibid).

Here it also seems to be very important that dlvidies are done jointly and peoplé
help each other.

“Even if we are all very different, if the chipseadown everybody is there. And that
important.” (ibid)

These ideas of bonding like in a family and relyorgeach other he shares with h
friend Frank whom he found in the project. Peex rson that makes an effort to g
in contact and thereby upholds a lot of the comiation of the project group.

“To talk a lot! | just always go up to everybodydachat with them. And then, by a Ic
of talking we got to, not talking but doing now, &a@roup was created that doe
everything together and works here together evayy’dibid)

This little group around him consists of basicallyo more people and some othe
people who join mostly for the coffee breaks. Thegnpletely belong to the place an
inhabit it“from seven in the morning on until the late afteom every day”.

He uses his own social ability which he consideramasset that is based on his ov
culture stemming from the socialist GDR times.

—
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“Look, | grew up in the GDR and that means a |diefie we have learned this, to helt
each other and to make something out of nothing,ualerstand? To make cand
out of shit, as we say.” (ibid)

His values and ideology are communitarian. To leglph other and to create a certain
togetherness is extremely important to him.

“This we have learned and that helps us here. Belime. To go up to the people gnd
ask: ‘come on help’ that does not really work i ¥Mest, | guess. An ‘Ossi’ (Eastgrn
German) is much more helpful and just joins in.fd$tat is so much in my head stjll.
And that is good here, talk to the people and diit)

= =

Also theneighbors who live across the street of the community ganteBerlin say that
there was a lot of social contact before. One rmglsays they had parties together in their
housing block where everybody contributed somethlhgvas “a nice feeling” a “real
togetherness”(Neighbor 4/ Berlin). However, she does not thatkall the garden could
bring this back. She is very negative about it acdially thinks the place was better before
without a park there, the dogs could go there. &b®s not believe in the idea of getting
more contacts in the neighborhood.

“It is just not the time anymore, everybody hagight with his own life, social contacts are
not possible anymore. This is not in their headgaore.” (Neighbor 4 / Berlin)

Another neighbor's opinion is a little more diffateted and positive about the
neighborhood park.

"Before we were all depending on each other, it mase social. [...] But, it is not true that
in the East everything was better, do not belidag! tThe community was forced on
you, we had to participate. We just sat togethareoor twice and in the end we only
said hello and the contact was cold. [...] A lotloihgs changed with the money coming
in. The money brought an attitude of ‘here take’'thiso we are not depending on each
other anymore." (Neighbor 3/ Berlin)

This category also raises the question why thetieeisearch for togetherness. There should
be an instrumental reason why people do or do awe la need for feeling this hold in a
group and for knowing their neighbors. One reasosupposedly to get the benefit of social
connectedness and bridging social capital whichssussed below (Chapter 4.2.6). There is
abundant research on the topic of community creatin the neighborhood level (e.g.
Blockland 2008b) which | will not discuss in detat this point. One crucial point to
mention is that communities in such an ‘individeali’ urban setting are so heterogeneous
that one cannot talk about a common interest timables a feeling of togetherness.
Especially, in the social and structural transfdramaafter the reunification in Berlin there
seems to be change from a (forced) homogeneous goitynto ‘no community at all’
which possibly creates this kind of longing for shing lost, the participants of the garden
project reveal.

So the question arises if this finding that is tedato historical and cultural conditions in
Germany can be generalized for other cases, which be only found out in another
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research. The ‘search for togetherness’ could fdesslin the case of the Rotterdam project.
Here the concept of doing together and “Gezellighisi more important (Chapter 4.1.2).

4.1.6 Conclusion on central features and meanings

The five presented central meanings are closelyected to each other. Altogether they
constitute the cross-cutting main features of the tase study projects for the different
participant groups. That means, to have a placeetoto do in joint action, to create
something and, at the same time, being free to goith to leave and being driven by an
endeavor for togetherness are the central aspéascommunity garden project for the
respondents. They are constituents of the commugatglens and of the place-making
processes involved. At the same time they are dinehe dimension of social interaction.

The central category of “just be here” represédmsidea that the garden provides a space for
people to be, for everyday practices like ‘sittangd chatting’ which closely connects to the
meanings of community gardens as places basedotal selations and actions (see Chapter
2.3). So there is a close interrelationship todbecept of place-making which is elaborated
in Chapter 4.3. In addition, the importance of ja@ntivity and togetherness become clear in
the findings as well as the active part of doing areating something which links to the
concept of appropriation of space (see ChapteBy.3he “democratic freedom” to leave
and to do what you like is a new concept foundhamdpen coding process and in connection
to the literature (Moore 1897). This idea of indegence and freedom which is crucial for
engagement in community gardens is discussed furtt@hapter 4.3.1.

4.2 Personal benefits

In addition to the general or cross-cutting measihdgdentified personal benefits that the
people involved gain from the participation in th@den projectsWhat do the people get
out of the garden projects personally, why do thegage in the garden projects, and what
would be missing without the gardens?

| found many meanings that relate to this questitere, six main themes that represent the
personal benefits the participants and organizea drom the garden projects are
highlighted. These benefits are also perceivechbysurrounding neighbors, as the analysis
of the survey showed.

Personal benefits:

e to have ajob & occupation

e recognition - to be needed and accepted
« healing and calming

e gardening and nature

« fulfill personal ideology

* social connectedness & bridging

It can be observed that on the personal benefitendimes directly related to the life
situation of the person and reveal a personal maitemotivation to participate in the
project.
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“Some people do volunteer work to develop themsedwel to not get isolated. There are
two sorts: some want to forget their own life amdlidate it to something else and some
who are more educated. They make an effort to rsakeething out of themselves.
They want to do something for their own good -et fjood, by doing something for
the community.” (Natalie 01:25)

How all six different categories blend togethebést presented in the personal story of a
participant in Rotterdam.

Box 2: [Case story: Hellen originally from Cameroun Participant / Rotterdam]

“Because | have nothing else to do, | have no @bl go there | am busy, | do my thing
when | come home then it is better. Than sitting tieinking: Oh | have no job,
what am | going to do? You get more nervous! Sogyothere, you can talk to the
bird you talk to... yeah. | like it, you meet peojtiés better for me to get out, talk
to people with my big mouth, laugh, drink tea. Wheit at home, | eat my wall,
you understand? (laughs).” 00:49

=4

“But it is not nice when you only go walking in thleopping when you have nothing t
buy, because you have no money. But when you ateeigarden, you can talk
with the plant. You can make your fingers greeru Kimow you touch nature! It
makes you forget small things. | do not know. Mayé&e from the jungle but we
believe in that. Maybe because | was born in timglgi so | believe in that if you
are nervous you go walk a little bit. You go walkhe park.

Here in Europe you people have a park. But we incafyou go behind your
house because there is trees. You walk a littlByyithalf an hour it will make your
brain calm and you come back. So | find it make®rain relax. And thanks, | am
very very proud that | am doing that. (laughs)” 88:

@D

“That is Hellen you know, this is me (laughs). I§de somebody working | say com
here come inside. Get a cup of coffee, ehh tealilgu | like to invite people.
Because | know what happened to me, when | canee tdren | did not have
friends. | was feeling lonely. So | think that isyw like to have friends.” 00:27

4.2.1 Having a job and an occupation — “This is mwork”

One central personal benefit is to have an oconpaind keeping oneself busy. Many people
are long-term or temporarily unemployed and setgshk in life or just want something to do

(see case story above).

“For me it is important that | have an occupatiofhat | keep myself busy and do
something. And meet people you know?” (PBarticipant 5/ Berlin)

“I was at home, | had no work. | thought it is @ito do. You have to do something and feel
good. So | chose this. (Liesbeth, Participant 6té&dam)

Many participants in both case study projects guerteive the gardening activity as their
work or job and literally refer to it as such. hretinterview Hellen refers various times to the
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gardening project as ‘her work’. When | called k@rsee her again she told mieam on
vacation” - so | could not meet her.

“Peer is also unemployed, for a long time. But bstjdoes so much here although he gets
zero money for it. This is his work you can safarticipant 1/ Berlin)

When | asked Gera, the 79 year old lady in the vk about her professional life she
answered seriously, almost indignantly: am still a volunteer! Then you are really
responsible for that patch!{Participant 4/ Rotterdam). She identifies with tfa@den. In the
summer she is there several times per week andtisoesetakes the task of opening the
garden a lunch time.

This topic of finding a substitute for a work oretfob market is connected to the general
discourse on job insecurity and unemployment inegpcThis issue was mostly relevant in
the Berlin project where it was dominating the ylaibnversations of the project participants
as well as the neighbors. The participants giveomamce to the cutback of the welfare state
in Germany and specifically to the economic sitwatof Berlin (“Berlin is poor but sexy”
said one participant referring to a popular slogdn) contrast, | found in Rotterdam
statements likethere is so much money her@Vilma, Participant 1/ Rotterdam). Likewise,
the “ID-Banen” and other welfare to work jobs amers much more positive amongst
organizers and participants and seem to be lagnatized than in Berlin. Here, the debate
around “Hartz IV” is dominant: the precarious cdiutlis of the freelance jobs and welfare-
to-work (“Ein-Euro-Jobs”) which are commonly seexfRilligjobs” (second rate).

4.2.2 Recognition — ‘to be needed and accepted’

Closely related to the issue of having an occupasdhe benefit of getting recognition and
doing something “meaningful”. The thriving for aptence and recognition is related to
feelings of insecurity that may result from thepagive life situations or from being long
term unemployed.

“Yes, the people who matter actually value my woeke. They appreciate what |1 do and
say: ‘Nice what you have done’. Or they invite meléinch or we have a barbecue.
That is fine. It is worth a lot | think.” (Peer, Rcipant 5/ Berlin)

One participant describes the environment as baeg to all kinds of people and ,although
they are unemployed®, respect is paid.

“There is a certain acceptance. | am not the ontgmployed here. And one was not judged
according to the job you have and there was nol surcobvious hierarchy. Rather the
main thing is what one does and what you put ire ditaftsmen that work here with a
‘1-Euro-Job’ (welfare to work) are very much resget because of their work. | was
attracted to this.” (Petra, Participant 1/Berlin)

For the project itself recognition seems to be andcial reward and requirement for
engagement. Therefore, the organizers are alsoenmet about giving recognition and
adding meaning to the activity. We need a “cultofeecognition” for the volunteers, says
Frauke (Organizer / Berlin).

,YOU have a better quality of life when you are aek and you do something meaningful,
and here also where you can use a beautiful pla¢gabine, Organizer 7/ Berlin)
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Respect and acceptance, especially to feel redpenss also an issue in the Wijktuin
project.

“They do not work, none of them. They are on welfar. If people are on welfare they feel
unworthy so it is a good thing for them to come loetause you are getting money
from the government but you are doing somethingittor(Natalie, Organizer 9/
Rotterdam)

4.2.3 Healing and calming

An essential meaning of the gardening projecthiergarticipants is the healing and calming
effect of the gardening activity for themselves.

“The garden here it makes me feel calm. Becaus® Ithgre, | talk to the people.”
(Participant 3/ Rotterdam)

The garden’s meanings are sometimes related tifat@rcumstances of a person which can
be related to overcoming a life crisis. “And adbthem somewhere their life got stuck, they
have some trouble” (Participant 1/Rotterdam, 00:16yercoming a break down or
psychological problems is an important functiortr@ garden projects. It is remarkable that
many of the participants in both projects are peeyth personal problems.

“It makes you forget small things. You walk a ditthit. By half an hour it will make your
brain calm and you come back. So | find it makedrain relax.” (Hellen, Participant
3/ Rotterdam)

Some participants in the Rotterdam project werecifipally sent there as rehabilitation
measure by their doctors or social workers as anfof “occupational therapy” (see
interview Participant 3/Rotterdam, who is tellingoat her doctor who advised her to join
the project).

“You know, like this | can get my nervousnesstke Iiiit down.” (Participant 3/ Rotterdam)

This quote shows the quality of the gardening &@gtior a person who still needs to get her
‘feet back on the ground’ and who is trying to dipwet integrated again. To be able to
implement something and see something happen (s 4.1.3 “to create something”) is
a very important factor after being frustrated bg job market on many occasions - as one
personal story of a Berlin participant shows.

“I have really declined socially in the last yeasnd | arrived here frustrated. For me this is
a real foothold here to buffer this frustration. &this the function this garden has for
me personally. My pets at home have the same éumddne has to find something that
keeps you up and going.” (Participant 1/ Berlin)
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4.2.4 Gardening - “You know you touch nature!”

Another more “earthly” but central meaning of tleenunity garden is — not surprisingly —
gardening. Most people just want to have a gartt&y, have a serious interest in plants and
want to learn about horticulture. They like to plamd to be outside with fresh air and
contact with naturé&’

“You can talk with the plants. You can make yongdirs green.” (Hellen, Participant 3/
Rotterdam)

“Because we live in the city and it is very nicework with your hands and to work with
plants. Get dirty, move” (Liesbeth, Participant®étterdam)

The experience of nature “in the middle of the "cisyimportant for most participants. The
meaning of gardening is closely connected to athézgories like “doing things” jointly and
connecting to the ground and place.

“I come for the gardening itself... And to be outsididis actually is the most important
thing at this moment.” (Arina, Participant 7/ Raitiam)

| found interesting that the plants and the commraiion around them seem to have a
mediating functiorfsee explanation below), in particular for the tielas within the group.

“Sometimes we talk about [personal things] ... Buabstly we only talk about what a
beautiful plant and such [...] You know we talk aboature. About the plants, the
flowers. But we never talk about when we have &lpm, no. But if somebody has a
problem there... We just conversate, we walk aroweddo our things and we forget
about it.” (Hellen Participant 3/ Rotterdam)

Most participants in both projects stress thatrtimerpersonal contact in the groups is based
on or restricted to talking about the plants. Tiaiking about something else even if you
might have own personal issues pressing can heasleging and distracting effect.

“We always have something to talk about - the @aMou can always say: ‘Oh, what a
great plant that is’, or ‘oh, the lice have desteoymy spinach’... that makes it easy.”
(Petra, Participant 1/ Berlin)

The people tell stories about the plants, whichaséyt about the meanings of the gardening
activity for them. Like Gera talks about her “Cymi@’ (flower) and at the same time tells a
lot of what it means to have her own choice orvideand do her own thing in the garden.
Even most of the conflicts seem to arise and cawobeind certain plants or how to cut a tree.

Moreover, the plants and nature have a mediatingtion for the interaction of the
gardeners with the urban surroundings. If the pefioim the neighborhood take vegetables
and fruits, through garbage in the pond or destrpiant - the non-living things also mediate
interaction. The story about ‘unsere Esche’ (‘osh dree’) is one example of such a
mediating function. The central tree of the Blrgetgn was completely chopped off in a
vandalism act. Rapidly it grew new branches andds@and now it almost looks like before.

12 Original: “Man macht das weil man Interesse ant@machen hat. Sonst macht man das nicht. Spafs in
Erde zu buddeln und Sachen wachsen zu sehen.a(@&#9)
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“The ash tree really grows 5 cm per week. It shewsrybody who is the winner. It deserves
to stay.” (Henner, Participant 3/ Berlin)

“People here do not give up right away. They buifal again, also their support for each
other. One put some liquid pitch on the tree, onegsign for the vandalists, and another
one..." (Organizer 7/ Berlin). Thereby, a collective néw& or meaning was created
showing the bonding and resilience of the grdijpu see, nature wins over allSays Petra,
a participant.

In this case it is interesting to open up the jprtetation: the plants can be seen as mediating
artefacts which a concept from activity theory ahé socio-cultural school of cultural
psychology (Engestrom & Cole 1991). According tis #ypproach all activity is taking place
in “Activity Systems” and mediated by artefactsh& Re-mediation of action” by means of
the internalization and externalization of an atéf The mediating artefact not only
amplifies, it opens up new possibilities of intdrac and development (Engestrom 1996).
The tree story is a classical example for this tbeal concept of mediation of action.

4.2.5 ‘To fulfill personal ideology’

“So, we like to organize something good.” (Hellen)

All meanings that are connected to a certain idpgldoelief, mentality, or political

conviction, | have coded with the personal ideologyegory. Those ‘missions’ range from
creating place quality and community to environraésin, civic activism and “being social”
which are seen as values to be promoted throughgainden project. These ideological
approaches and perceptions are mainly found ioithenizers and the ‘leading participants’.

“Because | have always been into environmental tijpres and into the climate crisis...”
(Wilma, Participant 1/ Rotterdam)

“| realized that there is a lot to do in our own wary. If you do not do anything for your
neighborhood, why go to Africa? | think that is Egjo. If you do not even say ‘hi’ to
your own neighbor. People are in need also her®4talie, Organizer 9/ Rotterdam)

The two organizers in both projects who belongrtarstitution (Sabine & Natalie) see the
garden also as “means to an end” (Sabine, Organierin). This is to serve their
institutional goals which consist in neighborhoodtegration as well as organize
volunteering or welfare to work opportunities (sbapter 4.4.2).

Also the participants who did not initiate the gardgrojects but are very active as gardeners
have their convictions that motivate them to engage

“l find it quite important that people come to tegrwith each other (“sich arrangieren”)
and start doing things and do not always take mdaeit. But do something to make it
beautiful (“dass es schon wird”). Not only one pamsshould do that but more people
should do that, you know.” (Peer, Participant 5/ri3®

“If you do something for the others and if you du ask what you get out of {Gerlinde,
Participant 2/ Berlin)

To do something for others as a personal satisfadsi a well known motive in these kinds
of projects. Some of the ideological motives areaaoncrete level such as doing something
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for the immediate neighborhood to keep it clean enadke it greener as well as for certain
target groups such as immigrants and old people.

“l also feel a little bit like helping to integratélo be a little bit social.” (Gera, Participant
4/ Rotterdam)

4.2.6 Social connectedness and bridging -“maybe you
will need the people one day”

As presented in Chapter 2.3, social connectednassbben conceptualized in this study
based on the concept of social capital as involbimigding of a group of people and bridging
between different groups of neighbors and socitucall groups (e.g. Putnam 2000). The
creation, access and use of social capital hasibgestigated in detail as a central concept.
However, in the presentation of the results | foouyy on the aspects which reveal the
predominant social phenomena in the community gexd€he central issue is the creation
of social contacts and bridging social capital bass the mechanisms and networks between
participants (bonding) and their personal sociaiteh

The personal benefit to build up one’s own socetwork is a different concept than the
notion of sociability (‘Gezelligheid’ in Dutch) afoing something together in a group which
was discussed in chapter 4.1.2.

“For some people it is important not to have a gamcn their own, but that you meet people
here. There are also singles here for whom the ect@aness is important. The social
contact is at least as important as the garden@therwise people would have gone to
rent an allotment garden instead. They really waritve like this and interact like this
with each other.” (Sabine Organizer 7/ Berlin)

Social capital is defined as “actual or potentedaurces which are linked to possession of a
durable network” or “to membership in a group whigbrovides each of its members with
the backing of collectively-owned capital” (Bourdi@986, pp. 248-249). This is shown in
the example of Jan who is a volunteer also in thiktWh and other garden projects in
Rotterdam. He is a single and does not work anddwasd friendships through his various
volunteer activities and appreciates the sociatamrand support of the project group.

“You can help each other if you have little probenfou can talk that out with each other.”
(Participant 8 / Rotterdam)

In both projects there is a particular group oftipgrants who very much count on the
contacts and bridging social capital as benefimfrtheir participation in the project.
Interestingly, some interviews reveal social cdpit@ation in its most classic sense. One
example is Peer who met many new people througbrtject and established strong social
ties. Peer says on the question what would be mgssithout the garden projectThe
contacts which one has established now with thelpeaould be missing. Otherwise, we
would not meet and get to know each other. We wooldeven get the idea to talk to the
other people. How could we?” (Participant 05/ Bar)0:44).

Nevertheless, some of the participants and orgemdm® not seem to perceive the creation of
social capital and the establishment of social atistasnain motivation or resource gained
from the gardening activity. Especially a few pagants in the Dutch project stressed that
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the project had nothing to do with building up staontacts and networks. Remarkably,
they consider their networks as private and theunteler work as not influencing their
personal social capital.

“This is a space only for me. | only deal with theople about the garden. This does not
come in my private life. This do not want to talkemt to my home, they should not
become friends. Keep it separate.” (Arina, Partamp 7/ Rotterdam)

Bridging social capital (between groups) is directed towards “more outwhmaking
networks with people across social cleavages” @nut2000, p. 22). It creates access to
external assets and information and therefore portant for “getting aheadilid, p. 23).

“I know if | would call Gerlinde and her husband &l need something. For example, | am
not well, please take me with your care here orghe they would do that right away.
There they would stand. They would be here. Magioenged the people one day.”
(Peer,Participant 5/ Berlin)

Some participants’ striving for connectedness hasobjective to build up social networks
and bridging social capital as a means of accessstiurces, for example for finding a job.

“That was actually my hope (to meet people throtighpeople here)One participant told
me that he was hoping to find contacts to get sagdin. He has already tried to talk about
this with many fellow gardeners.

“Or even that | could get to a business idea viktlaése people and the garden project. But
absolutely nothing has come out of it so far. (Rgsant 1/ Berlin)

In the analysis | found that bridging between défe social groups exists mainly and
significantly in the Berlin community garden prdjethe Birgergarten group is very mixed
socially, culturally and age-wise. The participarsisongly emphasize the differences
between people and stress that they really gegaidth each other.

“The users of the garden are totally mixed (“Quesel’) from student to pensioner, from
unemployed to consultant. Really mixed. Many differgroups and classes are
represented.” (Peer, Participant 5/ Berlin)

“People from different milieus can come togethereh&hat is not so much the case in other
spaces around here.” (Ronjon, Participant 8/ Bexlin

The student Ronjon from Berlin gives the garderreagvalue as “networking place”, “a
meeting place where some people from the neighlodritome together who normally do
not have much to do with each othdiRonjon, Participant 8/ Berlin}-or example, he as a
“night-active” student meets older people who héived in the neighborhood for many
years or young families who have a very differé@etdtyle than he has.

The participants see the resources gained frorm@astuch a mixed group in the different
cultures and diversity of personal backgrounds &l ws in the different educational
backgrounds. In the Blrgergarten one of the ‘s@irokbridging social capital are the two
organizers and the leading participant (Gerlindd)e most prominent and resourceful
contact is the district mayor whom some of theip@dnts and the organizers proudly say to
have gotten in contact with through the projéttmet the mayor!” (Peer, Participant 5/
Berlin). Also there are a lot of connections to thedia, many journalists have reported on

60 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commuggtden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



the project and have generated publicity and nédsvdn addition, | observed the personal
exchange of advices on funding opportunities anddealing with public authorities (in
Berlin). In Rotterdam, | mostly observed vivid censations on everyday advices and
practical information.

The following quote shows that bridging is basedr@nsocial mix in the project group:

“Compare the extremes here: Karl-Heinz is unempdioged at nights he sells roses in bars.
Then there is Gerlinde, she is a consultant. Sixedra chic car and is quite well of.
That is a huge gap between those two. And stilf twme together here and can
communicate well with each other and everythindhddly looks down on the other. So
gaps are bridged” (Frank, Participant 6/ Berlin)

From ‘the other side of the gap’ Gerlinde describes personal perspective on being a
‘social resource’ in the project:

“For those people it is much more important than @is. Because they feel taken seriously
here (stresses this). The people who have spemns yeghe unemployment benefit
agencies, they are psychological wrecks. If youszgyport them a little you should do
so. And if it is only through a couple of conveimas. And also if they bring something
to eat to say ‘nice, tastes good’ and such thirfggerybody how he can. That is
important. Then they feel taken seriously and retgakeand therefore they like to come
here.” (Gerlinde, Participant 2/ Berlin)

This attitude and the openly communicated gap bmtwsome group members who are
‘owners’ of social capital and others who are ratheneficiaries, was also observed in the
Dutch project. There is “the core group of oldeina&cpeople” who has initiated the project.

These are participants who are politically actiad aocially involved in many activities. On

the other hand there are what | call ‘beneficiandso just want to take part in the garden
project without being so much involved in the iss@eound it. Interestingly Wilma says

about this beneficiary group “for them it is a @ao meet people” in contrast to her own
group. So this means there are two kinds of graups meet in the garden, the ones with
more social resources and the others who wantgoirgcthose.

Blokland (2008a) discusses why - mostly middle £lagpeople with high social capital
resources invest those in such projects althougly thay not get much in return. The
reasons for this unequal deal she sees in thautalippolitics” and the “belief or a milieu of a
loosely defined group or movement” (Blokland 200®a,148) which is going beyond
personal gains like the feeling of ‘doing good’ duitfilling a personal ideology (see also
Chapter 4.4.2 below).

Another aspect is raised by Glover (2004) who asgilmat social capital in community
garden projects “can be both beneficial and cosipending upon the social actor's
position within a functioning social network” (Glew2004, p. 159). That means some ‘non-
core group members’ have unequal access to s@p#htand are “unable to mobilize the
social capital produced by the garden network toeae their specific aims(ibid, p. 159).
This is shown in the case of Participant 01/ Befliee above) who actually tried to access
work opportunities through garden project, but ggman outsider position, he was not able
to do so.
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So, the concept of social capital implies an unedigdribution. Blokland (2008a) observed
the possibility that the reproduction or accumuolatof social capital on a more individual
level might happen instead of true bridging borden®ss social groups (Blokland 2008a, p.
167).

Concerning social connectedness, there is alsoyalth@ aspect of exclusion of other groups
when such a project community forms.

“On the one hand | think that it is a really goolding to do and that the neighbors get
involved. But on the other hand | see that it isy@ncertain, specific group of people
that does it and the rest fall outside.” (Arina,i@eipant 7 / Rotterdam)

In the Rotterdam project, also due to its smak sizis not a very mixed group (see Chapter
4.5). Here, actually Bloklands’ “middle class frikxi argument holds true as well as the
notion of “you cannot volunteer to volunteer - yiwave to be invited” (see Blokland 2008a,
p. 162). On this | will argue further below thatgta ‘built-in’ feature of such projects.

4.2.7 Conclusion on personal benefits - “a centréat holds”

To conclude on the benefits of the garden profeseems that all of them have to do with
the quality of ‘giving a hold’. The term “searchifigy a centre that holds” is borrowed from
Zygmunt Bauman (1995) who used it in a differemtssereferring to the loss of nation-state
power and guidance in the post modern world. Herseto the individuals who are re-

directed towards the community (a “cultural forroat) in the “search of their co-ordinating

principle” (p.151). | borrow his term and bringtd the level of individual needs to have a
hold in life especially under the conditions of ividualism, social insecurity, or being

without job or family. My research shows that tleméfits gained from the participation in a
community garden project reflect this search fpfeece to belong to, a project or community
to be part of, joint activities, a personal meafihgask and responsibility that involves to
have an occupation and gain recognition.

It was also shown that the striving for urban gregrdening, and “touching nature” is not a
trivial benefit but the meaning of the gardeningj\aty itself and the mediating function of
the plants was emphasized. Connected to this, swtiuch as finding “healing” and
fulfilling personal ideologies were found to be ionfant as personal benefit.

As expected, social connectedness is an impor&sbpal benefit gained in the community
garden projects. Social contacts and networks @rated, accessed and used and bonding
and bridging social capital could be found. In adeoce to the literature reviewed there are
different groups of community gardeners, those atuess and acquire social connectedness
and those who invest their social capital and ngksoThis “remarkable working of social
capital” has been discussed by Blokland (2008a) refers to “cultural politics” as concepts
behind it.

There are also examples of unequal access to smmiglectedness, and the exclusionary
aspects concerning the community garden group heee discussed. Likewise, Blokland
has stated that social capital processes are wayslproductive. In her work on community
gardening Blokland refers to social capital as $sing bridges and maintaining borders”
(Blokland 2008a, p. 167) - However, | could notdfithat this is reproduced in the
community garden projects (see Blokland 2008a) that bridging takes place due to a
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social, cultural, ethnical mix of people with difémt lifestyles and backgrounds in the
project groups. Notwithstanding, some ‘non-coreugranembers’ had less access to the
social capital created in the gardening group, laeybnd. | agree with the conclusion that
neighborhood gardens “might just as well be sithene categorical borders and inequalities
are reinforced as they can be sites where theghaigenged” (Blokland 2008a, p. 167).

4.3 Place-making - creating a place to be

In my conceptual model (see p. 43) it is indicatedt the central meanings of the
community gardens as well as the personal berwfitaect to a sense of engagement (,to be
involved & be part®) and belonging (,to know whedreme is”). These categories are closely
related to each other and form important aspectslade-making. They involve concepts
like place attachment and the creation of placatite(see Chapter 2.3). Moreover, the
quality of a social meeting place and the physegapropriation of space plays a role,
therefore, the characteristics of the act of gardgitself are relevant (connection to the
ground, planting and harvesting own vegetable).etc.

4.3.1 Feeling of engagement — “To be involved and ¢ngage’

The feeling of being part and involved is expredsgdboth ‘leading’ participants (Gerlinde/
Berlin, Wilma/ Rotterdam) in both projects similarl

“Then you feel involved in something. This onlygegs if you do something for the others
and if you do not ask what you get out of it. [..0]e involved and to engage - to
know where your home is.” (Gerlinde, ParticipantBrlin)

This quote by Gerlinde is interesting, becausecsimmects thesense of involvement in the
project to the feeling of home and belonging. It also refto being engaged as doing
something for others and thereby getting satisiagfsee also Chapter 4.4.2).

“...To feel good, by doing something for the comnyuiécause that makes you feel good. |
think it gives you happiness, yes.” (Natalie, Organ 9/ Rotterdam)

“Itis nice to create a nice place for somebodyAripa, Participant 7/ Rotterdam)

Wilma explains her reasons for engaging in a pytlhce and community project as a sense
of being part of a community.

“It is for the people around you and for yours&b | do not make that distinction between
my own and the public. Because | am a part of itf] Because | strongly feel myself as
a part of this neighborhood and of its historyhink what you do to make that better is
not for the public far away outside or for the dityuncil.“ (Wilma, Participant 1/
Rotterdam)

13 Original: ,Dann ist man eingebunden. Das kommt nur wenn mas twt fiir die anderen und nicht
fragt warum und was hab ich davon. Das man eingdbnrist und sich engagiert und das man weif3
wo man zu Hause ist, auf Deutsch gesagt.” (Gerlifdgticipant 2/Berlin)
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Here it becomes obvious that one already has foaféeched to a place and to the public
realm around oneself in order to not to make aethffice between the personal and the
public benefit.

One of the neighbors of the Wijktuin perceives tmenmunity gardeners like this: “they
probably are people who already have a good borll wtiher people” (Neighbor 2 /
Rotterdam).

So according to these findings it seems that exjsgilace attachment and neighborhood
bonds are preconditions for public involvement igoenmunity garden.

The involvement also differs strongly with regatd$ow the activity is perceived, what the
engagement means to the different participantoagahizers in the different projects.

Types of engagement

| found that a great part of the meanings assigadtde garden projects circle around three
ways of perceiving the gardening activity:

a) Community gardening as having a job. As | explaime@hapter 4.2.1some people
are actually paid workers in welfare to work pragsaand some see the gardening
activity as their ‘substitute’ job since they armemployed.

b) Others perceive their engagement as voluntary wodivic engagement. This is
more connected the above mentioned “doing for ethéhout payment” and
working for public good.

c) The third group of people perceive the communitylga rather as having their own
garden and working for their own good at the same toing it in a group and
having some tasks for the public realm.

This differs greatly in the two projects. Type a&ists in both projects, b) is rather
represented in the Wijktuin/Rotterdam and c) iseatsalient in the Blrgergarten in Berlin.
So there are different approaches in the projentisdifferent incentives and motivations to
engage in the activity (see also Chapter 4.5.2).

Liesbeth from Rotterdam perceives herself only aglanteer.

“A volkstuintje (allotment garden) | think that different. That is something of your own.
When somebody asks me to do something here, &,staj is what | would like to do
(since | am a volunteer here).” (Liesbeth, Parteiyp 06 / Rotterdam)

“It is a public park and the people can come in datk or whatever they want. For me this
is the main thing. [...] That is the purpose. Becaiises no for us For me it is a
privilege when | can work here and | like it.” (i

Hellen from Rotterdam explains the difference bemveolunteer work and working in one’s
own garden:

“But | have my own private garden, where | can dwawl want to do. In my own garden |
change the plants nearly every three days. In ti®wing nobody will complain
because it is my private garden. | go and pick hip plant and say maybe it is too
much, I put it there. That is private.” (Hellen, fiaipant 3/ Rotterdam)
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| found that in the Wijktuin project which is based a more top-down organization (see
Chapter 4.5) and people see themselves as volumasers (see Chapter 4.2.1) some
participants see their freedom ‘to do what you'lile¢her restricted and limited.

“So it is just like normal working. | cannot do whthey do not want me to do there.”
(Hellen, Participant 3/ Rotterdam)

In contrast, the “citizen garden” in Berlin is pered by participants and organizers as well
as by the neighbors as having an own piece of gai®ieme participants have a feeling of
ownership not only for their own patch but alsotfte entire park territory.

“Since | live across the street | am lucky and hehere every day as if it were my own
garden. And therefore | care for it as well...” (HamnParticipant 3/ Berlin)

Says 76 year old Henner who has taken the sporgon$hithe pond and who has been
creating some conflict in the group by the clairmiekes on this territory.

Many individual case stories and statements, sscthe case story of Frank and Peer in
Berlin in Chapter 4.1.5, clearly show the concepthlangouts & Home Territories” by
Lofland (1998). “Home territories are areas whdre tegular participants have a relative
freedom of behavior and a sense of intimacy andrebover the area.” (Lyman & Scott
1967, quoted in Lofland 1998, p. 69). The gardetaiob the meaning of a home territory in
particular for those participants who actually gpenost of their time there - that means
those who are professional and paid participantghose who | called the ‘leading’
participants.

The finding that engagement is connected to plaakimy and the feeling of home is not
supporting Blokland (2008b) who states that thérigeof home is not necessarily connected
to the engagement in the community.

4.3.2 Sense of belonging and home — ‘to know whdreme is’

In the sense of individual meaning, place-making ba translated as a feeling of home,
attachment, and belonging to a place. This planébeayour own home, the neighborhood or
work place, and | investigated if it can also bmamunity garden.

“Ja, actually | would say that [feel at home]. kdls ‘vertrouwt’ (familiar/ intimate) here.
They are people who think quite the same and Hevedme thing to do, to make this
here more beautiful. | feel like part of the groupwvas incorporated well.” (Arina,
Participant 7/ Rotterdam)

This says Arina who had just joined the Rotterdanjget two month before and does not
live in the neighborhood.

So for the participants who live in the neighborthdait also for the ones who do not a place
is created where they have a feeling of belongimgj laome (spatially and socially). This
combination of place bound and social ties | cte-making. | have already discussed this
aspect in chapters 4.1 referring to “having a pléasebe” and also “the search for
togetherness and community”.
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Another dimension of place-making is the sensevafiership, which is enhanced by the
investment of time and energy in a platidike the neighborhood because | have put in a
lot of my energy. | think if you do that then yike lit.” (Wilma, Participant 1/Rotterdam).

In summary, the sense of belonging to a place séeimave to do with putting your work in
the garden, which is even stronger since the worthé case of gardening is place-bound.
Planting, sowing and growing takes claim of theugidbitself.

On the gquestion if the garden feels like home dkwml his own place for him, Ronjon says:
.We identify with the fact that we have sown sonngthwhich we also give water and when
somebody comes up we can say, look, we have maddgRwonjon, Participant 8/ Berlinj?

This refers to the theories of place attachmenédbas Low & Altman (1992). They state
that it is not necessarily the attachment to tleelitself but “rather, it may be affective
attachments to ideas, people, psychological stqtast experiences, and culture that is
crucial.” (p. 10). The feeling of belonging is ctihged by the work people have invested in
the place and in the plants. “And it is through ¥ledicle of particular environmental settings
that these individual, group, and cultural processe manifested.ikid, p. 10).

4.3.3 Appropriation of public space and parochialiation

The place-making concept of belonging is connetietthe public space dimension because
the sense of “publicness” also greatly influendes $ense of belonging. Perceiving the
garden as one’s own space, to feel at home, tooleaeérship collides with the notion of
public space.

Likewise, Liesbeth, a Rotterdam community garderstresses the idea that public is
opposed to feeling at hom#ut it is not like home, of course! Oh no. | thihkre it is an
open, public space.(Liesbeth, Participant 6/ Rotterdam).

In the case of the community gardens we can tadkitapublic or semi-public space that is
appropriated by one group and thereby “parochidlizecording to Lofland’s concept. So,
community gardens are in the theoretical terms affand (1998) not public ,locales’ but
parochial ,locations’. For instance, the Wijktusivery much a “protected place” (Organizer
9/ Rotterdam). It is physically quite insular arakd not seem like you can enter. And it does
not have the feel of a public space but rathepsed group (see perception of the neighbors,
Chapter 4.4.1).

In Berlin, although the project seems to be morélipuand the association does a
considerable effort to make outsiders feel thas @& public space, still many neighbors do
not perceive it that way. Some of the participamtsnot too keen on more people coming to
the park."They just leave their garbage hersays one of the leading participants more or
less jokingly.

Another aspect of the appropriation of space is‘fin@ctical and symbolic appropriation” of
turning unused land into a garden (Rosol 2006,3).24s shown above it is inherent to the
gardening activity to create something and phylsicgbpropriate the space. This refers to

4 Original: “Wir identifizieren uns damit, dass wia was angesat haben und das auch gieBen und
wenn jemand kommt, sagen kdnnen, hér mal, das havggemacht.”
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the theories on the active use of space and thati@aneof places through everyday life
activities (e.g. (de Certeau 1988).

4.3.4 Meeting place

»And now it can be kind of a meeting place agaihgve people can meet again like before”
(Frank, Participant 6/ Berlin)

Both projects show clearly that the community gagdare functioning as a meeting place in
terms of meeting and interacting with others ircpléVassey 1994). A meeting place can be
described as a place where people ‘bump into edlohr'p repeatedly and often times
unintentionally until they might decide to meet eintionally (see Blokland 2008b).
Furthermore, as described in Chapter 4.1 the freetiocome and go and the aspect of
“doing things together” are important aspects ohownity gardens as meeting places.

“Now there is a place to communicate and to meetetomes” (Neighbor 2 / Berlin).

In Berlin, the garden is a meeting place for théghmgors as well as it is for many
participants and organizers (see Chapter 4.1.5cBdar togetherness and 4.2.6 Social
connectedness).

“For most people it means merely to have their ayarden here where they can grow
flowers or vegetables. But others, those who cdsweta the garden on the joint work
days, they have an interest in a place where tlagyngeet and have an exchange with
others. They want to really get out of their wookitine and can do that by talking to a
very different group of people than those whom theset every day.” (Frank,
Participant 6/ Berlin)

In Rotterdam, most surveyed neighbors also perdawayarden as a meeting place but just
for the members and people who know abouttitcould be a valuable meeting place. But
there is limited access and it is not obvioy®leighbor 10/ Rotterdam). The neighboring
public park (Wijkpark) is however perceived as atimg place The park is more important
for the neighborhood, the garden is no extra vély®leighbor 11/ Rotterdam).

Of course it is noticeable when a public spaceai®ghial, appropriated by a certain group.
This can also create a certain place quality inoghi@ion of some people. In Berlin, a very
distinctive place was created compared to whatther® on the empty waste land before. It
also “looks different” than a normal park that éen care of by the public administration
(Ronjon, Participant 8/ Berlin).

The taking over of one group in a place can alsolires theexclusion of others. Like
Ronjon, a Blrgergarten participant puts,io some people this seems quite “burgerlich”
(conservative, middle-class). It is even calledrfigigarten’.” So to some groups, and he is
referring to the young and more ‘alternative’ peoliving in the neighborhood, the garden
project seems closed.

According to different theorists the success ofihlip space “lies not so much in the shared
use of space with others, let alone in the ‘meé&timgt rather in the opportunities that urban
proximity offers for a ‘shift’ of perspective.” (Her & Reijndorp 2001, p. 89) (See chapter
2.3.1).
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The question is whether the “experience of otheyhean be achieved in the case study
projects. This does not seem to hold true completeince the ‘others’ are selected
according certain criteria of group constellatioasd segregation patterns in the
neighborhood itself, as a quote of a participaRatterdam shows.

“We have this often here in Netherlands that thesids that everybody should be integrated
and the neighborhood should be mixed. [...] But yee that the people look to go to
their own place, own group. And they do not gorother club that they do not know.
[...] Here in the park the Chinese group also hasrtben place, it is not really theirs
but it is their own piece. That is their meetingqd” (Arina, Participant 7/ Rotterdam)

So this rather shows exactly what is meant by treghial or even home territories, that are
“little bubbles of private space” according to laoftl (1998, p. 12) and other authors. A
public space consists of multiple subspaces doethby different groups rather than a fully
shared use of the same space (Hajer & Reijndorfh,Z0@®9).

“But in the end everybody still wants to keep tlesim place or space.” (Arina, Participant
7/ Rotterdam)

So, public space is not a neutral meeting placalfpas Hajer & Reijndorp (2001) discuss.
“Perhaps it is not parochialization that hinders development of public domain, but in fact
an overwrought idea of the public space as a rentegting place for all social groups
regardless of class, ethnicity or lifestyle. [...] €Tlparadox is that what many people
experience as pleasant public space is in realitgnodominated by a relatively

homogeneous group.ibd, p. 85-88).

This certainly holds true for the community gardeesearched in this thesis. According to
Hajer and Reijndorp it is the experience of theophial domains of others rather than one’s
own group that creates the experience of a shagedlispace or of perceiving a space as
public. They go as far as stating that the domieapica certain rather unfamiliar group
produces public domain (Hajer & Reijndorp 200188). On the other hand they concede
that “parochial formation implies that certain goswr certain behaviour is excludedbid,

p. 89).

The solution for this dilemma might be as the quaftdajer & Reijndorp (2001) shows:

“Successful public domain requires a relativelyosty group, without the position of that
group leading to exclusion.” (p. 89). In the comityirgardens investigated | have seen
approaches where some participants and organizade an effort to prevent such exclusion.

4.3.5 Conclusion on place-making

In this chapter, the concept of place-making hasnbgresented based on the empirical
results as being comprised of a feeling engagemedta sense of belonging and home.
Place-making processes also involve the appropniatf (public) space that can be
connected to the notion of ‘parochialization’ ahd taspect of meeting place.

This empirical conceptualization goes beyond tle@tétical literature on place-making and
place attachment presented in Chapter 2.3.2. Myiraabp concept of place-making is
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broader and multi-facetted. It integrates variosiseats from the theories reviewed such as
the feeling of place attachment, appropriation pdce, and parochialization. Besides, the
role of the feeling of engagement for place-makisgadded. This interrelation was
introduced in a quote by one participaiib“be involved and to engage - to know where your
home is” (Participant 2/ Berlin) and tested against the labé data. The idea that
engagement in a place is connected to an existeting of belonging to a place has been
challenged by Blokland (2008a).

Conversely, | wanted to look at if feelings of maattachment are a prerequisite for the
engagement in volunteer work in public space, likave assumed earlier on the basis of my
findings. This does not hold true, especially ia tdase of the Blrgergarten. The participants
are quite different in their origins and backgrosiniflany do not live in the neighborhood
and have just recently joined the project. Tho#kersport to feel part of the place, denoting
the garden. Also in the Wijktuin there are threetipgants who do not live in the
neighborhood. So it seems that the appropriatipeasof place-making is important here,
rather than the precondition of place attachmenthto neighborhood. Blokland (2008a)
states that for engagement it is important thapjewantto care about their neighborhood
and that it seems worth for them (p. 156). This@stly connected to the question if they
want to stay there, what might be connected to @omamn reasons, safety etc. but also to a
feeling of home. So according to Blokland, placekimg does not make sense in a place
where you do not want to belong. One could argaagh that the feeling of belonging is not
a condition but a process that can be built uputincsocial contacts and ‘doing things’.

It has to be noted though that place-making cowd(imis-)understood as a normative
concept. That is, place-making processes wouldeba as “good” for urban place quality
and community development, per se. My research doegake this stance but uses the
concept for analysis. | did not investigate theifpas or negative effects of place-making
processes on environmental quality or social camaeess on the neighborhood level. This
would be another research study which would bdcdiff to measure since place-making
would have to be clearly measurable (referring e multi-dimensional and process
character of the concept) and the effect on thghterhood development would have to be
clearly identifiable. It would also be interestittgfurther investigate the conditions of place-
making for example, if it is bound to place chagastics such a parochialization, place-
attachment to the neighborhood, and the feelingnofership despite collective use.

Lofland (1998) argues for the “unrooted charactr’social territories (p. 14). However |
would say that community gardens are quite rootedas territories. They cannot just be
moved around like the “mobile bubbles” Lofland wlbout (see Chapter 2.3.2).

| also found that the community gardens as plaeslaarly parochial with all the excluding
effects this might involve (see Lofland 1998) ahdre is little negotiation involved about
the garden “belonging” to this group or anothet elearly belongs to the gardener group.
This goes along with the conclusions of Bloklan@Q®): ,We must acknowledge that the
identities of places are articulations of relatidhait include some but exclude others
(whether categorically or not), or relations in @aihe access to sites of place-making is at
least unequally distributed” (p. 280).
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4.4  Findings on differences between organizers, pgasipants and
surrounding neighbors

In the process of further elaborating the presemmdceptual model, | analyze in the
following how the three interviewed groups diffartheir understanding of the gardens and
the meanings they ascribe to the projects. In qadai, | focus on their perception of the
creation of social connectedness and place-makiogepses. This analysis corresponds to
the research question 6Do organizers, participants, and surrounding nelgirs differ in
their understandings of community garden proje€sy how & why?”

In the previous chapters, | showed that the pagidis differ amongst each other in terms of
the meanings they ascribe to the projects. In dieviing | would like to discuss how the
perception of the surrounding neighbors differsrirthe participants’ understanding of the
garden project. Moreover, | discuss how the orgasizdiffer from the participant’s
perspective.

4.4.1 The neighbors

In general it can be said that the neighbors dodiféér much from the participants and
organizers in their perception of the garden ptsjett was surprising to me that the
neighbors sometimes saw the same benefits andl thisesame issues as the gardeners. To
give an example: “they have a garden for themselvage a job here, meet new friends”
(Neighbor 5 / Rotterdam).

On the questions what the perceived benefits ambritant aspects would be for them to
participate in the garden project, a typical answas: “to meet new people, the social
aspect, and to do gardeningNeighbor 2 / Berlin). Besides, it was often menéd that it is
good for the children (in Berlin) and old people Rotterdam). As reason to participate in
the project one neighbors in Rotterdam propoSédrdening! To grow plants, talk about
gardening. Just for gardening and growing, less fmcial contact” (Neighbor 1 /
Rotterdam). An important factor is tdeel comfortable with the people, be able to
communicate with them(Neighbor 10 / Rotterdam) arfthat the members invite people,
talk to people”(Neighbor 6 / Rotterdam).

These benefits perceived by the neighbors go aleitly the meanings ascribed by the
participants and organizers.

Perception of a neighbor on the participant grouff’hey are people who have built
something for themselves. Like that they also ma, occupation rather than sit at
home (“den Trott zu Hause zu leben”), where theyndb have work" (Neighbor 6 /
Berlin).

“Itis nice to have a place to sit, quietly andrteeet people” (Neighbor 2/ Rotterdam).

Here the same meaning is described as in the cxtéfest be here” (see chapter 4.1.1) and
to have a job and occupation (4.2.1). Another berse€learly seen in social connectedness,
“a social circle, similar people to play sportsdtwer” (Neighbor 8 / Rotterdamikewise, a
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young man said a benefit would be “to get ideastadvor the future” (Neighbor 6 /
Rotterdam) which possibly refers to meeting peapkerms of bridging social capital.

So the understanding of the garden projects bydiighbors isvery similar compared to the
perceptions of the other interviewed groups.

However, the neighbors differ in their perception in botse study projects in the aspect
that they do not perceive the community gardenspas to the public and as beneficial to
the neighbors as they are intended to be by threnargrs and participants.

“The neighbors do not benefit so much becausedbayot know about it, many people think
it is private or think you have to pay for it.” (Mgabor 5/ Rotterdam)

The perception of the neighbors is described bypamgcipant in Berlin according to what |
have found in both projects:

“Many people think it is a private garden whichrist public. They are not informed that
there is the possibility for the neighbors to getalved here. However there are signs
everywhere who say so and they could find out ab@atsily. Many are surprised that
it is possible to participate and are interestetie¥ always find it positive.” (Ronjon,
Participant 8/ Berlin)

“The fact that there is a fence means to the peipgeprivate” (Participant 8 /Berlin). This

Is the same case in Rotterdam. However, all treepandent groups agree that the fence is
necessary and important to protect the garden frandalism and dogs, and keep children
from falling in the pond. Also they agree that thérave to be rules and organizatitin
would not work if everybody could just do what he/aants there.” (Neighbor 1/ Berlin).

“I never entered, it was not obvious if it is alled or not to enter for everybody. Do not
know if it is really public and my interest was tdg enough to enter.” (Neighbor 1/
Berlin).

This is a common attitude among the neighbors. Thimk the project is a good thing but
even most of the direct neighbors who have a viéwhe garden have never entered (in
Berlin as well as in Rotterdam). In trying to explavhy that is the case, | found that in
Rotterdam it is clearly the problem that peoplendbknow about the community garden. It
is hidden and not perceived as open for everybodyse it. The same perception exists in
Berlin although there it is much more open andsigearly indicate the invitation to enter.

Therefore, it is clear that parochialization playsole here. That is, the claims a certain
group has made on the place are so strong that p&aple from the neighborhood do not
feel comfortable to enter their space.

Benefits for the garden users

Another interesting finding was that the perceptbthe garden users (e.g. people who have
their lunch break, do sports, or take their dog differs from the other neighbors. The
actual users appreciate the garden in its ‘interfidecdtions’. There is even a lot of evidence
that they have built up social contacts throudbadth in Berlin and Rotterdam).

Field note (30-07-08): “The man (Neighbor 13/ Be)liwants to have more and closer
contacts in the neighborhood. He thinks the paik iiseeting place and uses it as such. ‘The
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people you meet here bring other people, we makepgointment to meet for a social
evening’. So through the park he met his neighladresm he had not known before. In fact
there are 7 people whom he meets almost everyaayThis has developed only in the last
few months (since he has gotten his puppy). Thewrlhdog owners and all come regularly
at 8 o’clock and meet. He says: “now they are fagndo things together”.

Field note (30-07-08): “The dog owners seem to hey open community; everybody who
has a dog belongs to it. Even | feel welcomed,ghdulo not have a dog and have just been
coming to the park regularly.”

Especially for those dog owners the park has thetion of a regular meeting place and a
group of friends has been created within a shane tperiod. This goes along with the
findings of Kusenbach (2008) on the “significancé dogs for neighborhood- level
interactions and integration” (p. 243).

So in the case of Berlin one can say that a meglismge and social capital was created by
the garden project for those users, especialljh®idog owners but also for a group of BMX
bikers who made connections to the Youth Club anddht in different other groups from
all over Berlin. In Rotterdam this holds true foetlunch break group and the visitors of the
weekly tea terrace.

Why people do not participate

The objective of involving the perspective of thenfparticipants in this study was to also
investigate why people do not participate in cregtr using the community garden (despite
reasons like having a garden already, having ne tminterest in gardens, personal health
reasons etc.).

“There are others who do not dare to come here bseahey think this is closed or so. Or
that not everybody can come here. Or many justaddave an interest. For example my
neighbor, he has no interest at all in gardens”eép,Participant 5/ Berlin)

So, next to the problem that people do not knowuatte project there is the issue that they
feel it is a not an open group of people. Therhésapprehension that “it could be a closed
community that does not welcome new people” (NeigHlb/ Berlin).

“Itis a closed group, yes. It is not possible &rticipate, to just come in and work here. It is
just okay to visit.”(Neighbor 5/ Rotterdam)

Certainly there are cultural and language barribet keep people from participating.
However, in my observations | found that in bothjects the participants and organizers try
to ease this issue for newcomers. Other obstdudkeep people from participating are the
obligations connected to participatidih.feel it is free to come here but to participageu
have to make arrangements and to become a memleigtibor 5/ Rotterdam)

“To me it is important that there should be enoumggnefit from the engagement. But | am
afraid, it could be almost like a ‘Schrebergartdallotment garden), with many rules,
like you get punished if you do not take care afrymtch. Then | rather stay on my
balcony!" (Neighbor 5/ Berlin)
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Nevertheless, | met several neighbors who actwedlse very interested and would like to
participate. They said they would come there batdhes | could follow up just came once
and then stayed away.

To conclude, as long as they know the garden a little, the sundong neighbors do not
differ greatly from the participants and organizémsthe meaning they ascribe to the
community gardens. This is a rather unexpectedngd

Important is that the neighbors do not feel freeide the gardens and that the groups seem
closed to them. Thereby, the gardens are in facpuablic but parochial places. Theorists
talk about excluding practices, on the one handklBhd 2001) or about the encounter of
‘the Other’, on the other hand (Hajer & ReijndoQ02, see chapter 2.3.1). | perceive it as a
‘natural’ process when people get involved in puisipbace and appropriate it in their way,
that there might be a threshold created for otle@pfe to use it. This should probably be
overcome but maybe it is also in the interest ohesgeople to keep it that way (see also
Chapter 4.2.6 on social connectedness).

The other interesting and somehow contrasting rfigdo the parochialization argument is
that | could observe the creation of social costartd networks not for the neighbors who
do not use the park but for the users especialthenBirgergarten project but also in the
Wijktuin. So here we can say that there is encoutatking place in terms of the public

domain (Hajer & Reijndorp 2001).

4.4.2 The organizers

Concerning the meanings of the garden projectiferarganizers, one important finding is
that for them mainly ideological meanings are ratdy since they are often times less
involved in the gardening activities themselves. them it is important to create a place for
everyone. The benefit for everyone and the recimgniiy the public is their driving motive.

For example, Frauke explains why she is engag#tkiproject:

“What | personally get from it is that a terrainIfof garbage has been changed and a
beautiful place was created. A place that can sy everybody. In addition | get out
of it how you can organize such a project [and nEdegations of the EU fund or the
district mayor]. And of course good encounters auhversations with people and
recognition. We get a lot of recognition for thiject.” (Frauke, Organizer 04/ Berlin)

This reflects the personal benefits, the socialhectedness created for the organizers and
the place-making processes that are perceiveddny.th

Box 3: [Case story of Frauke & Wilma — perspectivef the initiators]

Frauke says that it was very important for the Bimgrten Laskerwiese project to have
people like her whdjust wanted to have such a project here, less andgn here”
(Frauke, Organizer 4 / Berlin). For her it was clkam the beginning on that she did
not initiate the project to use the garden later.

She explains her ideology as such that she want<réate a ‘liveable urban
environment’.“To a ‘liveable city’ belong green open spaces whare not completely
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predetermined.” (Frauke)Those individual spaces to experiment and to triytbings
are provided in the neighborhood garden.

“Everything | do is to develop a better form ofitlig that is more appropriate for me
and thereby also to encourage people to try outdiemselves, what is a good form
for them. This is based on community relations {f@emschaftsbeziige”) and does
not mean to build a luxurious castle for myself &nel rest | do not care about. |
want to live as much as possible of what | thinkéaningful!” (ibid)

So another belief based motives Frauke mentiorseisideology on alternative work
organization which is reflected in the garden pjerhere people have an environment
for work out of the employment market context.

“People who have a stable living environment wik@be a benefit for societyShe
states that if she wants this livability for hefgaken she also has to do something for |it.
“l do this out of the concern of community workr (flle common good)” - “a main part
of our lives is being togetherFrauke). She contributes something for the conityur)
which she is part of, so she perceives a persamhkacietal benefit at the same time.
This goes along with what Wilma says about her lveimment:

“l think what you do to make [your neighborhood]ttee is not for the public, far away
outside or for the city council. It is for the pé®@round you and for yourself. So |
do not make that distinction between my own angbtiidic. Because | am a part o7
it. But | also think that the government shouldpext a lot what people do.”
(Wilma, Participant 1/ Rotterdam)

Most of the ideologies and activism especially mttBrdam project go back to the 70's
when the neighborhood association was formed amg@é¢lople who are still active today
got involved.

“l think we have a history of being critical. Bubw it is not only protest but alsc
thinking about the way that things will go bettedado it.” (ibid)

Wilma and Frauke who represent the initiators @& phnojects have a lot of confidence,
knowledge and networks to turn their ideas intobtlo@rojects that receive funding by the
government.

“...if there is a good plan and there is a startthwithe plan, then the money will come. We
live in a very rich country. There is a LOT of mgribey just spend on the wrong
things so sometime you just have to get to the ynbr{gvilma, Participant 1/
Rotterdam)

So this shows that the organizers use their soajital for example to access funding (see
also Chapter 4.2.6). In addition, the organizerdath projects see their role in conflict
solving and social work. Not only the professioogjanizers but also the participants, who
have a leading function, do informal counseling amediation work. I'am really social
worker there. Sometimes | have people at my dgskgerThat is the most effort and time |
spend with them.” (Organizer 9 / Rotterdam).
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»We have to constantly be there in the context solde small and big problems” (Sabine,
Participant 8/ Berlin)

The roles and functions of the organizers withia groject group are discussed in more
detail in Appendix D.

The professional organizers who belong to an institution differ from the ungpa@rganizers
like Frauke, concerning the interest they havehendommunity garden. For the institutions
it is important to have a functioning project witapable volunteers. So their concern is to
create an environment for the volunteers that isvating. As far as this is concerned, in the
Wijktuin the top down approach is more importatd Yive guidance and coordinati”,
since the idea is thag"volunteer does not want to carry the end-respwlitsi’ (Natalie,
Organizer 9/ Rotterdam). By not holding them resjlge and providing a structure for them
Natalie, has doubts if they as community workerghtiispoil the neighbors and make them
incapable.” (Natalie, Organizer 9/ Rotterdam).

In contrast, in the Blrgergarten the idea of ttganizers is to stay out as much as possible.
“The people can do a lot by themselves. We domtetfere.” (Sabine, Organizer 7/ Berlin).
Sabine’s idea is to convince peopl® ‘talk with each other and to do thingsto try
themselves and bring in ideas. To her it is impdrta make activities meaningful and create
an atmosphere of respect as well as give recognitier goal for the neighborhood and her
institution is to bring people together and esgbci® involve young creative and more
educated people. Therefore one of her new projedtsinstall a wireless internet access in
the park. She is very happy that the garden prareiady attracts younger people. In
general her motivation is to stay dynamic and contst create new projects and ideas. Her
personal satisfaction is “when you experience thatconcept you have thought of really
works out” fbid).

To conclude, the organizers naturally have different roles antttions in the projects and
thereby differ in their interests and in the betsetfney gain from being part of the projects.
Nevertheless, they do not differ in the meaningy thscribe to the garden projects, but the
ideological meaning is emphasized.

Concerning their personal motivation for investitgir social networks and resources, |
found that they do gain personal benefits beyohd ftice feeling of doing good” (Blokland
2008a, p. 159). But the organizers and leadinggi@aints do not only act as individuals
with private motives and preferences. They followeatain ideology or belief. This can be
related to what Blokland (2008a) calls “the subs&hmationality of progressive gentrifiers
as a group” (p. 160). Like Sabine said, the gangieject is ‘a means to an end’, an end
which is connected to cultural, moral or politivalues. In their language and stories | could
find such “quest for diversity and originality” arcertain type of urban community which is
according to Blokland an integral part of theirrtty (ibid, p. 160).

In my opinion, the presented individual cases rdise question if the “progressive
gentrifiers” and community activists are a necessand powerful driving force for
neighborhood projects. At least, the observatioth@ntwo case study projects show that the
organizers and their background are very impoff@rthe project’s success.
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4.5 Findings on organizational features and diffenat project
approaches in Berlin and Rotterdam

The next level of my empirical analysis compares #pproaches of the two community
garden projects and investigates their organizatieatures with respect to the influences
these have on the empirical concepts presenteldeiprevious chapter and on creating an
environment for place-making. So, subsequent tceldging the conceptual model and
incorporating the differences between the thre@amdent groups, it is also important to
take into account the findings concerning the diffees and similarities between the two
case study projects. How are the projects organgetl how does this connect to place-
making?

| discuss the different project approaches andirfgsl on the particular organizational

characteristics that play a role concerning theceptual model and relate to processes of
place-making. Thereby, the context and the conitiof the projects are investigated, in
particular with respect to the effect on meaningsrsonal benefits and place-making

processes involved in the projects.

Figure 15: Overview on characteristics of projects

Wijktuin, Rotterdam

Community garden projects Buirgergarten, Berlin

e context characteristics (history, socio-demograpieyghborhood)
» place characteristics (public vs. parochial realm)
e organizational characteristics
- project approach & design: public access, opeglesed project group
and mix, collective vs. individual gardening,
- forms of civic engagement: volunteering vs. ovandgn
- formal vs. informal organization: partnerships&operation with
(public) institutions

The case study projects turned out not to be sogmifly different in terms of the empirical
concepts. In the analysis | found that in both grt§ all concepts and place-making
processes could be found. So, the investigated comtyngarden phenomena can be said to
exist across the two cases and contexts. Nonetheles results show that there are a few
differences. The most crucial ones are summarizethble 3 below, concerning the scope
and scale, clientele, project cycle, public/privateessibility, project design and approach.
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Table 3: Comparison between the case study projects

Characteristic

Rotterdam Wijktuin

‘Oude Westen’

Berlin Burgergarten
‘Laskerwiese’

Scope & scale

small project, fewer
members

bigger in scale and
number of members

Clientele

homogeneous - mostly
older people, mainly
women, many without a
job

more heterogeneous
concerning age, social
mix, many without a
stable job

Project cycle

project has been started 1
years ago and has
established organization &
group dynamics

has been started recently
(second year) and is still
forming

Public / private
accessibility

less public concerning the
accessibility

more accessible and
public in set up

Project group

open/closed

open to join

open to join

Project design

design implies clearly a
communal / collective
garden use

implies that people do
care more about their
own garden & less for
the communal part

Project approach

approach is more “top-
down”, less self-organizec
and members have no “er
responsibility”

d

predominantly based on
self-initiative and citizen
responsibility

based on an implementing
institution

connected but not bound
to an institution

These differences also influence the empirical aeste concepts such as the meanings
ascribed and processes of place-making. The mgeirtant distinction is manifested in the

project approaches that result in two different ti@s” of community gardening.

4.5.1 Two models of community gardens - volunteergvs. own

garden

Based on the differences in the project design approach the gardening activity is
perceived differently by the participants, espégia terms of the role of their engagement.
Accordingly, as presented in Chapter 4.3.1 theeed#ferent types of engagement found in

the two case study projects.
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The Wijktuin project is clearly a volunteering pgof in the classical sense. Here, the idea is
that the volunteers come to work in the garden amdsvice a week and get guidance by a
full time professional. There is no complete setfamization and autonomy and no complete
‘freedom to do what you like and leave whenever wamt’ (see Chapter 4.1.4).

“You know we have a boss, Natalie, | am just a wotkere. [...] If we say 11 o'clock we
cannot go 12 o'clock. But in my private gardeno lag three or four (laughs). It is a big
difference.” (Hellen, Participant 3/ Rotterdam)

In contrast, in the Blrgergarten most participamtssider the community garden project as
an independent and communally organized place wthesehave their own garden. To have
an own garden is a different incentive and motoratfor engagement, in particular
concerning the feeling of ownership and freedom.

“This is like the main price in the lottery thatyget in a big city such a piece of land. It is
like a small park. It is kind of like an own garde(Bernd, Participant / Berlin)

To work in one’s own garden is a very different @aggment than being a volunteer in a
public garden or park. This is reflected in thet fhat in the Blrgergarten most members do
not call their engagement volunteer work but stt@ssrole of their individual patch. They
still see their individual patch as part of a collee endeavor to maintain a public space, so
their perception of their engagement is a combamatf having an own garden and doing
public works.

Here, the dimension of collective vs. individual ésucial. Although the Wijktuin is
collective in its design, the participants haveifgs of ownership for their neighborhood
garden which is fostered by the fact that theyrasponsible individually for a part of the
garden. A few of them though feel less attachetthéoplace (“it is public — it is not for us”)
but rather to the contact with the group. So tleggat designs in the two cases are “different
but still similar” in the end since they both invelindividual and collective aspects and
feelings of ownership are created.

The difference in the type of engagement is alfleatd in how the neighbors and visitors
perceive the garden projects in terms of theirigipeints. The Rotterdam project is seen as a
project rather for senior citizens who do not wamkymore and volunteer in the
neighborhood garden. Whereas the Berlin projegbasceived as a project for “young
families, ambitious senior citizens, people whokldor an alternative and self-initiative”
(Neighbor 5 / Berlin).

These findings raise the issuedifferent forms of civic engagement The empirical data
shows that the form of civic engagement is an irgdrtopic in both projects for all
respondent groups. In Berlin the involved actoses waunteering critically. They state that
unpaid civic engagement needs different kinds oéimives, compensation, and recognition.
If the gardening activity is fulfilling public seice the conditions for voluntary work have to
be improved.

“We actually do maintenance of public green spdua®” (Frauke, Organizer 4/ Berlin)

Since the role of voluntary work is changing nowaddn times of ‘public-private
partnerships’ and ‘bottom-up urban developmentrgahaeeds to be a “new culture of
recognition” according to Frauke, organizer of Biggergarten.
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“Nowadays people work on a volunteer basis to geeas to paid jobs.” (ibid)

The voluntary work encountered here is not theiticathl engagement in leisure time in

addition to a fully paid job. Many people see itsafstitute while being in situations of

under- or unemployment (see Chapter 4.2.1). Likewidayer (2003) states that the new
forms of civic engagement consist less of “welBtmvolunteers” in the traditional sense, but
are about “activation/reinsertion (into the low-walgbor market) of the marginalized” (p.

111). In my analysis | found that through voluntéeps, people hope to get contacts,
activation, and skill training in order to enteetamployment market again. Consequently,
this aspect needs to be taken into account in veduimg projects and with the welfare-to-

work sector.

“The tasks have to be meaningful, people havedionfeeded and want to develop something
independently and bring in their own ideas.” (Sahi@rganizer 7/ Berlin)

So it is interesting to look at my findings on coomity garden projects in terms of
“contemporary forms of civic engagement and nevesypf urban activism” (Mayer 2003).
The critigue of civic engagement concerning thee rof working for the public good
mentioned by the participants and organizers of Biegergarten goes along with the
perspective of Mayer (2003). According to the autimew forms of civic engagement are a
result of “contemporary economic and political resturing processes and newly emerging
relationships between civil society, social movetaemd the state” (Mayer 2003, p. 117).

Taking into account this perspective one can artyae the types of community garden
projects | investigated are not apolitical volugtassociations but both have an activist
background and political ideas involved. These iaterestingly not important for all
participants but for a certain group of particigaas well as the organizers. Although not
being based on protest (anymore) they are stiltgieed as grassroots movements (see
Chapter 4.4.2).

“I think we have a history of being critical. Bubw it is not only protest but also thinking
about the way how things will go better and détart doing it and see if you can find
a way to get it round. | think that is a history this neighborhood. To do things.”
(Wilma, Participant 1/ Rotterdam)

A new quality is that those community-based orgaiions are partners of the municipality
in the “implementation of service delivery, commtynmanagement and welfare-to-work
programs” (Mayer 2003, p. 118). At the same tima the case of the Blrgergarten — they
are part of small-scale grass-root initiatives ltke “Gartenpiraten” (garden pirates) and
other highly politicized movements (connected toefdla Gardening, ‘Right to the city’,
‘Reclaim the streets’). So, they deal with the appiation of public space, social inclusion
as well as new forms of work and the overcoming poécarious employment and
marginalization. Thereby, they do have a politiagenda and involve “cultural politics”
(Blokland 2008a).
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4.5.2 Public and open for everyone to join?

In both case study projects the question raisesthehethe garden project should be
completely public in access and open for everylioggin.

Concerning accessibility, community gardens obJipds not have all the features of public
space as compared to a public urban park but asdstefore they can be considered
‘parochial realms’ (Lofland 1998).

“I have a double feeling about that: for me these a fence around this. It is public,
everybody can come in - but it is also a protegiate.” (Arina, Participant 7/
Rotterdam)

This is also due to the fact that the use of aeyars much more specifically defined than of
a public park. It is created and maintained by graup to be (partially) accessible to the
public. So, neither the accessibility criterion farblic space applies completely (see Hajer
& Reijndorp, 2001, p. 89), nor does the diversititecion with respect to the groups that
share the place (see Chapter 4.3.1). In the conmtyngardens investigated a particular,
differentiated definition of the space seems tedient:

“It is public. But most of all things it is operhat means visible for everybody, everybody
can walk through, can come in and look. You cao #dgich and taste, nobody has
anything against that.” (Gerlinde, Participant 1£Bin)

So, according to the participants, everybody camecan “but...” there are semi-private
areas, such as certain garden facilities, the thet,personal garden patch, and the pond.
There are also explicit rules and implicitly comriuated regulations such as that in the
Rotterdam garden children are not allowed to em@ttended and the terraces in both cases
are obviously made for the gardeners alone wheheasanks are for public use.

“This part is not public (the patches and the pan@yer there it is public and everybody
can enter... Everybody should understand by hintbelf this was created by the
neighbors’ initiative and that everybody is verylaeene but...” (Henner, Participant
3/ Berlin)

Nevertheless, in Berlin participants and organiztrsss that the place should be open for
everybody to join and completely public in acceRsey think that the spatial design and
“appearance of the estate should evoke that thepleedeal with it respectfully and
appropriately” (Frauke, Organizer 4/ Berlin). Likewise, they mge to bring vandalism
down to a minimum, also due to the involvement lofse neighbors and the permanent
presence of “Peer and his group”.

“Everybody should benefit from it. [...]Then, evergigowill also take care of it
more.”(Frank, Participant 6/ Berlin)

However, the review of the neighbor survey showat #hoth projects are not generally
perceived to be inviting, open and for everybodyhia neighborhood (see Chapter 4.4.1).
Especially in the Wijktuin inviting signs are misgiand there is neither clarity on how one
could join the project nor are there clear incesdiyput forward to do so. So, it seems to be
decisive which message is given to come in anditogs well as which motivating factors
are communicated to attract newcomers.
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“Free spaces for the individual” & “carrots to attct rabbits™®

In order to make the project attractive for papirits“you have to provide resources”
(Organizer 7/ Berlin). This is somewhat surpriség one would think that an open free
space to do gardening would be enough, but indhewfing it will become obvious that a
lot more factors play a role to make a communitylga attractive and functionirt§.

As one incentive, Frauke explains, you have to tateaccount that there should be enough
individual space for the needs and interests ofntieenbers.There as to be a balance
between individual and communityFrauke, Organizer 4/ Berlin). This space and ek
benefit is seen in the provision of an own patch.

“If the people have a personal benefit they are Imonore willing to come here. There has to
be an incentive. Here that is that they pay 10 Eogo year and can grow their own
vegetable.” (Gerlinde, Participant 2 / Berlin)

Gerlinde, the leading participant of the Birgergaytorings in the idea of a stick and carrot
policy by the government (“mit Speck fangt man Mé)isto attract people with some
stimulus to make them work on public duties - whsclinds almost like ‘leading them down
the garden path’. Or rather it means that everybualy to perceive a personally relevant
benefit in order to get involved in a public spgweject. As described, in the Rotterdam
project, the carrots as well as the sticks areclaatrly visible and communicated. There, the
focus lies on the individual benefits such as Imggliaccess to gardening and nature,
fulfilling personal ideology, having a job and opeation, and social connectedness (see
Chapter 4.2).

Mix of activities and users

It is part of the concept of both garden projetiat ihot only the gardeners but also other
intended users should be able to benefit frommithe Birgergarten the park users can play
football or do BMX biking on the sports field, tliog owners actively use the park, and

people come to sit and have lunch. Here, the apprég to incorporate other uses and

diverse groups. This aspect is different in thet&dam project. There the emphasis lies on
offering a tea terrace especially for the neightmprelderly home as well as incorporating

children groups and offering educational activities

So, in order to create integration with the neighbod community, in Berlin the idea is to
establish a mix of use in the gardérn the Wijktuin there are not different functions
incorporated but they attempt to have differentiviaits for different age groups: for

children and for old people, especially people frii@ adjacent elderly home. Children as
important beneficiaries of the garden projects mentioned by all respondent groups.

!5 Original: “Individuelle Spielraume”, “Mit Speck figt man Mause”

'® This goes along with research findings on diffetenels of engagement in public vs. private space.
According to Rosol (2006, p. 4) there is research.(Homann et al. 2002 and Selle 1993) showing
that the motivation to take responsibility for [@ig spaces is higher than for collectively usedipub
spaces.

7 This is according to many authors such as Jad®&1(1993) who stress that a quality public urban
space needs differentiated uses and programs (sg#eC 2).
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Teaching children about nature and planting is @m@nted through educational projects in
the Wijktuin. In Berlin the approach is to bringentire families.

In addition, organizing events in the garden isag vo create social connectedness and more
integration with the neighborhood.

“Leisure events! Here people of different miliewild come together, that is not the case
with many other event venues around. Such a gacdemattract a range of different
groups of people.” (Ronjon, Participant 8/ Berlin)

The findings show that acceptance in the neightmdh® important. Even because they can
keep an eye on this. If you incorporate them aritlgy see this as THEIR space.” (Petra,
Participant 1/ Berlin). According to the organizers, the project should,d&ned’ and
accepted by the neighborhood and not imposed froougside group.

“You have to take account the needs of the place riespectful way. You cannot say ,now
we are coming and imposing this nice thing on yeargeople’. Instead you have to
develop something that makes sense and you alstbasommunicate why you are
doing it and how and who can participate. Then ydll get a lot back.” (Sabine,
Organizer 7/ Berlin)

It is stressed by the respondents in Berlin thatdtcial mix of users is crucial. This idea
goes along with the theories on social capital tmeastating that such projects should be
mixed in terms of the potential for bridging soaiabital (see Chapter 2.3.3).

“Being intercultural but without forcing it.” (Henar, Participant 3/ Berlin)

The intercultural aspect is, by definition, verypiontant in community garden projects:
Usually, funding and recognition is based on tlmietcultural mix in the project. However,

| found in the Berlin case study project that th& of different ethnicities (expected from a
so-called “intercultural garden”) is less signifitahan the social mix (see Chapter 4.2.6).
As described this is fostered organizationally byia of different activities and, connected
to that, age groups.

“We have learned that you cannot create intercudtity out of nothing(,nicht aus dem
Boden stampfen))it has to grow.” (Sabine, Organizer 7/ Berlin)

Similarly to the experience from Berlin concerniimgercultural integration that cannot be
forced, the people from the multi-cultural neightmwd in Rotterdam seem to be parted on
the issue: They are positive about it but see diffitulties concerned.

“l would like to see this in every neighborhood,see people getting together again. But in
practice | see that it does not really work.” (AainParticipant 7 / Rotterdam)

Blokland (2008a) stresses the conflicts concernormgmunity dynamics and social capital in
a mixed neighborhood. Here the issue is that “comityiiis not a homogeneous interest
group and exclusion and conflicts in public spaeea hand.

“We have this often here in Netherlands that tresids that everybody should be integrated
and the neighborhood should be mixed. But in tltkadinpeople just look for their own
group again. There are so many different cultureshis neighborhood. But you see
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that the people want to go to their own place, @noup. And they do not go to another
‘club’ that they do not know.” (ibid)

So it seems that in fact a great part of the pewpieneighborhood do not want to mix and
want to keep their “parochial realm territory” fitueir own group (Lofland 1998).

“I rather think that people really want to be witheir own group with the same background,
their own culture, language and thinking. And hththis is fair, too. So actually in this
park we would need to have 6 community gardens every group another garden.
That would work well. | think only then you woulet ghe people together and then
make one big community out of it. But in the erehydody still wants to keep their
own place or space.” (ibid)

What is described here is the issue of the parbobédms that can be in some cases even
“bubbles of home territory” in public spaces (Laofth1998, p. 13). This can be observed in
the park adjacent to the Wijktuin and in many othdyan parks. In a community garden,
however, it is generally not intended to createséh@ieces of private territories. The
intention is to create one big ‘mixed homey bublde’an even more ‘transcendent’ place,
parochial in its type. Here the question arisesa ithere are organizational features that
enable a project to integrate different culturadl @ocial groups in one place. Thereby, a
place of encounter that involves entering the “phr@ domains of ‘others™ could be
created (Hajer & Reijndorp 2001, p. 88).

4.5.3 Cooperation and partnership

A different organizational aspect of the case stoidyjects is that they reveal ‘best learning
practices’ for citizen involvement in public spadde projects show two different kinds of
partnerships: between citizens and local governnmeBerlin, or between citizens and the
neighborhood management institution (“Opbouwwerki’)Rotterdam, where there is no
direct link between the local government and thenmoinity garden project but an
intermediary organization is in place. In the Biiggeten it is rather a grass-roots model
where all management is done by volunteers, whilethe Wijktuin there is a more
institutionalized set up with a professional coonation (see additional analysis on roles and
functions in Appendix D). In both cases there needse the capacity to connect with the
public administration institutions. Those in retinave to be committed and flexible to work
together with a community garden association.

The Berlin project is a prominent example for cBdiciety participation in public space and
for a direct cooperation with municipal departmerisr Sabine, one of the initiators, an
important recipe for the so far successful coopammatvas that different local actors
(neighborhood based organizations and active iddals) joined together in the partnership
with the municipality. The decisive factor was tgbuthat the district of Friedrichshain-
Kreuzberg is especially open for citizen involvemesustainability issues and green space
(the mayor, Dr. Schulz, is from the Green Party atrdngly supports the project).The
government experiments with giving away responsiésl. | observed that a great part of
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decision-making and management authority is giwewitizen also in other projects (e.g.
“Wriezener Freiraum Labor”, “brach und danac’r‘?").

“We are in a good district, who has let us devdiloig” (Sabine, Organizer 7/ Berlin). There
was on many levels a lot of personal engagemenmaiize the garden project and there were
the funding opportunities with Urban Il (see alsea@ter 3.3.1). However, with regards to
the long time those projects need to develop, teeyire a stable and long-term political
support and funding.

Another success factor, also in the Rotterdam ptoje that there have been professionals
(paid or unpaid) as well as volunteers involved trad there are welfare-to-work programs
supporting.

“We need volunteering, we need welfare-to-work j¢den zweiten Arbeitsmarkt”) and we
need networks in the neighborhood” (Sabine, OrganiZ Berlin)

One interesting lesson learned on the problemsntigiit be encountered concerning citizen
involvement in public space was mentioned by Fralila her the biggest obstacle is the
different functioning of a municipal administraticompared to a self-organized grassroots
project.

“Such an association really works differently than municipal administration. Two
universes clash here.” (Frauke, Organizer 4/ Beylin

An administration is usually characterized by tiomgsuming bureaucratic procedures and
limited flexibility. Therefore, it often took monshuntil the next steps could happen if they
were depending on municipal regulations.

“The people here in the garden sometimes reallyndbunderstand what the reasons are
and why they cannot just do something. In the depant (district) on the other hand,
they have to consider so many regulations. When toene here to the garden, it
becomes clear why it is not their world at all. Th&ork is so different compared to
the social processes and the distributions of teele in the project.” (ibid)

This agrees with the research of Jamison (200%paflicting approaches in collectivist and
bureaucratic management cultures of governmentstemd@ommunity garden movements.
“A comparison of how each described the benefitsiian gardening and structured the
gardening experience for participants show serimderlying differences between these
organizational cultures and a source of potentimébucratic/collectivist conflict” (Jamison
2005, p. 473). In his broad research he founddhhbugh government agencies supported
the garden projects, the garden collectives anthtineaucracies “had different meanings for
what appeared to be the same experience.” “Colleztand bureaucracies differ not only in
structure and values, but in how they interpretdbeial world and engage in actions based
on quite different themes, symbols, and meanindsarhison 2005, p. 473).

Especially in the Berlin case it becomes clear ithat partnership between local government
and community garden project group there are diffeunderstandings and interests to be

'8 These two projects | have visited, interviewed dadumented.

84 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commugatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



considered. This interesting topic is not in thetee of my research and cannot be discussed
here in detail.

4.5.4 Conclusion on organizational features and pject approaches

The analysis of the differences between the pr@pptoaches of the two case study projects
has shown that there are different models of engage concerning voluntary work. Here
the notion of new forms of civic engagement playsla according to Mayer (2003).

Concerning the project organization, the Wijktuinojpct is more collective but less public

in access and less open in its perception by tihghbers. Whereas the Blrgergarten has
individual patches which is very important for #iegagement motivation and can therefore
be described as more individual. At the same tingelatter is more public in access and
more open and heterogeneous in its perception.

The findings indicate that the features of indidtwand collective can be combined
differently with public and non-public accessibjliand openness of the project. Applying
this to different forms of gardening projects meadfne would combine the individual

uses with non-public access it would not be comsiflea community garden anymore.
Likewise, if collective use alone would be combimneith complete publicness, there would
be no ground for feelings of ownership and beloggiwwhich are important in terms of
place-making and motivation.

So, | found that both case study projects are lbalthin their own way which has the effect
that both involve feelings of belonging and own@rshhis is reflected in the fact that both
show parochialization features. In the rather ctife Wijktuin project where most of the
participants possibly should feel less ownershiptfe garden, they still reveal a strong
sense of engagement and belonging which is alkedito their social connectedness. In the
completely public Birgergarten feelings of belomgare created due the “free spaces for the
individual”, the own garden patches and also duth¢osocial ties and meeting possibilities
in the place.

How does this relate to place-making procesdasfoth scenarios place making exists and
the participants and organizers reveal a sensegdgement and belonging. Besides, the
appropriation of space and meeting in place playsi@ In the garden that is collectively
used there do not seem to exist less spatial azidl s@s and less place attachment than in
the garden project with the individual plots. Se tlollective vs. individual dimension is not
crucial neither is the dimension of public acc8$s hypothesis that can be derived from the
findings is that the balance of those dimensiongiortant to create a sense of belonging
and thereby place-making processes.

These are merely assumptions based on two individaaes which do not permit
generalization. Place-making is difficult to measydue to the multi-dimensional and
process character of the concept) but it wouldrteresting to investigate if it is always
connected to less public access and parochial placel if a feeling ofownershipis
necessary (see Chapter 4.3).
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In summary, there is a difference in how the prsjece designed (public/private; collective/
individual) and which approach they take to thegmbactivity itself (volunteering vs. own
garden). Nevertheless, place-making processesiaisth settings and those factors do not
seem to be most important for place-making to ac&ather, | discovered that in both
projects thecentral meaningsare important: ‘to have a place to be, to engaggoimt
activities, to create something, to be free to édeand to search for togetherness and
community’. Moreover, in the results it became cldwt incentives for engagement and
personal benefits for the individual are importanibe considered in the project design.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and recommendations

The aim of this thesis was to explore the meanaigs$ perceptions of community
garden projects for the participating and non-pgaditing actors. The research, based
on two case studies, investigated the questfdhich social processes and project
features make the community gardens become unddrdty the organizers,
participants, and surrounding neighbors as projeittat foster processes of place-
making and social connectednes$fie variety of findings concerned has been
presented in detail, incorporating the theoretitatature, and will be summarized
and discussed briefly.

In addition to the written academic part, this thes complemented by the research
film “Urban green - A study on community gardenjpots in Berlin and Rotterdam”
which can be found in the appendix. The film docom@lustrates the central
concepts as derived from the empirical research gines an impression of the
original empirical data.

5.1 Conclusions on the conceptual model

Chapter 4 has presented the findings from the ecapiresearch on the perceptions
of the two community garden projects by the pgvaais, organizers and
surrounding neighbors. The results were preseniddma conceptual model that
integrates all empirical concepts and is ‘groundadhe empirical data (see Figure
16).

The conceptual model can be used as tool to umdersind analyze community
garden projects and the assessment of the involvemepublic space projects in
general. The empirical results and the model cao &k an instrument for the
conceptual planning of new projects, in particuéth regards to place-making
processes, which are, as result of my researchaia aspect of community garden
projects.
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Figure 16: Final conceptual model

personal benefits P
¢ job & occupation

e recognition

e healing

e gardening & nature
e personal ideology

» social connectedness
/bridging

social interactions o

(Note: P = Participants, O = Organizers, N = Neigins)

The conceptual model is multidimensional; it incamgdes the context and
organization of each project and the differentiatio respondent groups. It consists
of three interrelated elements: the cross-cuttirgmngs or central features of the
community garden projects, the specific personahefits gained from the
community garden projects and the overall centoalcept of place-making. Social
interactions play a role in all central categoaesl, as indicated in the graphic, can
be seen as integrating elemé&ht.

19 30, compared to the pre-empirical ‘conceptual fraor&’ (Chapter 2.2), the concepts were empirically
redefined in answering the central research questidhis thesis. The model adds significant eleimamd the
relationships between the concepts were clarifiettié investigation.
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My main research question led to fiveentral features or meanings of the
community garden projects thatform the core of the conceptual modelo have a
place to be’, ‘engage in joint activities’, ‘to ate something’, ‘to be free to leave
and to do what you like’ and ‘to search for togetiess and community’. They
constitute the cross-cutting features of the tweecstudy projects in the perception
of the different respondent groups. The centraufes are interrelated and strongly
linked to the other categories in the model. They eonstituents of a sense of
engagement and belonging, and are connected taptv®priation of space as well
as to the category of meeting place which comptgecentral concept of place-
making.

Besides these cross-cutting meanings | identiiedonal benefits gained from the

participation in the garden projects (see Figureviiich explain the motivation for
the engagement in community garden projects. Threyadso perceived by the
interviewed neighbors. The personal benefits dega@ to the individual situation of
a respondent and have the quality of “giving a hailccommon (see Chapter 4.2.7).
Besides the striving for urban green and havingaeden, the creation of social
connectedness with respect to bridging social ahét a crucial element in the
community garden projects.

The central meanings of the community gardens disaseghe personal benefits are
linked to place-making - the central concept of my research findings. On the basis
of the empirical analysis, place-making is defisdcomprising several interrelated
categories: a sense of engagement, the feeling edbnding, the physical
appropriation of space, and the quality of a soai@eting place. In this broad
concept it is reflected that place-making consi$tspatial and social ties as well as
involves the emotional aspect of attachment to epland action-orientated
component of creation and appropriation. These cspaf place-making can be
observed in both garden projects and seem to leeanhto community gardening.

In reference to the literature, community gardeagehbeen analyzed as places that
are articulations of social relationships. The tiedoal discourse on the ‘making of
places’ is incorporated in the discussion of theieical place-making concept. In
the theoretical terms of Lofland, community gardems not public spaces but
“parochial realm territories” (Lofland 1998). Thaye not neutral meeting places for
everybody as Hajer & Reijndorp (2001) discuss. Eifetimere is complete public
access given, like in the Blrgergarten Laskerwigds,shown that the participants
and non-participating neighbors perceive the garsignificantly as parochial. So
community garden projects can be understood asalypogroduced places’ and
people differ in their “access to sites of placekmg” (Blokland 2001, p. 280). This
Is related to the fact that there is a specificinse garden compared to an urban park
and that a certain defined group of people ‘takesr'oa public space. The
appropriation implies that there is always an ediclg element for non-participants
who feel like entering the “parochial” or “homeriesries” of others (Lofland 1998).
This does not only hold true for the access to glaee but also for the social
connectedness created in the project. Here it becabvious that some people
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benefit differently from the creation of social tacts and networks than others
(‘exclusionary effects’ see Chapter 4.2.6).

Place-making as defined in this thesis turned @ietan applicable and theoretically
useful concept for the analysis of community gasdemd of community engagement
in public space projects in general. The term caridoind frequently in theoretical

and non-academic literature but is usually notesystically defined as concept.
Therefore, | believe that my theoretical and engplly grounded analysis can

contribute to the discourse on place-making.

Conclusion on differences between respondent groups

The conceptual model differentiates between thegmtion of the three respondent
groups. | analyzed how the participants, organiaexs surrounding neighbors differ

in their understanding of the gardens and concgrfie meanings they ascribe to the
projects. Remarkably, the findings show that thredldifferent groups do not differ

greatly in their perceptions of the community gargeojects.

The surrounding neighbors see similar meaningkemtojects as the organizers and
participants. However, the neighbors do not peecdhle community gardens as
publicly accessible and open for use in contrasth& organizers and participants
who claim that the garden is public and open toryamree. Many neighbors,
especially in Rotterdam, do not know the gardenif they have some knowledge
about it, they never have entered or used it. Thidue to the ‘parochialization
threshold’ but also to the fact that the gardeRatterdam is very much hidden from
the public (Chapter 4.4.1). The reasons why therwewed neighbors do not want to
participate in the garden project are related te teeling of being unacquainted.
Besides, the preoccupations on the openness girtect group and the tasks and
duties connected to being part of such a projeateweentified to be hindering
reasons.

On the other hand, | found that neighbors who digtusse the garden, such as
people who regularly walk their dogs there (in Bgrior who always spend their
lunch break there (in Rotterdam), perceive it agting place. Social contacts and
networks are created for a considerable numbemaadeyn users. This is due to the
organizational approach of both case study prqjectaim at mixed project groups
and to incorporate other different user groups lyixaof functions (area for sports,
dogs) and activities (for elderly and children)hintthe project design.

The meanings the organizers ascribe to the comyngartden projects correspond
with the perception of the participants. Accorditw their different roles and
functions, their gained benefits go beyond persangtrests but concern the
fulfillment of a personal ideology related to threation of a quality public space, to
‘doing something for the common good’ and similaotives. The organizers and
leading participants play an important role in isteg their social capital, skills and
knowledge in the projects. Moreover, for them plawking processes are
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fundamental; they have a strong feeling of engageed sense of belonging to the
community garden project.

Conclusion on the organizational features and tifieecent project approaches

The two community garden projects have been andlgpacerning their contexts,
organizational characteristics and project appresacfocusing on how these features
relate to the empirical concepts.

Remarkably both projects reveal the same centraanmgs and place-making
processes, in spite of certain differences in ptogg@proaches and designs (Chapter
4.5). The projects differ mainly concerning the dmaion of doing voluntary work
vs. working in one’s own garden. In the Wijktuimet participants perceive their
engagement as voluntary work in a communal puldicign project whereas in the
Birgergarten the participants clearly see theiebiem having an own garden within
a collective setting. In both projects there istergy sense of engagement and
belonging which is also linked to social connects#n This finding has been
discussed concerning the dimensions of public adwésy and collective vs.
individual project design. The balance of thosejgmto characteristics has been
identified as crucial for the feelings of belongiagd ownership (Chapter 4.5.4). So
the analysis shows that the organizational chanatits of the two case study
projects are advantageous for the initiation ofc@lmaking processes, closely
connected to the central meanings presented icatheeptual model.

The research findings revealed that another cayegorrucial in the case study
projects: the role of volunteer work and the cona#ivic engagement. The role of
voluntary work is changing in times of a declinwglfare state and with respect to
‘public-private partnerships’ and ‘bottom-up urbdevelopment’. This has been
analyzed by Mayer (2003) who discusses “new forfnsivac engagement” which
are less motivated by the traditional idea of viodening but are driven by the
“activation and reinsertion (into the low-wage lalnoarket) of the marginalized” (p.
111). At the same time, community garden projexgpecially in the Berlin case, can
be seen as examples of community-based urbantivéigathat have a social and
political agenda (Chapter 4.5).

It was shown that unpaid engagement in fulfillingoic tasks needs different kinds
of incentives and benefits for the individual. Maver, the recognition of the
community gardeners as partners in maintaining ipuppace and as workers
engaging in alternative forms of work and civic aggment is vital.

The two case studies show how civil society pagréitton in public space and
cooperation with municipal departments can workcondition of different kinds of
partnership between local government and citizens Berlin or between
neighborhood management (“Opbouwwerk”) and citizemRotterdam. Concluding
from the findings on project approaches especiallthe Berlin case, it turned out
that managing a park in partnership between thal Idistrict government and a
citizen association can be an interesting and fonictg model. The political support
as it exists to a high degree in the Berlin caserusial. It depends on the culture of

Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 91



the local government which in Berlin reveals an sual openness for citizen
involvement not only from the political but alscethdministrative side. | observed
that a great part of decision-making and managesmghbrity is given to the citizen.

There have to be policies and legal frameworks tloe government-citizen
partnerships. Remarkable is the finding that thiéewhint cultures and working
patterns of government institutions and grassrpotgects can be an obstacle that
has to be overcome in a mutual learning processhaSed on the experience with
community garden projects partnership models, phaws, support and funding
structures can be identified in future research tam be learning practices for the
implementation of socially and spatially orientedan community project®.

5.2 Conclusions on methodology and research apprdac

Reflecting on the research design and methodseapjplcan be said that the research
approach was appropriate to the topic. As discussdétail in Chapter 3.6 different
considerations were incorporated to increase thalityuof the data material
concerning reliability and validity. The data arsatyapproach was consistent with
the data material and the research aims and qussfltne ‘circular procedures’ of
data analysis lead to an empirically grounded theonstruction (see Chapter 3.5).
In future research gradual generalization of théoty could be reachéd.

The most important methodological lessons learrexd/el from my decision to use
film as research method and as documentation baskd on an ethnographical film-
making approach (see film document in Appendixjvds an experiment to find out
whether it is viable to use the technology to rdcttre data and make the process
transparent and in addition to make a researchvilnch enables to communicate
the results in a vivid manner to a broader non-aead public, such as practitioners
in urban development and management or, not led, involved persons
themselves.

In my opinion this experiment worked very well. Acding to my experience it is
highly recommendable to use digital video as reiogrdevice and then later edit the
material based on the transcriptions and data sisalyto an audio-visual document.
Though, the time and resources consumed were vghy(partly due to the fact that
it was a ‘pilot endeavor’ at least in my own fiedfl urban development combined
with socio-psychological research). In particuthe inclusion of the review process
for editing in the qualitative data analysis andrnttdeploying the final conceptual
model as editing guide seems to be a quite innevatpproach to film as research
method (and even to research as film-making method)

? For a detailed assessment on different approahemrden projects and a practical guide for
implementing community garden projects see Rodad§2. For a practitioner view to a broader range
of projects in public space s&enatsverwalng fur Stadtentwicklung (2007a).

! The idea is to get from a “grounded or substahtieory specific to a certain context and fieldl, t
a “formal grounded theory” that is generalizabl@jversal and “not limited in time and space”
(Lamnek 1993, pp. 113 & 122).
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The film document can be used as an accompanyidg@mplementing work to an
academic thesis but also as a standing alone dotarge As result there can be
valuable insights into complex topics that giveoaprehensive picture especially in
the field of research on urban and social issudeeréby, context and multi-
dimensionality, and a holistic perspective on tresearched reality can be
incorporated.

This described approach can be used in future n&dsemnd film-making projects

alike. The advantage of the reveiseorporatingresearch methods in film-making
can be seen in working with an elaborated concéipiroach based on pre-field
studies and literature reviews as well as in the o$ a carefully prepared

methodological design. Mainly, the research prooeslof ethnographic field notes,
research diary, exact transcriptions, and codirfge®es resulting in a conceptual
analysis could enrich documentary film-making digantly.

5.3 Conclusion and outlook on the application of th findings in
future research and practice

The lessons learned from my findings concern thglieggion of the conceptual
model to future research and the implications ftian development practice.

The conceptual model as theoretical approach cappked to the practical field of

community gardens. It should be further refinediiferent urban garden projects, as
listed in Table 1 (Chapter 1) and contexts by fituesearch. | think it is also

applicable beyond urban gardens in the analysdiffefrent community-based open

space projects. It would also be interesting testigate how the conceptual model
can contribute to explain community involvementhe creation of public or semi-

public urban spaces in general. In this respefferdnt kinds of community projects

(e.g. youth projects) and urban initiatives (er@tgst based urban initiatives), where
spatial and social ties are important, could bestigated concerning place-making
processes. Future research should include the gboéeivic engagement and the
role of partnerships between citizen and local gavents in public space projects.

My findings show that community gardens and theoiwed place-making processes
have a potential for urban development in pracfideey are examples of bottom-up
or participatory urban development practices ana: aplications for neighborhood
development and partnerships between governmentiaindociety organizations.
Empty land is upgraded and used and a contribusiaione for enhancing urban
environmental quality and for creating more gregacss in the city.

Even in marginalized low income neighborhoods whire potential for place-
making is usually not given such garden projects lea viable urban interventions
enhancing engagement of civil society actors. lurki research | would like to
further explore the potential of public space awdhmunity projects for making
‘neglected’ or ‘unplanned’ urban settlements mavedble by fostering social and
spatial ties.
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Likewise, the creation of community spaces witlizeid involvement should also be
investigated in urban settlements in so-called édlgping countries’ (also with
respect to urban gardening). In my studies and roykvabroad | learned that
approaches to livable cities connected to openipsphce are not really in the focus
of municipalities in developing countries. But thas a need of community spaces
especially in the marginalized low-income settletaeand there is little research
about it. Here the ideas of community gardens, BaeGardens and urban
agriculture which exist all over the world (see ftea 1) can be further explored for
their potentials in different urban contexts. Swlresearch can give interesting
impulses for sustainable urban development practcel for the creation of urban
green involving community engagement and self-aryag and thereby re-creating
public realm and meeting places in a neighborhood.

Moreover it would be interesting to investigate coumity-based movements in
general in terms of their involvement in creatingble neighborhoods. My findings
have illustrated that societal and structural ti@msation in European cities mostly
concerned with post-industrialization has created rforms of urban living that
require self-organization, new types of occupatm social networks. Thus, the
traditional idea of civic engagement becomes regaldry a much more diverse and
complex set of motives on why people get involvedommunity projects. | suppose
that also in non-European, industrialized and iHgpidrbanizing cities similar
motives for community engagement exist as wellhes need for creating livable
neighborhoods with community spaces.

As an outlook for research and practice | thinis itital to take into account that the
place-making concept shows the transition of thisonoof place as consumer good
to place as actively produced by its users. Thispgeetive is important for the urban
development and urban design practice. In this vgagjal science research can
contribute significantly to the understanding ofoam places produced by its
inhabitants, taking into account their social fielas, actions and meaning
production.

94 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commugatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



Bibliography
Altman, I. & Low, S.M. 1992Place AttachmenfNew York.

American Community Gardening Associat?fid8, [Homepage, online], Available:
http://communitygarden.org/learn [2008, 18 Decerber

Amt fur Statistik Berlin-Brandenburg 200Btiedrichshain-Kreuzberg -
Soziodemographische DateAvailable: http://www.berlin.de/ba-friedrichshai
kreuzberg/wirtschaftsfoerderung/ wirtschaftsstatigtatistik.ntml [2008, 18
December].

An Architektur (eds) 2006, Steinbriiche der Thedlieing Manuel Castells, David Harvey
und die Widerstande in der kapitalistischen StadtArchitektur vol. 16-17, pp. 1-16.

Bauman, Z. 1995, Searching for a Centre that Hahd§lobal Modernities Featherstone,
M., Lash, S. & Robertson, R. (eds), London, pp.-180.

Blauw, W. 1993, The Meaning and Use of Public Spacdhe Meaning and Use of
Housing: International Perspectives, Approaches tmair ApplicationsArias, E.
(ed.), Avebury, pp. 239 - 252.

Blokland, T. 2008a, Gardening with a little helprfr your (middle class) friends: Bridging
social capital across race and class in a mixeghberhood, inNetworked Urbanism.
Social Capital in the CityBlokland, T. & Savage, M., Hampshire.

Blokland, T. 2008bOntmoeten doet er toe, een esddiygave Vestia, Rotterdam.

Blokland, T. 2008c, "You got to remember you limgpublic housing": Place-Making in an
American Housing Project.Housing, Theory & Societypl. 25, no. 1, pp. 31-46.

Blokland, T. 2003Urban Bonds: Social Relationships in an Inner Qigighbourhood
Cambridge.

Blokland, T. 2001, Bricks, Mortar, Memories: Neighishood and Networks in Collective
Acts of Rememberindnternational Journal of Urban and Regional Resdanol.
25, no.2, pp. 268-283.

Bourdieu, P. 1986, The Forms of Capital,Hf@andbook of Theory and Research for the
Sociology of EducatiorRichardson, John G. (ed.), New York, pp. 241-258.

Callard, F. 2004, Doreen Massey, ey Thinkers on Space and Plattubbard, P.J.,
Kitchin, R., Valentine, G. (eds), London, pp. 2182

Castells, M. 1983The City and the Grassroots. A Cross-Cultural TlremfrUrban Social
MovementsBerkeley and Los Angeles.

Centrum voor Onderzoek en Statistiek 2008ztenkaart Inkomensgegevens op
deelgemeente — en buurtniveau 208&ailable:
http://rotterdam.buurtmonitor.nl/report/inkomensgegns2005.pdf [2008, 18
December].

Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 95



Centrum voor Onderzoek en Statistiek 200®adscentrumAvailable:
http://www.cos.rotterdam.nl/smartsite1144.dws?goto=
2131185&channel=2804&substyle= [2008, 18 December].

de Certeau, M. 1988ie Kunst des Handelp8erlin.

Dekker, K.K. & Bolt, G. 2004Social Cohesion in heterogeneous neighbourhoottsein
Netherlands: the cases of Bouwlust and Hoogrataper presented at the City
Futures Conference, Chicago (8-10 July 2004).

Diemont, E. & Vos, I. 2004That’s why | like gardens you know. Kwalitatief ermbek naar
de waarde van wijktuinen voor de sociale cohesivieefbaarheid van een buurt in
het Oude Westen in RotterdaWiageningen Universiteit en Research Centrum.

Eade, J. (ed.) 199¥Zjving the Global CityLondon/New York.

Engestrom, Y. 1996, Development as breaking awdyopening up: A challenge to
Vygotsky and PiageGwiss Journal of Psychologyol. 55, pp. 126-132.

Engestrom, Y. & Cole, M. (1991). Auf der Suche naater Methodologie: eine
kulturhistorische Annaherung an IndividualitBialektik, vol. 3.

Evans, P. 2003,ivable cities? Urban struggles for livelihood asdstainability Berkeley,
Los Angeles, London.

Fezer, J. & Heyden, M. 2007, Die Versprechen dasga&ven. Pluralistisch-
antihegemonialer Urbansimus, Anwaltsplanung, Ap#ize Architektur und
Community Design CenteArchplus 183, pp. 92-95.

Flick, U. (2002).Qualitative Sozialforschung. Eine EinfuhruriReinbek.

Gemeente Rotterdam 2008/jjkvisie het Oude Westen 20@B:meente Rotterdam
Centrumraad, Rotterdam.

Glaser, B. & Strauss, A. 196The discovery of grounded thep@hicago.

Glover, T.D. (2004). Social capital in the livedoexiences of community gardendrsisure
Sciencegsvol. 26, pp. 143-162.

Haidle, I. & Arndt, C. 2007, Urbane Garten in Busidres 2004Diskussionsbeitréage Heft
5, Institut fur Stadt- und Regionalplanung ISR, Uaratitatsverlag der Techische
Universtitat Berlin.

Hajer, M. & Reijndorp, A., 2001n search of new public domain. Analysis and strgte
Rotterdam.

Hubbard, P.J., Kitchin, R., Valentine, G. (eds)£20Cy Thinkers on Space and Place
London.

Hummon, D. M. 1992, Community attachment: Localtseent and sense of place, in:
Place AttachmeniAltman, Irwin & Low, Setha M., New York, pp. 253¢8.

Hunt, B. 2001 Sustainable placemakinfOnline], Available: http://www.sustainable-
placemaking.org/about.htm [2008, 26 December]

Jacobs, J. 1961/1998Bhe Death and Life of Great American Citislgw York.

96 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commugatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



Jahnke, J. 200Eine Bestandsaufnahme zum globalen Phdnomen Guésaltdening
anhand von Beispielen in New York, London und Bdtlinpublished Master thesis]
Humboldt-Universitat zu Berlin.

Jamison, M.S. 2005, The joys of gardening: CoNesttiand bureaucratic cultures in conflict,
Sociological Quarterlyvol. 26, no. 4, pp. 473 — 490.

Kusenbach, M. 2008, A hierarchy of urban commusit@bservations on the nested
character of placeZity & Communityvol. 7, pp. 225-249.

Lamnek, S. 1993ualitative Sozialforschung (Bd. 2), Methoden uedhhikenWeinheim.

Landmann, R. H. 199&reating community in the city: Cooperatives anchaaunity
gardens in Washington, D.GVestport, CT.

Lefébvre, H. 1970/199X,he Production of Spac®xford.
Lefébvre, H. 1972, Die Revolution der Stadte, Ffarilka.M.

Lofland, L.H. 1998.The Public Realm: Exploring the City’s QuintessainBocial Territory
New York.

Ladtke, H. 1992, Datenanalyse bei Beobachtungdverfa Die Analyse von Situationen,
Prozessen und Netzwerken, in: Hoffmeier-ZlotniKed), Analyse verbaler Daten
Opladen.

Massey, D. 19945pace, place, and gend&dinnesota.

Mayer, M. 2003, The onward sweep of social capZaluses and consequences for
understanding cities, communities and urban movésniertiernational Journal of
Urban and Regional Researcol. 27, no. 1, pp. 110-132.

Moore, E. C. 1897, The Social Value of the Salddre American Journal of Sociolagy
vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 1-12.

Milligan, M.J. 1998, Interactional past and potehtThe social construction of place
attachmentSymbolic Interactionvol. 21, no. 1, pp. 1-33.

Ngo, Anh-Linh 2007, Vom Unitdren zum Situativen EnsmusArchplus vol. 183, p. 20-
21.

Pinderhughes, R. Rivera 200Arpom the ground up: The role of urban gardens aardk in
low-income communitie§or Ford Foundation’s edited volume on Environraént
Assets and the Poor, Russell Sage Foundation, gbtail
http://bss.sfsu.edu/raquelrp/pub/2001_pub.html 08 December].

Petrescu, D. (n.d.How to make a community as well as the space f@riline], PEPRAYV,
Plate-forme Européenne de Pratiques et Recherdterndtives de la Ville,
Available: http://www.peprav.net/tool/spip.php?elB1 [2009, 10 January].

Project for Public Space200§ [Homepage, online], Available: http://www.pps.¢2§09,
10 January].

Putnam, R.D. 1998owling alone: The collapse and revival of Americammunity New
York.

Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 97



Raumlaborberlin 200&\cting in publi¢ Berlin.

Reynolds, R. 2008)n Guerilla Gardening. A handbook for gardeninghasiit boundaries
New York.

Rosol, M. 2006Gemeinschaftsgarten in Berlin. Eine qualitative éistichung zu
Potenzialen und Risiken birgerschatftlichen Engagesrien Grinflachenbereich vor
dem Hintergrund des Wandels von Staat und PlanBadin.

Schneekloth, L. H. & Shibley R. G. 199lacemaking: The Art and Practice of Building
CommunitiesNew York.

Senatsverwaltung fiir Stadtentwicklung 200Jehan 1l - Barrieren tberwinderBerlin.

Senatsverwaltung fir Stadtentwicklung Berlin (&fl)7b,Urban Pioneers. Berlin:
Stadtentwicklung durch Zwischennutzung. Temporasg ahd Urban Development in
Berlin, Berlin.

Shields, R. 2004, Henri Lefebvre, ikey Thinkers on Space and Plattibbard, P.J.,
Kitchin, R. & Valentine, G. (eds), London, pp. 2093.

Shrum, W., Duque, R. & Brown, T. 2005, Digital vidas research practice: methodology
for the Millennium.Journal of Research Practiceol. 1, no. 1, Available:
http://jrp.icaap.org/index.php/jrp/article/view/@/12008, 24 June]

Steinke, 1. 1999%riterien qualitativer Forschung: Anséatze zur Betuaig qualitativ-
empirischer Sozialforschun@veinheim.

Stiftung Interkultur (n.d.) [Homepage Stiftung Irkeltur], [Online]. Copyright date 2003-
2006. Available: http://www.stiftung-interkultur.@eifpro.htm [2008, 18 December]

Strauss, A. & Corbin, J. 1996, Gnaded Theory: Grundlagen qualitative Sozialforsapun
Weinheim.

Urban Catalyst 2007, Open Source Urbanismus. Vaallinbanismus zur Urbanitat der
ZwischenraumeArchplus vol. 183, p. 84-91.

Aktiegroup het Oude Westen (ed.) 1998gels zingen midden in de st&btterdam
Whyte, W. H. (1980 he Social Life of Small Urban Spac@gashington, D.C.
Yin, R.K. 1991 Case study research. Design methddswsbury Park.

98 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commuggtden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



Appendix

Appendix A: Interview guideline

Interview guideline for participants and organizersof community garden project
By Christina Liesegang, IHS Rotterdam

Introduction to interview

This interview is part of my research work, whicima at gaining an understanding of
community garden projects and about the peopleateinvolved in these projects. | focus
on this gardening project and make filmed intendgemvith all the participants, the organizers
and some of the surrounding neighbours. | am istedein your personal stories and
experiences with this garden and with the groupiaht to know for example why it is
important for you to participate.

The interview will be recorded on film. | use filimstead of sound recording since | think it
gives a more comprehensive and real picture ofeesifuation. Also, | want to document the
research on film so you also can have the matkmiafour project or for yourself. So | do
not only produce a work on paper but a small retefilm. The film will hopefully serve to
show other people in other countries and projebts éxample of different gardening
projects.

| assure that the information from the interviewl e treated confidentially and the results
will be used solely for the purposes of this acaderesearch. | am asking for your
permission to publish some of the material.

In the Interview we will ask different questions afl aspects of your life but mainly
concerning the community gardening project. It wake approximately 1,5 hours.

If you do not mind, | would like to record the inteew from now on.

Thank you very much for your time, interest andpmyation!
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Overview personal data

Basic information Fill in:
Date of interview 2008
Interviewee typ / No. participant / organizer No.

Name of respondent

Age

Country of origin / Language

Sex of respondent Male Female
Duration (Country/City/NB)

Employment Unemployed Part-time Full

Place of employment /Position

Education

Marital status

Living with...

Children

Type of housing

Address of respondent

Opening questions:
What can you tell me about the garden, how didime about? (organizer)

Please tell meyour story with this garden, how did you end up here? (padict &
organizer)

I. General Questions: Project characteristics (desiptive & empirical)

1. Who are the participants and organizers?
Who is forming the group/’community” of the proj@ct

* Who are the participants?
* How did you get together?
Inclusion:

* Who can participate? What kind of people can tal ip the project?

Personal engagement in project:

» Since when did you join the project and why?
* How often do you come here (hrs per week)? Hownafite the others come here?
Social roles:

* What, would you say, is your role?

2. How is the project formally organized?
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Initiation:

Why was the project created (stimulus)? By whom?
What were the resources used and the obstaclemgtiu

Who else is involved in the project, which insiibuis?
Who wasl/is supporting the project on the politleakl/in the local government?
(mainly ask organizers)

Formal vs. informal: (formal responsibilities, fuimms/roles, Financing?)

Who is organizing the project?

Would you say the participants organize most tiféinselves?
Is there a leader, chairperson?

How is the project financed? (mainly ask organigers

Public vs. non-public:

3.

What are the opening hours? Who has access and®when
Would you like to have the project more open orendosed to the public?

What kind of place/space?

Do you live in the neighborhood?

Place quality: perception of neighborhood and putgien spaces in general:

What would you say are the best things about liuingpis neighborhood? / What do
you like best about your neighborhood?

What do you not like? What would you like to chang€an you elaborate on that?
Why?)

Do you feel at home hergin your house & in your neighborho&d)

Where do you usually go in your neighbourhood? Wiplaice do you visit most
frequently?
What would be important to know about your neighboed it for us as visitors?

Access to open spaces and greenery

Do you have access to open spaces and greeneryRefeesufficient open spaces?
Do you usually go there? Is there anything you ratssut the open spaces?

Do you have your own place as well to do some gaingeor planting?- What is the
difference to the community garden?

Development of project

How has the garden community changed in the |aaispe
What was there before there was a garden? (Plakizgpa

Influences of processes, institutions, policies

Have there been any changes in the recent yesrsineighborhood?
What is the role of the community building instituts?
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* Programs by the municipality on open space?

* What did change through theedia reportsaand TV documentations made about the
project? Was there a lot of public interest?

Social composition of project

* Interms of general life style, do you think thadshpeople that are part of the project
are pretty much like you, or are they quite différisom you?
- In terms of age group, social group, ethnicity?

Different uses of the garden

* Who comes here to do what?
* What do you grow here? What do you have in thiseya?
» Are there any restrictions on what you are notvatid to do here?

Joint activities and self-organization

* What do you do together?
» Are you gardening together? Do you have plant begisther? What do you grow?
* What needs to be organized? Who is doing what?

II. Empirical research questions:

How do the peopleefer to the space & place? (values, ideas/ideologiesected, personal
importance & ownership etc.) — What are theaningf the gardens to the people?

* Why do you do gardening here? Why do you partieipathe project?
* What would you say are the three main reasons?
*  Which aspects are important to you?

* What would you say is important when somebody wantseate a garden project,
what are your tips angecommendatior’s
(Can you elaborate on that? Why?)

Expectations about garden projects

» What did you expect to happen in a garden project?

Difference to other open spaces and other sociajgots

*  Why would you recommend somebody to do gardenirg @in this project?

* What can you do here? What can you learn?

» Is the community garden just a normal green spkeealpark?

» Are there other places in the neighborhood likeiiwhy do you come here then?

* Is community gardening just another from of civicial engagement where people
volunteer, like in social projects?

[ll. Social Capital
Project group relationships

* How would you describe the relations you have witfour group of gardeners?
* Would you use the word friendship?
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» Do you feel deep trust to the members of this gPdifhen you say you trust them,
what does thisneanto you?

* What do you talk about when you meet at the garden?

» Do you talk about a personal matter, for exampteuabomeone you are close to or
something you are worried about?

» Do you visit each other sometimes?

Mutual help

* In the past three months, has anyone from the gandgect helped you with anything,
such as repairs, moving furniture, cleaning? Orrwyau go away would you ask
someone to water your plants for example?

Protest, confrontation and conflict

» Are there conflicts between people?
» Are there conflicts with the authorities or otheowps/projects?
» Tell me a story of things that sometimes have w##icult in this project

Social contacts and networks created (bridging)

*  Whom did you meet in the garden project?

» s the project giving you access to other groupseaiple?

» Did any of the people you meet in your gardeningqat give you a valuable advice?
(help to get some job or benefit?)

» Did you meet other people through them who whepoitant to you?

Map of social contacts (draw on A3 paper!)

» Please draw the people that are important to yésideuyour family (neighbors, people
who you have contact with)?

Personal social connectedness

» Do you know people outside of your family in yowighbourhood?

* Do you visit your neighbours? How often...?

* Would you like to have more and closer contactsiwiyour neighborhood?

* Do you feel like these are many contacts? Wherddwnu like to have more?
* Who do you turn to when you have difficulties?

*  Whom would you ask for help?

Please also pinstitutions or organizations that might be important...

» Are you member of other groups, organizations,tspgubs etc. (How often do you go
there, which functions?)
IV. Place-making

Sense of belonging, place identity

» Do you feel that that this is your garden, yourcg®a
* Would you use the word “home” for it? (“bakermdtéhuis™)
» (do you feel at home here in your neighborhood?)
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Appropriation of space

Meeting place- What kind of quality of the place is perceivduy (different age/social
groups)?

* Do you go to the community garden often? Why?

* Does the garden give you possibilities (to be detsn your neighborhood, to meet
other people...)?

* Do people use it, do people meet etc.?

» Are there different groups who meet and use theesjpatheir particular way? How do
project participants, children, youth, women, mederly use the space?

* How and where do they meet? What qualities do &x@gct / want from the place?

Place quality in neighborhood

* Do you think that the surrounding neighbors andais from outside also benefit from
the creation of the garden?

» Are there other meeting places, green spacesre®sti

* What was there at the place before (empty land®Wdrat makes it a different now?

* What do you think would be missing, if this projeatuld not be here?

V. Civic engagement = Volunteers doing public tasks

* How do you feel about maintaining a public space aslunteer? Is your work
compensated and valued sufficiently?

» Speaking about people who just come and use ttkeop@ven vandalism, what do you
think about this? How do you cope with this?

» If part of welfare-to-work program: Is your workropensated and valued sufficiently?
Do you enjoy it?

Why do people participate/get engaged in gardepiogpcts?

* Why do theynot participate?
* Who does not participate?

VI. Personal questions

In order to understand your perceptions about Hrdaming project it is very interesting for
me to know also a little bit about you personally.

* What can you tell me about yourself?

Living situation
» Are you 1) Married, 2) Living together partner,Shgle, 4) Living with your parent(s)
, 5) Other
* Do you have children? If yes, how many?
» Are you living in the neighborhood? How long?
* Where do you live? (neighborhood, street)
* Household composition

Migration background and Culture
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Some people describe themselves by their ethnididy would you describe yourself?

Education & Training

What is your level of education? (primary, secogdatc.)
Do you have any vocational training, or any tragniar job skills?

Employment

Do you have a job?

About job/occupation:

How many hours a week do you work in this job? &iéint jobs?
Are you happy with your job? Is your job situatstable?

If no job:

What situation then applies to you? Are you.... 1jired; 2) Unemployment/ on
unemployment benefits; 3) Unfit to work / on Sodaturity; 4) On welfare

Have you had a job in the past? Which?

What do you do in your daily life?

Social activities & engagement

other volunteering activities

member of neighborhood organization, sport or caltclub
political activism,

member of religious organization, church, mosque et

VII. Future aspirations & perspectives

Aspirations/wishes for own life:

Imagine yourself two years from now! How you thiydur life will be like?
What are 3 things you consider important for yonnd your families’ future?

Aspirations/wishes for project:

Imagine the project two years from now: what wdMe changed?
What do you wish for the future for the communigyrden project?

Closing remarks:

Thank you very much!

Is there anything you would like to add? Anythindjd not ask?
Was there any question you did not like? (Feedback)

Write down any information (table personal info adp

Give flyer with own name, phone number for furtijgestions!

Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 105



Appendix B: Questionnaire

Questionnaire for surrounding neighbours

This questionnaire is part of student research,clwhieals with public green spaces in your
neighbourhood. In particular we are interesteddaryopinion of [the Wijktuin in the Wijkpark Oude
Westen OR Birgergarten Laskerwiese] .

1. Do you know the Neighborhood Garden?
1) Yes 0) No
IF NO — skip interview and just collect basic datal questions starting page 3.

The researchers assure that the information frangtrestionnaire will be treated confidentially and
the results will be used solely for the purposethisf academic research. The respondent will bé kep
anonymous, if they wish.

1) Yes 0) No
Thank you very much for your cooperation!

Main Questions:
Use and perception of the neighborhood park/garden:
1. Do you ever go to the Neighborhood garden? eb Y 0) No

[Make sure to differentiate between park and gatderRotterdam]

2. How often have you gone there since you live hsince it exists?
- 1-2times
- 3-6times
- Regularly once a week
- Regularly- several times per week
- Every day

- Several times per day

3. Please tell us shortly what you know about thiglmourhood garden.

(How would you describe it to a visitor?)

4. How do you find the garden [park], what is yayminion about it?

What do you like about it (what do you dislike)?

5. What has changed for the neighbourhood sincgdltaen [park] is there?
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(How can the neighbours benefit from the garden?)

6. What was there before?

7. Why do you go there? (Do you have a dog?)

8. What do you do there?
- sit
-  meet
- eat/drink
- play
- sport
- other

9. Who else goes there to do what?

10. Do you evemeetpeople whom you know in the garden/park?
1) Yes 0) No

11. Do you meet regularly people there who you Khow

Did you ever meet anyone there?

12. Who do you meet there and how would you desdtib relationship you have to these people?

- People you just know from seeing them around inutiléy
- people you say hello to

- neighbours

- friends

- colleagues

- other

13. Have you ever met NEW people in the park/gatdehyou had never met before?
1) Yes 0) No

Whom? Are you seeing these people regularly sincehave met?

Perception of participants and organizers:

14. How would you describe the people who partigpa the community garden? What do you think,
what kind of people are they? (can you describmtimea phrase or a word?)

15. Please tell me do you agree or disagree wittialiowing statementsabout the garden/park?
A= Agree, B= Disagree, C= Don’t know / Why?
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* The project is open for anybody to participate.
Why?

e Itseems to be a closed group of people.
Why?
e The people from the project are my kind of peofiteterms of life style etc.)
Why?
e They always invite people to participate if youtgere.
Why?
« | feel welcomed to go there and use the garden.
Why?

« | would feel confident to participate in the gardem have my own piece of garden there.
Why?

* | want to become a member of the garden projectigOWesten].
Why?

Own involvement and ideas:

16. What would be the obstacles or the reasongofotto participate in this project?

17. What would be important for you to participatesuch a community garden project?

(18. What kind of neighbourhood activity you therefer? What public place would you rather go
to?)

19. What do you think about the fact that peopéats and maintain a public green space in voluntary
work?

20. Which benefit and advantages do you see fopahécipants?

Social connectedness in the neighborhood (Wish tadrease):

21. Do you know people in your neighbourhood (a@ésyour family)? For example: Do you know
anybody in your street on a first names basis?

1) Yes 0) No
Do you visit your neighbours?
1) Yes 0) No

22. Would you like to have more contacts within yoaighborhood?
1) Yes 0) No
Why

23. Would you like closer contacts?
1) Yes 0) No

How could you achieve this? With a certain group of
people?
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Now we would like to know something about your neigbourhood in general:

24. What kind of neighbourhood is this? What wolle important for us to know about the
neighbourhood as visitors?

25. Since when do you live here? (less than 6 moxntiars, all my life...)
26. Do you feel at home here (in your neighbourh@dod
1) Yes 0) No
Why?

27. In which house do you live? (street, housinmg}y

28. Where do you usually go in your neighbourhodfifch place do you visit most frequently?

29. Are there any places in your neighbourhood wheywu go to meet other people? (acquainted
people or others)

1) Yes
0) No
Which

30. Is thepark a meeting place? For whom? Who meets there ugually

31. Is thegarden a meeting place?

32. Do you haveccess to open spaces and greenery close to younde?
1) Yes 0) No

33. Do you have an own place to do some gardenipipating?
1) Yes 0) No

- Do you have your own garden? (Just for yoursetbgether with others?)

34. Would you like to have an open space for gandeor planting?
1) Yes 0) No
Why?

35. (Wishes and aspirations:)

Just imagine the neighbourhood and the life heabut two years from now, what do you think will
have changed in your neighbourhood?

For our statistic we also need some personal inforation:
What is your highest grade completed? What is fginest degree?

[In Holland: 0) none, 1) primary, 2) high schoolgwo, havo, nwo) 3) VMBO, 4) MBO, 5) HBO, 6)
University and higher]
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Do you work? Full time or occasionally? (In whictofession?)

What situation then applies to you? Are you....(sdxe)

Basic information Description

Date of interview 2008

Name of respondent

Age

Country of origin / language

Migration background

Sex of respondent Male Female

Duration of stay

(Country/City/Ward)

Employment Full Occasionally Unemployed

(Place of employment
/Profession)

Situation: 1) Retired
2) Unemployment / on unemployment benefits
3) Unfit to work / on Social security
4) On welfare

5) Education, school

Level of Education School years completed /degree:

(Household size)

Address of respondent

Housing type

00. Is there anything else you would like to te#?Anything | did not ask? Anything, we have not
talked about?

Closing remarks:
=  Thank you very much!

= Check information if complete (table personal irdddress etc.)
= Give flyer with name, phone number for further diges! Give present.

11C Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commgatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



Appendix C: Overview on data collection

Table: Interviews Berlin

No | Interview | Type Date Age | Sex | Place Recording | Durat
partner ion
1 Petra participant | 12.07. 40 f in only sound | 01:20
08 garden
2 Gerlinde | Participant| 15.07. 54 f in video all 01:25
-leading | 08 garden | sound ok
3 Henner participant | 16.07. 76 m in video all 01:30
08 garden | sound ok
4 Frauke organizer | 21.07. 35 f in video all 01:33
08 garden | sound ok
5 Peer participant | 22.07. 42 m in video all 00:58
08 garden | sound ok
6 Frank Participant| 22.07. 51 m in video all 01:10
profession | 08 garden | sound ok
al
7 Sabine organizer | 23.07. 53 f at youth | video all 01:48
08 club sound ok
8 Ronjon participant | 30.07. 30 m in video all 01:12
08 garden | sound ok
9 Jonas participant | 22.07. 12 m in video all 00:08
08 garden | sound ok
10 | Jaqueline | participant | 26.07. 31 f in video some | 00:36
08 garden | sound ok
Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commigatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam 111




Table: Surveys Berlin

No. Type of Date Place of Home address, | Age | Sex
interviewee encounter street/ward
1 neighbor 13.07.2008 at institute Stralauer P9
2 neighbor 18.07.2008 in park Stralauer 30
3 neighbor direct| 18.07.2008 in front Persiusstr. 54 m
house
4 neighbor direct| 18.07.2008 in front Persiusstr. 29 f
house
5 neighbor not | 18.07.2008 on street Wihlischstr. 24
direct
6 neighbor direct| 22.07.2008 in front Persiusstr. 42 m
house
7 neighbor direct| 22.07.2008 in front Persiusstr. 13 f
house
8 neighbor direct| 24.07.2008 supermarket Corinthstr| 57 f
9 neighbor direct| 24.07.2008 supermarket Stralallee 28 m
10 | neighbor direct| 25.07.2008 supermarket Corinthst | 27 f
11 not neighbor / | 25.07.2008 at Biesdorf 32 f
direct workplace workplace
12 not neighbor / | 25.07.2008 in park Prenzl. Berg 28 n
park user
13 | neighbor direct| 30.07.2008 in park Corinthstr. 2 83 m
14 | neighbor direct| 30.07.2008 in park Markgrafenaam 22 f
15 neighbor not | 30.07.2008 in park Modersohnstr. 21
direct
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Table: Interviews Rotterdam

No | Interview | Type of Date Age | Sex | Place of | Recording| Durat
partner interviewee interview ion
1 Wilma participant/ | 01.07. |55 | f in garden | video 01:30
lead function| 08 some,
sound ok
2 Anita Participant /| 03.07. |48 | f in garden | video all | 01:35
professional 08 sound ok
3 Hellen participant 03.07. |55 | f at home video all | 01:15
08 sound ok
4 Gera participant 08.08.0879 | f in Aktie video all | 01:35
group so.un.d end
missing
5 Heleen participant 11.08.| 76 | f in garden | Video, 01:36
08 sound
damaged
6 Liesbeth participant 12.08. 48 | f in garden | video all | 01:23
08 sound ok
7 Arina participant 13.08. |44 | f in garden | video all | 01:21
08 sound ok
8 Jeroen participant 14.08.| 42 m in garden | video all | 01:20
08 sound ok
9 Natalie organizer 05.09. |30 | f on public | video all | 01:40
08 square sound ok
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Table: Surveys Rotterdam

No. Type of Date Place of Home address, | Age | Sex
interviewee encounter street/ward
1 neighbour direct| 11.08.2008  ring bell Gouvernedsata | 39 f
aat
2 neighbour direct| 11.08.2008 ring bell Gouverreestr 22 f
3 neighbour direct| 11.08.2008 ring bell Gouverraestr 52 f
4 neighbour direct| 11.08.2008 ring bell Gouverrastr 25 m
5 neighbour direct| 11.08.2008 ring bell Gouverreestr 48 m
6 neighbour direct| 11.08.2008 ring bell Gouverreestr 41 m
7 neighbour direct| 13.08.2008 front of | Gouvernestraat 30-| m
house 40
8 not nb/but work | 13.08.2008 in street Gouvermedtr | 30
9 neighbour direct| 13.08.2008 in street lives ngarb 40- | m
50
10 | neighbour direct| 13.08.2008 in garden lives imgar 22- | m
26
11 | neighbour direct| 13.08.2008 in park Kruiskade - 6bm
70
12 | neighbour direct| 11.08.2008 in park Nieuwe 57 f
Binnenweg
13 | neighbour direct| 13.08.2008 ring bell Westersirg 50 m
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Appendix D: Findings on the project groups - diffeent roles and
functions

In the following, an additional level of analysi: @he findings on the project group
concerning different roles, functions, and capteédiis presented.

The analysis of both projects based on the empidata from the interviews results in
observations concerning the different roles andtions within the project groups (see also
Table 4 below).

First of all mentioned by all respondents in botiojgcts is the importance of the
commitment and motivation of the project group.

“There have to be people who really take care & hoject and who care about it.”
(Gerlinde, Participant 2/ Berlin)

Engaged individuals who drive the project are ingpat. One of the organizers in Berlin
says‘you need people with visions and staying powe&tio initiate the project and stay with
it from the beginning on"But you also need many people who join in and ipgate.”
(Sabine, Organizer 7/ Berlin). Some respondenksahbut the necessity of a core group of
people that are reliable and continuously presspedally on the garden work da‘te
keep the project alive(Ronjon, Participant 8/ Berlin).

“This is like a group here. It is comprised of vetifferent people who fulfill their different
functions.” (Petra, Participant 1/ Berlin)

In both projects it is obvious that the particigaate little involved in the organizational
tasks and have little knowledge on how the finap@hthe project works. Sometimes they
even have false perceptions on these issues.

“I think Wilma is for taking care of money things, Anita. | do not know how that works.
When you have to think how to do this and thakerethis no fun no more.” (Liesbeth,
Participant 6/ Rotterdam)

So it is important to note that some active pastiois want to have the responsibility,
whereas the majority of participants prefer naged involved in the organization. This point
of view is also very much confirmed by the non-ggpating neighbors, who say that they
would not like too many obligations and that orgational responsibility. Rigid structures
and duties are the main obstacles to joining syatoject. Here the concept of ,the freedom
to leave and to do what you like” seems to be seis

In Berlin they are clearly facing the problem tpabple do not get involved enough in the
communal responsibilities. The maintenance of titdip part of the park is mainly taken up

by one volunteer who is there full-time togethethméome paid workers from the Youth

Club. Similarly, in Rotterdam the organizers ardhat there has to be a paid employee
responsible to hold things together.

In this respect, my findings show that there mighattwo different functions necessary: a
leading and responsible organizer and a “good hehthe project.“You need a good soul,
like Peer.” (Participant 1/ Berlin). In Berlin it is agreedarpunanimously that there are two
persons who assume these roles Peer and Gerlinde.
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In Rotterdam there is a strong and leading organi@élma, Participant 1/ Rotterdam).
Some respondents say she can take both roles bat participants see her more a
coordinator and feel that the “good soul” in a meeoeial sense is missing. They say there
should be person like that who is there most oftitlne, really cares about the garden and
also has a social function, “who likes to have pelbpnd who invites people to come and
talks to them.

Additionally, the findings show that in both prdigthere is “somebody who does the social
work” (Sabine/ Berlin; Natalie/ Rotterdam) that desmprised of counseling and conflict
mediation (as discussed above).

Natalie brings in an interesting poiritn every project you have the Wilmas or the Piete,
you need them. | call those people ‘Uncle Pief{Natalie, Organizer 9/ Rotterdam). There
can be one active volunteer who takes the roléJotte Piet’ and sustains the entire project
(Gerlinde and Peer in Berlin; Wilma in Rotterdamut she finds it important to not only
rely on these ‘leading’ volunteers in such a prbjec

“It is always important to have not only ‘one mayafrthe street’ like we say. If the mayor
dies the project dies. If you do not have a coattinwho works things out, who you
can carry it on, the project drops. A good coordorawho is in the garden and who
knows the garden. Somebody official.” (Natalie, @mger 9/ Rotterdam)

Her recommendation to have an official coordinajoes along with the above mentioned
fact that some participants prefer not to haventoeh responsibility:Because they are still
volunteers, they need a professional coordinatidimitl).

Other participants in Berlin raised a similar isso@t there should be a professional support
and guidance in the planning and implementatiothefproject:‘that at least there are two
professionals involved who know what they are daingd that the others actually listen to
them.” (Gerlinde Participant 2/ Berlin).

Therefore, in such a public space project it se@mise necessary to have a professional
(paid or volunteering) management connecting whth public administration institutions,
also in order to get the permits and the officiahttacts arranged. These persons have to
have also planning skills and a long term visiorth# project. Besides, the person for the
“money and government connection” is most likelyb® connected to an institution or
association (these persons are clearly identifiabldoth projects: Sabine & Frauke in
Berlin; Natalie & Wilma in Rotterdam).

“In any case you need a person who is really supipgrthe project fully. Who also has the
personal and professional abilities to push it farg; like Sabine. This also concerns
questions about authorities and financing. Tha Ist of work.” (Petra, Participant 1/
Berlin)

Whether this role can be also taken by a volurdééars in the different project approaches
or ideologies in Berlin and Rotterdam (see alsopB#ra4.5.2). Likewise, it also depends on
the characteristics of the participants, if they ead want to take such a responsibility or
not.
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“You cannot depend only on the volunteers. [...] Tieally need the support. So you need a
good guidance there. An employee, who can do éwegytis the key.” (Natalie,
Organizer 9/ Rotterdam)

In addition, all participants find it important tave “someone who knows about gardens”
(Liesbeth). They want somebody whom they can Idaom and who coordinates the
gardening. Especially in a bigger project like Bethere has to be a person with technical
skills in construction and maintenance. Or thesksahave to be carried out by the
municipality which involves usually more complicdtbureaucratic processes (see Chapter
4.5.3).

Table 4: Summary on project group roles and functions

Recommendation/Lesson Learned Berlin = Rotterdam
Project group - different indentified roles & furasts:
1. coordinator/organizer “leading” participant *) )
2. "the good heart and soul” of the project ) )
3. “social worker”, conflict mediator *) )
4. ,the money and government connection® +) *)
5. gardening skills () (+-)
6. technical skills in construction & maintenance () )
Need of participants and organizers who commit (+) (+)
Not too many organizational obligations and rulest (vanted by (+) (+)
participants)
Certain tasks need professional/paid responsibility (+)
vs. all managed by volunteers (+)

Note: (+) = mentioned to be existing) € not mentioned to be existing; {-F ambiguous

As briefly summarized in Table 4 there are différesles, functions and capabilities that
were found important for the project groups of toenmunity gardens (mentioned likewise
but existing in different degrees in the two casels projects).

To conclude, important seems to be that projecugrbonding and an organizational

structure as well as strong personal commitmenmhsée be vital. On the other hand also the
freedom to and to do what you like should not =t. [dhis is indicated by the fact that both
participants and neighbors did not want to be @oméd with organizational obligations and

rules in the project.
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Appendix E: Coding scheme — all categories

No. | Research Questions Codes Concepts/Categories
& explanations
Personal characteristics:
1 Date
2 P_age age
3 P_sex gender
4 P_ed education
5 P_in nb living in the nb? Since?
6 P_employment employment status
7 P_situation Living situation
8 P_engagement Personal engagement in project, open
description, why got in garden project
9 P_participating since | Time member in the garden
10 P_role Personal role, function, responsibilities
11 | Personal attitude, P_attitude interpretative (and quote)
ideology see below M_personal!
Perceptions and meanings
12 | Meanings M_ How do the people refer to the space &
place?
What are the meanings of the gardens to
the people?
(values, ideas/ideologies connected,
personal importance & ownership etc.)
Why participate or why not? Why
gardening? Meaning of the project and the
place?
13 | Meanings M_story Meaning expressed in personal stories jor
stories about others
14 | Meanings M_personal Giving a personal motivation or meaning,
also meaning related to the personal lif¢
situation (personal motivation, age, life
circumstances)
15 M_personal a) learning personally, skills, culture,
language, everyday wisdom
16 M_personal b) recognition
17 M_personal ¢) doing
18 M_personal d) social contacts/briding, meet people,
togetherness, community
19 | Meanings M_sociability Sociability,
(M_gezelligheid) “Gezelligheid"
vs. Rather stay alone
20 | Meanings M_healing “healing & calming” (often connected to

personal crisis) health

11¢ Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commgatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



le,

Y

—

21 | Meanings M_busy occupation, task in life, substitute for
work/job
(to keep yourself busy, have occupation
instead of work or really see it as work)
22 | Meanings M_ideology Ideologies of creating place quality and
neighborhood community, civic
engagement, voluntarism
23 | Meanings M_joint Joint activities and self-organization
24 | Meanings M_nature access to nature and greenery, natural
capital, open air
25 | Meanings M_gardening gardening as activity, doing something
fresh air, subsistence, growing own
vegetable & fruit
26 | Meanings M_education educational and emancipation
learn yourself or teach (children, others
27 | Meanings other M_public meaning of the project is that it is publig
something public for the public
(could be also pm!)
Recommendations
28 | recommendations M_recommend Recommendations general, lessons
learned from this project and expectatid
about garden projects
different dimensions and aspects of wh
garden projects need to be successful:
28 M_recommend a person, who...has special knowledd
engagement, leadership skills
28 M_recommend structure/organisation
28 M_recommend group, that...people, who...are sociab
inviting etc.
28 M_recommend technical knowledge
Mixed categories
29 | Meanings M_differentiation Discrimination of personal concepts:
What is the perceived difference to othe
activities, other open spaces and other
social engagement?
30 | Reason for not- M_no participate Why people do not participate
participation
31 | Statements about others | on Name talking about the motivations, attitudes
and meanings of the others...
Volunteer work
32 | Forms of civic volunteer work "volunteer work" vs. having own gardery
engagement own garden just gardening etc.
33 volunteer work Meaning of "volunteer work"
34 volunteer work Feelings about Volunteers doing public

tasks without compensation (insurance
payment etc.), service delivery and

management?
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35

protest

Is there protest or confrontation involve
NOT FOUND, see above M_ideology!

d?

Place-making

36

Place-making

pm

Place-making in general

37

Place-making

pm_belonging

sense of belonging, place-identity, feeli
at home, own space, belonging

=]

g

38

Place-making

pm_appropriation

appropriation of space
e.g. do use the space together with oth
For own purposes - interpretative!

prs?

39

Place-making

pm_meeting

meeting place

Place quality

40

Place quality

pm_place quality

just quality of place

41

Place quality

pm_place quality

What kind of quality of the place is
perceived (by different age/social
groups)? (physical and social
characteristics)

- benefit forparticipants

42

Urban place quality

pm_place quality

Is place quality created in the
neighbourhoodhrough the garden? Do
not only the project participants but alsqg
the surrounding neighbors and visitors
from outside benefit from the creation o
the garden as green space?

“Added value”, benefit, what makes the
place different now?

- benefit for nb

43

Place-making

pm

vandalism

Social group and roles

44

Project Group

group

Who belongs to ingroup“the gardener
community”? Social /cultural mix

Who can join the group and how? How
you get in? Openness?

45

Project Group

roles

Social roles in project
(see also above personal roles)

46

Different engagements
group members

engagement_others

Who is doing what?different engageme
in project in general in group, others,
different groups and kinds of engageme

nt

2Nt

Social connectedness

47

Is social capital created?

sc_created

in the classic sense...

48

Social connectedness

sc_

in general

49

Social connectedness

sc_ingroup_relation

dWVhat kinds of bonds/ties do exist? type

personal relations/contacts,( friendship,
aguaintance, colleagues...) What do yg
talk about? bonding social capital

50

Ingroup

SC_ingroup_incommo
n

What are common concerns/interests?

of

c
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51 | Ingroup sc_ingroup_incommo| Is there a common culture or identity
n (within and beyond the garden project)?
Difference in culture...

52 | Ingroup sc_ingroup_conflict | conflicts in group (mediated by what?)

53 sc_exclusion Exclusion from or by any group,
institution or from any activity

54 |Ingroup sc_trust Trust in group
Who you turn to if difficulties?/ask for
help?

55 | Ingroup sc_help Reciprocity, mutual help,

56 |Ingroup sc_advice advice (concerning problems, job
situation, institutional bureaucracy,
money and benefits)

57 | Social contacts and sc_contacts_created | Social contacts and networks created

networks created (which, quantity)

58 | Bridging sc_bridging Is there bridging to other social groups?
scope and quality of bridging social
capital

59 | Social sc_bridging_resource| role of knowledge transfer

connectedness/bridging |s

60 | Social sc_bridging_resource| access to new institutions, networks

connectedness/bridging |s

60 | Social sc_bridging_resource| access to... other cultures, traditions

connectedness/bridging |s
Map of social contacts:

61 sc_conflict conflicts withothergroups, within
neighbourhood (or in personal social
network)

62 | Personal Map of social | sc_personal characteristics of personal network:

contacts: personal social capital and connectedn
personal “bonding social capital”

63 | Personal sc_personal content with quantity and
quality/closeness of contacts? Want
more? Few close or many lose contacts?

64 sc_used distribution and use of own social capital,
Do they distribute their own social
capital?

65 | using own social ability social ability personal social abilities are used to cre

(new!) sc or to build up the project / community

66 sc_personal_member membership in groups & organizations

ship

and engagement

« other volunteering activities
» member of neighborhood organizatior
sport or cultural club

« political activism

« member of religious organization,

church, mosque etc.
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Personal network types

67

What kinds of social
networks can be found
among the participants?

sc_personal_nwl

1. Isolated people

"people have small and low-density
networks, arising from personal
circumstances such as unemployment
mental problems."

68

sc_personal_nw?2

2. Segregated personal networks
“"relationships to several quite distinct
individuals to satisfy different needs.
Many different loose relationships,
which all have their individual quality
rather than a close and intimate

69

sc_personal_nw3

3. Encapsulated network relations

"a close-knit, small network, not selecti
with frequent contact between member:
(such as peer group or kinship network

The people have a similar backgrounds,

standards and values, they are focused
inward and make little use of outside
community building facilities etc."

e,

U7

U7
~—

70

sc_personal_nw4

4. Integrated networks
"relatively extended networks, not too
widely connected, not too close and

frequent, who form clusters and meet, but

not locally

Other concepts

71

future

Future aspirations & perspectives on
project

72

Other themes/concepts

other

undefined but
important...themes/concepts

122 Thesis - Reinventing public urban spaces in commgatden projects in Berlin and Rotterdam



	urban_green_flyer
	THESIS_final_Sept 09



