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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to determine attitudes toward community gardening
and community gardening needs of residents in two low-income neighborhoods, Amett
Benson (AB) and Parkway-Cherry Point (PC) neighborhods in the city of Lubbock,
Texas, as well as to investigate resources available for community gardening.
A two-part instrument was developed by the researcher for attitudes toward
community gardening (CG) and needs data collection. A second instrument was
developed to determine the resources available for community gardening. The
instruments were reviewed by a panel of experts for content validity. Prior to the
administration, the two-part instrument was pilot-tested using two nearby neighborhoods.
The Cronbach alpha coefficient for the attitude scale was 0.85 and 0.86 for the needs
assessment scale.
Data were collected through structured interviews conducted by trained
interviewers. Interviewees rated their attitudes toward community gardening and
community gardening needs on a scale of 1 to 5, five being strongly agree and 1 being
strongly disagree. One hundred adults were interviewed on a voluntary basis in the two
neighborhoods. The interviewees ranged in age from 18 to 88 years; 122 were females
and 78 males. Data for the resources available for community gardening were obtained
by interviewing local leaders and representatives from several agencies and institutions in
the two neighborhoods.

VI

Results indicated that residents in both AB and PC neighborhoods had positive
attitudes toward community gardening and perceived a need for community gardens. The
level of significance for analysis was established as .05. Using ANOVA, it was
determined that the two neighborhoods were significantly different for both attitudes and
needs. Hispanics and whites were not different in attitudes toward community gardening
or community gardening need; they were significantly different from African Americans.
Ethnicity revealed a significant difference for both attitudes toward community gardening
and community gardening needs. The number of hours worked per week revealed a
significant difference on attitude but not for needs, however, the other sample
characteristics were not significantly different. Analysis of the resources needed for
community gardening revealed that a number of local institutions or agencies could
supply some form of human resources, e.g., while the South Plains Food Bank and some
community leaders could supply both human and non-human resources.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Gardening is one activity that can be done either indoors or outdoors. If well
designed, gardening can be done by anybody. Most gardens are owned by individuals or
families on personal properties. People who rent apartments or homes may not have land
to garden or may not be permitted by the land owner (or homeowner) to garden. In some
cases, even if a garden exists on the property, renters may not restructure or redesign it
without the approval of the owner.
People interested in outdoor gardening, but who have no land of their own, do
have another choice. They can apply for temporary use of open spaces such as vacant lots
and public places in the city. Individuals, families, or groups may be required to pay fees
and may be expected to follow city codes such as restriction of the height offences to be
erected and distance they should be from the road. The space can be shared among
individuals, families, or groups as they desire. Today, the phrase "community garden"
describes a garden shared by a group of people. Here, they can raise food, relax, create,
recreate, learn about life, share ideas, and swap vegetables and seeds. School gardens
also can be considered a special type of community garden in the sense that no individual
can assume complete ownership. However, such gardens are primarily for educational
use. Other examples of community gardens include gardens in nursing homes or
correctional institutions.

In Lubbock, TX, the concept of community gardening is being promoted by an
organization called "Lubbock Green." Lubbock Green managed by the South Plains Food
Bank. Lubbock Green has encouraged and developed approximately 31 community
gardens in Lubbock since 1994 when the idea was initiated {Lubbock Avalanche-Journal,
June 7, 1998, page 1-D). The community garden model used by Lubbock usually
involves working with registered neighborhood associations. Members of neighborhood
associations are encouraged to participate in community gardening which becomes more
than a place to grow plants. It can be a neutral place where members can discuss issues in
their neighborhood such as crime, property values, drug and substance abuse, or how to
apply for neighborhood grants for specific projects. Community gardening can, therefore,
be considered a political movement.
Berry, Portney, and Thomson (1993) stated that city-wide systems of
neighborhood associations do affect citizen participation in the city. Even though
neighborhood associations fall short in getting more people to become active in the
political world and getting more low-income people involved, neighborhood associations
nurture face-to-face participation. This participation, chaimeled into a neighborhoodbased-activity such as community gardening, can change the balance of power in the city.
By creating and supporting an infrastructure such as community gardening within
a neighborhood association system, a city government can use it as an institutionalized
channel of access to city agencies and to the city council. In this sense, neighborhood
associations are merely convenient vehicles for those already advantaged in the political
system. Only about 16% of the national population participate in neighborhood

associations (Berry et al., 1993). In general, members who are active in neighborhood
programs have the following profile: are retired or elderly, have at least some college
education, are of middle or upper class, are long-term or permanent residents of that
neighborhood, have property in that neighborhood, and may have other local leadership
responsibilities such as serving as a volunteer in some organization.
The current community gardening model in Lubbock (by omission rather than by
commission) has not frilly addressed the needs of low-income households. Likewise in
Lubbock, several organizations such as experienced gardeners, city council, Texas Tech
University, South Plains Food Bank, Lubbock Housing Authority, and the Parks and
Recreational Services department of the city of Lubbock could be utilized.
Without community, there is no community garden. Too often organizations or
individuals from outside the community have perceived a "need" for a garden in lowincome neighborhood. Unfortunately without a "buy-in" and a sense of ownership by the
community itself, these gardens ultimately will fail. A core group of local families or
individuals is needed to start a garden and see it as an important addition to their
neighborhood.

Statement of the Problem
Although everybody can benefit from gardening activity, if it is well designed, the
focus of this study was a needs assessment of households in two low-income
neighborhoods of Lubbock. The selected areas were the Amett-Benson (AB)
Neighborhood (area bounded on the west by Indiana Avenue, to the east by University

Avenue, to the north by Clovis Highway, and to the south by 4th street) and Parkway
Cherry Point (PC) Neighborhood (bounded on the west and northwest by Yellow House
Canyon and East Municipal Drive, to the east and northeast by Idalou Road and Loop
289, and to the south by East Broadway. The income level in each neighborhood is
below the median income for the city (see Appendix A).
No one single community gardening model works in all parts of the United States.
A successful program in New York, for example, may not be effective in Lubbock. Even
in Lubbock, the need for community gardens may vary depending on the neighborhood.
In the PC Neighborhood, for example, some vacant lots and open spaces have become a
liability to the owners. Some property owners might prefer to offer their vacant lots for a
minimum use fee rather than to spend money to maintain them. Another noteworthy
point is that a few property owners owe the city huge sums of money for the city's cleanup services and back taxes (R. Crabtree, personal communication, n.d.). By offering the
property for community gardening, the property owner can be relieved of the cost of
regular maintenance, while the participants could benefit from inexpensive or free land
use. This is an example of a win-win situation. As a matter of fact in northeast Lubbock,
a strip of 2.6 acres of land at 6th Street and Idalou Highway has been offered at no cost to
Bozeman Elementary School for gardening purposes.
A needs assessment is essential for program development of any type. To the best
of the researcher's knowledge, no such assessment of community gardening in Lubbock
has been conducted. The lack of documented information about community gardening
needs or interests in Lubbock may have resulted in the adoption of the current model

which recruits most community gardeners from neighborhood associations. There may
be alternative ways to promote community gardens. The needs assessment targeted
households in AB and PC Neighborhoods.

Research Ouestions
This study addressed the following questions:
1. What are the attitudes toward community gardening among households in AB
and PC Neighborhoods? How do these attitudes vary with the different characteristics of
the population? Are the attitudes of the two neighborhoods significantly different?
2. What are the community gardening needs among households in AB and
PC Neighborhoods? How do the needs vary with the different characteristics of the
population? Are the needs of the two neighborhoods significantly different?
3. What are the resources needed for community gardening in AB and PC
Neighborhoods? Are these resources available?

Definition of Terms
The literature on community gardening has suffered from a lack of uniformity in
the employment of terms. To achieve consistency in the current research, the terms used
in the study will be defined as follows:
1. Attitude-opinion toward a fact or state.
2. Community garden-a piece of land that is divided into several portions for
different individuals or families to cultivate.
3. Container garden-growing plants in a container such as a pot.

4. Garden-plot of ground where herbs, fruits, flowers or vegetables are
cultivated.
5. Herb-a seed-producing plant that can live one or more years but does not
produce a woody tissue.
6. Horticultural therapy-the use of plants to heal people emotionally and/or
physically.
7. Human resource-service performed by a volunteer or worker.
8. Interest-having the liking for something.
9. Landscaping~to modify or ornament by altering the plant cover.
10. Low-income neighborhood—income level determined to be lower than the
median in the city of Lubbock.
11. Lubbock Green—an organization managed by South Plains Food Bank.
12. Lubbock United Neighborhood Association (LUNA)-an organization that
coordinates activities in all Lubbock neighborhoods.
13. Master gardeners—gardeners who have been trained by the Texas Agricultural
Extension Service and who volunteer services to the local community. They are required
to volunteer at least 50 hours annually to maintain certification.
14. Need—a void between what exists and what is ideal.
15. Neighborhood association—organization involved in issues within the
neighborhood, opened to all residents or property holders within the neighborhood.
16. Non-human resource-anything needed for a community garden other than a
person, such as mulch or fertilizer.

17. Outdoor gardening-any form of gardening which is done outside a home or a
greenhouse.
18. Public place-a piece of land which does not belong to an individual such as a
park.
19. Self-esteem-the regard in which one feels about himself or herself
20. South Plains Food Bank-a place which provides food to people in need. It
operates mostly on donated food and volunteer services.
21. Texas Agricultural Extension Service (TAEX)-a service performed by
agricultural agents and family and consumer sciences education agents and volunteers
aimed at educating people based on their needs and interests.
22. Vacant lot—a piece of land which has not been developed

Basic Assumptions
There are certain basic assumptions about gardening. These are:
1. Gardening is one of several skills that can help an individual to become a
healthy and productive member of the community.
2. Attitudes toward community gardening can be determined through personal
interviews.
3. The needs for community gardening can be determined through personal
interviews.
4. Interests in gardening can be measured through scales assessing the extent to
which respondents perceive if a community gardening program is successful.

5. The ability to work together for a common good, such as gardening, can be
determined from responses of the participants.
6. Resources available for operating community gardens can be determined by
interviewing master gardeners, local leaders and representatives of some institutions or
agencies that can support a community garden; this includes both human and non-human
resources.

Limitations of the Study
The following limitations of the study were recognized:
1. The sample was a volunteer group comprised of those respondents willing to
participate in an interview. The results and conclusions of the study are based on the
information provided by the responding sample and, therefore, may not be representative
of the neighborhoods.
2. The interview was conducted with a single respondent per household. Other
family members were not consulted regarding their attitudes or needs toward community
gardening.
3. Factors other than items included in the interview may affect attitudes or needs
relative to community gardening.
4. The results of the study are, at best, generalizable only to Amett-Benson or
Parkway Cherry Point neighborhoods.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

Gardening has been associated with all civilizations. According to Loxton (1991),
the earliest known indications of agriculture date back only 10,000 years, and the
enjoyment of the beauty of flowers goes back much frirther. The placing of bouquets of
flowers buried at sites thousands of years ago shows that gardening had an esthetic and
possibly ritual role.
Early men and women must have taken pleasure in the natural gardens they found,
enjoying a flowered-dotted forest clearing on the shade of palms on a river's bank, for
such places often became closely associated with the gods and spirits of the natural world.
Later when permanent settlements developed, food crops were grown near an individual
habitation, while the shade of flowers and the fruits of climbers such as vines around
doorways formed a more personal garden (Loxton, 1991).
Most of the early gardens could have been constructed without an initial plan but
rather were meant to protect a settlement or keep animals from crops. The urge to create
a special garden did not develop until larger settlements or palace complexes began to cut
people off from easy access to such natural havens (Loxton, 1991). Societies in direct
touch with the natural world felt less need to make gardens, which also required a society
to spare the resources to create gardens and people with the time to enjoy them.
Although much has been written on scientific gardening, caution should be taken
because an uninformed person can be led to believe that gardening is purely a science

(USDA, 1944). While success in gardening can be aided greatly by an understanding of
many facts brought to light by scientists worldwide, gardening should be learned as other
arts are leamed-by practice and experience, preferably under the guidance of someone
who has already acquired the necessary skills and judgments.
Urban gardeners face several challenges. Unlike commercial growers who have
the opportunity to select the best land for gardening, urban gardeners face problems such
as small lots, steep slopes, bad drainage, too many trees, too much rock, too little top soil,
and too much shade from buildings. These conditions are not suitable for growing
vegetables. On the other hand, urban gardeners may have the convenience of nearby
supply centers (USDA, 1944).
The convenience of a garden location is more important than might be supposed
(USDA, 1944). A garden needs attention, almost on a daily basis. Gardening at a
distance is inconvenient and generally less satisfactory than gardening nearby, because it
is more difficult to do things at the right time.

Benefits of Gardening
Commercial gardens are operated just as any business, with the primary goal
being to make a profit. Commercial nurseries, tree companies, and landscape companies
fall into this category. On the other hand, most home vegetable gardens exist primarily to
feed households, thereby saving on food costs. Excess vegetables, however, can be
shared or sold. Nutrition, health, and pleasurable eating are the obvious reasons for home
gardening (Jobb, 1979).
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Other benefits derived from gardening are perhaps more important than potential
savings on food costs (Patel, 1991; Railey & Shry, 1988; USDA, 1977; Yeomans, 1992).
Other benefits of gardening include physical benefits from exercise, emotional or
psychological benefits derived from a sense of pride in accomplishment such as
harvesting vegetables from one's garden, social benefits obtained when one shares an
interest with other gardeners, and intellectual benefits which relate to the challenge to
constantly learn something new.
Rothert (1994) noted that gardening is one of the top two or three leisure activities
for Americans over age 55. Although he mentioned that age is by no means a disability,
he pointed out that as one ages, physical stamina begins to decrease and some activitylimiting diseases may set in. Special gardening design techniques and construction
material selections may be needed to assist the 42 million Americans who are classified
as either temporarily or permanently physically disabled. Gardening offers many
challenges for the mind such as designing the perfect border, collecting and studying a
particular group of plants or practicing the art of pruning, working with the soil, creating
and nurturing life, being in partnership with nature, and harvesting and eating fresh
vegetables that one has grown him/herself (Rothert, 1994).
Smith (1977) argued that the human being has been genetically adapted to
respond to an environment of green plants. Nature has been identified as the source of
many psychological benefits. In the inner city, the psychological benefits of gardening
closely parallel those benefits gained from direct experience with nature, suggesting that
gardening can serve as an effective surrogate for involvement with natural environments.
11

Because the garden requires constant attention. Smith contended that gardening
represents a commitment rather than a chance or casual experience with the outdoor
environment. Horticulture can offer rehabilitative assistance to patients suffering from
mental disorders. Smith (1977) frirther suggested three requisites to maintaining mental
fitness in urban populations: (1) breaking the monotony of daily life, (2) creating a sense
of community, and (3) instilling a sense of control over the environment.
Lewis (1978) pointed out that the human aspect of gardening becomes evident
when we stop focusing on the plants, and what we do to them and what they produce, and
instead learn to see person and plant together as they interact in the process of gardening.
We live in two worlds, and within the envelope of our skin is a biological entity which is
fine tuned for survival in the natural environment. Our immediate environment is not the
green world in which we learn to survive and carry forward our species but rather a world
of our own creation, built of inert materials. The juxtaposition of our ancient biological
selves with contemporary settings creates a conflict which is increasingly becoming the
concern of environmentalists and psychologists.
Plants can have important psychological and cultural effects on people. The mere
visual exposure to natural vegetation can promote relaxation, recovery from stress, and
recuperation from surgery. Trees enhance our perceived quality of different
environments, and provide a symbolic link between human cultures and their underlying
spiritual values (Hlubik & Betros, 1994). Hewson (1994) discussed how horticultural
therapy uses living material requiring nurturing and care to rehabilitate sick people. The
maturation and life cycle of plants provide horticultural tasks and related activities to
12

stimulate thought, exercise the body, and encourage an awareness of the living, external
environment. The physical frmctioning of the client can be restored, improved,
maintained, or helped through a variety of tasks and projects to prevent frirther
deterioration. Raised beds and patio areas can be adapted for clients with special needs
and gardening can provide needed exercise, build endurance, coordination and strength.
Horticultural tasks can be adapted to develop motor skills and fine, eye-hand coordination
and can provide a variety of physical shapes, sizes, scents and textures to help clients
decipher the environment.
Horticulture can improve a person's emotional status. Through individual or
group interaction clients are encouraged to understand and deal with their emotions and
feelings. Horticultural projects and activities build clients' skill levels, self-esteem, and
confidence. Tasks such as pruning, smashing pots, and hoeing can provide an acceptable
outlet for anger and aggression. Classes in design and flower arrangement can provide an
outlet for creativity and imagination. Hewson (1994) discussed at length how
horticultural therapy can be assessed in three areas-cognitive skills, which measure the
process of comprehension, judgment and reason; physical skills, which measure the
client's ability to perform specific motor skills through a given task; and behavioral and
social skills which measure attitude, manner and the ability to relate to others.
Bicho (1996) described multicultural gardening in New York. Muhicultural
gardening involved more than cultural diversity within a single garden. Many smaller
cities do not boast the cultural abundance and diversity of New York, and community
gardens reflect this absence. Bicho contended that different growing techniques provide
13

an opportunity for sharing and integration when language barriers and cultural barriers
fall away, a natural information osmosis occurs.
Bicho (1996) also argued that gardens, like people, go through a maturation
process that begins at birth. Like the cultural groups the garden represents, once the basic
bylaws are established, the garden becomes its own sub-culture, with its own traditions,
creating an integrated multicultural family of community gardeners. He added that like
any family, squabbles and power struggles exist, particularly when integrating new
gardeners into the garden's existing scheme. Eventually, after heated garden meetings,
after finger pointing and the exchange of angry words, issues are resolved and gardeners
go back to what they do best: growing crops and communities (Bicho, 1996).

Communitv Gardening Movement in the United States
Community gardening in American cities is not a new idea. The practice has been
common in most periods of crises since the late nineteenth century (Schmelzkopf, 1995).
Community gardening often has been subsidized by local and federal governments, so
that residents can produce foodstuffs for themselves (Schmelzkopf, 1995; USDA, 1977).
The typical scenario has been for gardens to be established on land that is considered to
have little market value. At the end of the crises, although the problems of the urban poor
persist, governments generally withdraw their support and focus instead on profitable real
estate development on the former garden plots (Schmelzkopf, 1995). With emergence of
the environmental movement in the 1970s and with the availability of open space as a
result of unsuccessful urban renewal, community gardens resurged in many American
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cities. Many of the gardens are in low-income areas and have been hailed as safe havens
that provide residents with a sense of nature, community, rootedness, and power (Jobb,
1979; Schmelzkopf, 1995). Community gardens are part of the public and private
domain and are the sites of many functions conventionally equated with the private
sphere. Domestic activities, nurturing, and a sense of home are explicitly brought outside
the gardens. Gardens help people feed themselves and foster a healthier physical and
social movement. They provide places for children and adults to work, play, and learn
about nature and serve as sanctuaries from the dangers, stresses, and temptations of the
streets (Schmelzkopf, 1995).
Before this century, food was grown very near where it was consumed (Jobb,
1979). What food people did not eat was dried and stored for winter because refrigerators
and preservatives were unknown. Food crops were eaten by the very people who grew
them, and these were usually members of the same family or clan. Losses due to nature
or vandalism were inevitable, consequently people grew more food to make up for the
losses.
With the invention of machines, people's priorities have been rearranged. Food is
grown now far away from where it is consumed, and machines do most of the work. As a
resuh of this, diets have changed. According to Jobb (1979), as urbanization has
increased, the American diet has deteriorated, so that it is now seriously deficient with
regard to certain nutrients and is detrimental in its high caloric content, low ratio of
polyunsaturated to saturated fatty acids, and lack of fiber. These are characteristics
thought to contribute to hypertension, heart disease, and cancer of the colon. An increase
15

in fruit and vegetable intake by the American populace would alter these diet
characteristics in a positive way and, therefore, has the potential for reducing levels of
these degenerative diseases and reducing the deficiencies of vitamin A, vitamin C, and
iron in the population (Jobb, 1979).
Guenthner, Bonlender, and Kulisheck (1993) have reviewed community gardens
from the past to the present. American culture which was founded with deep agrarian
roots is now surrounded by parking lots and pavements, separated by land and sources of
food. Our ancestors built a food self-sufficiency with active rural communities and local
urban communities. Today, the food we eat has to be transported by an average of 1,300
miles. Modem American agriculture, considered by some to be a model of the world, has
brought us the lowest food prices on earth at the expense of intensive chemical inputs,
factory farm production practices, and food transported around the globe by cheap ftiel.
The authors assert that farm practices patterned after industrial models rather than natural
systems have resulted in a total neglect of the soil and the health of our own bodies. This
model has focused on short-term gains rather than long-term sustainability. The authors
frirther assert that it is time for us to recreate our relationship with our food and planet,
redefine our priorities, and take back the authority we have given to specialists and
experts. Food issues have been polarized into a rural problem with urban citizens
relieved of any responsibility to participate in the system and such an attitude has
divorced us from the land. Our home landscape can be a means to a greater food selfsufficiency and gardening can empower individuals to take socially significant actions on
the local level (Guenthner et al., 1993).
16

People turn to gardening at times of economic hardship. Periods of intensive
gardening activity in the US include the war gardens of 1917-1919, the relief gardens of
the 1930s, the victory gardens of the 1940s, and the anti-inflation gardens of the 1970s.
More people continue to move to apartment buildings, housing projects, and other high
density developments, and are left landless with no suitable space or piece of ground to
call their own. A neighborhood garden park is today's expression of how important it is
for people, rich or poor, to have access to land for gardening. A community garden is a
personal and neighborhood oasis, a natural retreat, in the crowded urban environment
(Sommers, 1984).
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA, 1977) confirmed that home
gardening was at its highest level during the second world war (1939-1945). Most of the
gardens were termed "victory gardens." The purpose of these gardens was to offset
shortages in commercial production, processing, and transportation of vegetables during
the war years. During those years, the federal government sponsored or subsidized
several projects for food preservation and storage such as community canneries. After
the war, the government withdrew its support for these projects and the result was a
drastic reduction both in size and numbers of home gardens (USDA, 1977). It was
estimated that in 1977, an average family could save $200-$300 annually on food costs
by growing and processing vegetables at home. In communities with a 12-month
growing season, a four by sixteen feet raised bed can save families up to $600 in annual
grocery costs and provide a family of four with a serving of fresh fiiiits or vegetables
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every day of the year. Urban gardeners grew $16 million worth of fresh food in 1993
(Fitzgerald, 1996).
The modem era of community gardening began with converging interests in the
early 1970s (Guenthner et al., 1993). The original Earth Day in 1970 signified a growing
interest in stewardship of natural resources that many families demonstrated through
gardening. With inflation driving food prices higher, many households tumed to
recreational activities they could enjoy together closer to home. Growing concem about
increasing waste and excessive packaging in the food stream stirred interest in consumer
food co-ops and community food production. Food safety was fast becoming an issue
with many people becoming skeptical about agricultural practices relying on expanded
use of chemicals. Accordingly, nutritional problems became linked with serious illnesses
such as heart disease and with adverse effects on early childhood development and
leaming. As a result of the public's reaction to food production, community development
interests grew as residents became active in improving their neighborhoods by creating
block clubs to fight crime, forming housing rehabilitation organizations, and engaging in
community gardening. By 1978 a national network of community garden professionals
and volunteer coordinators was established calling itself the "American Community
Gardening Association" (ACGA). Its objective was to encourage the exchange of success
stories and ideas and to frirther the movement. By the early 1990s there were more than
250 members of ACGA (both individuals and organizations) representing every state and
most metropolitan areas (Guenthner et al., 1993).
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Fitzgerald (1996) reported on the resurgence of community gardens being
developed all over the US in the 1990s. Community gardens combine a variety of
elements which urban planners acknowledge as "saving" the American cities; these
gardens are buih by people who are not professionally trained. Community gardens are
excellent examples of community food security and provide models that cities can use as
they search for ways to solve their food and social problems. Fitzgerald noted that
community gardens are remaking food systems in low-income communities in the way
that works for consumers such as acting as "incubators" for new, locally-owned small
businesses. In eastem Austin, TX, for example, a nursery company is researching the
development of a commercial nursery adjacent to some community gardens (Fitzgerald,
1996).
At least 3,000,000 Americans garden at community sites. An additional
7,000,000 would garden if land were available, and 76% of those polled would like
community gardens to be a permanent part of their communities (Patel, 1991). The
National Garden Association has estimated that about 75% of the households in the US
are involved in some form of gardening (Malakoff, 1995). Also, about 50 million
households have no involvement in vegetable or flower gardening. Fourteen percent of
the non-gardeners, or 6.7 million households, say they would be interested in becoming
involved in an organized community gardening program if it were nearby. Of the 30
million households already involved in gardening, about 1%, or 300,000 households,
report using a community garden (Malakoff, 1995).
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Communitv Gardening and Children's Development
Hefferman (1994) stated that unlike previous generations, today a lack of time or
land available or a knowledgeable parent or grandparent who can instmct a child to start
and care for a small garden plot. Children need to leam to garden for many reasons.
First, gardens are often the most accessible places for children to leam about nature's
beauty, interconnections, power, fragility, and solace. Second, through regular activity in
natural areas, children come to grasp two vital concepts about nature. One is that plants,
animals, rocks, water, soil, and rainbows are very different from things that are
manufactured. The other is that nature is a totality, a cycle of changes into which we are
bom with natural laws, that if intermpted or abandoned, will lead to destmctive
consequences. Leaming these concepts at a very young age may not only create
imaginations, but will also influence ftiture decisions. Today's youth will face very
difficult environmental issues, and consequently they need help to develop the
knowledge, attitudes and technical skills to cope with these issues. Gardening can help
children develop critical thinking skills and a profound appreciation of the natural world
while at the same time bring beauty into the world (Hefferman, 1994).
Finch (1995) reported that gardening programs have a positive effect on youth
who participate. Awareness of the advantages of order and stmcture, teaches youth how
to participate in a cooperative effort and encourages the forming of positive relationships
with adults. Gardening programs also have a positive effect on self-esteem, self
awareness, issues of responsibility and development of communication skills, and work
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concepts. According to Finch, youth involved in an organized garden program displayed
positive self-regard, greater self reliance, and improved behavior.
Caring for our natural resources is a high priority for those who own and manage
three quarters of America's land-owned farmers, ranchers, and forest owners (Gugulis,
1991). Not everyone who makes decisions about the use of natural resources should have
a stewardship ethic. The majority of future voters, legislators, community leaders,
developers, and corporate managers will grow up with little opportunity to acquire a
conservation ethic through direct experience with land and the natural environment.
Some teachers and school administrators are opening the world to young students on
things some students would have leamed about only through books. When students see,
touch, smell, taste, and hear the outside world, they will begin to know why it is
important. Youngsters can leam about their environment through the help of resource
professionals, teachers, and other people of the community. The "model" outdoor
classroom activities can include recycling, reclaiming long-neglected areas around school
premises, and tree planting by students from kindergarten through sixth grade. Outdoor
classrooms have taught conservation education, and provided opportunities for students
to participate in interdisciplinary approaches to solving problems and making decisions;
such approaches enabled students to leam math by measuring and calculating and science
by observing natural phenomena, and they also leam important lessons in the social
sciences, language arts and esthetics. Outdoor classrooms can be either a playground,
courtyard, a window hedge, or a patch of sky. Creativity, determination, cooperation, and
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commitments by teachers, students, administrators, parents, and community leaders is
what makes a successful outdoor classroom (Gugulis, 1991).
Children who have contact with nature will develop a sense of understanding and
caring (Hart, 1994). Wild gardens are what children like so that they can have the
freedom to manipulate and create tree houses, forts, snow mns, or gardens out of a carved
lawn. Unfortunately, society does not support wild lands near children's homes and it is
paranoid about children especially preadolescent girls, going outdoors for anything. The
solution is allowing children outdoors to develop some new institutional alliances to
manage wild gardens such as the Netherlands, where parents take tums walking around
untamed spaces to keep an open eye for suspicious strangers. American public gardens
could do more for children if education and horticulture were in separate departments
(Hart, 1994). Gardening programs that stressed leaming skills and plant names should be
replaced with ones that allowed children time to reflect.
Hefferman (1994) described a national gardening symposium, sponsored by the
American Horticultural Society and the W. Atlee Burpee Company, held in August 1993.
The purpose of the symposium was to enable kindergarten through eighth grade educators
to begin or improve gardening programs for children. In addition to the symposium, 12
children's gardens, designed by elementary school students and professional landscape
designers, were built at the headquarters of the American Horticultural Society. These
gardens served as inspirational and practical models for teachers, parents, and youth
leaders to use to build more gardens for both recreational and educational purposes at
school, backyard, and community sites.
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According to Hefferman (1994), various societal and psychological reasons
prevent many children today from having direct, meaningftal, and easy access to nature—
especially to undeveloped natural areas where they are free to create and be themselves
away from the gaze of adults. Natural places are especially critical as a means for
children to develop their own identity separate from their parents. These places often are
not the most beautiful or exceptional but rather sites such as muddy ponds or wild places
where there is freedom to manipulate such as creating tree houses, forts or snow mns.
Unfortunately, the litigious nature of our society breeds a cmshing sameness and banality
in outdoor playground design. Children are being denied their basic right to childhood by
over designing, over controlling, and over stmcturing their lives. School yards and
community play grounds are frighteningly similar to the dreary bareness of prison yards.
However, factors such as worsening crime rate, television viewing, and video games
which are contributing to keeping children indoors also are to be blamed. According to
Hefferman (1994), these factors are working together to produce children who are not
developing a strong bond and affection for nature bom from rich personal experiences.
Youth programs exist across the country that focus on connecting youth to their
cultural heritage through the garden, or that integrate young and old, promoting the
continuation of cultural knowledge (Bicho, 1996). Foods can be a window on cultural
understanding and appreciation. According to Bicho (1996), eight different gardens are
tended by at-risk youth in the San Antonio area. In the Asian garden, youth tend to
soybeans, Chinese cabbage and greens, lettuce, radishes, cucumbers, cowpeas, ginger,
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and eggplant. The Central American garden features com, winter squash, potatoes, chili
peppers, pumpkins, beans, and sugar cane.
Apart from cultural benefits, Bicho (1996) also argued that community gardening
with children, especially with the elderly, helps children gain knowledge about aging and
the aged and this knowledge helps educate against bias and ageism. He described the
Green Guerrilla Board, who paired a child and a senior (60 or older who was a nonfamily member). The result was mutually beneficial, seniors loved the activity, they got
to work with a child, and the children loved to plant and water (Bicho, 1996).

Case Studies of Some Successfiil Communitv Garden
Programs in the US
The Green Brigade: Horticultural Leam-and-Eam Program
for Juvenile Offenders in Bexar County
Based on the belief that gardening has a positive effect on one's sense of wellbeing and improves the community by helping address the problem of youth behavior,
the Texas Agricultural Extension Service and Bexar County Master Gardeners (1990)
established a youth gardening program consisting of three main components: classroom
gardens, teaching gardens, and the Green Brigade (Finch, 1995). Five years later, 7,500
city youth garden every week at 132 schools and 5 neighborhood gardens. Most (70%) of
the youth are members of ethnic minorities and low income families. Most of the youth
are 15 to 18 years old and are members of a special component called the Green Brigade.
Brigade members are special because of their age and because each of them is a juvenile
offender who has been selected by the Bexar County Juvenile Probation Department to
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participate in the program. In 1994, the Green Brigade built a model xeriscape garden
and a teaching garden. An estimated 250,000 individuals passed by or through the model
garden, and 140 neighborhood youth participated at the teaching garden. The Green
Brigade members joined Master Gardeners in serving as mentors and teachers for their
younger brothers and sisters, and neighbors who garden at the new site. Of the 63
participants in Green Brigade West in 1993-94, 21 moved into better jobs and 2 entered
college. The Bexar County Parks Department also credits the project with significantly
reducing vandalism in the park. In 1993-94, the project supervisor credited the project
with providing the participants with a wealth of practical horticultural knowledge that
improved their work habits, self-esteem, confidence, and appreciation for property. The
youth also experienced leadership authority by acting as mentors for the younger children
who attended the gardening instmction program (Finch, 1995).

The Santa Cruz Homeless Gardening Project
According to the American Community Gardening Association (1997), a
gardening project began in 1990 to provide homeless people with meaningful labor and a
place of beauty in Santa Cruz, Califomia. This program has evolved into job training and
transitional employment for homeless people. The garden project operates as a
commercial organic garden and cultivates nearly five acres at three sites in the city of
Santa Cruz.
Homeless garden projects targeted a population of people who, for whatever
reason, have not found success in traditional training, education, or work settings. It
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provides opportunities to leam a variety of skills that are directly transferable to existing
job situations, including retail organic horticulture, marketing, sales, retail operations,
product design, and business management, while working in a supportive and nurturing
environment. The project's non-traditional approach to teaching job and living skills
evolved from the direct experience of the garden's clients and staff and is designed to
encourage successes, both large and small. It provides enough stmcture to be effective
while maintaining the flexibility necessary to enable individuals to regain self worth and
move beyond the need for emergency services for basic sustenance. Since its beginning
in 1990, more than 120 people have used the garden's program to gain marketable job
skills and make the necessary changes to move forward with their lives. The program is
fiinded by private donations, foundation grants, local government, and the sale of some of
the produce.

Communitv Gardening in New York
Lewis (1978) described gardening in low income areas of New York City which
was initiated as early as 1962 by the New York Housing Authority. It was aimed at
improving communications and feelings between tenants and management by initiating a
Tenant Garden Contest. The Housing Authority provided assistance in the form of
manpower to dig up the bed, gardening instmction, and a small stipend to each garden
group for the purchase of plants and other materials. The tenants, thereafter, were
responsible for the rest of the gardening operation, including watering, weeding, pmning
and fertilizing, plus the added responsibility of protecting the plants from vandalism. The
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program began usually in late spring and in August a panel of judges (garden writers,
horticulturists, landscape architects, and educators) toured the garden to select the
winning entries. Prizes were awarded in September.
Over the years, the contest gardens became a focus for social activities; wedding
and graduation pictures were taken at favored spots. The gardeners organized gardening
clubs in many of the public housing projects. Tenants who grew flowers and vegetables
joined together in a warm kind of pride and neighborliness. Gardeners revealed their
pride and accomplishment in several ways. Lewis (1978) also noted that, rather
surprisingly, in the inner city where vandalism is extreme, fragile gardens could grow
seemingly unmolested. According to the gardeners, potential troublemakers were invited
to join in the garden group and were assigned the job of guarding the plants. They saw to
it that gardens and surrounding areas were kept clean. Vandalism was reduced inside and
outside the building. Children who usually trampled grass were cultivating and watering
plants. It appeared that the experience of gardening helped residents achieve more
positive attitudes about their buildings and grounds.
Lewis (1978) also explained how gardening can enhance self-esteem:
The gardener takes on a responsibility when he grows a plant. It is
a living entity, its ftjture depended on the gardener's ability to provide
conditions for growth. Each day as he tends his garden, the gardener
observes the growth of his plants, and sees in it a measure of his success in
planting, watering, and fertilizing. He anticipates and watches the slow
but steady progress from seedling to young plant to frill maturity and
flowering
He identifies with his garden and builds a personal
relationship with it. The garden becomes an extension of himself, a highly
visible representation of his individuality. When it blooms he has brilliant
evidence of his success. He also soon becomes aware that perhaps
hundreds of people he does not know pass by each day and enjoy his
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garden. He has given them an anonymous gift. All of this enhances his
self-image, helping to create self-esteem. The gardener, feeling better
about himself, feels better about where he lives. The improved attitude
about self and setting is evident in gardeners' comments and the
unexpected non horticultural benefits associated with these inner city
gardens, (p. 334)

Communitv Gardening in Cincinnati
Goosman (1990) described community gardens (neighborhood gardens) in
Cincinnati. The program, started in 1980, has assisted in the development of 27
community gardens. These gardens accounted for more than 200,000 square feet of land
used by over 800 families to grow $65,000 worth of fresh produce each year.
Neighborhood gardens also sponsored a summer youth program and a number of school
gardening projects. The program succeeded in the development of neighborhood gardens
in low- and fixed-income neighborhoods. The program's basic goals are to increase local
food self-reliance; make low cost, nutritious food available to low income families;
promote community awareness, participation, and pride; and reclaim unsightly vacant
lots for productive use. Goosman (1990) noted that the Neighborhood Gardens program
acted as a support group, helping with start-up money, information, community garden
operators manual, and workshops on everything from gardening to mnning a meeting.

Communitv Gardening in Newark. New Jersev
Patel (1991) described an excellent example of how a successfiil community
gardening program can become the foundation of community development. Program
participants converted vacant lots strewn with garbage into beautifiil vegetable and flower
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gardens. Over $450,000 worth of vegetables were produced in 905 community gardens
in 1989 in Newark, NJ and surrounding areas. Demographic characteristics of the group
indicated that almost two thirds (65%) of the gardeners were women, nearly 75% were
black, 19% were Hispanic, and 5% were white. More than half of the gardeners were
middle aged (56%) and 43% were senior citizens. Gardening was a hobby for after-job
hours or on weekends for more than one-third (37%). Gardening cut across social,
economic and racial barriers and brought together people of all ages and background.
Results of the study indicated that 44% of the participants benefitted by getting
fresh vegetables, 35% feh that the fresh vegetables they harvested improved their diets,
26% felt that they derived personal satisfaction by gardening, and 33% indicated that
gardening saved them money. Also, 31% said that they had developed new friendships
by gardening, 29% indicated that they helped others, 14% shared their produce, 14% felt
self-sufficient, and 13% said that gardening improved their neighborhood.
Based on the results of the study, Patel suggested that community gardening could
benefit many at-risk youths to develop pride and self-worth. He also suggested that home
economists could utilize a gardening program to improve the diet and health of gardeners.

The Philadelphia Green Project
Bonham (1990) described the Philadelphia Green project. Started in 1978, the
program has sponsored over 1200 active gardening projects. It has an annual budget of
$2.6 million: 40% is from Philadelphia flower show proceeds, 25% from government
grants and contracts, and 35% from foundations. Unlike the Cincinnati project that

29

targeted low-income areas, the Philadelphia project focused on neighborhoods in the city
that have a strong track record of gardening projects. These "umbrella" communities
assist in disseminating information about the program, organizing blocks around
gardening projects, and helping with overall logistics. According to Bonham (1990), the
greening process and site development must coexist to ensure a long-term successfiil
project that will eventually reach the entire neighborhood.

A Follow-up Studv of the Philadelphia Community Gardening Project

A study was conducted in Philadelphia in 1991 to investigate whether diet was
positively affected by gardening (Blair, Giesecke, & Sherman, 1991). It was
hypothesized that if this were tme, then providing access to gardening could provide
nutrition educators with an altemative to traditional methods of improving dietary
behavior. Where low income is a barrier to following nutrition advice, gardening could
possibly be an empowering component of a nutrition intervention strategy (Blair et al.,
1991).
The study addressed the following questions: Do gardeners eat more vegetables
than non-gardeners? If vegetable consumption is increased, are other foods eaten in
lesser quantity? Do gardeners use vegetables differently from non-gardeners? Why do
people garden? How is gardening related to life satisfaction and neighborhood
involvement? What is the monetary value of the produce grown? Are there differences
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among ethnic groups in the above parameters? Do different ethnic groups obtain
different benefits from the gardening experience?
The sample for the study involved 144 gardeners selected from a stratifiedrandom sample of garden sites throughout the city of Philadelphia. Sixty-seven nongardening individuals were selected as the control group from the neighborhoods
surrounding these sites.
Results indicated that gardeners were older than the non-gardeners; no significant
gender difference was found between gardeners and non-gardeners. Gardeners had a
lower mean education by category compared with non-gardeners. Income by category
was not significantly different between gardeners and non-gardeners. Overall, the Korean
and black gardeners were older than the white or Hispanic gardeners. Gardeners were
longer-time Philadelphia residents than non-gardeners and had lived in their
neighborhoods significantly longer than non-gardeners. Fewer gardeners reported
working full-time and more reported being retired. Almost equal percentages of
gardeners and non-gardeners reported not working at that time.
Results of the study revealed that, in general, gardeners ate more vegetables and
less meat and milk when compared to non-gardeners. No differences were found in how
often they ate vegetables cooked as a side dish, in stew and casseroles, raw salads, or
between meals for snacks. However, gardeners were more likely than non-gardeners to
eat vegetables in meatless meals. Results also indicated that gardening access in the inner
city is an empowering nutrition strategy that overcomes many of the barriers to increasing
vegetable consumption. Gardeners are able to use their own resources to meet part of
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their food needs in the manner they deem appropriate. Gardeners have greater control
over the variety, quality, and quantity of the produce they consume. Finally, gardening
appears to facilitate community projects. Gardeners shared their vegetable wealth with
family, friends, passers-by, and church and food pantries, thereby becoming nutrition
change agents in their own right (Blair et al., 1991).

The Blooming of Boulevards in Minnesota
Price (1997) described a gardening program involving the blooming of boulevards
during the last few years in Mirmesota. It started as a volunteer initiative that encouraged
gardeners to ply their art in front yards, alleys, or other spaces where the public can enjoy
it. The program, which began in the mid-1980s with a handftil of participants, grew to
more than 400 in 1996. The program involved citizens who beautify public spaces in
their yards. Participants nominated their gardens to the blooming boulevard committee.
A team of judges gave each garden a rating. The contest was not meant to be elitist, but
instead was designed to encourage and inspire. All nominees received a certificate of
appreciation. Those with higher marks could eam a Garden of Merit or a first place. The
unique thing about the program was that it operated primarily on donated hours. Only
one part-time intem and one city planner were employees. The rest of the participants,
including judges, workshop instmctors, people who nominated the gardens, and of
course, gardeners, were all volunteers (Price, 1997). The program showed how the
success of a single homeowner could have a ripple effect as well. It appeared that
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gardening was contagious; people noticed how nice their neighbor's yard looked and then
started to work on theirs.

The Rutgers Environmental And Communitv Stewardship
(REACS^ Program
Hlubik and Betros (1994) stated that resolving the needs and problems of local
communities must be considered as the starting point to resolve environmental
degradation on a global scale. To help individuals come to terms with accepting
responsibility and taking action for environmental stewardship, the Rutgers
Environmental and Community Stewardship (REACS) Program was formed. The
program provided a practical community project that empowered people to take an active
role in saving their local and global environment. The program involved individual,
family, and community participation in the reuse, recycling, reduction of natural
resources, and the development of hands-on projects. The planting project included the
establishment of community and school flower and vegetable gardens, tree planting
projects for parks and streets, and the clean-up and rejuvenation of abandoned lots. The
program was successfiil because community members were involved in the planning and
implementation phases of the program and project (Hlubik & Betros, 1994).
Hlubik and Betros (1994) suggested that to solve environmental problems, society
needs to establish ecological values. They stated that environmental education can help
the next generation attain the knowledge and experience necessary to create an
environmental ethic. The ability of individuals to take personal responsibility for the
ftiture of the world they live in will depend on the quality of their environmental
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education. This needs to be integrated throughout the entire curriculum to demonstrate
the dynamics of environmental problems.
Communitv Gardening in Lubbock
For the most part, gardening is leamed informally. Interestingly, some of the best
gardeners may not have taken a course in horticulture. Most of the experienced gardeners
have leamed through carefiil observation of excellent gardens, reading catalogs, visiting
nurseries, joining gardening clubs or simply by trial and error. All it takes is interest and
commitment to leam.
One way of reaching many people is by encouraging people to be involved in
community gardening. This program started in Lubbock in 1994, and is already making
an impact in Lubbock. The concept of growing vegetables and flowers on many vacant
lots throughout the city is being promoted by Lubbock Green managed by the South
Plains Food Bank. Lubbock Green has encouraged and developed 31 garden sites in
Lubbock (Lubbock Avalanche-Joumal. June 7, 1998), and has also helped gardeners to
rototill the soil, and use insecticides safely. The program also teaches them gardening
techniques and how to manage a neighborhood garden (Lubbock Green Brochure, n.d.).
The community gardens of Lubbock have many objectives. These objectives are
to improve the appearance and values of streets and blocks, develop nearby support
groups with people sharing similar ideas, expand the family budget, teach children
responsibility and personal worth through gardening, realize the pleasure of helping a
new garden develop, expand neighborhood development, strengthen ties between civic,
private and non-profit organizations, promote soil and water conservation, increase
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awareness in recycling, promote community pride, and identity, and to beautify business
districts, civic centers, and boulevards (Lubbock Green Brochure, n.d.).
Across Lubbock and the South Plains, community gardens are as diverse in their
harvests as they are in their workers. Some gardens are for food, some are for beauty and
some are really just for people to get together and interact and be neighbors with each
other (Lubbock Avalanche-Joumal. June 7, 1998).
Lubbock Green now boasts 31 gardens with seven underway since the beginning
of 1998 and three more are set to begin before the year ends. Surrounding towns such as
Brownfield, Plainview, and Big Spring are also planning gardens.
Some of the gardens' yields are donated to the Food Bank for use in food boxes.
Also, the Food Bank's five-acre farm raised 100,000 pounds of produce for the boxes.
Also, a new Independence Green Initiative has established a market garden program. The
purpose is to take people on welfare, or the underemployed or disabled and give them the
opportunity to go into business for themselves. Lubbock Green offered plots of land to
20 families to farm as they wish on three-acre area behind the Food Bank. The gardeners
were trained by the Food Bank, and irrigation for the plots is being provided. Some of
the gardeners are single parents or families who are raising food for the family to eat.
According to Gerre Sears, director of land use division of the South Plains Food Bank,
the concept is operating under the theory of "give a man a fish and he eats for a day; teach
a man to fish and he eats for a lifetime" (Lubbock Avalanche-Joumal. June 7, 1998, pp.
1-D).
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Lubbock Green depends on the Texas Agricultural Extension Service (TAEX) for
technical support in providing educational programs to Lubbock neighborhoods.
However, the TAEX is faced with a serious personnel shortage. Only one staff member
is in charge of coordinating all horticulture-related activities in Lubbock. To meet this
demand, the Master Gardener program was begun in 1994. The Master Gardener
program is an example of a "train the trainer" model which is very effective in extension
education. In this model, the extension service organizes a six-week intensive course,
usually in early spring, for prospective master gardeners. Successful graduates of the
program assist in educating other gardeners. Master gardeners are volunteers and are
expected to perform at least 50 hours of community service annually to maintain their
certification (Lubbock County Master Gardener Brochure, n.d.).
The current Master Gardener program has had a great impact in Lubbock.
However, this program has not reached those whose lives might be affected the most,
low-income people. With limited personnel and funding, and the need for accountability,
Extension has focused traditionally on models that have a track record of success
(Bonham, 1990). The majority of the Master Gardeners are typically middle class and in
their late fifties or older, who are gardening mainly for fun and not as an economic
necessity.
Several low-income neighborhoods exist in Lubbock. The Parkway-Cherry Point
(PC) and the Amett-Benson (AB) neighborhoods have been selected for this study. These
two neighborhoods are ethnically different, the Amett-Benson neighborhood being
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predominantly Hispanic (75%), while the Parkway-Cherry Point neighborhood is
predominantly African American (64.5%) (Census of Population, 1990).
The proportion of various ethnic groups may be one of several issues to consider
in program planning. However, attitude, interests, and available resources must be
evaluated and constantly monitored. This study will address the community gardening
needs of AB and PC neighborhoods.

Summarv
Gardens have been part of history and have served various functions such as
social, cultural, spiritual, and esthetic. Gardening benefits include physical activities, as
well as emotional or psychological benefits. Social benefits can be obtained when one
shares an interest with other gardeners, and intellectual benefits occur that relate to the
challenge to constantly leam something new.
The community gardening movement in the US is an idea that is becoming a
center for community development especially in low-income neighborhoods. These
gardens feed people and also foster a healthier physical and social movement.
Community gardening has an effect on children's development. Gardens are often
the most accessible places for children to leam about nature's beauty, interconnections,
power, fragility, and solace. Gardening can help children develop critical-thinking skills
and a profound appreciation of the natural worid while at the same time bring beauty into
the world.
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Several successful case studies of community gardens were discussed in this
chapter. These included gardens that targeted specific groups of people such as juvenile
offenders, the homeless, and people in low-income neighborhoods in some large cities.
Community gardening in Lubbock is being promoted by Lubbock Green,
managed by the South Plains Food Bank. Although the program has successfully
established approximately 31 community gardens, the current model has not lured people
in several low-income neighborhoods.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of the study was to investigate the need for community gardening in
two low-income Lubbock neighborhoods, Amett-Benson (AB) and Parkway Cherry
Point (PC). The review of literature suggested that community gardens in low-income
neighborhoods could become a focal point for community development projects or
programs such as nutrition education, food preservation, and horticultural therapy.

Research Ouestions
The purpose of this study was to address the following research questions:
1. What are the attitudes toward community gardening among households in AB
and PC neighborhoods? How do the attitudes vary with the different characteristics of
the population? Are the attitudes of the two neighborhoods significantly different?
2. What are the community gardening needs among households in AB and
PC neighborhoods? How do the needs vary with the different characteristics of the
population? Are the needs of the two neighborhoods significantly different?
3. What are the resources needed for community gardening in AB and PC
neighborhoods? Are these resources available?

Sample
Data needed to address the first two questions were obtained through face-to-face
interviews with residents in the two neighborhoods. Data needed to address the third
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question were obtained by interviewing individuals representing institutions, agencies, or
organizations who might be interested in supporting community gardens.

Selection of Subjects
AB Neighborhood. Most homes in the AB neighborhood were located along
streets. The AB neighborhood had approximately 20 streets and each street had
approximately 10 blocks; each fiill block had approximately 24 homes (exceptions
included some apartment complexes north of 4th Street, an elementary school, some
parkland, and a few churches). One home was selected randomly in every two blocks for
interview. If the selected home was unoccupied or the participant was unwilling to
participate, another home in the same block of the same street was randomly selected.
This gave a total of five interviewees per street and 100 for the 20 streets. Ninety percent
of those randomldy selected agreed to participate in the interview. The targeted sample
of 100 was realized.
PC Neighborhood. The PC neighborhood was quite different from the AB
neighborhood. People lived in five main clusters of various sizes and population
densities. These clusters were classified by the researcher as North East, North West,
South West, East and South. The researcher predetermined how many people were to be
interviewed from each cluster based on the estimated population. Thereafter, the people
interviewed were randomly selected by streets. If the first person declined, another
person was randomly selected from the same street.
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The North East Cluster is north of Parkway Drive, south of Dartmouth Street, east
of Martin Luther King Boulevard and west of East Loop 289. There were 10 streets that
ran from east to west although with intermptions in parts and deadends or cul de sacs.
Sixty-one people were interviewed from this area; approximately six per street in a
random manner.
The North West segment, which is very small, begins from 2nd Street in the south
to Aubum Street in the north. It has only two blocks of houses that mn from Martin
Luther King Boulevard in the east and ends up in undeveloped property in the west.
Seven people were interviewed from the five streets to represent this area.
The South West segment, another small area, runs from Broadway in the south to
6th Street in the north and from Martin Luther King Boulevard in the east, goes two
blocks west and ends in undeveloped land. Seven people were interviewed to represent
the seven streets in that cluster. The south segment, which is very large in area but is
sparsely populated, is bounded to the north by 4th Street, to the south by Broadway, to
the west by Teak Avenue and to the east by Idalou Road. The East segment extended
from Zenith in the west to Idalou Road and Loop 289 in the east. Parkway Drive in the
north and 4th Street in the south. A total of fifteen people were interviewed from all the
streets and avenues in this area. Eighty percent of those randomly selected agreed to
participate in the interview. The targeted sample size of 100 was realized in the PC
neighborhood.
Interviewees on Communitv Gardening Resources. Eleven men and women were
interviewed. Interviewees included individuals who worked for the city in various
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capacities, a school teacher at Bozeman Elementary, three community gardeners, the
director of land use division of the South Plains Food Bank, the horticultural coordinator
for the Texas Agricultural Extension Service (Lubbock County), the executive director of
LUNA, and an employee of Texas Tech who works in the Community Action Network
(see Appendix D).

Description of Neighborhood Sample
Demographic information on the two neighborhoods were obtained from the city.
The AB neighborhood has a population of 5,718, while the PC neighborhood has a
population of 4,457 for adults aged 20 years and above.
One hundred people from each neighborhood were interviewed and all the
responses were useable. The characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 1.
Twenty-nine percent of the sample from AB were males and 71% were females,
compared with 49% males and 51% females in PC.
The age of sample in the study ranged from 18 to 88 in AB and from 18 to 84 in
PC. Almost an equal percentage were 40 years or younger in each neighborhood. The
AB sample was predominantly Hispanic (85%), whereas the PC sample was
predominantly African American (79%).
Household incomes were also very similar in the two neighborhoods. Seventyeight percent of AB residents eamed $30,000 or less a year, compared with 76% in PC.
Forty-five percent of the AB sample had no high school diploma or GED,
compared with 26% from PC. Thirty-eight percent of the AB sample reported that
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Total Sample (N = 200)

Variable

Percent
AB*(n=100)

PC''(n=100)

Gender
Male
Female

29
71

49
51

Age in vears
18-30
31-40
41-50
51-65
Over 65

24
21
18
23
14

24
22
23
20
8

Ethnicitv
White (non-Hispanic)
African American
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
Other

12
0
85
1
0

2
79
18
0
1

Marital status
Single
Married
Divorced
Separated
Widow/widower

17
62
13
1
7

24
48
15
8
5

Annual household income in dollars
^10,000
10,001-20,000
20,001-30,000
30,001-40,000
40,001-50,000
Over 50,000

17
30
31
16
4
1

28
29
19
9
5
2
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Table 1. Continued

Variable

Percent
AB''(n=100)

PC^(n=100)

Highest educational level
No high school diploma or GED
High school diploma or GED
Some college
Associate degree
BA/BS degree
Graduate degree

45
38
16
0
1
0

26
42
26
2
2
2

Housing
Renting
Buying
Fully paid for

12
37
51

25
34
40

Length of residence at current address
Less than 1 year
1 < 5 years
5 < 10 years
10 < 15 years
15 or more years

7
12
18
12
51

10
16
15
8
51

Number of hours worked per week
0-20 hours
21-30 hours
31-40 hours
Over 40 hours

41
2
50
7

39
13
26
21

Number of persons in household
1
2
3
4
Over 4

9
23
21
23
24

3
18
16
24
39
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Table 1. Continued

Variable

Percent
AB^(n=100)

Number of children under 18
0
1
2
3
4
Over 4

PC^(n=100)

48
20
17
9
4
2

34
21
17
8
11
9

Note. If a or b does not total 100, then some participants may have declined to respond to
some questions.

their highest educational level was a high school diploma or GED, compared with 42% of
PC. Few in either neighborhood had a college degree.
The majority of both sample groups were either buying their homes or had homes
that were fully paid for. Fifty-one percent of AB sample had their home fully paid for,
compared with 40% of PC. Likewise, both neighborhoods were relatively stable, with
51% reporting having lived at their current addresses for 15 or more years.
Almost an equal percentage of AB and PC samples worked 20 hours or less a
week (41% and 39%, respectively). Fifty percent of the AB sample worked between 3140 hours a week, compared to 26% for PC.
Most households in both neighborhoods had at least three persons. Almost a
quarter (24%) of the AB sample had a household size of more than four persons.
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compared with 39% for PC. Fifty-two percent of the AB sample had at least one child
under 18 years of age, compared with 66% in PC.
In addition to the data presented in Table 1, 54% of the AB sample had children
who attended school, compared with 42% for PC. Twelve percent of the PC sample had
children in Bozeman Elementary School, the only Lubbock school with a community
garden. Only 1% of the AB sample had ever been involved in community gardening, as
opposed to 3% of PC. Twenty-three percent of the AB sample reported some
involvement in neighborhood organizations, although 9% were registered members of the
neighborhood association. This compared with 20% of the PC sample who were
involved in some neighborhood organizations, with 11% being registered neighborhood
association members.

Data Collection
Data were collected through stmctured personal interviews. In each
neighborhood, two people were recmited and trained on the purpose of the study and how
to conduct the interviews. One was the guide, and the other the interviewer. The guide
assisted the interviewer in identifying streets and households, introduced the interviewer,
and explained the purpose of the interview to the interviewee.
The three-part instrument used for data collection was developed by the researcher
(Appendix B). The "Attitudes Toward Community Gardening Inventory" was developed
specifically to assess opinions concerning community gardening (items 1-22). The
attitude statements included concepts on family activity (numbers 4, 8, 11, 18, 21),
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nutrition (numbers 1,17), environment (numbers 7, 13, 14), self-esteem (numbers 6, 10),
savings/cost (numbers 2, 20, 22), neighborhood (numbers 9, 15, 19), and recreation
(numbers 3, 5, 12, 16). The statements were developed after reviewing the literature on
why people engage in community gardening. For example, willingness to contribute a
monthly user-fee was an indication that a community garden would likely succeed in that
neighborhood, and was considered a positive attitude. Statements were phrased which
indicated a positive or a negative attitude toward community gardening. Statements
which indicated a positive attitude (numbers 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 22) were
assessed on a 5-point scale, with 5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = undecided, 2 =
disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree. Statements which indicated a negative attitude
(numbers 3, 5, 7, 10, 11, 14, 17, 19, 20, 21) were reverse-scored.
The community gardening "needs" section of the instrument (items 23-35)
assessed interest in community gardening and also knowledge on equipment uses.
Community gardening interests were assessed by asking the respondents to indicate their
interest in several selected garden activities. The respondents' interests in gardening
activities were indicated on a 5-point scale with 5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 =
undecided, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree. Knowledge on gardening equipment
was assessed by determining whether respondents could use selected gardening
equipment (numbers 36-44). Respondents indicated the equipment that they could use by
answering "Yes" or "No." A value of 1 or 0, respectively, was assigned.
The demographic portion (items 45-60) of the study provided information on the
age, level of education, prior gardening experience, household income, number of
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dependents, and how long the respondent had lived in the neighborhood. This
information provided a profile of the respondents.
Another interview instrument was developed to identify possible resources that
could be provided by the different individuals, institutions, and organizations for
community gardening to operate in the neighborhoods (Appendix C). The researcher
interviewed various individuals representing institutions and organizations on resources
they could provide such as land, funding, information/education, gardening equipment,
water and lighting, and inputs such as tree mulch and fertilizer. The instrument used m
collecting the data specified the particular resource(s) that would be provided by the
individuals, institutions, or organizations contacted.
Prior to data collection, the research procedure was submitted to the Texas Tech
University Human Subject Review Committee for approval. A panel of experts
comprised of Texas Tech University professors and gardening specialists reviewed the
instruments for content validity (see Appendix D). They also confirmed the seven
attitude toward community gardening categories. Thereafter, the three-part instrument
was pilot-tested using a sample of 10 volimteers,fivewere selected in a neighborhood
adjacent to each of the study sites. Questions were reworded, deleted, or added as
indicated by the pilot test. The Cronbach alpha for the instrument was 0.85 for the
attitude inventory and 0.86 for needs items.
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Data Analysis
Demographic characteristics of the sample such as sex, ethnic group, educational
level, age, marital status, persons living in household, and number of children in
household below age 18 were determined from interview data. Descriptive statistics
(e.g., frequencies and means) were used to analyze these data.
The first research question addressed the respondents' attitudes toward
community gardening. To answer this question, attitudes toward community gardening
were determined through mean scores. Analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were used to
determine differences in attitudes between or among the various demographic groups at a
significance level of .05 when the ANOVA revealed significant differences, Fisher's
Least Significance Difference (LSD) was performed to determine which groups were
significantly different. Differences in attitude toward community gardening between the
two neighborhoods were tested with an ANOVA at a significance level of .05.
The second research question focused on community gardening needs. Needs
within each neighborhood were determined using mean scores obtainedfiromthe needs
assessment. Analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to determine differences in needs
between the various demographic groups at a significance level of .05 when the ANOVA
revealedwgnificant differences, LSD was performed to determine which groups were
significantly different. Differences in needs for community gardening between the two
neighborhoods were tested. Knowledge on the use of equipment was determined by the
frequency of occurrence of the responses. This provided the researcher with information
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as to whether there would be the need to train the neighborhood residents on how to use
the equipment.
Data related to resources needed and resources available for community gardening
addressed the third research question. Responses related to resources needed for
community gardening, e.g., funding, information and education, land, water and lighting,
equipment, availability of agricultural inputs (fertilizer and tree mulch), were analyzed
and reported descriptively.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter reports the findings of the study on attitudes toward community
gardening and needs assessment of AB and PC neighborhoods in Lubbock, Texas. The
results of the statistical analysis applied to each of the research questions will be
presented as follows: (a) attitudes toward community gardening, (b) community
gardening needs assessment, and (c) resources available for community gardens.

Attitudes Toward Communitv Gardening
The first research question was: (a) What are the attitudes toward community
gardening among households in AB and PC neighborhoods? (b) How do the attitudes
vary with the different characteristics of the population? (c) Are the attitudes of the two
neighborhoods significantly different?
The answer to part (a) of the first research question was determined by calculating
the mean scores for attitudinal statements. The attitude mean scores presented in Table 2
are grouped into seven categories: (1) self-esteem, (2) recreation, (3) nutrition, (4) savings
and cost, (5) family activity, (6) environmental concems, and (7) neighborhood concems.
As shown in Table 2, all attitude responses were positive. Item mean scores for
the total sample rangedfi-om3.41 to 4.13, with an overall mean score of 3.81. The
attitude statement "crime can be reduced in our neighborhood because of community
gardening" had the lowest score for both neighborhoods (3.48 for AB and 3.33 for PC).
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Table 2
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Community Gardening Attitude Statements

Attitude

Total Mean
(N = 200)
andSD

Neighborhood Mean
AB
PC
(n=100) (n=100)
and SD
and SD

Self esteem
1. I can improve my self esteem by
community gardening.

3.62/.84

3.65/.89

3.70/.78

2. I do not feel I would be successfiil in

3.56/.85

3.57/.87

3.55/.85

Recreation
3. I think that community gardening will
be too much work.*

3.55/.84

3.55/.84

3.54/.84

4. I would not enjoy an activity such
as community gardening."

3.62/.82

3.65/.83

3.59/.82

5. Community gardening can be
recreational to me.

3.87/.68

3.91/.67

3.82/.70

6. Community gardening would be good
exercise for me.

3.92/.66

3.86/.73

3.97/.58

4.05/.70

4.30/.50

3.79/.77

3.97/.41

4.01/.39

3.93/.43

4.04/.73

4.23/.60

3.84/.80

3.87/.51

3.94/.42

3.81/.58

Nutrition
7. Community gardening can help
my family eat better.
8. The quality ofmy family's nutrition will
be decreased by community gardening."
Savings/cost
9. I can save money by community
gardening.
10. Growing food in a community garden
costs more than buying it in a store."

52

Table 2. Continued

Total Mean
(N = 200)
andSD

Neighborhood Mean
AB
PC
(n=100) (n=100)
and SD
and SD

3.77/.68

3.92/.51

3.73/.79

3.96/.84

4.02/.76

3.87/.80

13. Community gardening can strengthen
family values such as sharing food with
others.

4.13/.62

4.22/.46

4.03/.73

14. My family stress will increase due to
community gardening."

3.74/.71

3.85/.58

3.627.81

15. Community gardening can increase
responsibility in my child(ren).

4.05/.56

4.15/.52

3.94/.58

16. Community gardening will have few
benefits for my children."

3.75/.62

3.91/.45

3.69/.75

3.65/.81

3.75/.73

3.55/.88

4.01/.50

4.04/.53

3.97/.46

3.77/.71

3.78/.70

3.76/.73

Attitude

11.1 am willing to pay a $1 monthly fee
for community gardening.
Familv activity
12. Community gardening can be a family
activity for me.

Environmental concems
17- Our neighborhood can be littered with
community gardening."
18. Our environment will benefit
community gardening.

from

19. Community gardening can bring
unpleasant odors to this neighborhood."
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Table 2. Continued

Total Mean
(N = 200)
andSD

Attitude

Neighborhood concems
20. My relationship can be improved with
4.04/.68
other people in my neighborhood through
community gardening.

Neighborhood Mean
AB
PC
(n=100) (n=100)
and SD
and SD

4.15/.54

3.92/.77

21. Crime can be reduced in our
neighborhood because of community
gardening.

3.41/.82

3.48/.74

3.33/.89

22. Unwanted visitors will come to this
neighborhood because of community
gardening."

3.47/.83

3.60/.74

3.34/.89

Overall mean score

3.81/.34

3.88/.31

3.73/.36

Note. Scores ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
"Scores were reversed because these were considered negative items.

The item mean attitude scores for AB ranged from 3.48 to 4.30, with an overall
mean score of 3.88, whereas the scores for PC ranged from 3.33 to 4.03, with an overall
mean score of 3.73. Generally, scores for each attitude item were similar in both
neighborhoods; however, AB had somewhat higher mean scores than PC for 20 of the 22
attitude items. The AB neighborhood had eight of the 22 attitudes items with a mean
score above 4, whereas PC had just one item with a mean score above 4.
The answer to part (b) of the first research question, how attitudes varied with the
different characteristics of the population, was determined by utilizing a series of
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ANOVAs for the entire sample. Attitudes were compared by sex, age, ethnicity, marital
status, household income, educational level, type of housing, residency length, number of
hours worked per week, number of persons in the household, and number of children
below age 18.
The analysis did not reveal a significant difference between females and males.
The mean score of attitude toward community gardenings for females was 3.84 and for
males was 3.76.
The analysis did not reveal a significant difference in attitude toward community
gardenings based on age. The mean attitude toward community gardening score for
different age groups were 18-30 (3.84), 31-40 (3.84), 41-50 (3.77), 51-65 (3.81), and over
65 (3.72).
The "Other" group was deleted from analysis of ethnicity data because of small
group size (n = 2). The analysis revealed that various ethnic groups had significantly
different attitudes toward community gardening (p < 0.01) (see Table 3).
Fisher's Least Significant Difference (LSD) Test was performed to determine
difference among ethnic groups (Table 4). The mean scores for the three ethnic groups
identified in the sample were white (3.76), African-American (3.71) and Hispanic (3.89).
Whites and Hispanics were not significantly different in attitudes toward community
gardening, whites and African-Americans were not significantly different, however;
Hispanics were significantly different from African-Americans.
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Table 3
ANOVA for Attittide Differences Based on Ethnicity (N = 198)

Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

2

1.5192

0.7596

Within groups

195

21.7090

0.1113

Total

197

23.2283

Between groups

df

6.82

0.0014**

**P<0.01

Analysis by marital status did not reveal a significant difference in attitudes
toward community gardening. Attitude toward community gardening mean scores for
singles (3.80), married (3.83), divorced (3.81), separated (3.69), and widow/widower
(3.75) were not significantly different from each other.
Analysis based on annual household income did not reveal a significant difference
in attitudes toward community gardening. The mean score for $0-10,000 was 3.72,
$10,001-20,000 was 3.79, $20,001-30,000 was 3.86, $30,001-40,000 was 3.91, $40,00150,000 was 3.96, and over $50,000 was 3.53.
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Table 4
LSD for Attittide Differences Based on Ethnicity (N = 198)

Ethnicity

Mean

SD

Hispanics

3.89"

.43

Whites

3.76"^

.40

African Americans

3.71''

.37

*Means with the same superscripts are not significantly different at the 0.05 level.

The ANOVA did not reveal a significant difference in attitudes toward
community gardening based on educational level. The mean score for people who did not
graduate from high school was 3.81, those who graduated or had a GED was 3.77, and
those with some college work was 3.83.
The ANOVA did not reveal a significant difference in attitudes toward
community gardening based on whether the residents were renting their homes, buying
them, or had them fully paid for. The mean score for people who were living in rented
homes was 3.82, for those who were buying their homes was also 3.82, and for those
whose homes were fully paid for was 3.80.
Residency length had no significant effect on attitudes toward community
gardening. The mean score for people who had lived in the neighborhood less than a year
was 3.76, 1 year but less than 5 years was 3.80, 5 years but less than 10 years was 3.89,
10 years but less than 15 years was 3.79, and 15 or more years was 3.80.
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As shown in Table 5, there was a significant difference in attitude toward
community gardening based on number of hours worked a week (p < 0.05). An LSD was
performed to find out which variables were different from others. Results are presented
in Table 6. Those who worked over 40 hours were not significantly different from those
who worked 31-40 hours or 0-20 hours. Those who worked 21-30 hours, however, were
significantly different from the rest. The mean score for people who worked 0-20 hours
per week was 3.78, 21-30 hours was 3.62, 31-40 hours was 3.86, and over 40 hours was
3.89.
Table 5
ANOVA for Attitude Differences Based on Number of Hours Worked Per Week
Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

3

0 .9691

0.3230

Within groups

196

22.6617

0.1156

Total

199

23.6308

Between groups

df

*P<0.01
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2.79

0.0415*

Table 6
LSD for Attitude Based on Number of Hours Worked Per Week

Group

Mean

Over 40 hours

3.89"

31-40 hours

3.86"

0-20 hours

3.78"

21-30 hours

3.62"

Note. Means with the same superscripts are not significantly different at the 0.05 level.
There was no significant difference in attitudes toward community gardening
based on the number of persons who lived in a household. The attitude mean score for
households with one resident was 3.62, two residents was 3.77, three residents was 3.82,
four residents was 3.91, and over four residents was 3.79.
The ANOVA revealed no significant difference on attitude toward community
gardening based on number of children under 18 in the family. The mean score for those
with no children was 3.81, for those with one child was 3.82, for two children was 3.85,
for those with three children was 3.71, for four children was 3.74, and above four was
3.87.
The answer to part (c) of thefirstresearch question, regarding attitude differences
of the two neighborhoods, was determined by utilizing an ANOVA. As noted in Table 7,
the analysis of attitude toward community gardenings of the sample indicated that AB
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was significantly different from PC (p < 0.01). The mean attittide score for AB was 3.88
and for PC, 3.73.

Table 7
ANOVA for Attitude Differences Between Neighborhoods (N = 200)
Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

1

1.1011

1.1011

Within groups

198

22.5297

0.1138

Total

199

23.6308

Between groups

**

df

9.68

0.0021 **

E<0.01.

Communitv Gardening Needs Assessment
The second research question was: (a) What are the needs of community
gardening among households in AB and PC neighborhoods? (b) How do the needs vary
with different characteristics of the population? (c) Are the needs of the two
neighborhoods significantly different?
The answer to part (a) of the second research question was determined by
calculating the mean scores for each needs item. As shown in Table 8, all but two of the
need items, one in AB neighborhood and one in PC neighborhood, were positive (scores
above 3.00 on a 5-point scale). Mean scores for the total sample ranged from 3.41 to
3.81, with an overall mean score of 3.59. The gardening needs scores ranged from 2.66
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to 4.00 in the AB neighborhood, with a mean score of 3.68. This compared with 2.99 to
3.82 in the PC neighborhood, with a mean score of 3.49. The AB neighborhood had
higher scores than PC for 11 of the 13 need items.
In the AB neighborhood, the subjects indicated that they were most interested in
chemical-free gardening with a score of 4.00. Growing potted plants received the second
highest rating with a score of 3.97. Also rated high were growing vegetables (3.90),
growing flowers (3.88), and growing fmit trees (3.86).
For the PC neighborhood, the highest rated item was interest in leaming more
about gardening, with a score of 3.82. Growing vegetables was rated second highest
(3.80). Also rated high were growing fmit trees (3.70), chemical-free gardening (3.66),
and flower gardening (3.64).
Of the thirteen questions on community gardening needs, four of the five highest
scores appeared in both the AB and PC samples. These were vegetable gardening, flower
gardening, growing fruit trees, and chemical-free gardening.
Part (b) of the needs question, how the needs varied with the different
characteristics of the population, was determined by comparing the mean scores for needs
items by the sample characteristics of sex, age, ethnicity, marital status, income, level of
education, housing type, residency length, number of hours worked per week, number of
persons in a household, and number of children below 18 years of age.
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Table 8
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Community Gardening Need Items by
Neighborhoods

Need

Total Mean
(N = 200)
andSD

Neighborhood Mean
AB
PC
(n=100) (n=100)
and SD
and SD

I am interested in flower gardening.

3.76/.87

3.88/.82

3.64/.90

I am interested in vegetable gardening.

3.85/.80

3.90/.78

3.80/.82

I am interested in growing fmit trees.

3.78/.85

3.86/.84

3.70/.87

I am interested in growing potted plants.

3.75/.83

3.97/.67

3.53/.92

I am interested in gardening as a hobby.

3.60/.83

3.75/.89

3.44/.95

I am interested in growing vines such as
grapes.

3.52/.95

3.62/.95

3.41/.95

I am interested in gardening that will
attract wildlife.

3.34/1.02

3.69/.91

2.99/1.00

I am interested in chemical-free
("organic") gardening.

3.83/.75

4.00/.67

3.66/.79

I am interested in leaming about

3.55/.92

3.52/.97

3.57/.88

I have some gardening experience.

3.56/.91

3.76/.77

3.43/1.03
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Table 8. Continued

Total Mean
(N = 200)
andSD

Need

Neighborhood Mean
AB
PC
(n=100) (n=100)
and SD
and SD

I know a lot about gardening.

2.87/.07

2.66/1.02 3.08/1.08

I have time to work in a community
garden.

3.41/.85

3.47/.78

3.34/.91

I am interested in leaming more about
gardening.

3.81/.74

3.79/.76

3.82/.73

Overall need score

3.59/.54

3.68/.55

3.49/.52

Note. Scores ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The analysis did not reveal a significant difference in community gardening needs
based on gender. The mean score was 3.54 for males and 3.62 for females.
There was no significant difference in community gardening needs based on age.
The mean score for community gardening needs was 3.70 for the 18-30 years group, 3.56
for the 31-40 group, 3.52 for the 41-50 group, 3.58 for the 51-65 group, and 3.55 for the
over age 65 group.
The "Other" group (n = 2) was deleted from ethnic group analysis because of the
small sample size. The analysis (Table 9) revealed that members of different ethnic
groups had significantly different gardening needs (p > 0.05). The mean needs score for
whites was 3.47, African-Americans was 3.46, and Hispanics was 3.68. Fisher's LSD
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test was performed to find which ethnic groups were different (Table 10). Whites and
Hispanics did not reveal a significant difference in community gardening needs, whereas
Hispanics and whites were significantly different from African-Americans.

Table 9
ANOVA for Need Differences Based on Ethnicity (N = 198)

Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

2

2.1058

1.0529

Within groups

195

55.0102

0.2821

Total

197

57.1160

Between groups

df

3.75

.0257^

*p < 0.05

The analysis did not reveal a significant difference in community gardening needs
based on marital status. The mean need score for singles was 3.60, married people was
3.63, divorced was 3.51, separated was 3.38, and widows/widowers was 3.49.
The analysis revealed that community gardening needs were not significantly
different based on household income. The mean scores for $0-10,000 was 3.48, for
$10,001-20,000 was 3.59, for $20,001-30,000 was 3.70, for $30,001-40,000 was 3.66, for
$40,001-50,000 was 3.33, and above $50,000 was 3.41.
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Table 10
LSD for Need Differences Based on Ethnicity

Ethnicity

Mean

SD

Hispanic

3.68"

.47

White

3.56""

.83

African-American

3.46"

.54

Note. Means with same superscripts are not significantly different at the 0.05 level.

The ANOVA did not reveal a significant difference in community gardening
needs based on level of education. The score for respondents who did not graduate from
high school or have a GED was 3.61, those who graduated from high school or had a
GED was 3.57, those with some college work was 3.53.
The analysis did not reveal a statistically significant difference in community
gardening needs based on whether the residents were renting their homes, buying them, or
whether the homes were fully paid for. The mean score for community gardening needs
for residents who were renting their homes was 3.65, buying them was 3.58, or had them
fully paid for was 3.57.
The analysis revealed that there was no significant difference in community
gardening needs based on residency length. People who had resided at their current
address for less than a year had a mean score of 3.67, those with 1 year but less than 5
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years scored 3.60, 5 but less than 10 years scored 3.59, 10 but less than 15 years scored
3.37, and 15 or more years scored 3.62.
The analysis did not reveal a significant difference in needs based on number of
hours worked per week. The mean for 0-20 hours was 3.62, 21-30 hours was 3.34, 31-40
hours was 3.65, over 40 hours was 3.50.
No significant difference in community gardening needs was found based on the
number of household residents. The mean scores for one household member was 3.30,
two was 3.53, three was 3.59, four was 3.73, and above four was 3.58.
The analysis did not reveal a difference in community gardening needs based on
the number of children under age 18. The mean score was 3.58 for those with no
children, 3.60 for one child, 3.53 for two children, 3.67 for three children, 3.55 for four
children, and 3.72 for more than four children.
The part (c) of the needs' research question, how the needs varied between the
two neighborhoods, was determined by utilizing an ANOVA for the entire sample (Table
11). Analysis revealed that AB had significantly greater needs for community gardening
than PC (p < 0.01). The mean score for community gardening needs for AB was 3.68 and
for PC was 3.49.
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Table 11
ANOVA for Need Differences Between Neighborhoods
Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F

E

1

1.797

1.797

7.28

0.0078**

Within groups

198

56.97

0.29

Total

199

58.77

Between groups

df

**p<0.01
In addition to the above analyses, the community gardening needs also were
determined by analyzing responses related to knowledge of how to use selected garden
equipment (Table 12). The responses are reported by percentages for each neighborhood
as well as for the entire sample. The percentage of the total sample who could use each
of the selected garden equipment ranged from 66% to 98%, with an overall mean of 84.
In the AB neighborhood, the percentage who could use equipment ranged from
74% to 99%, with a mean of 89, whereas the range was from 55 to 98 in the PC sample,
with a mean of 79. The AB sample had no responses below 70%, whereas PC had three
of the nine items well below 70%. The rototiller (74%) was identified by the fewest
respondents in AB, and the hoe (95%) was identified by the largest number of AB
respondents. The pruning saw, with a score of 55%, was identified by the fewest
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respondents in PC and the rake with 98% was identified by the largest number of PC
respondents. With the exception of the rake, which both neighborhood samples tied at
98%, the AB percentage was greater than PC for the other garden equipment.
Table 12
Percentage of Sample Who Can Use Selected Gardening Equipment

Gardening Equipment

Percent
Total

AB

PC

Garden sprayer

85

87

82

Hand cultivator

69

78

60

Hoe

97

99

95

Lawn mower

94

96

92

Pruning saw

68

80

55

Rake

98

98

98

Rototiller

66

74

59

Shovel or spade

94

98

90

Weed eater

86

90

81

Overall

84

89

79

68

Resources Available for Communitv Gardening
The answer to the third research question, "What are the resources needed for
community gardening in AB and PC neighborhoods?" and, "Are these resources
available?" was obtained by interviewing representatives of the city of Lubbock, Lubbock
United Neighborhood Association executive director, Texas Agricultural Extension
Service horticultural coordinator for Lubbock County, community gardeners, a Texas
Tech representative, and the director of land use division of the South Plains Food Bank
(Table 13).
The resources needed for community gardens were classified as gardening input
such as mulch and fertilizer, equipment, funding, human resources, information and
education, land, lighting and water supply, and seeds and seedlings. The interviewees
were requested to indicate which of these resources they or the agencies could provide
and how they could be provided or had been provided in the past. The interviews showed
that the South Plains Food Bank has established a reputable stmcture with connections to
other community resources from which every community garden can benefit. The
resources needed and who provides them are discussed in this section.

Gardening Input (mulch and fertilizer)
Gerre Sears, the director of land use in the South Plains Food Bank, indicated that
they can arrange for mulch to be supplied to gardeners upon request. The mulch is
produced from ground wood at the city landfill. The mulch can be used as a path in the
gardens to reduce mud and can also be incorporated into garden beds. In addition to
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wood mulch. Sears pointed out to the researcher some of the compost sites which are
meant for demonstration at the South Plains garden by the Food Bank office. Cindy
Moore, leader of Tech Terrace community garden, indicated that the Food Bank supplied
mulch. The Tech Terrace garden had composts made by individual gardeners.
Equipment
Plowing of the land is usually one of thefirstgardening operations, and can be
very tedious especially if it is done manually. "The South Plains Food Bank has always
tilled our garden," Moore said. "They usually send a tractor and driver. The community
gardening membership dues supplement the cost of operating the tractor." Moore also
said that most of the gardeners use their own garden equipment, such as hoes and rakes,
which are not expensive. "Roy [community gardening coordinator of the South Plains
Food Bank] did an excellent job for us," said Janie Jacob, coordinator of the Murray
Community Garden, located at 19^'' Street and Vicksburg Avenue. She referred to the
gardening coordinator of the South Plains Food Bank, who tilled their land. "I do not
know whether we could have been able to start this garden without his help," she added.

Funding
Jacob said that the Murray garden received donations from individuals, her
church, and even from sources outside Lubbock. She described numerous strategies the
board has utilized to solicit fimds such as announcements in the Presbytery newsletter
(Murray Community garden is located on Grace Presbyterian Church, which is part of the
Presbytery) and through personal contacts. Although the sale of garden produce could be
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a source of revenue to help support community gardens, to date this has not been done in
the Murray garden. This is not the case with St. Stephen's Episcopal Church garden.
April MacDowell said that they organized a bazaar and vegetable sale in early fall.
Proceeds go toward funding the garden. The rest of the produce from the garden is
donated to the Food Bank. Tech Terrace community garden is featured in their
neighborhood newsletter, according to Moore. This is another way of soliciting financial
support. Also,fimdingcomes from dues. "Every member pays dues ($10) for
gardening," said Moore. "It is how we partly support this garden."
According to Joe Rangel of the city of Lubbock, community gardens also are
considered part of community development and are eligible for community development
block grants. "Members must tell us what their needs are through their neighborhood
associations," he said. "It takes at least two yearsfromwhen a neighborhood applies for
money until when it is available, so any community garden that applies now for funding
may only get it the next century. Besides, there are numerous organizations applying for
the limited money and there is no guarantee that money will be automatically approved."

Human Resources
Most community gardens have been started by master gardeners, according to
Stanley Young, the horticultural coordinator of the Texas Agricultural Extension Services
(TAEX) for Lubbock County. Master gardeners are people who have been trained in
horticultural practices by the Lubbock County Extension Service and who serve as
volunteers throughout the county. They are expected to volunteer at least 50 hours of
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community service annually to maintain their certification. Jacob, a master gardener, has
been the initiator of the Murray Community Garden, that was designed primarily for
people who are physically disabled. "All we had was the land [church land]," she said.
"The South Plains Food Bank suggested that we should start a garden here and we needed
them to design a garden that can be accessible to all people. The South Plains Food Bank
was able to contact Texas Tech University for assistance. Professors and students from
the departments of Landscape Architecture and Environmental Design and also the
College of Architecture."
Texas Tech is another source for recmiting volunteers, according to Susan Bowen,
who works with the Community Action Network of Texas Tech University. This service
communicates with all registered student organizations. CAN has a list of all the services
needing volunteers in Lubbock and tries to match potential volunteers to those services,
based on the student's background, need, interests, personality, and time available for
services.
Apart from CAN, some Tech students may elect an intemship in Agricultural
Extension Service, which is the main educational channel to community gardeners.
Several students who major in agricultural education, agronomy, animal science, and
family and consumer sciences have had a valuable experience working with the extension
service (personal experience of researcher). Their roles may include answering telephone
calls on gardening problems, coordinating gardening activities, and arranging for field
demonstrations, according to Stanley Young, who coordinates all horticultural activities
for Lubbock County; he also recmits and coordinates the training of the master gardeners.
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Gerre Sears, director of the land use division of the South Plains Food Bank,
confirmed the fact that most of their human resources are from volunteers. The Food
Bank has a list of all the active master gardeners, experienced gardeners, and local leaders
who can provide needed help. They work in close collaboration with the Lubbock
County Agricultural Extension Service, which, like the Food Bank, has a list of
volunteers, their expertise, and their availability. Moore, leader of the Tech Terrace
neighborhood garden stated.
It was the Labor Day weekend, the borders of our gardens had grown out
of control. I was concemed that we may be fined by the city. I could not
find any gardeners to help and I could not do it all alone. I called the
South Plains Food Bank and within two days I saw 10 inmates weeding
and cleaning up the garden. I do not know how Roy [garden coordinator
for the South Plains Food Bank] made the arrangements, but I was relieved
that the bmsh looked like a garden again.

Information and Education
It is one thing to have a community garden and it is quite another for the
community to know that it exists. This is the problem that Janie Jacob identified. She
has been interviewed by the Lubbock Avalanche-Journal on the purpose of the garden.
Gerre Sears too has promoted the benefits of community gardening to local TV stations
and to local leaders. In one program she outlined the social, economic and nutritional
benefits of community gardening. In addition, the South Plains Food Bank has a
brochure outlining the benefits of community gardening. Sears said. The Food Bank is
also a resource on how to start and maintain successfiil community gardens. "I am a
member of the Community Gardening Association (CGA). I attend several conferences
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nationwide. I have leamed a lot from other people in this conference and I try to inform
our leaders of the latest updates," Sears said.
Community gardening news is circulated in the neighborhood newsletter,
according to Cindy Moore of Tech Terrace neighborhood garden. "Murray garden too
has been well publicized in newsletters of Lubbock Presbyterian churches," Jacob said.
"We publish four newsletters a year and we include community gardening news," said
Cathy Jung, executive director of Lubbock United Neighborhood Association (LUNA).
Jung stated that her office directs neighborhood problems and concems, such as code
violations, to and from the city. She also said that LUNA has a library where books
containing information on neighborhood initiatives nationwide, including community
gardening, could be found.
Another source of education and information is the Lubbock County Extension
office. They provide brochures on gardening and inform people of upcoming events.
They do have a mailing list for informing potential students or clients for different
programs, according to Stanley Young.
The city of Lubbock is also another source of information. David Buckberry, a
city employee, was able to fiimish information on the demography, income level, and
property value. "The city can locate the owner of a vacant lot if gardeners want to lease
the lot," according to Buckberry. The Parks and Recreation department of the city of
Lubbock also provided information on the city's parks and open spaces. Patricia Thomas,
who works for the Parks and Recreation department, provided the recent study of
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Lubbock's parks and recreational needs assessment. The study revealed that Lubbock has
a lot of open spaces which could be used for community gardens.
Land
If there is no land, there can be no community garden. "Lubbock, as a whole, and
AB and PC neighborhoods in particular, has more land suited for community gardening
than people willing to cultivate it," said Gerre Sears. "I have a list of many people who
have either donated or have indicated to me that they want to donate their vacant lot(s) for
community gardening," she added. Pat Brown of Bozeman Elementary, who is in charge
of the 2.6 acres of donated land for the school garden in East Lubbock, also supported
Gerre's assertion that land is not in short supply. "Our children (students) are so
enthusiastic that the parents will also be interested. We have tried to encourage parents to
cultivate some of the unused land but the response has been disappointing."
According to City of Lubbock census (1990) provided by David Buckberry, AB
and PC neighborhoods each have over 30% of park land and open spaces. The city can
provide land at no cost to people who are interested in cultivating a garden, such as
around the fire station in AB neighborhood where a large area enclosed within a fence has
been offered as a community garden site.
Churches may have land that can be utilized as community gardening.
MacDowell of the St. Stephen's Episcopal Church at Eleventh Street and Slide Road said,
"We welcome every church member or non-member who needs a lot to join us."
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Lighting and Water Supply
Water bills can be the most expensive input in gardening. According to Gerre
Sears, however, any group wanting to establish a community garden will be supplied with
water and security lighting by the city, free of charge. However, the initial cost of
installing the irrigation and consultation will be provided at cost to the gardeners. The
gardeners are required to use the water responsibly. Jacob also confirmed that the water
used in the Murray community garden is not paid for but they had to pay for the water
meter to be installed.

Seeds and Seedlings
A source of seeds and seedlings can be from gardeners. First-time gardeners can
get seeds from other gardeners, purchase from a local nursery or receive free of charge
from the Food Bank. "In retum, we expect them to give part of their harvest to the Food
Bank," said Sears. She also said that several companies donated seeds to the Food Bank.
Sears said that over $7,000 worth of seeds were donated to the Food Bank from nurseries
and seed companies as of Febmary, 1998.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of the study was to determine attitudes toward community gardening
and needs of residents in two low-income neighborhoods, Amett-Benson (AB) and
Parkway-Cherry Point (PC) in the city of Lubbock, Texas, and to investigate resources
available for community gardening. This chapter includes a summary of the study,
summary and discussion of thefindings,conclusions and recommendations for ftiture
research.

Summarv of the Studv
This study addressed the following questions:
1. What are the attitudes toward community gardening among households in AB
and PC neighborhoods? How do the attitudes vary with different characteristics of the
population? Are the attitudes of the two neighborhoods significantly different?
2. What are the community gardening needs among households in AB and PC
neighborhoods? How do the needs vary with different characteristics of the population?
Are the needs of the two neighborhoods significantly different?
3. What are the resources needed for community gardening in AB and PC
neighborhoods? Are these resources available?
A two-part instmment was developed by the researcher for attitudes toward
community gardening and needs assessment data collection. A second instmment was
developed to determine the resources available for community gardening. The
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instmments were reviewed prior to the administration by a panel of experts for content
validity and the two-part instmment was pilot tested two nearby neighborhoods. The
Cronbach alpha for the attitude scale was 0.85 and 0.86 for the needs assessment.
Data were collected from residents of AB and PC neighborhoods through
stmctured interviews conducted by trained interviewers. Interviewees rated their attitudes
toward community gardening and needs on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). One hundred residents were interviewed in each neighborhood. The interviewees
ranged in age from 18 to 88; 122 were females, and 78 were males. The AB
neighborhood was predominantly Hispanic (85%), whereas PC was predominantly
African-American (79%). Approximately 50% of the residents of both neighborhoods
eamed less than $20,000 per year. About 66% of both samples had never been to college.
Eighty-eight percent of AB and 74% of PC sample were either buying their homes or had
fiilly paid for their homes. Fifty-one percent of both samples had lived at the same
address for 15 or more years.
Eleven people were interviewed to determine resources that were available for
community gardening. These included three city employees, a school teacher, three
community gardeners, the director of land-use division of the South Plains Food Bank,
the executive director of Lubbock United Neighborhood Association (LUNA), the
horticultural coordinator for the Texas Agricultural Extension Service for Lubbock
County, and an employee of Texas Tech who works for the Community Action Network.
Data were analyzed by listing each resource needed and discussing which
agencies or institutions could supply them and how they were supplied.
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Results indicated that residents in both AB and PC neighborhoods had positive
attitudes toward community gardening and perceived a need for community gardens. It
was determined that the two neighborhoods were significantly different for need and
attitude. Hispanics and whites did not reveal a significant difference in attitude toward
community gardening or community gardening need, but were significantly different from
African Americans. Apart from ethnicity, which revealed a significant difference for
attitude toward community gardening and need, and number of hours worked per week,
which revealed a significant difference on attitude and not for need, the other sample
characteristics were not significantly different at the 0.05 level. Analysis of the resources
needed for community gardening revealed that a number of local institutions or agencies
could supply some form of human resources, while the South Plains Food Bank, city of
Lubbock, and the Texas Agricultural Extension Service could supply both human and
non-human resources.

Summarv and Discussions of Findings
Communitv Gardening Attitudes
The results indicated that all the attitude toward community gardening items were
positive. This implies that community gardening might be supported in both
neighborhoods. However, AB had significantly more positive attitudes than PC. The
attitudes toward community gardening of Hispanics were significantly more positive than
the attittides of African Americans but were not significantly different from the attitudes
of whites. The attitudes toward community gardening of whites were not significantly
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different from Hispanics or African Americans. Hispanics in AB neighborhood may have
more positive attitudes toward community gardening because they may have agricultural
backgrounds.
When attitudes toward community gardening were compared by number of hours
worked a week, the results revealed that those who worked 21-30 hours a week had
significantly less positive attitudes toward community gardening than those who worked
over 40 hours, 31-40 hours, and 0-20 hours a week. The results also revealed that those
who worked over 40 hours per week had the most positive attitude toward community
gardening. Perhaps those who worked longer hours viewed community gardening as
recreation or a way to reduce stress. It also is possible that those who worked fewer hours
were less motivated toward improving their neighborhoods.
The other variables, sex, age, household income, educational level, type of home
(renting, buying, or fully paid for), residency length, number of people in the household,
number of children under 18, did not reveal significant differences in attitudes. Given
that all attitudes were positive, perhaps scores did not vary enough to produce significant
differences. It also is noted that the lack of variation in scores limits the practical
significance of the statistically significant findings.
Attitudes are developed over a long period of time and are highly influenced by
the environment, although genetic factors such as sex and ethnicity carmot be ignored.
Societal factors such as location of a neighborhood in the city, ethnic composition of the
neighborhood, income level, educational level, age, number of children in the household,
length of residency, income per year and marital status may contribute to one's attitudes.
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Although there was no significant difference in attitudes toward community
gardening with respect to different age groups, the literature indicated that as people age,
they tum to gardening (Rothert, 1994). He stated that gardening is one of the two or three
top leisure activifies for Americans over 55. Income level also can affect people's
attitudes toward community gardening, even though the study did not reveal this. The
literature, however, indicated that community gardens have flourished in low-income
areas in several inner cities (Lewis, 1978; Goosman, 1990).
A limitation with the attitude toward community gardening assessment was the
fact that some residents may have been unable to determine the impact of community
gardening on their families and their neighborhood. For example, an item such as
"community gardening can save me money" could only be assessed by someone who has
had some community gardening experience.

Communitv Gardening Needs
The overall community gardening need score was above 3.0, suggesting a fairly
high interest in community gardening. The AB neighborhood indicated a significantly
greater need for community gardening than PC. Analysis on ethnicity revealed that
Hispanics and whites were not significantly different in community gardening needs.
However, Hispanics were significantly different from Afiican Americans. The AB
residents were predominantly Hispanics who may have perceived a greater need for
community gardening because of agricultural backgrounds. The other sample

82

characteristics did not reveal significant differences in community gardening needs
perhaps for some of the same reasons for similarfindingsrelated to attitudes.
One limitation of the study was that only a single factor was utilized in the
analysis. It is possible that a more complicated model for analysis such as a multifactorial
design could have been employed to show interactions among the factors, for example,
the interaction between ethnicity and hours worked.
Another aspect of need was determined as to whether respondents could use
selected gardening equipment. On average, 84% indicated that they knew how to use the
equipment, which suggested that even though most residents were not involved in
community gardening, they were at least familiar with most gardening equipment.

Communitv Gardening Resources
Resources which are needed for community gardening were classified as
agricultural inputs such as mulch and fertilizer, gardening equipment,fimding,human
resources, land information and education, seeds and seedlings, and water and lighting.
Agricultural inputs such as wood mulch can be obtained through the South Plains Food
Bank, which gets wood mulch from ground woodfromthe city of Lubbock. Garden
equipment can be purchased from local hardware stores, nurseries, or can be borrowed
from other gardeners. Heavy equipment such as tractors and rototillers can be supplied
by the South Plains Food Bank.
Funding for community gardening can be obtained through sales of produce,
garage sales, donations from individuals or organizations, such as churches. Human
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resources are available from several sources. The Food Bank and the Texas Agricultural
Extension Service can supply volunteers upon request. Lubbock United Neighborhood
Association (LUNA), master gardeners, Texas Tech University, and the city of Lubbock
can locate volunteers or provide some services as part of the duties of paid officials.
Land for community gardening can be donated by any property owner who wishes
residents to use it for a specific time (usually a minimum of three years is required). The
South Plains Food Bank and the city of Lubbock can arrange for land to be used for
community gardening by contacting the property owners.
Information and education can be obtainedfromthe Lubbock Avalanche-Joumal,
Food Bank, Texas Agricultural Extension Service and master gardeners. Seeds and
seedlings can be purchased locally, traded with other gardeners or obtainedfreefromthe
Food Bank. The city of Lubbock requires the gardeners to pay for installing a water
meter and/or irrigation system for their garden but there is no charge for the water. The
city also provides security lighting free of charge.
It should be noted that the Food Bank coordinates all the supporting human and
non-human resources needed for community gardening. They know where and how to
locate several of the resources needed for community gardening.
Conclusions and Implications
The South Plains Food Bank, which coordinates community gardening activities
in Lubbock, depends on existing community stiiicttires to operate. The most commonly
utilized stmcture is the neighborhood association. However, less than 10% of the sample
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are members of their neighborhood associations, compared with the national average of
16% (Berry et al., 1993). Other stmctures which have been very successful are schools
and churches. Bozeman Elementary School in PC neighborhood, Murray Community
Garden, and the St. Stephen's Community Garden are Lubbock examples that support
this assertion. Stmctures such as these could be utilized in AB and PC neighborhoods to
build on the positive attitudes toward, and the perceived need for community gardening.
Numerous brochures are printed by the South Plains Food Bank and TAEX, but
AB and PC residents may not be aware of them. With the wide range of educational
levels, a variety of approaches are needed to provide information and education. For
example, a more personal approach might be more effective for the 45% of AB
neighborhood and 26% of PC neighborhood without a high school education.
The study indicates that both neighborhoods are quite stable. Fifty-one percent of
residents in each neighborhood indicated that they had lived at the same address for 15 or
more years. Also, most of them are either paying for their homes or have homes that are
fully paid for. Stability could provide a solid base for neighborhood development, such
as establishing a community garden.
The ethnicity of the two neighborhoods cannot be overlooked in any community
gardening initiative. The AB neighborhood is primarily Hispanic, consequently,
volunteers assisting in this neighborhood should have some knowledge of the Spanish
language and understand Hispanic culture. Likewise, volunteers recmited for the PC
neighborhood should have some understanding of the Afiican-American culture. Bicho
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(1996) confirmed the fact that people from different backgrounds prefer certain kinds of
vegetables.
The AB and PC residents perceived community gardening as a way to improve
their nutrition, to work together as a family, to save money, to improve self-esteem, and
to teach responsibility to their children, just to mention a few. With such positive
attitudes, family and consumer sciences teachers and extension educators could design
workshops centered around activities such as nutrition, food preservation, children's
gardening activities to improve their self-esteem, or the consumer aspects of gardening.
Finch (1995) reported that gardening programs have a positive effect on
participating youth. For the more than 50% of the interviewees who had children under
18, a community garden could become a school rather than merely a place to grow
vegetables and flowers.
Community gardening can become a stmcture for education and for the
development of the neighborhood. Lewis (1978) reported that gardens flourished in lowincome areas of New York. Goosman (1990) asserted that gardening in low-income
neighborhoods in Cincinnati resulted in neighborhood development and also sponsored a
summer youth program and a number of school gardening projects. The value of a
community garden is measured not only by the quantity of vegetables, fmits or flowers it
can produce, but also by the long term benefits it can have on children, families and the
entire neighborhood. The findings of the study suggest that the residents of the two
neighborhoods are aware of the value of community gardening and, therefore, they might
be motivated to participate in a community garden if the opportunity were available.
86

Recommendations for Future Research
The resuhs indicate a need for additional research in several areas. The following
recommendations are proposed:
1. A community gardening needs assessment in other Lubbock neighborhoods so
as to compare with AB and PC neighborhoods.
2. An investigation of the benefits of community gardening, for example, a case
study of the Murray Community gardeners.
3. A study of the factors that contribute to the success of community gardening
initiatives in low-income neighborhoods.
4. Development and evaluation of educational programming on community
gardening designed for AB, PC, and other low-income neighborhoods.
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Table 14
Demographic Characteristics for Parkway-Cherry Point

Characteristic

Age
Under 5 years
5 to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15 to 19 years
20 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 to 49 years
50 to 64 years
65 years and over
Median age (estimated)
Families With Own Children
Married Couples
Male Head of Household
Female Head of Household
Other
Median Family Income
Median Household Income
% Individuals Below Poverty
% Families Relow Poverty
% High School Graduates Over
Age 25
% College Graduates Over
Age 25
% Unemployment Over Age 16

Population

% of Total

City Comparisons (%)

692
792
821
870
1,060
1,001
771
1,037
588
26.1

9.1
10.4
10.8
11.4
13.9
13.1
10.1
13.6
7.7

7.7
7.5
6.8
8.7
22.4
15.7
10.5
11.0
9.8
28.0

661
66
516

53.2
5.3
41.5

79.3
3.6
17.1

$16,487 estimated
$15,466 estimated
41.2
36.4

$30,826
$24,130
19.6
13.2

41.8

75.6

2.5
15.9

26.0
6.7

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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Table 15
Demographic Characteristics for Amett-Benson

Characteristic

Age
Under 5 years
5 to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15 to 19 years
20 to 29 years
30 to 39 years
40 to 49 years
50 to 64 years
65 years and over
Median age (estimated)
Families With Ovm Children
Married Couples
Male Head of Household
Female Head of Household
Other
Median Family Income
Median Household Income
% Individuals Below Poverty
% Families Below Poverty
% High School Graduates Over
Age 25
% College Graduates Over
Age 25
% Unemployment Over Age 16

Population

% of Total

City Comparisons (%)

711
730
736
799
2,291
1,107
815
888
617
24.7

8.2
8.4
8.5
9.2
26.4
12.7
9.4
10.2
7.1

7.7
7.5
6.8
8.7
22.4
15.7
10.5
11.0
9.8
28.4

773
22
177

79.5
2.3
18.2

79.3
3.6
17.1

$18,609
$13,243
34.3
28.0

$30,826
$24,130
19.6
13.2

36.1

75.6

6.6
12.9

26.0
6.7

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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SECTION III - Demographic Information (Tell us about yourselj)
45. Sex
_ (A) Male
_ (B) Female

46. When were you bom? 19

47. What is your ethnicity?
_ (A) White, non-Hispanic
_ (B) African American
_ (C) Hispanic
_ (D) Asian or Pacific Islander
_ (E) Native American
_ (F) Other (please specify)

48. What is your marital status?
_(A) single
_(B) married
_(C) divorced
_(D) separated
_(E) widow(er)
_ (F) other (please, specify)
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49. What is your household income per year ($)?
_(A) 0-10,000
_(B) 10,001-20,000
_(C) 20,001-30,000
_(D) 30,001-40,000
_(E) 40,001-50,000
_(F) 50,001 +

50. How much education do you have?
_ (A) Did not graduate from high school
_ (B) High school graduate or have GED
_ (C) Some college work
_ (D) Associate degree
_ (E) Bachelors degree
_ (F) Graduate work

51. Tell us about your housing. Are you . . .
_ (A) renting,
_ (B) buying, or
_(C) is fiilly paid for?

52. How long have you lived at this address?
_ (A) less than 1 year
_ (B) 1 - less than 5 years
_ (C) 5 - less than 10 years
_ (D) 10 - less than 15 years
_ (E) 15 years or more
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53. How many hours a week do you work?
_(A) 0-20
_(B) 21-30
_(C) 31-40
_(D) 41 +

54. How many persons live in this household?
_(A) 1
_(B) 2
_(C) 3
_(D) 4
_ (E) above 4

55. How many children under 18 are in this household ?
_(A)0
_(B) 1
_(C) 2
_(D) 3
_(E) 4
_(F) above 4

56. Do you have any child(ren) who go(es) to school? (Yes/No)
If "Yes" where do(es) your child(ren) go(es) to school?

57. Are you a member of your neighborhood association?
_ (A) Yes
_(B)No
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58. Have you been involved with community gardening? (Yes/No)
If "Yes" where and when was this?

59. Do you have experience in canning or freezing gardening produce?
_ (A) Yes
_(B)No

60. What organizations in the neighborhood do you belong to?
A)
B)
C)
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
Sample of Introduction
My name is "H" and this is "L". We are conducting a study on the need for community
gardening in our neighborhood. Community gardening is the coming together of people
within a neighborhood to cultivate vegetables or flowers in a vacant lot or open spaces.
Do you have about 15 minutes to help us carry out this study by answering a few
questions? We have 2 cans of Coke, Pepsi, or Dr Pepper, to offer to you as our sign of
appreciation for your participation. Do you permit us to ask the questions? Thanks.

Sample of Conclusion
Thank you very much for participating in this interview. Here are 2 cans of Coke (Pepsi
or Dr. Pepper) as a token of our appreciation.
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April 22, 1998

Dear Gardening Expert:
Enclosed is an instrument to be used for a community gardening needs assessment in two
Lubbock neighborhoods - Parkway-Cherry Point and Amett-Benson. The instrument has
been designed for a face-to-face interview with adults. Please review the instrument for
the following:
1. Are items clearly stated?
2. Are items appropriate for the targeted audience?
3. Do you have suggestions for additional items?
If you have any suggestions or corrections, please write them on the instrument and retum
it to me by April 28, 1998, using the attached campus mail envelope. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to telephone me at 745-7134.
Thanks for your assistance.

Sam Foncham
FCSE Doctoral Student
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APPENDIX D
LIST OF INTERVIEWEES ON COMMUNITY
GARDENING RESOURCES AND THEIR TITLE
OR AGENCY THEY REPRESENTED
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Table 16
List of Interviewees on Community Gardening Resources and Their Title or
Agency They Represented

Name of Person Interviewed

Title or Agency Represented

Joe Rangel

Community Development, City of Lubbock

David Buckberry

City of Lubbock

Pat Thomas

Parks/Recreation, City of Lubbock

Pat Brown

Bozeman Elementary Schoolteacher

April McDowell

St. Stephen's Episcopal Church gardener

Janie Jacob

Master Gardener, Murray Community
Garden

Cindy Moore

Gardener, Tech Terrace Community Garden

Cathy Jung

LUNA Executive Director, City of Lubbock

Gerre Sears

Director, Land Use at South Plains Food
Bank

Stanley Young

Horticultural Coordinator, TAEX, Lubbock
County

Susan Bowen

Texas Tech Community Action Network
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