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In this paper we explore how policy discourses on urban sustainability impact the governing of urban food gardening in favoring community gardens. Our main hypothesis is that community gardens better accommodate the tensions created by the discourses of the compact and green city compared to other types of food gardening, especially allotment gardens. In the context of the Swiss cities of Lausanne and Zurich, analysis of policy documents confirms this hypothesis by identifying four frames that orient policies toward favoring community gardening: (i) Adapting green space planning to densification favors community gardening with their modest, flexible and multifunctional design, (ii) Revaluating the role of urban food gardening in urban sustainability represents community gardening as a new multifunctional benchmark, (iii) Reorganizing urban food gardening fosters diversity in gardening opportunities which in turn supports a variety of forms of community gardening, (iv) Justifying urban food gardening through public values and needs supports community gardening with their cost-efficient green space management, lower land management and more active citizen participation. In this vein, urban policymakers continually turn to community gardens as a strategic urban planning tool that gives urban green space greater legitimacy in the wake of the densifying city. Overall, urban food gardens continue to be negotiated between space-related marginalization and socio-political significance serving different needs to urban citizens. This results in the need of a more sophisticated planning approach considering different types of urban gardens related to their location in the built city, associated functions, and user groups.
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Introduction

Urban and peri-urban agriculture has become an important lever for sustainable transformation, it links different areas such as ecological, political, social, health, and economic systems in the pursuit of urban sustainability (Hebinck et al., 2021). Yet, urban sustainability is not a homogenous concept or coherent approach. Policy actors take on an understanding of sustainability based on place-specific problems, histories, and identities of the city (Frantzeskaki et al., 2017). The way sustainability goals are operationalized in cities often leads to governance frameworks and policy objectives that may contain potential contradictions and conflicts. In some cases, it can jeopardize the realization of sustainability goals. The “compact city” and the “green city” are two such concepts, repeatedly mentioned in discourses on sustainable urban development that carry potential conflicting visions of sustainability (Madureira and Monteiro, 2021). Both concepts inform contemporary urban governance frameworks and as such have consequences on the way urban food production spaces are framed, planned, and managed (Hautamäki, 2019).

The compact city with its dense and proximate physical development, comprehensive public transport system, and good accessibility to local services and jobs is one of the leading paradigms of sustainable urbanism (OECD, 2012; Bibri et al., 2020). Yet, scholars have identified trade-offs in the striving for compactness, especially in social and environmental aspects of sustainability (Bramley et al., 2009; Westerink et al., 2013), including a potentially low proportion of urban green space (Haaland and van den Bosch, 2015). At the same time urban green is continually used by urban planners as a tool for urban sustainability planning, e.g., as an adaptation strategy to climate change in the city (Madureira and Monteiro, 2021). It is furthermore considered to notably contribute to the quality of life and ecosystem services in cities (Jim, 2013), while resulting in more sustainable, more liveable, and more equitable cities (Jim, 2004, 2013; Pincetl and Gearin, 2005).

In the context of the compact city, urban green space—including spaces for food production—often is contested. In several Europeans cites, these spaces are regarded as open resources for city development, competing with housing or business areas (Valette et al., 2012; Tappert et al., 2018; Gibas and Boumová, 2020; Zwierzchowska et al., 2021). There are competing views on how to organize and manage these spaces. The establishment of community gardens has blurred the traditional land-use boundaries between allotment gardening and farming, which has subsequently increased competition for urban land (Jahrl and Schmid, 2017). These developments pose challenges for urban policy, as to simultaneously satisfy different user interests for land use against the background of densification and the pursuit of urban sustainability (Frauenfelder et al., 2014; Haaland and van den Bosch, 2015).

In analyzing political negotiation processes on urban food gardening of Swiss cities, Tappert et al. (2018) conclude that the compact city discourse favors the promotion of community gardening as they encompass several positive functions feeding into the overall sustainability agenda. We take this observation as the starting point for this paper. We take a closer look at urban greening policies and planning by analyzing the underlying frames resulting in favoring community gardening. This overall objective leads to one research question: How do urban public policies end up favoring community gardening over other types of food gardening? We hypothesize that community gardens better accommodate the tensions created by the discourses of the compact and the green city compared to other types of food production. We identify emerging frames in policy documents in dealing with different land-use types and user interests, based on the example of the Swiss cities Lausanne and Zurich. The study focuses on two types of land use for urban food production, the long-standing tradition of allotment gardening and relatively new community gardening. We analyse the data and structure the results following an approach adapted from Snow and Benford (1988) analysis of framing processes.



Conceptual perspectives

In this section we situate the compact and green city in the overall sustainability debate and relate urban food gardens to urban sustainability. By placing both aspects in the Swiss context, we lay the basis for our analysis.


Compact city: Densification and urban sustainability

Sustainability has developed into a central political guiding principle since the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. Since then, sustainability has been the most widely and intensively discussed urban concept (De Jong et al., 2015; Rink, 2018). In the context of the debate, cities are addressed as central arenas or actors in the transformation toward sustainability (Frantzeskaki et al., 2017; Rink, 2018). Sustainability is above all a normative and guiding principle that does not originate from urban planning or urban research. It became a key concept for urban planning through the declination of the Rio convention in Local Agenda 21. Attempts to concretise sustainability are usually oriented toward the widespread three-pillar models, which include ecological, economic, and social planning parameters. In most cases, the primacy of ecology is assumed and the understanding of sustainable urban development is often that of resource-conserving and environmentally compatible urban development, where densification, mixed land use, and a polycentric planning approach are considered sustainable per se (Rink, 2018).

These aspects are taken up in the concept of the compact city. The compact city has gained much attention in the political discourse of urban planning in recent years (Westerink et al., 2013; Tappert et al., 2018; Bibri et al., 2020). It is widely acknowledged by policy and science as a leading planning concept to be fostered to limit urban sprawl (Artmann et al., 2019), which also holds true for Switzerland. Sustainable development is laid down in the Swiss federal constitution as a matter of environment and spatial planning (Swiss Confederation, 2021). It is therefore not surprising that in the context of sustainability and urban development, the compact city, defined as “inward development” or “infill urban development”, is of central importance (Schweizerischer Bundesrat, 2001). Urban sprawl with its low-density, single land use, and car-dependent characteristics results in substantial environmental, social, and economic consequences, e.g., higher infrastructure cost and an increase in transport expenditure, lower social interaction, and environmental degradation (Mehriar et al., 2020). Protecting agricultural land constitutes another line of argument to prevent urban sprawl in Swiss and European contexts (EU, 2002; Ruegg et al., 2014). Swiss public policy has tried to counteract the loss of agricultural land since the 1960s, e.g., by defining agricultural zones. Yet, peri-urban agricultural land has continually been the subject to development projects in Switzerland (Mann, 2009), but these lands are overall better protected than inner-city gardens.

As a leading paradigm, the compact city aims at limiting urban growth, encouraging efficient land use and social mixing and focuses on the importance of public transportation as well as the quality of urban design. This potentially results in various positive environmental, ecological and social effects, e.g., lowering per capita rates of energy use, limiting the consumption of building and infrastructure materials, reducing pollution due to the proximity to amenities of daily life, limiting the loss of green and natural areas, creating a better quality of life through more social interaction. However, the compact city is also associated with conflicts and contentions. The increasing density might result in negative effects such as e.g., higher land and property prices, decreasing neighborhood satisfaction, and social exclusion (Bramley and Power, 2009; Bibri et al., 2020). In the compact city, green space is subject to more constraints and pressures and are more vulnerable to degradation and loss (Jim, 2004).



Green city: Green space and urban sustainability

In Switzerland, urban gardens and city farmland are considered as part of urban green space. Overall, urban green space (or “urban green”) is land in an urban environment that has any amount of vegetation, such as parks, urban forests, residential gardens, street trees, roof-top gardens, or urban agriculture (Breuste et al., 2013). In this concern, Breuste (2020) defines the green city as a synonym for preserving existing nature and enhancing every kind of urban nature while making it useable for urban residents. In this way, the green city is an idea or concept of urban development that focuses on the relationship between people and nature (Haase, 2018).

The concept is not new, but its meaning and functions have changed over time. Green space in cities used to be designated as space for recreation or gardening. Today it is a tool of sustainable urban planning that addresses multiple social, ecological, and economic challenges in providing various ecosystem services (Pincetl and Gearin, 2005; Haase, 2018). Tappert et al. (2018) highlight green space's contribution to the urban ecosystem (through air purification, water and climate regulation, carbon storage, biodiversity, habitat for wildlife), benefiting urban residents (recreation, social interaction, community building, health benefits, subjective wellbeing, aesthetics) and producing economic value by increasing the quality of landscapes (its location, scenic setting, liveability, recreational value, image, level of identification, and cultural heritage). The various ecosystem services that green space provides through multifunctional “green” interventions have received increasing attention from the scientific and policy communities. As “nature-based solutions” they are often discussed as services to address societal challenges, e.g., urban gardens addressing issues of climate change, food security, biodiversity or urban degeneration (Artmann and Sartison, 2018; Frantzeskaki, 2019). Out of concern for urban densification leading to increased pollution and degradation of nature, the Swiss Federal Office for Spatial Planning advocates integrating natural green space into urban planning and to promote a functional and social mixing to foster the wellbeing of residents (Schweizerischer Bundesrat, 2012).

Gardening in the city is undergoing a process of change. While traditional allotment gardens on mainly public land shaped the gardening cityscape for many decades, new forms of gardening have established in recent years. Originating from the United States, these new forms of gardening spread in cities around the world through civil society bottom-up processes (Biedermann and Ripperger, 2017), taking on different shapes between gardening and farming. Ernwein and Salomon-Cavin (2014), based on research in the Swiss city Geneva, refer to such processes as “the agrarianization of the city”. This term indicates that the city is becoming a privileged terrain for experimenting with different kinds of agriculture and participatory models of agriculture. These experiments take on different forms (from the urban farm to community garden), are located in different places (buildings, abandoned spaces, etc.) and using different techniques (from organic to hydroponics). Compared to traditional farming, located in agricultural areas, the agrarianization of the city participates in the construction of cultivation practices that address other actors, follow other logics and objectives, or which mix them. With these urban forms of agriculture, it can be difficult to define contours, which can pose a problem for the development of policies (Ernwein and Salomon-Cavin, 2014). While initially, community gardens in public green space were initiated as civil society projects by the population (Buijs et al., 2016), today they are actively promoted by urban policy as part of the urban sustainability discourse (Rosol, 2010; Jahrl et al., 2021).

In this chapter we have presented the unique features of the compact and the green city discourses. The study answers how these dual important city discourses affect urban gardening and what they imply for the promotion of community gardening.




Materials and methods


Research approach

This research follows a case study approach applying a “descriptive case study” (Yin, 2009). A prerequisite for the selection of the cities Lausanne and Zurich was the city ownership of garden as well as farmland in the urban area. The cities were selected according to a “most similar” case selection strategy, which are marked by similarities or differences in the measured independent variables (X1 + X2) but differences in the dependent variable (Y) (Seawright and Gerring, 2008). Prior investigations concluded, national policies set the frame for urban densification (X2), however, the cities are affected to varying degrees of urban development resulting in the decline of urban food gardens (Y). Both cities vary in the degree of institutionalized support for gardening, especially for community gardening (X1) (Jahrl et al., 2021). Limiting the study to two case cities allows for an in-depth analysis of the city's interrelations on compact and green city in relation to urban food gardening. In choosing Swiss cities, the analysis enriches the literature of policy strategies toward gardening in the compact city as urban planning paradigm in highly industrialized countries and countries facing high urbanism due to scarcity of land. Due to Switzerland's mountainous character, most of the country's population, infrastructure and agriculture are concentrated in one third of the country's total area. At the same time, it is the city governments that are the main decision-making entities for local urban development (Rudolf et al., 2018).

We conducted a qualitative content analysis of documents from politics/administration (administrative strategies, plans, reports, press releases and other grey literature). These documents concerning sustainable development and gardening in the city were gathered through city council online databases. The most important urban policy documents in the analysis, which form the basis for the explanations in Section Results, are listed in the Supplementary material. Furthermore, information gathered through websites and documents from media, science and civil society organizations informed the analysis. Documents were obtained in online searches in French and German starting with a list of terms corresponding to: “allotment gardening,” “community gardening,” “farming,” “densification,” “green space,” “open space,” “compact city,” “green city,” “urban sprawl,” “sustainability,” “urban development,” “participation,” “biodiversity.” Four exploratory interviews with policy administrators from the two case cities were carried out to obtain additional documents and data not available online. The final sample consists of 160 documents mainly from 2000 to 2018 and updated in 2021. Using a qualitative text analysis programme (MAXQDA), data was analyzed by applying a deductive and inductive coding strategy (Mayring, 2002). The adapted theoretical framework of frame analysis (see Section Frame analysis) set the overall coding strategy on “challenges,” “strategies,” and “acting.” These codes were supplemented by codes derived from the data.

As highlighted in Jahrl et al. (2021) also the analysis of this paper distinguishes between two types of gardening: allotment gardening and community gardening. The term “allotment garden” refers to traditional gardening on equipped plots (~200 m2) used by an individual and/or a family for non-commercial horticultural and recreational purposes. A membership fee and/or rent is payable and common rules must be observed. Allotments are managed by local authorities, private or public bodies or by an association (Bell et al., 2016). Allotment gardeners in the case cities are mainly organized in allotment garden associations. In the city of Zurich some allotment gardens are leased directly to gardeners.

The term “community gardening” is not clearly defined in literature, it is used in manifold ways. In this paper, we use the definition of community gardening from Veen et al. (2016, p. 1273): “a plot of land in an urban area, cultivated either communally or individually by a group of people from the direct neighborhood or the wider city, or in which urbanites are involved in other ways than gardening, and to which there is a collective element”. A collective element could be a shared responsibility for gardening or collective ownership (Knapp et al., 2016). Community gardeners in the case cities are sometimes part of a gardening initiative or a loose network of gardeners. In the city of Lausanne community gardens are called “plantages”.

The analysis furthermore touches upon city farming in both cities. City farming in this vein is defined as agricultural land and properties owned by the city and which are located within the city border. While these farms were initially run similarly to conventional farms, they tend to diversify (and sometimes abandon) their traditional farming activities to offer community services or spaces for community gardening. As a result, city farming is increasingly considered alongside community gardening in both cities and is also caught between the compact and green city discourses.



Frame analysis

In examining urban policy governing food gardening in the tension between compact and green city we apply frame analysis as an analytical tool. The term “frame” refers to basic schemes of meaning and action that circulate in discourses and make it possible to understand what a phenomenon is about. Discourses link different frames to specific patterns of interpretation (Keller, 2011). Various disciplines, such as communication studies and sociology, use frame analysis as an analytical tool, it has an established history in public policy (Mah et al., 2014; Van Hulst and Yanow, 2014). According to Hajer and Laws (2006), frame is a conceptual tool for capturing how political actors deal with ambiguity and assign a particular meaning to certain social or physical events. It is also a tool for explaining how political decision-makers structure reality to deal with practical problems. The aspect of problem structuring as the basis for political action has a special role to play. The application of frame analysis ideally offers insights into the mechanisms of policy making and concrete problem solving (Hajer and Laws, 2006). Rein and Schön (1994) in Mah et al. (2014) examine how issues are problematized through conflict and negotiation, which can be analyzed in the rhetoric or persuasive language of a political debate. Frame analysis, to varying degrees, looks at language, or more specifically language use, as the organizing frame for understanding society (Hajer and Laws, 2006). In the case of this analysis, we focus on frames expressed mainly in policy documents. For the reconstruction of the meaning embedded in the frames, policy documents provide an appropriate source (Mah et al., 2014).

For analyzing policy documents we draw on categories of frames developed by Snow and Benford (1988) in analyzing collective action or social movements. Their framework rests on three core framings: (i) identification of a problem and the attribution of blame or causality (diagnostic frame), (ii) proposed solution to the diagnosed problem, which entails strategies, tactics and targets, (prognostic frame), (iii) promoting collective action and emphasizing responsibility to resolve the problems identified (motivational frame). In addition to the study of social movements, scholars have used and adapted these frame-categories for a variety of topics, most recently in urban research on, e.g., how the sharing city project is understood and strategically communicated by the municipality of Barcelona (Sánchez Vergara et al., 2021), the way Canadian municipalities frame the challenge of reducing carbon emissions (Reynard et al., 2021) as well as examining urban greening policies in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (Park et al., 2021).

In our analysis, the three type frames were adapted to the aim of the research. They were used as lenses to explore the data, to identify the meaning, values and beliefs expressed in the analyzed policies (Goodwin, 2011) and to structure the results. In analyzing urban food gardening within the compact and green city discourses, we identify the diagnostic frame as the “challenges of densification and urban food gardening in the city”. Here, we explore the context of densification and green space and more specifically, the challenges of urban food gardening in a densifying city. The prognostic frame deals with the “strategies of densification and urban food gardening in the city” while the motivational frame focuses on “acting to address densification and urban food gardening in the city”.



The case cities

Zurich and Lausanne are among the biggest cities in Switzerland (respectively 1st and 4th). As Zurich is in the German speaking part of the country and Lausanne in the French speaking part, these two cases enable to gain insights of urban food gardening across Switzerland. Table 1 highlights the characteristics on gardening and farming in the case cities.


TABLE 1 Characteristics on gardening and farming in Lausanne and Zurich.
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Results

The adapted frames of Snow and Benford (1988) formed the basis for data collection, analysis and helped us to structure the results.


Diagnostic: Challenges of densification and urban food gardening in the city

In accordance with national guidelines, the city of Zurich and Lausanne pursue the paradigm of urban densification. In Zurich, city strategies define: the future development of the city of Zurich will mainly take place within the existing building areas. The city of Lausanne has defined centers of development to concentrate population and job growth in city areas with the best public transport links and services, while aiming to limit development outside these centers. At the same time, both cities are defining themselves as a green city aiming to preserve and to strengthen green space. Green space is associated with a high quality of life for urban citizens. In its policy documents, the city of Lausanne refers to a large variety of parks, gardens, “plantages”, etc. as an asset for the attractiveness of the city. In documents on Zurich, a high quality of life for urban citizens is often associated with attractive landscapes surrounding the city and attractive, high-quality inner-city green space.

Almost all documents in both cities on spatial planning and green space address the issue of densification. In some cases, the compact city approach is both advocated and criticized within the same strategic document. Overall, the compact city approach is legitimized in both cities by the growth of the city. In 2020, the city of Zurich comprised ~420,000 inhabitants. For 2040, an increase of 100,000 inhabitants and an additional 12,000 jobs are expected. Also, Lausanne is facing a rapid population growth after a decline at the end of the 1990s. In 2018, more than 7,000 housing units are planned or under construction on land owned by the city, both inside and outside the municipal territory. The municipal master plan on spatial planning of 2021 anticipates a growth of 30,000 inhabitants until 2030. It is interesting to see, that the same strategic document also mentions densification as a risk of impairment to the population's quality of life. Urban policy in Lausanne faces the challenge of preserving and developing green space but also the need to reflect on its respective qualities and the social demand, as well as its preponderant role in the fight against global warming. The same ambivalent approach toward densification can be found in Zurich. The densification of the city and the associated challenges are central themes in all of Zurich's strategies in relation to spatial planning and green space and especially in the concept for species and habitat promotion. Urban policy identifies a range of disadvantages associated to urban densification, e.g., increasing traffic emissions, increasing property prices, increasing neighborhood conflicts—among them is the increased pressure on existing open and green space.

Through increased urbanization, both cities are equally concerned with the quality of green space in terms of biodiversity and ecological connectivity. The city of Lausanne adopted a “Nature in the City” policy in 2005, which questions the compact city planning paradigm. Already in this policy, the following issues were identified that are still relevant today: improvement of the ecological network, planting of indigenous species and creating new community gardens in the neighborhoods. An update of this concept in 2018 emphasizes the role of nature as a counterpart to the densification of the city and central social challenges as, e.g., global warming and heat island, loss of biodiversity or social tensions. The same development can be seen in the city of Zurich. While in earlier strategies green space was often associated with attractive landscapes and an associated high quality of life. In more recent strategies a very strong connection is made between the need to preserve green space as a means of combating climate change, increasing ecological connectivity, and promoting biodiversity, thus contributing to the quality of life of all citizens. Zurich strategies for green and open space planning relate densification and the increased multifunctional use of green and open space for recreation to pressure on green space, not only on the amount of green space, but also on its quality. The main problem discussed is to ensure a critical size for ecological connectivity which contributes to biodiversity. The conservation and promotion of biodiversity is a central guiding principle of Zurich urban policy defined in various strategies. In the concept on the promotion of species and habitats, a justification for this central objective is seen in the increasing densification: it inevitably leads to a reduction in near-natural habitats which results in a biotic homogenisation of the remaining habitats. This favors the spread of invasive species and results in reduced quality of life for the urban population.

Aiming at densification to counteract urban sprawl and to protect agricultural areas is present in spatial planning strategies in both cities, but especially in Lausanne, were urban policy attaches great importance to the protection of agriculture in and around the city. In its strategy on “urban agriculture”, the city advocates the promotion of innovative projects for sustainable agriculture and food supply while facing a lack of land for such projects as agricultural land is also affected by urban development projects on the outskirts of the city. Zurich policy, connects agriculture with providing an attractive landscape for citizens. Spatial strategies highlight recreation and leisure activities of a growing population and the corresponding need for infrastructure and facilities that can come into conflict with demands for an attractive landscape and biodiversity measures, often focussed on agriculture.

The threat to gardens through continuing densification varies in both cities. Gardens in the city of Zurich have been and continue to be the subject of planning considerations for new building projects or the creation of multifunctional open space for citizens. Since 2004, 12.1 ha of garden area have been lost, a decrease of 6.9%. Most of the loss was due to the abolition and reutilisation of traditional allotment garden sites as housing, infrastructure facilities or public parks. Until 2030 a continued loss of garden areas, primarily affecting allotment gardens (around 19 ha) is expected. In addition to the loss of allotment gardens, there is also a shift of allotment gardens to the outskirts of the city, as stated in the spatial development strategy. Contrary to Zurich, allotment gardens in Lausanne have historically been installed on the outskirts of the city. The 2011 master plan for allotment gardens refers to the tradition of allotment gardens in the periphery of the city and at the same time notes that it is precisely these outer locations that are increasingly popular centers of urban development. Though, until 2018, only a small allotment garden area vanished due to urbanization and no relocation of existing allotment garden areas is expected before 2025, as highlighted in the “urban agricultural policy”.

Densification impacts on the provision of gardens in both cities, but to different extents. For the reason of densification and the low proportion of garden areas on public land, the city of Lausanne has already installed community gardens, called “plantages”, as early as 1996 in highly populated areas of the city. The gardens are in the immediate vicinity of the tenants' homes, who agree to abide by some rules and pay a modest contribution. These gardens are made up of small plots, simple equipment, the layout is modest and functional. City administration maintains a long waiting list for such gardens. While Lausanne currently faces the difficulty in finding suitable areas for additional “plantages”, Zurich faces the difficulty of not being able to maintain the current number of existing gardens. Considering the land to be lost until 2030 and the land for gardening to be gained through shifts in use, the resulting overall loss will amount to about 6 ha of gardening land. This contrasts with a very high demand for gardening land from the side of the citizens, expressed in enquiries and waiting lists for garden plots.



Prognostic: Strategies of densification and urban food gardening in the city

Gardening and farming in the cities of Lausanne and Zurich are embedded to a different extent in overarching public policy strategies. In Lausanne, gardening enjoys broad acceptance and is part of sustainability strategies. While in Zurich the department of green space management (GSZ) is primarily concerned with preserving and enhancing green space, in Lausanne this goal is anchored in overarching strategies. In both cities, specific city departments are dedicated to the planning and maintenance of urban green space. With their strategies and measures they are keen on protecting green space from conversion to other uses (Jahrl et al., 2021).

Both cities have launched strategies in recent years on the further development of urban food gardening. In 2019, Zurich's department for green space management (GSZ) presented a strategy on gardening which for the first time considers the different types of gardens in the city. Community gardens are included as a part of public strategic planning. The strategy underlines the need to counteract densification and to limit building density to the necessary minimum as well as to minimize soil sealing. Similarly, in 2018, Lausanne's department of housing, environment and architecture presented its “urban agricultural policy: from balconies to fields”. This strategy not only includes gardening but it presents the first Swiss-wide policy on gardening and farming in a city and expresses Lausanne's desire to take on a leading role on “urban agriculture” in a national and international context (Jahrl et al., 2021). In terms of gardens, the new strategy is an extension of the master plan for allotment and community gardens of 2011, which focused on identifying garden sites to be affected by development or conversion in the long to medium term and identified alternative slots or residual fields for future gardening in the city.

In both city strategies, the municipal authorities emphasize the need to diversify its gardening offers. As declared in the new strategy on gardening in Zurich, the city is keen on creating more opportunities for gardening which cover the various current and future user needs as community gardens, “urban farming” or self-harvesting gardens. Also in Lausanne, the new strategy identifies further diversification opportunities for food production in the city, from hobby gardening to professional farming and mixed forms as part of the overall “urban agriculture” concept. With the need to diversify, the strategies of both cities show differentiation in the importance of different types of urban food gardening.

Over time, allotment gardens have lost importance as a strategic planning tool in both cities. In prior garden strategies of the city of Lausanne, allotment gardens were considered as fulfilling fundamental functions in the same way as sports facilities or public green space. Public support and the commitment on the retention of the existing areas was justified as the gardens fulfill social, ecological and urban planning functions. Nowadays, overarching urban policies (e.g., municipal master plan 2021, “urban agriculture” policy) actively support community gardens. They are considered to allow sustainable development to be implemented in a concrete and daily manner which fits into the overall “urban agriculture” concept. In Lausanne, “urban agriculture” is considered as an expression of a cultural heritage and an approach to carry out concrete actions in terms of food sovereignty, food autonomy, citizen awareness building related to food and agriculture as well as strengthening the quality of life of the inhabitants and the attractiveness of the city of Lausanne. There is great pride in the early promotion of community gardens in the city, a development that has taken place in other Swiss cities only in recent years. Already in the garden strategy of 2011, community gardens were described as the solutions of the future. The same development in terms of allotment gardens can be seen in Zurich. The spatial development strategy of the Zurich city council from 2010 defines the goal of preserving allotment garden areas as valuable green and open space and highlights the need for additional areas. This goal has somewhat changed with the upcoming of community gardens in Zurich which originate in civil society engagement (Jahrl and Schmid, 2017) and which are considered by urban policy as a popular way of land management. In the new strategy of 2021, urban policy constitutes community gardens a more diverse role in their sustainability performance and in better achieving urban policy goals. The low sealing of soil by a few communally used infrastructures, such as garden sheds, is an important argument for city administration to support community gardens. Although high importance is attached to the promotion of community gardens, the city itself acknowledges the lack of development goals for community gardens and a missing coordinated strategy for their promotion.

Supporting community gardening in both cities is also underpinned by the need to widen the beneficiaries' group through this type of land management. The aim of the community gardens is to appeal to wider parts of society and specially to meet the needs for families and other user groups, such as marginalized groups, by offering less investment-intensive garden forms. This is in slight contrast to allotment gardens whose gardeners are perceived to mostly belong to a similar sociocultural group, namely a male dominated working class culture (Appel et al., 2011; Keshavarz and Bell, 2016). In the city of Zurich, green space for gardening is in strong competition with other uses relevant to the public. GSZ is therefore keen to emphasize that gardens are not only of benefit for the gardeners but provide public value in preserving and promoting public goods (soil, biodiversity, landscape). Above all, it is argued in both cities, that the participation of the population in the maintenance of green areas can help to reduce the costs of maintenance by the city.

The way most of the gardens are organized at the moment enables both cities flexibility with the land in the long-term, as expressed in city strategies. In Lausanne, strategies emphasize that community gardens have the capacity to settle in the interstices of the city and, if necessary, to disappear in the event of new construction. In Zurich, community gardens are located in certain public zones that are initially well protected from conversion, but urban policy is considering rezoning them as building zones if necessary.



Motivational: Acting to address densification and urban food gardening in the city

To increase the availability of garden plots, existing garden areas are being restructured in both cities. In Zurich, since 2004, the amount of community gardens has increased to almost 5 ha, mainly through conversion of individually leased allotment gardens (3 ha). This practice is expected to continue as the use of individually leased allotment gardens with their spacious layout can thus be intensified. Furthermore, it is the aim to provide community gardens in allotment garden areas leased to allotment garden associations. Overall, plots for gardening shall be reduced in size and gardens to be leased to associations or larger groups which is already partly the case. So far, the common use of allotment gardens is often not allowed by the statutes of the garden associations, but the practice has so far often been tolerated. Community gardens are expected to increase by around 13 ha until 2030. The reduction of plots in order to increase the number of available gardens is also aimed for by the city of Lausanne. To cope with the high demand for “plantages”, the size of plots in newly developed areas was reduced, overall, all areas face a redeveloped in the coming years. For new allotment gardens, a restructuring toward community gardens is planned, to limit the size of new plots, give preference to collective shelters, reserve collective spaces to encourage conviviality between gardeners and visitors (e.g., play areas for children, recreational areas). The city of Zurich has formulated a similar goal in its new strategy on gardening, as to create recreational areas within the garden areas accessible for all citizens and more usability for the wider population, e.g., through public pathways. However, these goals are not new, they have already been formulated in the masterplan for allotment gardens from 2004 which already identified the problem of an increasing demand for space from other uses and the need to give citizens access to garden areas.

The city of Lausanne has taken several measures to increase the availability of garden plots and achieving greater participation of urban citizens. In 2020, the initiative “pocket gardens” was launched, which aims to encourage citizens to identify small areas in their vicinity that are suitable for gardening and to encourage private property owners and developers to provide areas for gardening. These gardens can also be of temporary nature. Associations, groups, companies and residents can obtain a “greening permit” and cultivate small areas in their neighborhood such as at the foot of trees, in small green areas or in containers placed on pavements or squares. A second measure is the specification that garden areas must be included in new development projects. Furthermore, “urban agriculture” is to be considered in new urban districts, as defined in the municipal masterplan of 2021. This can be seen by the example of the new so-called “eco-neighborhood” Plain du Loup. The area aims to accommodate around 11,000 inhabitants and jobs on 30 ha by 2034. In this district, agricultural land is partly made available for the construction of a new urban district. The plans foresee the creation of separate areas for participatory “urban agriculture” projects. Beyond the implementation of community gardens in urban development sites, owners and housing cooperatives are called upon to dedicate further areas for community gardens.

The implemented and planned modifications to urban food gardening in both cities follow the overarching goal of multifunctional land use. Zurich defined in the “masterplan environment”, urban green and open spaces are to be designed in a multifunctional way considering biodiversity targets. An example is the newly created garden area Dunkelhölzli. Conceptually, the entire Dunkelhölzli area is considered a landscape park with areas for gardening and open green space for leisure and recreation. This former predominantly agriculturally used land on the outskirts of the city was re-designated as a so-called recreation zone, which makes gardening with accompanying infrastructure possible. The area provides allotment as well as community gardens. A similar development can be seen in Lausanne. While farming and gardening are part of the densification strategy in the built environment in urban development centers, agglomeration parks address multifunctional land use as farming and/or gardening and forestry with leisure, recreation, participation and ecological networking. The city is directly involved in three agglomeration parks for which “urban agriculture” is one of the components (Rovéréaz, Sauvabelin, and Blécherette).

These examples point to the overlap of gardening and farming on public city land which is happening in both cities. In Zurich, the increase in community gardens will also result from the partial conversion of city-owned horticultural and agricultural land, as defined in the new garden strategy. In recent years, several initiatives have emerged in the grey area between agriculture and community gardening as community supported agriculture initiatives which partly cultivate agricultural or former horticultural land provided by the city. Additionally, traditional family farms have been transformed into neighborhood farms. Neighborhood farms are small hobby farms run jointly by local residents which multifunctional use is located in between gardening, agriculture including animal husbandry, (semi-)public park, nature preservation and playground. Residents are responsible for the cultivation and care of the land. There are currently two neighborhood farms in the city of Zurich and two more are planned by the city administration until 2030. Similarly in Lausanne, the former city owned dairy farming estate, Rovéréaz, was transformed into the city's flagship of “urban agriculture” projects in 2017. It combines community gardening with professional market gardening of vegetables and fruits while functioning as a knowledge hub toward sustainable cultivation practices and a recreational area of high ecological importance (Jarrige et al., 2020).




Discussion

This paper aimed to explore how policy discourses on urban sustainability impact the governing of urban food gardening in favoring community gardens in the Swiss cities Zurich and Lausanne. The analysis revealed that governing urban food gardening in between the compact and green city discourse are marked by four main frames: (i) adapting green space planning to densification, (ii) revaluating the role of urban food gardening in urban sustainability, (iii) reorganizing urban food gardening to foster diversity in gardening opportunities, (iv) justifying urban food gardening through public values and needs. These four frames, in turn, help to elaborate the rationale for the increased support of community gardens in the context of densification and urban sustainability over other types of food gardening.


Adapting green space planning to densification

Analyzing policy documents on spatial planning and greening policies reveals the compact city discourse as a dominating discourse impacting the governing of urban food gardening. The compact city, advocated in both cities out of concern about urban sprawl and the loss of agricultural land, sets the main framework within which greening policies can operate and implement strategies on urban food gardening. This holds true for both cities, though the cities react differently as expressed in the rhetoric of their strategies. Densification fluctuates between “chance” and “threat”. “Chance”, as it fosters innovative greening strategies as seen in the city of Lausanne (e.g., tradition of “plantages”, compulsory garden areas in development projects), and “threat” as it results in the loss of garden areas and a biotic homogenization of the remaining green space, which is especially the case in the city of Zurich.

The urban context provides a possible explanation for these dual perspectives. While Zurich faces about three times as many inhabitants on about twice the size of the city of Lausanne, Zurich citizens have 10 times the area of allotment gardens throughout the city at their disposal. While in Zurich allotment garden areas tend to be pushed to the outskirts of the city due to inner-city densification, in Lausanne allotment garden areas are traditionally located on the outskirts which fostered the development of “plantages” in inner-city areas. In this concern, densification has favored the establishment of community gardens in inner-city areas. Community gardens as a strategic planning tool benefit from their simple and, compared to allotment gardens, more space-efficient design, which easily fit into interstices of the city. It is however the interstices that might be affected by urban development in the long term. This flexible and somewhat non-committal planning approach which is also practiced in other cities is often criticized in literature (Nikolaidou, 2014; Koopmans et al., 2017; Tappert et al., 2018). At the same time this type of policy planning is granted legitimacy as it enables the population to make active use of public space in a variety of ways (Nikolaidou, 2014) and thereby advocates urban gardening as part of strategic urban planning (Caputo, 2018).



Revaluating the role of urban food gardening in urban sustainability

As highlighted by Jahrl et al. (2021), the more diverse the functions that urban policy ascribes to gardening, the less interchangeable this form of land use is compared to other land uses, and the more likely it is that gardening is considered in urban planning. In former times, urban gardens primarily served the needs of individual citizens through the aspects of self-sufficiency and recreation. In times of global change, their functions are embedded in an overall urban context (Pincetl and Gearin, 2005; Haase, 2018). Our analysis reveals, the compact city discourse promotes this approach. The loss of green space results in a critical questioning of the existing land use and the functions it fulfills. Urban policies in both cities are eager to promote types of gardening that address multifunctional goals within an urban sustainability context, which clearly favors community gardening, as seen in both cities. These findings are supported by Derkzen et al. (2017) stating that community gardens can trigger a shift to novel multifunctional urban green spaces providing a wide range of ecosystem services, as, e.g., food producing, climate regulating, local identity strengthening or educational functions. Our analysis takes this a step further in highlighting, community gardens as the new multifunctional benchmark, other land uses as allotment gardening or city farming are evaluated against. This shall be underpinned by the example of the community gardening and farming context in the city of Zurich. Through the establishment of community gardens on farmland, the role of food production and farming takes on new meaning. Areas previously used for one crop per season by family farms are replaced by the cultivation of diverse crops (e.g., vegetables) and collective farming. In this context, agriculture organized as community gardens has a new, more multifaceted and participative role than primarily being the bearer of an attractive landscape with a valuable recreational function for urban citizens.

However, the role and functions of urban food gardens in the city are not solely dependent on the type of garden, but also on their location in the city. Gardens are defined by their contrasting function to the built environment and thus within the compact city discourse. Whether gardens are located in the city center or the outskirts is subordinate; rather, the proximity of the gardens to the built surface plays a central role. Gardens in landscape parks are considered as an instrument for achieving multifunctional goals with aspects of food sovereignty and/or recreation. When integrating garden areas in new building projects, the social component plays a major role in terms of neighborhood promotion and integration.



Reorganizing urban food gardening to foster diversity in gardening opportunities

While cities are keen to keep urban food gardens as part of the emphasized green city context, urban food gardening is undergoing a reorganization process to better serve urban policy goals which is especially the case with community gardening over favoring allotment gardens as well as city farming.

The nexus of gardening and farming is particularly relevant in the context of the compact city, as it is the prevention of urban sprawl and the protection of agricultural land that has favored the compact city as the overarching guiding principle of sustainable urban planning (Ruegg et al., 2014). Considering the pressure on gardens in the city through densification, it allows the argument that the protection of agriculture outside the city is at the expense of gardens in the city. While this certainly holds true, our analysis highlights also a different picture. Community gardens in varying degrees of professionalization are built on city-owned farmland or are planned, and farms are given to voluntary neighborhood collectives. This leads to a shift in use and an overlap of previously separate types of land use and a promotion of community gardens at the expense of farmland. Unless rezoned, agricultural land is earmarked and its use is precisely defined (e.g., regulations on building on agricultural land) (Ernwein and Salomon-Cavin, 2014). This legal framework fosters community gardening characterized by modest features contrary to allotment gardens with their very high degree of built-up areas.

In a densifying city in which land is becoming a scarce commodity, allotment gardens are subject to criticism. While a few years ago allotment gardens were still perceived as a desirable use of land for a variety of functions this image has slowly changed. In the political discourse of Swiss cities, allotment gardens are often described as unsustainable land management with too high land consumption, limited accessibility and benefits to only a few citizens (Tappert et al., 2018). This analysis reveals that such limiting attributions toward allotment gardening accompany the promotion of community gardening in allotment garden areas and on newly defined garden areas. Both cities clearly aim to foster the possibilities for gardening in the city.

In the context of densification, the garden offer is becoming continual differentiated ranging from flexible and improvised gardens to established long-term gardens such as in agglomeration or landscape parks or in zones defined for this purpose. It seems, community gardening is the trigger for the differentiation and promotion of various forms of gardens of different characteristics. Such reorganization and diversification in gardening opportunities are however also influenced by a changing society with different demands on green space and the interest for more active participation in the governance of urban green space (Ghose, 2005; Rosol, 2010; Buijs et al., 2016). Densification and the increasing scarcity of space are stimulating collective action and an increased responsibility on the part of citizens in green space management, which can be seen in Lausanne's initiative of “pocket gardens”, where citizens are invited to actively green the city, or private property owners and developers who are encouraged to provide areas for gardening. Overall, fostering community gardening marked by more citizen participation serves in both cities also as justification and legitimization for urban food gardening in a densifying city.



Justifying urban food gardening through public values and needs

In times when the compact city has become the prevailing city planning approach and urban sustainability is the overarching concept to steer city development, green space is an important asset for the “quality of life” of citizens. At the same time, it is undergoing a critical examination in its design and function. The analysis reveals that greening strategies of the cities Lausanne and Zurich are equally concerned to present the benefits of urban food gardens. These benefits are seen above all in serving public needs in terms of cost-efficient green space management, flexibility in urban planning and the public use of gardens. With the promotion of community gardens, all three aspects are equally linked. Community gardens benefit from the current garden planning negotiations between the different land use types. Community gardens are marked by their simple equipment, more flexible planning practice, lower land consumption, cost-efficient green space management and more active citizen participation. These characteristics are actively supported by urban policy and increasingly being transferred on to other forms of food production spaces, predominantly allotment gardens and in part on farmland.

In answering the hypothesis, we conclude that community gardens with their modest, flexible and multifunctional design are more likely to accommodate the compact and the green city discourse, while better serving urban sustainability goals than allotment gardens or city farming. Furthermore, community gardening gives green space greater legitimacy over other uses of urban space. Opening up gardens to more active participation and to the public in general contributes to a legitimization for maintaining and promoting gardens over other uses and especially over other uses of green space. While some scholars argue for the shift of gardens to more public space and consider it as a “cure for social fragmentation, and an effective way of acting with and for a specific public” (Ernwein, 2014, p. 79), others question the social benefits of flexible gardens in particular as they “provide short-term benefits for a few people instead of long-term outcomes for society” (Nikolaïdou et al., 2016, p. 16). The later argument also holds true for community gardening in both cities, which are also facing some downsides as well as contradictions.

Community gardens with their small and simple layout are often installed on inner-city areas that are more likely to be affected by urban development. While community gardens are a flexible instrument aimed to counteract densification, it also legitimizes construction activities. Areas are built on, but at the same time, community gardens are built in the direct vicinity of the built-up area. While community gardens aim to ensure a biological enhancement of urban space, a reduction of plot size in gardens allows access for more citizens but entails a more intensive use of garden space with a potentially negative impact on biodiversity.

This study has implications for urban policy and research. While cities are trying to anchor urban food gardening in addressing multifunctional land use, food production as such mainly plays a subordinate role. In times of growing awareness of urban food gardening as important lever of a socio-ecological transformation of the food system, and city efforts to further legitimize urban food gardens, urban policy should increasingly consider embedding urban food gardening in an overall context of urban food strategies. Furthermore, the analysis shows that community gardens have greatly diversified the range of gardens and will continue to do so. In both cities, there is great interest in the use of green space for gardening. The cities are urged to gear their planning approaches to user interests, which Haaland and van den Bosch (2015) define as needs-based approach of green space planning.

The reorganization of gardens leads to the marginalization of certain user groups, while on the other hand new groups are to be addressed. Future research needs to pay more attention to these dual developments in order to provide urban policy with a good planning basis for a balanced garden offer considering different governance models [e.g., mosaic governance (Buijs et al., 2019)] and potentially addressing a wide range of user groups in order to increase the social relevance of urban gardens. This paper highlights the need for a more sophisticated planning approach addressing different garden types in relation to their location in the built-up city, associated functions, governance models and user groups in addressing challenges of urban sustainability and sustainable urban food systems.
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