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ABSTRACT This paper introduces the notion of community gardens as multipurpose, technological systems with
dynamic boundaries. It also strives to revise the notion of food security and health in regards to such systems. This
is a cross-cultural project where twelve community gardens located in urban regions within three different countries
were examined. This paper explores common tendencies rather than diversities or differences. The paper describes
a behavioural chain that depends on various factors and affects various types of health. It is suggested that a
community garden has the potential to serve as a link between the past and the present. While a community garden
may provide food, it is suggested that it may also encourage social interactions, knowledge sharing, and relaxation.
The cultivation of food occurs, but it may not always be the sole purpose.

INTRODUCTION

A community garden is a physical construct
that encourages urban agriculture, citizen par-
ticipation, cooperation, and social involvement.
Community gardens as a mixture of material and
social culture have been proven as crucial for
health, both in terms of social well-being and in
regards to food security. In effect, to summarise
the literature, community gardens can be under-
stood as unique societies or even as multipur-
pose, technological systems in their own rights.
What motivates an individual to engage in com-
munity gardening? This is important to examine,
especially in consideration of the UN Global Goals
for Sustainable Development, like its Zero Hun-
ger (#2) and Good Health and Well-being (#3).
To understand whether community gardens can
be a place for meeting these goals, we must con-
sider their characteristics, performance, and the
nature of their appeal. For the purposes of this
study, home gardens and allotments are includ-
ed in the definition of community gardens.

 The aim of this paper is to encourage initial
notions of community gardens as multipurpose,
technological systems with dynamic boundaries.
It also strives to revise the notion of food secu-
rity and health in reference to such systems.
The foci of relevance are on individual and col-
lective actions rather than a consideration of

the individuals’ thoughts of actions. That is to
say that this study refrains from discussing ac-
tors’ intentions to instead focus on their actions.
While the aim of the study is descriptive, it is
also contextual in that it is striving to socially
describe the nature of a community garden.

Technological Systems

To understand a community garden as a tech-
nological system, we need to define technology
as a term and a concept and examine how it might
play a social function as well. ‘The rapidly grow-
ing literature on the nature of technological inno-
vation and its relation to other activities is largely
rubbish because so few of the relevant concrete
facts have thus far been ascertained’ (White 1962:
486). Apparently, according to White, in 1962, there
was a lack of clear purpose regarding why a tech-
nological innovation should be used at all.
Schiffer (2004) has noted a similar lack of compre-
hension 40 years later. Now, in 2018, we are more
aware of technologies and the importance of their
innovations, or perhaps, not.

Some people award a specific definition to
‘system’ (Betz 2012; Huber 1979; Shaw et al. 2018;
Zeyringer et al. 2018) assuming that a system
and technology are two distinct phenomena,
which, however, interact. For instance, it has
been suggested that a system uses or needs
technology to perform its tasks (Shaw et al. 2018;

J Sociology Soc Anth, 9(2): 38-48 (2018)
DOI: 10.31901/24566764.2018/09.02.286

© Kamla-Raj 2018



COMMUNITY GARDENS 39

Zeyringer et al. 2018)  Others would suggest the
character of technology is not value-free but
instead is social in nature (Noble 1986; Misa
1988; Drucker 1959; Schiffer 2002; Laitinen and
Valo 2018). Winner clearly argued this when sug-
gesting that technologies have politics. Tech-
nology has been understood as a process (Bleed
1997; Wei et al. 2017), and it has even been de-
scribed as ‘the selective adaptation of one or
more of the processes and materials identified’
to serve the social evolution of humans. This
would represent a means to their ends, to which
contemporary philosophers even refer to as the
non-material as technology (Watson-Watt 1962:
386-387). Technology may be understood as the
means of work and the means of human activity
developing within a system of social produc-
tion and social life. The means of work becomes
technology only within a system of social pro-
duction (Zvorikine 1962: 443). Schiffer (2002:
1148) touched upon this concept when he sug-
gested that technology happens when people
‘create variability and change in the human-made
world of thing’. A similar notion of the term sys-
tem has been suggested namely, that it is a pro-
cess or even a series of combined processes
(Cumming and Peterson 2017).

To socially express what happens in a com-
munity garden, we may redefine Krylov’s (1986)
definition of formal technology. Actually, Kry-
lov recalls the sense of a whole system, not only
primitive technology. For these purposes, there-
fore, technology is a technological system and
represented by a T. A technological system has
one set (A) that includes the material culture,
and another set (F) that includes the social cul-
ture. What is important as well as crucial for T to
be considered meaningful and even to become
technology at all is the reciprocal nature of A
and F. Without this relationship and connec-
tion, T would not be defined as a technological
system. A and F contain a number of elements.
The elements to be executed upon are named
{a0, al, …, an,} and the elements executing the
operations are named <F1, F2, …Fm>. In every-
day life, we would refer to F as humans, individ-
uals, and perhaps, members or organisations,
depending on the level of analysis. Both of A
and F have in certain contexts been referred to
as dynamic actors with social or material capa-
bilities or skills that either can position in con-
cert, as is suggested in the actor network theo-
ry, for instance (Greenhalgh and Stones 2010;

Dee et al. 2017). Also, they may demonstrate
unequal power relations and illustrate the com-
plexity of community gardening (Ghose and Pet-
tygrove 2014a). Note that material culture can
also be an actor as well. That is to say that a
technological system (T) consists of two sets,
namely T = <A, F>, which includes non-human
actors (A) and human actors (F). One set holds
elements A = {a0, al, …, an}. The other set in-
cludes the individuals conducting the operations
F = <F1, F2, …Fm>. The effect of an operation is
named Fi = Fi (x, α) → <y, β>. The collection of
elements is named x1, x2, …, xs, and the collection
of the parameters of an operation and its result
are named α = α1, α2, …, αp and β = β1, β2, …, βr.

A notable difference with Kyrlov’s definition
and the one proposed here is that F does not
exclusively execute technological operations
onto A, but the case can also be reversed, which
is an important distinction. Earlier, the research-
er suggested a material culture could be an actor
as well. Another difference that is important to
emphasis is that while Krylov focused on ele-
ments of informational nature, the researcher
address those aspects of a material nature.

From these set of rules, we can understand
that a jointly crafted activity by two actors, one
human (for example, a member) and one non-
human (for example, a sugarcane press), results
in several sub-activities, each with their own
capability to yield further operations and results,
and ultimately, consequences. These conse-
quences can result in various social changes
with immediate or long-term impacts. Sometimes,
the consequences are a result of previous social
changes as in a jointly crafted action performed
by the actors. What we also can understand is
that technology, as defined in this way, includes
both social and material tools, preconditions,
action, performance, results, and consequenc-
es. Therefore, it is reasonable to consider tech-
nology as technological systems with a variety
of purposes. A technology alone is just a piece
of something or anything that possesses no
context and no use at all. The most interesting
element in the context of community gardens is
what happens when human actors manipulate
technology and nature since humans systemat-
ically and purposefully manipulate nature and
the material world with technology. Nature, in
turn, inspires the development of more technol-
ogy, which allows more nature to be manipulat-
ed (Betz 2012: 86; Roland 1992; Drucker 1959),
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and the cycle repeats. Roland suggested that
technology is ‘the process of applying power
by some technique through the medium of some
tool or machine to alter some material in a useful
way’ (Roland 1992: 83). Roland also suggested
that these components do not address techno-
logical change. Although the researcher would
tend to agree, provided that we do not limit these
components to physical material, the researcher
will offer an alternative view of the two static
components of tool/machine and materials than
those that Roland discussed. Bleed (1997: 99)
illustrated the manipulation of nature and its re-
sults or the action of “doing technology” as
part of several activities within its related con-
tents and results.

One way to enhance Bleed’s explanation is
to make clear the nature of the “technological
system.” This is because Bleed’s related com-
ponents included in the model can be referred to
as a technological system with no clear bound-
aries. Why no clear boundaries? Bleed’s model
also included consequences from “doing tech-
nology.” The question remains whether these
consequences are part of or should be part of
the system or not. The question may seem triv-
ial since we might want to separate them in ev-
eryday life. For instance, we complete the ac-
tions or operation that we think we are supposed
to do, and then, we move on. Such a thinking
also means that we consider the rest of the ac-
tions as being someone else’s responsibility. Let
us say, we choose to employ certain technolo-
gies, systematically, such as a sugarcane press,
to perform some of the necessary tasks. If we do
not design the sugarcane press to handle or
address either collateral causes activities, such
as refilling, or environmental modification, such
as hazards, we either need another technologi-
cal system to address those additional issues,
or we must decide to leave the situation as it is.
This is also another way of thinking about a
system’s performance characteristics (Schiffer
and Skibo 1987).

Health

Health has been suggested a ‘state of com-
plete physical, mental, and social well-being and
not merely the absence of disease or infirmity’
(WHO 1946). The issues in the previous quota-
tion aim to understand the term of health in its
broadest sense. ‘Health’ is explained as how

healthy the technological system is; for exam-
ple, its ability to address issues within the envi-
ronment or a society that might be foreseen af-
ter the designated tasks are performed would
determine how healthy the technological sys-
tem is considered to be. However, ‘health’ can
also be discussed as the well-being and what
these technological systems may do for a hu-
man actor’s immediate or long-term state of
health. Therefore, ‘health’ is a broad, complex
concept and phenomenon, and we may want to
explore the distinct levels at which it may be
examined. Following Bailey’s (1984) three-level
measurement model, health at the conceptual
level (X) could be empirically formulated as the
occurrence of obesity among certain group of
people (X’) or the intake of a certain food among
individuals. Using certain methods, we can then
indicate the prevalence of health in a communi-
ty garden (X’’), which we understand as evi-
dence of a social change. We may further sug-
gest a social impact upon this social change,
which will form an additional ‘new piece of in-
formation’ (Bailey 1984: 239).

To exemplify, consider the findings of Gatto
(2012), whose study focused on nutritional edu-
cation (X) among adolescents (X’) . A certain
number of adolescents participated in the edu-
cation (X’’), which is further likely to yield a par-
ticular social impact upon their health, for which
we may want to assign triple prime (X’’’); this is
not illustrated in the figure. However, this would
allow us to consider the social change, the
change in attitude that resulted from the educa-
tion, and its social impacts upon health (for ex-
ample the better objective health that resulted
from the consumption of more vegetables). How-
ever, there are also potential ecological modifi-
cations and social or political arrangements that
result as well.

METHODOLOGY

Researchers posit various definitions of the
term “ethnography”, referring to it as a philo-
sophical paradigm, approach, commitment, or a
method (Atkinson and Hammersley 1994; Hall-
berg 2014; Rapp 2017). One view of ethnogra-
phy is the writing about and studying of people,
understanding culture as an integrated system
with various elements (Angrosino 2007c; Ma-
joor 2017; Roux et al. 2017). In this study, eth-
nography is understood to be a perspective with
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methods and is characterised by “doing ethnog-
raphy”. This study recognises people’s cultural
values and behaviours that encourage them to
do good (LeCompte and Schensul 2015). Con-
forming to an ethnographic perspective in this
study meant implementing data collection tech-
niques on the conditions at the local level and
an understanding that this might have implica-
tions at the national level as well. It also meant a
regard for the participants as collaborators and
actors within the research. For this study, eth-
nography means having an interest in exploring
the nature of the social phenomena at hand, in-
cluding not only the human and non-human ac-
tors, but also the material and social culture that
may have implications for the study. This study
did not aim to test hypotheses about the phe-
nomena (Atkinson and Hammersley 1994).

 A cross-cultural project targeting the UN
Sustainable Development Goals of the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development, includ-
ing Goal number 2, Zero Hunger (UN 2017) was
used as a soft case (Braa and Vidgen 1999) fol-
lowing the philosophy of ethnography and by
using tools such as unfocused, focused, and
direct observations, storytelling, open-ended
discussions, and video (Jorgensen 1989; An-

grosino 2007a; Angrosino 2007b). Twelve com-
munity gardens located in urban regions within
Venezuela, Kenya, and Sweden were chosen
using a convenience sampling (Fig. 1). Although
these three countries are diverse in many re-
spects, this paper aimed to examine common ten-
dencies rather than diversities or differences.
Regarding a community garden as a society the
unit of analysis was at the macro level with im-
plications at the other levels as well.

 A community garden can be understood as
a society in its own right. To illustrate this,
Bailey’s (1990a) social entropy theory (SET) can
be used as an analytical model to describe the
nature of a community garden and its appeal.
Analogous with Bailey, this paper paid atten-
tion to three key elements, which are concrete
system, empirical boundaries, and entropy. For
Bailey, SET is a theory that can be employed to
model a society. This model is in no way as com-
plex as an actual society, as Bailey noted. Nei-
ther the simplification used in this paper nor the
full model are sufficient to demonstrate the ac-
tual complexity. However, it is still possible to
grasp an understanding of how the community
gardens function ‘on a day-to-day basis’ in re-
gards to macro- and micro-variables and their

Fig. 1. The community garden “Tillsammans” (“Together”) in Mölndal, Sweden
Source: Author
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interactions to form a better comprehension of
the functioning whole (Bailey 1990b: 365-366)
by means of the model. Explaining in detail the
SET falls outside of the scope for this paper.
One can refer to Bailey (1990a) for a more thor-
ough description and definition.

The Nature and Appeal of a Community Garden

Space

In the same way that tools employed by ar-
chaeologists on certain sites have an ‘orienta-
tion towards the human body (Edgeworth 2010:
139), a community garden as a sociotechnical
construct is a conscious amplification of human
capacities (Frankenfeld 1992). A community gar-
den is a physical construct located in an urban
environment, a space, when employing Bailey’s
(1990b) macro sociological perspective. It pos-
sesses several reciprocal, functional compo-
nents, where material life and social life must
ecologically coexist2. Although the literature is
encouraging concerning the health benefits (X’’)
that result from community gardening, health
concerns, which will be referred to as X’’’, such
as those derived from contaminated soil or oth-
er activities, have also been noted (Ashrafza-
deh et al. 2018; Laidlaw et al. 2018; Kim et al.
2014; Kessler 2013; Mikulec et al. 2013).

Paralleling the view of Ghose and Pettygrove
(2014b), in the researcher’s project, they under-
stood these gardens as spaces that have the
potential to counteract material and economic
inequities and to provide green space access
for inner-city residents, which have implications
for the participants’ well-being. Morckel (2015)
empirically examined the perceived attractive-
ness of community gardens in comparison to
that of vacant lots. Attractiveness as an empiri-
cal occurrence, when someone finds something
attractive, can affect our stand (X’’). Sometimes,
various circumstances, such as how attractive
an object is perceived to be, can be said to influ-
ence the overall state of health (X’’’). Since com-
munity gardens in Morckel’s study were per-
ceived as more attractive than vacant lots, we
may assume that a community garden has the
potential to enhance the feeling of well-being
among participants. This means that turning
vacant lots into community gardens (X’’) may
have a positive social impact upon health again.
Attractiveness and its effect upon health may

therefore be described as the relation between
X1 and X2 or between F and A assuming that
attractiveness is part of material culture and this
impacts upon the social culture. This view, to
some degree, draws attention to Lillis’ (2013)
empirical objects. Lillis’ empirical objects differ
only slightly from the definition proposed by
Ingeborgrud (2017). Ingeborgrud (2017) sees
these empirical objects as actors that can be ei-
ther physical, material culture, or mental objects,
such as thoughts or intentions. To this, we
should add that a human actor may also be un-
derstood as an empirical object (Kraus 2018).
The concept of attractiveness does not physi-
cally occur. It is instead naturally occurring as a
mental state; namely, a human actor perceives
something to be attractive, which is proposi-
tional attitude and a mental state. This implies
that the concept of cultural awareness is natu-
rally occurring as a kind of knowledge (Pernu
2009; Langegger 2013). It also implies that the
“something” still is a kind of material culture
that blends with mental culture. What it also
means is a shift from the material as the neces-
sary focus of relevance to a blended interest in
the social and mental culture and their relation-
ship to the material culture (Ruttan 1988).

Outsiders extend the boundaries of the com-
munity gardens, which makes the determination
of its actual space or boundaries a challenge. To
this, we must add that the location at which the
system has been constructed and developed
indeed bears political significance, which is com-
monplace for the initiation and administration of
super technologies (Kay 1994; Winner 1986).

Within these community gardens, members
and sometimes even visitors interact and partic-
ipate. Based on the researcher’s study, often,
these members and visitors come from a middle-
class environment and have an agricultural tra-
dition and/or consider gardening a secondary
activity, not only meant for supplying food. They
engage in gardening for sociocultural or eco-
logical reasons or simply for relaxation.

In order to ensure a stable or organised, low
entropy community garden or system, a leader
is necessary (Subica et al. 2016; Cvejic et al. 2015;
Lombard et al. 2014; Litt et al. 2011; Twiss et al.
2003).  Although a garden is a system with phys-
ical boundaries, the members acknowledge oth-
er neighbouring systems as well and believe that
their actions and sharing their knowledge bene-
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fit society, making the boundaries more symbol-
ic and social, too.

One of the members in the researcher’s study
narrates how she was searching for a plot in the
city to keep her ancestors’ agricultural tradition
alive. A friend of hers recommended joining a
community garden, and in so doing, she believes
she found her inner self in a way again. The way
in which this woman narrates the story draws
attention to Schiffer’s (2002) framework for
studying instances of technological differentia-
tion. It also draws attention to the socio-eco-
nomic and political nature of this transfer
(Hensengerth 2018). Schiffer’s framework can be
employed for understanding the functional com-
ponents of the built environment and the inter-
action of sharing information and knowledge
between social and material life. Schiffer focused
on what happens when technologies are trans-
ferred from community to community within and
among societies. Reich (2007) referred to the use
of digital technology as a showcase for under-
standing archaeological or geographic scenes.
In the researcher’s study, the same technolo-
gies were used to attract people online to en-
courage a physical attendance.

Such a transference may be conducted by the
gardeners, who are technological citizens who
define the boundaries or spaces of the communi-
ty gardens by their social effects and who gov-
ern themselves in regards to rights and respon-
sibilities (Frankenfeld 1992). Once again, a lead-
er is important. Embracing Frankenfeld’s (1992:
462) 138-word definition of ‘technological citi-
zenship’, we may suggest either that Franken-
feld complicates matters or that things bringing
together non-human and human actors is indeed
complex. In fact, we may be technological citi-
zens of ‘things’ at the human scale or global
scale or even somewhere in between.

Information, Knowledge, and Technology

In Bailey’s writing, information and knowl-
edge has a clear connection to technology. Tech-
nology is a basis for information and knowledge
and vice versa. We often award information and
communications technologies (ICT) a specific
position by putting them in another category
other than information technologies or the gen-
eral term of technology in archaeological terms.
These ICTs, like mobile devices and so-called
smartphones and smartwatches, or less mobile

devices, such as smart refrigerators or smart/
intelligent homes3, are for many of us more than
a digital device. It is for many of us not a life-
style, but it is in fact simply how we understand
life.

Perhaps, we may refer to a community gar-
den as a techno community, where human ac-
tors take part in activities ‘that incorporate vari-
ants of a particular technology’ (Schiffer 2002:
1149). In so doing, information and knowledge
can be shared and exchanged. Also, this applies
no matter whether we are referring to technolo-
gies in the broadest sense or in regards to par-
ticular ICTs.

A community garden is a multipurpose, tech-
nological system. Material objects are life since
human and material culture have a concrete in-
teraction, and both have lifecycles. Within a
community garden, certain sub-systems are nec-
essary for it to function, such as access to water
(Parry et al. 2005; Puett et al. 2014; Harris et al.
2014; Twiss et al. 2003). There are, however, sub-
systems that may be unnecessary, yet still add
value and even decrease the necessity of labour
while also contributing to a sense of overall well-
being. One example from the researcher’s study
is a “chakki-chak” (Fig. 2) from the Mi Conuco
86, which is located in the capital city of Cara-
cas, Venezuela. A ‘conuco’ is a small plot of land
devoted to the cultivation of food. Mi Conuco
86 started as a collective and has attracted mem-
bers of the surrounding communities of all ages
and walks of life.

A chakki-chak is a homemade sugarcane
press or juice extraction system, which is a sub-
system in this case, wherein stalks are crushed
to retrieve the sugary juice. The system con-
sists of housed components that interact in a
specific way and can be either electrical or me-
chanical. The one pictured in Figure 2 is me-
chanical. The way in which the leader devel-
oped it and employs it confirmed Giampietro’s
statement (1997) that with technological choic-
es in agriculture, the community leader likely had
several choices to make concerning how to go
about developing the system, in regards to qual-
ity, performance characteristics, and material,
while still creating a product that conforms to
his vision. His choice, however, is based on his
experiences and knowledge in terms of history
and geography. The leader also made a choice
based on the necessary maintenance and lifecy-
cle, which is referred to as its social and ecolog-
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ical sustainability, among other things. Using
this knowledge as a strategy, he had a feeling of
how the sub-system’s behaviour would interact
with other surrounding materials. By discuss-
ing with the community leader, we can under-
stand how important it is for him to have a dia-
logue not only with the members, but also about
the materials and ecological objects available.
Considering his experience, we may assume that
he made a choice based on usability. We can
understand some of his thinking or mental imag-
es on the conceptual level by looking empirical-
ly at the chakki-chak since it is mechanical and
wooden, which means that it was built using
available materials. By further scrutinising the
process of developing the chakki-chak, we can
describe the manufacturing process and grasp,
at an empirical level, how healthy the develop-
ment was for the engineer and for the other mem-
bers that were directly or indirectly involved.
What we cannot understand, regardless of look-
ing at the sub-system or asking the developer, is
the measured health effects, which are indica-
tive either of direct or indirect social impacts.

This chakki-chak is used as a single pur-
pose system. In contrast, the sugarcane bagasse
has been used for various processes in other sys-
tems, such as in clay ceramics (Faria and Holanda
2013) suggesting that this community garden
could use their sugarcane bagasse ashes in ce-
ramics. Doing so would contribute to an alterna-

tive life cycle of the chakki-chak, as well as of
the system of which it is a sub-system.

Thus, a wooden chakki-chak, or any sugar-
cane press for that matter, is an artificial or mate-
rial construct (a0) that depends on social culture
and can serve a single purpose or several pur-
poses. It is used because material culture, such
as sugarcanes, exist, and social actors have come
to understand the power of the juice while also
wanting to maintain good health by decreasing
the necessary labour to obtain it.

DISCUSSION

Behavioural Technological Chain and Level of
Living

This paper has described a behavioural chain
that depends on various factors, and one that
affects all three types of health. Since human
actors and social culture depend on technolo-
gies and each other, we can assume that the
indicative level of health also depends on non-
human actors or material culture. Empirical and
theoretical studies show that a community gar-
den must be seen as a complex physical con-
struct that serves numerous purposes of which
securing food is not its primary one. This also
means that a community garden, per se, might
not serve for meeting the SDG 2.

‘Technology is not just a social construct. It
is a complex system in which humans construct

 

Fig. 2. A ‘homemade’ sugarcane press, called a ‘chakki-chak’
Source: Author
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artifacts in a context shaped both by the inter-
ests of humans and by the underlying physical
nature of their artifacts’ (Giere 1993: 64). This
citation, as well as this study, aimed to define
“technology” as more than a primitive technol-
ogy but indeed a social phenomenon. This
study also stressed that material culture can be
understood as non-human actors that interact
with social actors, which are understood to be
human actors. These two sets A and F influence
and develop changes, and these changes are
separately referred to as elements by A = {a0, a1,
…, an} and the operations by F = <F1, F2, …Fm>,
although the name “operators” is misleading.
Please also note that Krylov (1986) neither rec-
ognises the joint labour performed by the set A
and F, nor does he make any distinction between
intentional and unintentional joint labour per-
formed by the two sets, which follows logically
from omitting the former4. This is because they
do technology (Bleed 1997) jointly with human
actors. This also means that, in the researcher’s
case, the effect cannot be meant Fi = Fi (x, α) →
<y, β>. It would be more fruitful to add the effect
Ai = Ai (x, α)→ <y, β> and speak in terms of the
sum of the Ai and Fi. In addition, we may also
want to understand the sets as actions rather
than sets of elements and operators. In addi-
tion, Krylov (1986) does not recognise the evo-
lutionary paths of either A and F or of their ele-
ments and operators, which is critical in order to
understand its performance and characteristics
over time (Zhang et al. 2017). The way in which
A and F needs to collaborate can be understood
in a similar manner as the relationship between
technology standardisation and technology de-
velopment (Jiang et al. 2017). Both of which need
to collaborate in concert to perform at its full
potential.

Systems, such as a pottery vessel that is a
piece of material culture, can be regarded as a
technological system since its ability to hold
water and its capability of manipulating nature
makes it dynamic enough to be considered a
technological system. A community garden can
be figuratively spoken of as a ‘pottery vessel
with handles on either side’ (Edgeworth 2010:
139), designed to facilitate both the intended
actions of a human hand and the biological de-
sign or structure of the hand itself. If the design
of the pottery vessel is shaped with the human
in mind, the material is chosen with the content
in mind. Of course, there has also been an ‘inter-

action’ between the material and the intended
function. Figuratively, a community garden is
designed to be purposeful rather than to use
specific content. The content, such as the qual-
ity of the soil, and the rocks, is more involved
than simply ‘this happened to be available.’
However, what is cultivated is due to neither
design nor content; it is the result of a consider-
ation of both, and in turn, this impacts health.
We may therefore claim that neither F or A sepa-
rately stress anything about “design”,  but their
interaction does.

It is suggested that technological systems
that could be described as serving a multipur-
pose, as the once herein, provide a link between
the past and the present (Reich 2007; Reid et al.
1975; Roux et al. 2017). They teach us some-
thing about social culture and behaviour vis-a-
vis the material culture they use or choose not
to use.

According to Bailey, a spatial area S is an
area that is bounded. From the researcher’s
study, we learnt that the boundaries are never-
theless unclear and that it would not be accu-
rate to use a term such as boundary at all for that
matter. We can also see a challenge with a sepa-
rate categorisation of information (I) and tech-
nology (T). One reason is because in society,
digital information and communications technol-
ogy are cultural elements in their own rights.
They are not only used to communicate with
others, but they also represent who we are, what
we stand for, and how we want other people to
recognise us. We would therefore need to con-
sider whether we need another category and
symbol to represent these elements. As suggest-
ed elsewhere (Hallberg 2014), a limitation for the
use of categorises is related to the world of cul-
ture. Nature is simply too complex to be strictly
bound to either concepts or terms in a static
way. We may reasonably ask how valid such a
picture of society is and whether only one pic-
ture can be accurate. As with artificial systems
in general, a community garden as a multipur-
pose, technological system needs to be capable
of a flexible readjustment to handle various chal-
lenges dynamically (Krylov 1986).

While the level of entropy has not been spe-
cifically measured or calculated in this study, we
can undoubtedly conclude that entropy is high
in the studied community gardens. The lack of
clear boundaries is one argument to support this
statement. Also, the amount of freedom of choice
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in how to use and how to set up the community
gardens makes the use of them unpredictable.
This also means that the term “organised” is
vague. Mathematically and from the perspec-
tive of the non-human actors, we could proba-
bly argue that a community garden is a disorga-
nised, physical construct. From the perspective
of how the human actors employ such a vocab-
ulary in everyday speech, however, we would
rather suggest the contrary. Drawing from Weav-
er (1964: 13) we may suggest that “this situation
is highly organised, we have the freedom to set
out visions and policy and make choices ac-
cording to our needs.” For, in everyday life, we
tend not to measure the degree of being able to
organise mathematically or logically, but rather
egocentrically. This is one of the reasons why
the level of entropy will remain high and the
level of being a place for food security may vary
amongst community gardens.

Following Hodder (2011), the indicative lev-
el of health depends on what types of behav-
ioural chains arise from this interactions between
members, artefacts, and things that employ cer-
tain technologies both inside the community
garden and outside of it. Whether we make use
of material culture as intended, augment its char-
acteristics (Kay 1994), redesign it (Schiffer 2002),
or discard the original intended use altogether,
we must also understand the point or stage in
life at which a human actor started his/her jour-
ney (Zick et al. 2013).

CONCLUSION

The UN Goal number 2 for Sustainable De-
velopment reads zero hunger. Although the com-
munity gardens in this study have a realistic
potential to increase the access to nutritive food,
this study found it doubtful to suggest that they
can serve as a means to end hunger and achieve
food security. Providing improved nutrition and
promoting sustainable agriculture is however a
partial goal the community gardens met.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Implementing the use of community gardens
as part of a governmental vision would proba-
bly be counterproductive. While the entropy
would be lower it would cost in terms of social
engagement and pleasure, not to mention the
aesthetics. Perhaps, the leader, which the litera-

ture agrees on being important, should take re-
sponsible for moving towards a more inclusive
direction. That is, for a community garden to
meet the SDG number 2, it must be easier for
people with diverse backgrounds to gain access
and knowledge about the existence of a commu-
nity garden and its capacity in terms of socio-
economic factors and potential including secur-
ing food.

While we still understand these gardens as
spaces that have the potential to counteract
material and economic inequities and have pos-
itive impacts for the participants’ well-being, a
“for-all”-vision is still nothing but a vision.

Before measuring health, we must learn how
the social actors employ, design, connect, and
interlink aspects of the garden. In this way, we
can cope more easily with technological devel-
opments where social and material life coexist
and foster healthier behaviours without com-
promising native relics.
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 NOTES

1 I am aware of this error, as it should have been X1,
X2, X3, … XN. However, I want to examine the
effects at the level of each individual group.

2 Although the term used is ‘macro’, Bailey’s
framework can be suitable for the study of events
at various levels, provided they also have
implications at a macro level.

3 It is somewhat fascinating that we credit them as
smart and intelligent. Imagine what people
generally think of human actors with the same
intelligence.

4 I am aware that this might sound as if sets were
homogeneous, which they were not, of course.
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