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ABSTRACT
This thesis aimed to address the current gap in research on individual-level barriers to
undertaking urban food gardening in the UK, and help inform future planning and food
policy on how to effectively raise participation; it also aimed to increase understanding
of barriers to food gardening in the city of Oxford specifically. Following a
comprehensive review of relevant existing literature and discussion with key
informants, a theoretical framework of the barriers likely to be affecting participation
rates in the UK was established, which consisted of barriers relating to lack of access,
time, knowledge, attitudinal resistance and disconnection with food gardening and
environmental barriers. This was tested through a questionnaire administered in
Oxford (UK) that explored the differences between food gardeners and non-food
gardeners; the motivations of food gardeners and the barriers to food gardening
identified by non-food gardeners. The results showed that social, cultural and
economic barriers were the most influential, followed by lack of access to a suitable or
preferred facility to food garden, which was in turn followed by attitudinal resistance,
disinterest or anxiety. The individual barriers most frequently selected as participants’
main or major barriers were not having enough time due to work commitments, not
having a garden or the garden was inadequate and they would only consider growing
at home (despite 59% having garden access, and of which 80% had exclusive access)
thinking they lacked the knowledge or practical skills, they were moving home soon,
they felt intimidated by how much of their time food gardening could consume, and
they were renting a home they were not allowed to cultivate the garden of. Moreover
it was found that renters, students and people under 28 were less likely to food garden
than owner occupiers, median-income earners and those 29 or over.
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“Pangloss used now and then to say to Candide:
‘There is a concatenation of all events in the best of possible worlds; for, in short, had you not been kicked
out of a fine castle for the love of Miss Cunegund; had you not been put into the Inquisition; had you not
travelled over America on foot; had you not run the Baron through the body; and had you not lost all your
sheep, which you brought from the good country of El Dorado, you would not have been here to eat
preserved citrons and pistachio nuts.’
‘Excellently observed,’ answered Candide; ‘but let us cultivate our garden.’”
Voltaire
Candide, or Optimism, 1947 (translated)

v

Every pre-industrial society has placed food at its social and spatial heart, while every postindustrial one has placed food at the periphery. Why is this? The short answer is that
food represents power; a fact all too evident in pre-industrial societies, yet relatively
obscure in ours. Lulled by the prospect of year-round, ‘cheap’ food, we have allowed
our most precious common resource to slip beyond our grasp.
Carolyn Steel (Steel, 2012)

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
This research study was designed to answer the explanatory research question what
are the barriers individuals face to participation in urban food gardening in the city of
Oxford (UK)?
The impetus for undertaking this topic of study comes from a number of problems that
stem from Oxford’s, the UK’s, and indeed the fast-urbanising world’s ever-increasingly
interdependent, commercialised, environmentally-destructive, oil and finite-fertilizerdependent and politically under-prioritised food system, and the increasing concern
coming from UK academics about the sustainability and security of the system (Garnett
& Godfray, 2012; Low Carbon Oxford, 2013; Tudge, 2013, 2014, 2015; Bartram, 2014;
Lim, 2014; OxPolicy, 2015). Moreover, agriculture in the UK is predominantly rural in
location (Hill, 2009) and thus produce often requires long-distance logistic distribution
into urban areas (Steel, 2012), after which the average British family must drive 136
miles per year to purchase (Lim, 2014). Therefore, part of the possible solution to
these problems is to incorporate more agriculture into an urban setting. Indeed,
though there are a number of angles being explored, such as a wider adoption of
‘vertical farming’ (Despommier, 2011) and calls for greater focus on ‘food system
planning’ by urban planners and designers (i.e. architects, landscape architects and
interior/industrial designers) (Nasr & Komisar, 2012), the standpoint taken by the
author of this study is that levels of grass-roots urban food gardening (food production
for one’s own/household’s consumption rather than for sale) must be increased as
part of the overall solution strategy.
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Aims and objectives of the study
Following the publication of the OxPolicy report Making sustainable food choices:
influencing consumer behaviour for food sustainability in Oxford earlier this month (10th
March 2015), this thesis taps into the steadily snowballing interest in sustainable living
in Oxford. Indeed, while OxPolicy have addressed a number of issues regarding
increasing Oxford’s under-consumption of sustainable, Oxfordshire-produced food, the
objective of this thesis is to open up discussion regarding how – through a combination
of informed and facilitating food policy, planning policy, and individual-level action –
urban food gardening levels can be raised, empowering ordinary people to enrich their
diet, improve their physical and mental health, food security, environmental impact
and overall quality of life through growing food for their nourishment and pleasure.
Moreover, according to the Food printing Oxford: How to feed a City (2013) report, if
all of Oxford’s allotments and domestic gardens (totalling an estimated 950 hectares)
were used for urban food gardening, Oxford could produce half of the city’s demand
for fruit and vegetables (p. 7; Loram, Tratalos, Warren, & Gaston, 2007); however, it
was estimated that only 15-20 hectares of private gardens in the city (out of 900
hectares/20% of Oxford’s land area) were being used for food gardening. Further, it
was estimated that just 650 tonnes is grown in gardens and allotments per year –
equating to around just 3% of all of Oxford’s fruit and vegetable consumption.
In view of all of these contextualising factors, it is therefore the aim of this study to
firstly, identify why urban food gardening participation rates are relatively low in
Oxford, considering the potential and interest in sustainable living, and secondly, to
inform the shaping of future food and planning policy where appropriate to encourage
greater participation. Furthermore, this study also aims to fill the current research gap
on the barriers preventing individuals from starting to food garden, as the most
relevant existing research to date has come from Australia, New Zealand, the USA and
Canada.

How the research will be carried out
In order to achieve these aims, a theoretical framework of the kinds of barriers to
expect in the results was ascertained from the literature review, then, respective
surveys of individuals and key informants were conducted. The resulting barriers
2

identified were subsequently analysed to see which individual barriers (for example,
lack of free time due to family commitments) and which thematic-categories of
barriers (for example, psychological/attitudinal barriers) proved to have the most
preventative impact, and to whom. In addition, the differing characteristics identified
in typical food gardeners versus typical non-food gardeners were ascertained, and the
initial ‘triggers’ that provided the impetus for food gardeners to start.

Structure of the thesis
The thesis follows the following structure:
Chapter 1: Introduction – states the research question, contextualises the need
for this research, and explains the aims and
objectives of the study.
Chapter 2: Literature Review – a review of existing relevant literature
identifying barriers that have previously been
found.
Chapter 3: Methodology – an explanation of how the research was carried out
from inception up to data processing for analysis.
Chapter 4: Data Analysis – presentation and analysis of key findings of the
research.
Chapter 5: Conclusion – discussion of conclusions that can be drawn from the
analysis.
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“Cultivators of the earth are the most valuable citizens. They are the most vigorous, the most independent,
the most virtuous, and they are tied to their country and wedded to its liberty and interests by the most
lasting bands.”
Thomas Jefferson
Letter to John Jay; 23 August 1785.
rd

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
The following review of literature explores what is already known about the barriers to
urban food gardening in developed, comparable countries to the UK. Indeed, whilst
much has been written about the benefits of food gardening, surprisingly little direct,
focused research has been done into what the respective barriers, triggers and
enduring motivators are that either block or drive urban food gardeners to or from
food gardening; there is also an apparent absence of research into the factors that,
when combined, create the ideal conditions for First World urban dwellers to food
garden. However, as to focus on the explanatory research question of this study, the
only existing literature that will be reviewed in depth herein is that in which barriers
have been identified. Moreover, as the most relevant studies that emerged originated
from Australia, New Zealand and Canada – and comparatively little from the UK - there
is a significant current research gap to fill.
This review begins by first defining what is meant by the terms ‘food gardening’. The
extent to which the benefits of food gardening have been studied is then evidenced so
as to demonstrate, in contrast, how little the barriers to food gardening have been
studied. This is then followed by the respective findings of studies that researched the
typical characteristic profiles of First World food gardeners. The focus then turns to the
exploration of the most significant, thematically-grouped barriers identified using
previous studies, before finally concluding.

Definitions
While many terms have been used to describe the activity of food gardening, in the
context of this study food gardening can be understood herein to mean ‘the
4

cultivation of edible plants for the consumption of the gardener, their household,
family and/or friends, rather than for commercial sale’. Indeed, previous studies have
used similar descriptive terms such as: “urban horticulture” (Wares & Hyland, 2012);
“house-lot food growing/production” (Kortright, 2007; Kortright & Wakefield, 2011);
“home-grown food” (DEFRA, 2014); “home-based edible gardening” (Conway &
Brannen, 2014); “home food gardening” (Kortright, 2007); “backyard food gardening”
(Kortright, 2007); and “edible gardening” (Lake, Milfont, & Gavin, 2012); however, in
order to correctly set the scope for this study (which is to include all significant barriers
to the cultivation of home, allotment, school and edible community gardens) Wise’s
(2014) best-fitting and simplest term, ‘food gardening’, was selected.

The benefits of food gardening
Much has been written about the benefits of food gardening (and thus motivations
for), which include: improved nutritional intake (Alaimo, Packnett , Miles & Kruger,
2008; Garden Organic, 2012¹; Leake, Bradford & Rigby, 2009; Perez-Vazquez, Anderson
& Rogers, 2005; Somerset & Bossard, 2009; Varley-Winter, 2011); to produce
healthier, tastier food (YouGov, 2015); maintaining or improving physical health
(Bellows, Brown & Smit, 2004; Kortright & Wakefield, 2011; Leake, Bradford & Rigby,
2009; Perez-Vazquez, Anderson & Rogers, 2005; Twiss, et al., 2003; Varley-Winter,
2011; Wares & Hyland, 2012); maintaining or improving mental/emotional health
(Bellows, Brown & Smit, 2004; DCLG, 2012; Garnett, 1996; Hall, 2013; Hope & Ellis,
2009; Kuo & Sullivan, 2001; Leake, Bradford & Rigby, 2009; Lee, 2010; Milligan, Gatrell,
& Bingley, 2004; Perez-Vazquez, Anderson & Rogers, 2005; Reid, 2009; Rydin, et al.,
2012; Twiss, et al., 2003; Varley-Winter, 2011; Wares & Hyland, 2012); increased
employability (Varley-Winter, 2011); improved education and life skills (Garden
Organic, 2012¹; Garden Organic, 2012²; Hope & Ellis, 2009; Reid, 2009; Somerset &
Bossard, 2009; Wares & Hyland, 2012); improved food security (Bellows, Brown &
Smit, 2004; Kortright, 2007; Reid, 2009; Wares & Hyland, 2012); benefits to the
environment and household sustainability (Kortright, 2007; Kortright & Wakefield,
2011; Wares & Hyland, 2012) and social (Bellows, Brown & Smit, 2004; DCLG, 2012;
Reid, 2009; Wares & Hyland, 2012) and societal benefits, such as reducing local crime
(Rydin, et al., 2012) through what is known in the discipline of environmental design as
5

‘natural surveillance’ (Crowe & Zahm, 1994) facilitated by more people being on the
street.
It is apparent from this literature that food gardeners (and indeed society as a whole)
experience a wide range of benefits from food gardening, thus highlighting the
importance of further, comprehensive research into individual-level barriers,
individual-level psychological ‘triggers’ to starting to food gardening and how, using
this research, government policy and initiatives – at all tiers – can be shaped to
facilitate higher food gardening participation.

Who grows?
Below are a series of character profiles of typical food gardeners from a selection of
developed countries, as found by the below cited studies:

Canada: Male, 55+, post-secondary school education and earning over $60,000 (City
Farmer, 2002); in a study in Toronto in 2007, 54% grew food (Kortright, 2007).

UK (individuals): Female, 60+, social grade C2DE, from the South coast of England,
disposable income of ≤£125, right-wing and based at home (YouGov, 2015); Ferres &
Townshend (2012) found them to be predominantly 60-69 years old, and that there
was also an interesting correlation between age and gender - the younger the age
group, the higher the proportion of female gardeners.

UK (households): ‘Solo pensioners’ and ‘independent elders’; ‘aged owner occupiers’;
people living in ‘gentrified villages’; and ‘30’s industrial spec’ (Experian Ltd, 2004).

America (Cleveland, Ohio): 55-59 years old, earning $20,000-$40,000, female,
participating for 1-4 years and most were up to 9 minutes travelling-time away from
their garden (Blaine, Grewal, Dawes, & Snider, 2010).

Australia: 52% of all households are growing some of their own food, and a further
13% reported they intend to start (Wise, 2014).
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New Zealand: 89.6% of respondents to Lake, Milfont, & Gavin (2012) participated in
food growing, though the unusually high figure suggests ‘selection-bias’.

What barriers were found in the literature review?
The following discussion focuses on the barriers identified within the reviewed
literature; these are presented in thematic-categories, and ordered according to the
frequency of which barriers pertaining to that theme were identified:

Lack of access
The most discussed group of barriers were those that pertained to an actual or
perceived lack of access to a means of food gardening; this included either not having
access to (1) an adequate, exclusive home garden, (2) alternatives to food gardening
at home or (3) the necessary financial means to fund participation.
Indeed, (1) the reduction in size or loss of urban private gardens over time (especially
in desirable areas) (Pauleit, Ennos, & Golding, 2005), (2) the current trend in urban
planning of allowing the paving-over of front gardens for off-street parking (Dunnett,
et al., 2007), and (3) the focus on densification (through building extensions, more flats
and smaller housing developments) (Hodgson, 2006; HTA, 2011) are phenomena that
can be observed not only in the UK, but also in other Western countries such as
Australia (Turner, 2011).
In 2007, 11% of under-45s lived in flats or maisonettes, though by 2012 this had risen
to 20% - meaning that 80% of under-45s lived in houses in 2012, compared with 89% in
2007 (HTA, 2013); while this may not seem a significant proportional change, in real
terms this equates to 2 million fewer under-45s with a garden than in 2006 (HTA,
2013).
This poses a problem to food gardening because, as suggested by participants of a
focus group workshop organised by Food Newcastle in 2013, “individuals who live in
flats…without their own outdoor space, may feel that food growing is not an option for
them” (p. 4) – a barrier that is echoed in the findings of: (1) Ferres & Townshend
(2012), who found that many participating Newcastle residents cited ‘lack of space at
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home’ as a reason for having an allotment, though young people were finding it
particularly difficult to find available plots; and (2) Wise (2014), who found that 50% of
non-food-gardeners indicated a lack of suitable space as preventing them; and (3)
Lake, Milfont & Gavin (2012, p. 54), who found that participation in food gardening in
New Zealand was “significantly higher” for respondents who lived in a house long-term
(the same house for 10 years or more) and had exclusive use of their back garden.
Indeed, on the strength of the latter finding, Lake, Milfont & Gavin concluded that “if
new urban developments do not provide access to exclusive garden plots, then edible
gardening rates may be limited” (2012, p. 55).
However, despite the increasing appetite for flats in the UK, in 2010, researchers
estimated that 84% of British adults had access to a garden, or somewhere to grow
outdoor plants (HTA, 2011); this therefore suggests that the barrier of ‘no access to an
exclusive, suitable garden’ is either (1) mostly perceived, or (2) that many British
gardens are indeed inadequate for food gardening, or (3) that other barriers, such as a
lack of free time or interest, are more significant in determining whether an individual
food gardens.
Changing the current focus to alternative means of food gardening: participants of the
Food Newcastle focus group felt that access to local allotment plots was limited by (1)
the cost, (2) the unavailability of plots (due to reported waiting lists of up to 10 years)
and (3) the restrictions imposed by strict allotment committee rules (2013). Moreover,
if the attitude and ambitions of the Oxford-based South Ward Allotment Association
are anything to go by – as illustrated in the extract below from their rules & regulations
statement – strict allotment rules may be a relevant issue affecting Oxford:
“The plots will be inspected by a subcommittee four times a year to monitor
cultivation level and general maintenance as well as noting any nonconformance... Any officer or member of the committee may… enter and
inspect any plot at any time. All plots must be cultivated and maintained in a
proper and husband-like manner. Plots should be cultivated to at least 90% of
their potential” (2009).
Indeed, therefore this palpable pressure to ‘conform’ to the culture of allotment
gardening may prove to be both a practical (i.e. some people don’t have time to
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maintain a plot to a high-aesthetic standard) and psychological/anxiety barrier for
some individuals.
Moving on to the issue of literal, physical access – the Food Newcastle group also
picked up on the fact that there was a shortage of opportunities that are accessible by
disabled persons, and literal space for non-home food gardening in Newcastle (2013);
this last barrier was only touched upon by one other study reviewed: the Survey of
Allotments, Community Gardens and City Farms (University of Derby, 2006). This
national survey found that just half of the edible community gardens surveyed had
toilets and a community building, only two-thirds provided wheelchair access, and
nearly half had raised beds (University of Derby, 2006) – all facilities of which
(depending on the disability) could be critical to the participation of a disabled person,
or a person in poor health. This study also looked at waiting times for allotment plots
and found that only 33% of people on a waiting list waited more than year for a plot,
and actually 46% waited less than six months – a much different picture than the
decade-long-wait as painted by the Food Newcastle focus group. Indeed, as it is highly
unlikely the situation has changed dramatically in the seven years between these two
studies, this is suggests that long waiting-lists are either (1) highly location sensitive, or
(2) more perceived than actual, or (3) both. Another interesting finding on literal
physical access is the barrier of the cultivation work itself – Ferres and Townshend
found that many of their participating allotment holders felt that “cultivating a plot
involves harder than expected work” (2012, p. 47).
In Florida, USA, an action research community gardening project set up to study 12
households found that family or work obligations and lack of transportation were
frequent barriers to participants’ attendance to sessions (participants only attended an
average of 53% of sessions)(Moore, Samuel, & Israel, 2014).
The final barrier within this group is the individual/household cost of participating in
food gardening. Hujber (2008) and Brannen (2012) in their respective theses, CoDyre,
Fraser, & Landman (2015), and participants of the Food Newcastle focus group (2013),
identified barriers relating to the potential costs of: (1) the construction of garden
beds; (2) increased water use; (3) membership to community gardens or allotments;
(4) clothing required for outdoor activities (i.e. wellies and waterproof coats); (5)
equipment, i.e. the purchase price of any seeds, soil, and required tools and (6), the
storage, security and insurance thereof. Moreover, in an interview, a key informant to
9

Hujber’s study estimated that the establishment of a new vegetable garden cost
approximately 100AUD (£52), and, as many gardeners had expressed concern about
soil contamination in Melbourne, too the cost of a soil test (2008).

Lack of time
The second most discussed group of barriers related to a real or perceived lack of time
(Hujber, 2008; Hale, et al., 2011; HTA, 2011; Kortright & Wakefield, 2011; Nelson,
Martin, Nicholas, Easton, & Featherstone, 2011; Lake, Milfont, & Gavin, 2012; Food
Newcastle, 2013; Moore, Samuel, & Israel, 2014; Somerset & Bossard, 2009; Wise,
2014).
Many of the participants of the Food Newcastle focus group felt they lacked the time
to even learn about growing and maintaining their own food gardens/plots (2013), and
Kortright & Wakefield (2011) found, through the use of in-depth interviews with
participants in Toronto, that lack of time to care for the garden was a ‘crucial’ barrier
to food gardening.
Similarly, back in the UK, market research conducted by the Horticultural Trade
Association revealed that 25% of consumers (and around 33% of under 45s) reported
that they would do more gardening if they had the time (2011).
In the specific context of food gardening in schools, two studies (Somerset & Bossard,
2009; Nelson, Martin, Nicholas, Easton, & Featherstone, 2011) found lack of time in
the curriculum to be the main barrier to more school children participating, followed
by difficulties in synchronising the curriculum with growing seasons.

Lack of knowledge
The third most discussed group of barriers is a lack of food gardening knowledge,
physical gardening skills and a lack of access to other edible gardeners for their
support and advice.
According to Lake, Milfont, & Gavin (2012), perceived barriers such as lack of practical
skills, gardening knowledge, physical ability and access to food gardeners for support
and advice were high for people who wanted to food garden but didn’t currently
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(known in their study as ‘intenders’). This finding was echoed by Hale, et al. (2011)
who found that some gardeners reported difficulties in maintaining their
plots/participation due to lack of knowledge, conflicting personal and social
expectations, or physical capabilities. Moreover, Wise (2014) found that 14% of
Australian non-food gardening households surveyed indicated they ‘wouldn’t know
what to do’ (the fourth most popular reason, behind ‘buying food is easier’ (23%), ‘not
enough time’ (40%) and ‘not enough/unsuitable space’ (50%)). Wise subsequently
speculated that “a lack of knowledge regarding small space and vertical food gardening
techniques” was probably to blame, and that in turn, a lack of knowledge was probably
an important factor in the study-observed high-turnover of food gardeners (57%
produced food for five years or less) (2014, p. 9).
Another potential explanation for high-turnover is the combination of (1) lack of food
gardening knowledge and (2) disconnection from other food gardeners, and how this
could lead to low-levels of food production (or worse, failure) and disappointment’s
psychological impact on motivation. Indeed, on the importance of connection, a key
informant interviewed in Wise’s study commented:
“People expect it to be easy and when it's not that can be hard. That's why
being connected to other growers…is really important, so you can understand
why things aren't working and make changes.” (2014, p. 10).
This is especially interesting given the extent of free, accessible information available
now online via the internet – and that 83% of UK adults regularly used it in 2014
(Ofcom, 2014) and that 76% of British people used it every day in 2014 (ONS, 2014).
This possibly raises questions about the way in which people learn about the how,
what and when’s of food gardening, and the limitations of online education in
increasing knowledge and skills (especially for predominantly kinaesthetic learners).
Indeed, in a recent study in Guelph, Canada by CoDyre, Fraser, & Landman (2015),
lacking in skills and knowledge was linked to low levels of residential food garden
productivity when measured against the yields of the 5 most productive food
gardeners. The study findings were that, out of 50 participating food gardeners: only 5
grew enough fruit and vegetables to be self-sufficient for the 4–5 month gardening
season, 30 grew enough to feed themselves for less than a month, 10 for less than a
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week, and 1 for not even a day. This finding led the authors to subsequently conclude
that:
“Vegetable gardening, as currently practiced by Guelph gardeners, is not
efficient enough to provide a significant level of self-provisioning… gardeners
are only harvesting a fraction of their potential, if the most productive
gardeners represent the potential… our study suggests that it could be helpful
[for policy-makers] to aim to… improve the skills of gardeners.” (2015, p. 78).
Of course, it is certainly possible that other barriers were at play, such as the amount
of available time each participant had at the time to cultivate; it is also possible that, as
food gardeners are typically over 55 (as per the findings of this review), and in the UK
only 42% of over 65s reported ever going online (Ofcom, 2014) – that the internet is
simply not being used significantly as a resource for food gardener’s learning.
Interestingly, while on the subject of the relationship between knowledge and age, the
Horticultural Trade Association (2011) discovered that, in the UK, though 39% of
garden owners claimed to have a good knowledge of gardening, the proportion
dropped to just 23% of younger people (25-34 year olds); correlating data was found
three years later by Wise in Australia, when 22% of younger people (those under 35)
acknowledged lack of knowledge as a barrier, compared with just 10% of those aged
over 35 (2014).

Knowledge, social-connection and higher-participation rates also had a link – Kortright
& Wakefield (2011) found that all of the food gardeners they interviewed had had
childhood experience of gardening with their families, and as a result, were typically
able to draw on that knowledge to build healthy, productive gardens. This therefore
suggests that participation in food gardening during childhood years is a highly
effective way of overcoming knowledge barriers.
Indeed, similar to Kortright & Wakefield (2011), Hale, et al. (2011) also found evidence
of a link between participant’s food gardening participation and learning skills, values,
and feeling a connection to food via their families and upbringing:
“In an increasingly industrialized food system, children are disconnected from
opportunities to grow their own food...consequently, current and future
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generations of young people may lack the experience of gardening and a
deeper understanding of our food system, ecological knowledge and a holistic
appreciation of food and nutrition. This is especially crucial [to participation in
food gardening] as many of the gardeners described how they learned their
gardening skills from relatives and many expressed that they continue to
garden because of personal connections to memories and traditions.” (p.
1,861).
Indeed, participants of the Food Newcastle focus group also raised the need for intergenerational work in the form of cross-generational initiatives – thus allowing
knowledge to be passed down, up, and circulated (2013). However, in terms of passing
up, they expressed concern that knowledge gained from children’s education
programmes “sometimes struggles to penetrate the family home and inform the food
culture therein, where the parents are the food buyers and budget managers” (2013,
p. 6).

Attitudinal resistance and disconnection with food gardening
Building on Hale, et al’s (2011) findings outlined above, the fourth most discussed
group of barriers pertains to the growing disconnection with food in the current food
system, and its relationship with individual attitudinal resistance to food gardening.
Kirwan described the origin of the problem succinctly as “the globalisation and
industrialisation of the UK agro-food system, associated with large de-territorialised,
transnational food processing and retailing corporations” (2004, p. 395). Indeed,
whilst globalised, industrial agriculture has its advantages – such as predictability,
stability and lower prices due to economies of scale (Hendrickson & Heffernan, 2002) –
concerns over unsustainable (Woodhouse, 2010), anticompetitive, unethical and
‘profit-over-people’ corporate practices has led to the birth of many alternative food
system movements that aim to re-establish the connection between people and local,
sustainably-produced food (Kloppenburg, Lezberg, De Master, Stevenson, &
Hendrickson, 2000; Link & Ling, 2007). With regards to the growth in individual
physical and psychological disconnection from food (and by extension, food gardening)
Turner argued that it is:
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“…a response to the international restructuring of agribusiness…this process
has increasingly positioned food as a commodity and Western urban dwellers
as its passive consumers, increasingly alienated from its production…this
disconnection arguably contributes to the persistence of a nature/culture
divide in urban areas.” (2011, p. 511).
The significance of entrenched resistance to home food growing is illustrated by the
case of Detroit, Michigan (USA) where economic decline has been accompanied by a
decline in supermarket access. When interviewed by Colasanti, Hamm, & Litjens
(2013) one participant remarked:
“You can’t get no produce [in Detroit]. And the children, it’s just, they don’t
even know what produce is. I was picking a pea pod this morning and none of
the children knew what a pea pod was. Never heard of it.” (p. 361).
However, individual-level attitudinal resistance still existed even in participants from
the older generation; indeed, one participant responded “been there, done that, I’m
not doing it anymore. The food market is right down the street” (2013, p. 360). This
suggests that there may be significant issues relating to the stigma and status attached
to food gardening (at least for some groups) and that awareness of this should be
incorporated into the overall theoretical framework.

Moreover, the study’s youth focus group presented the most attitudinal resistance,
with some seeing farming as better suited to the countryside and several thinking
school-based food gardening was ‘absurd’; and unachievable in traditional high schools
(p. 355).
Conversely, in the UK, literature reviewed showed attitudinal resistance to be less
significant in young people; Ferres & Townshend (2012) and Carter (2013) both
discussed the cultural perception that gardening is only for older people – a view
supported by recent statistics showing that more older people participate in gardening
(64% of 45-64s) than younger people (16% of 16-24s) (Seddon, 2011). Conversely, both
also discussed evidence that food gardening in the form of allotments is not only
starting to appeal to a wider age group, but, according to Ferres & Townshend, the
starting age is lowering (2012).
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Lastly, it is worth noting that attitudinal resistance may not always be active, but could
be passive too; indeed the Food Newcastle focus group raised the issue of confusion
caused by trying to effectively compare the overall costs/value of bought produce
versus that of home-grown produce (2013).

Environmental barriers
The fifth, and final most discussed group of barriers related to environmental issues
that made food gardening more difficult, or impossible, by adversely affecting food
gardening conditions.
These were issues that related to a lack of access to water (Nugent, 2000; Hujber,
2008; Nihart , Robb , & Hyman, 2012); lack of shade (Kortright & Wakefield, 2011);
climate too hot to grow plants (Somerset & Bossard, 2009); lack of sun in garden (Lake,
Milfont, & Gavin, 2012); soil contamination (Wakefield, Yeudall, Taron, Reynolds, &
Skinner, 2007; Kortright & Wakefield, 2011; Nihart , Robb , & Hyman, 2012); and wild
animals/pests destroying crops (Hujber, 2008; Kortright & Wakefield, 2011).

Other factors
The remaining, less discussed barriers related to insecurity of tenure at home or of
community garden/allotment plots (Wakefield, Yeudall, Taron, Reynolds, & Skinner,
2007; Kortright & Wakefield, 2011; Ferres & Townshend, 2012); reluctance to spend
money on a landlord’s property if renting (HTA, 2014); competition for developable
land (Nugent, 2000; Nihart , Robb , & Hyman, 2012) and prohibitively high value of
land in some areas, such as the South East England (Food Matters and the Brighton
and Hove Food Partnership, 2012); lack of supportive policies, such as rental tenancy
agreements that allow the cultivation of gardens (Hujber, 2008); anxiety over, or actual
vandalism and theft (University of Derby, 2006; Hujber, 2008; Ferres & Townshend,
2012); and poor health in older people that prevents them from participating (Milligan,
Gatrell, & Bingley, 2004).
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Conclusion
To conclude, the most significant finding of this literature review has been the relative
scarcity of research in the UK that has been focused specifically on the topic of general
barriers to food gardening, and the even scarcer existing literature on the
psychological/attitudinal, cultural, social and socio-economic barriers influencing
individual-level decisions to participate in the UK where – apart from consumer
research on buying habits (HTA, 2011) and the Food Newcastle focus group (2013) –
the question ‘what are your personal barriers to food gardening?’ has not been
formally, directly asked; this is in stark contrast to the plentiful and diverse studies on
food gardening’s benefits. However, what can be said from looking at the literature
from Canada, Australia, the USA and New Zealand – together with the UK literature –
that the most significant groups of barriers are those that pertain to a lack of access,
time and knowledge, attitudinal resistance and disconnection from food gardening/the
food system and environmental barriers.
Indeed, on balance it would appear that most of the individual-level barriers previously
identified could be reasonably addressed through informed future UK food and
planning policy.
Therefore, this study intends to build on the existing literature and address the most
significant research gap by focusing on the range of potential (individual-level)
psychological/attitudinal, sociological and practical barriers to food gardening
identified in the literature and exploring their applicability to a UK city. This will cover
key barriers noted in the literature such as lack of time due to work or family
commitments, lack of access to knowledgeable people, lack of interest, inter alia, and
more literal, physical barriers such as lack of cultivable garden access.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLODY
Introduction
This research was designed to find answers to the explanatory research question: what
are the barriers individuals face to participation in urban food gardening in the city of
Oxford (UK)?

This chapter will explain the research design, the research approach, research tools
used, the study area chosen, the criterion for who participated in the study, and the
chronological order in which the methodology of the study was carried out: from
inception to successful dataset collation.

1. Study area
At the outset, the city of Oxford was chosen to be the study area due to: (1) its locality
and familiarity with the author; (2) its extensive network of residential gardens and
allotments; (3) the fact that barriers to urban food gardening has never been
specifically studied in Oxford; and (4) Oxford’s strong local interest regarding food,
sustainability, and grassroots political action – as evidenced by the array of relevant,
vital, local community action groups (CAGs) (CAG Oxfordshire, 2015). Furthermore, the
combination of the above reasons (2) and (4) in particular means there is likely to be
an excellent mixture of local, already-engaged or interested, willing-to-participate food
gardeners and non-food gardeners in Oxford.

2. The research design and strategy
To explore the research question, a cross-sectional design (Bryman, 1988) was used to
examine variation between individuals that food garden and individuals that do not
food garden, during the time period of 9th October 2014 to 4th February 2015
inclusively. The research strategy employed involved a combination of quantitative
and qualitative data collection (Yin, 2009; Creswell, 2003) in a three staged process: (1)
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the creation of a pilot questionnaire to get an idea of what barriers are to be expected;
(2) a further exploratory phase which involved email correspondence with key
informants, and (3) a final questionnaire. This method was used for the following
reasons:

1. As seen in the findings of the literature review, whilst existing relevant research
on barriers to food gardening highlighted a range of possibilities/variables that
could be explored, these were either: (i) academic studies carried out outside
of the UK or (ii) non-academic research projects where the methodology used
was unclear. Indeed, for these reasons it was considered important to carry out
exploratory research prior to designing this study’s (quantitative) final
questionnaire – especially considering the possibility of UK-specific barriers.
Therefore it was thought necessary to first make use of a qualitative method,
namely, semi-structured key informant correspondence.

2. The belief that, as some of the participant-variables to be explored in the
questionnaire were of a personal, subjective and individual circumstancesensitive nature, the study would therefore benefit from research methods
that best facilitated meaningful introspection and flexibility. Ergo, key
informant questions were open, and most questions in the final questionnaire
had ‘Other’ boxes for opened-up explanatory answers; when combined with
the quantitative responses this facilitated the collection of a “richer and
stronger array of evidence than can be accomplished by any single method
alone” (Yin, 2009, p. 63). The decision was also based on the successful
research strategies undertaken in previous, similar studies found during the
literature review, such as: (1) Wise (2014), who conducted both a
questionnaire survey of 1,390 households across Australia, and key informant
interviews; (2) Lake, Milfont & Gavin (2012) who conducted both an
anonymous questionnaire survey of households in their study area (Eastbourne,
New Zealand) and held exploratory focus groups; and (3) Ferres and
Townshend (2012) who conducted both an individual questionnaire survey and
a series of informal follow-up interviews with allotment holders across five
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selected study sites in Newcastle (UK).

3. Consideration was given to other relevant qualitative research methods such
as: (i) face-to-face interviews (Kortright and Wakefield, 2011); (ii) structured,
researcher-facilitated exploratory focus groups (Kuniavsky, 2003); and (iii)
observational, participatory action research (Whyte, 1991; Moore, Samuel, &
Israel, 2014); however, these research tools were ultimately not pursued due to
resource limitations of undergraduate-level research, the impracticality of
action research (the author has minimal experience of food gardening) and
ethical concerns related to observational study.

Therefore, having established the most appropriate, achievable and previouslysuccessful research methods, a cross sectional design was selected (Bryman 2008).
This was intended to contribute to the robustness and validity of the study’s findings,
in: (i) seeking to achieve findings generalisable to Oxford (external population validity),
and (ii) facilitating the triangulation of data gathered from multiple individuals with
that of multiple key informants.

2.1. Research tools used
In detail, data was gathered using the following research tools: (1) online
questionnaires (Dolowitz, Buckler, & Sweeney, 2008) composed of closed multiplechoice questions (quantitative) and an open-ended question (qualitative); and (2) key
informant email correspondence (Rubin & Rubin, 2005; Dolowitz, Buckler, & Sweeney,
2008), which consisted of 3, non-varying open-ended questions. Lastly, there was also
an unexpected, non-facilitated focus group (see subsection ‘Key informant email
correspondence’).
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3. The research process: key steps towards data collection
This section discusses the approach taken to sampling and the steps towards data
collecting; the figure below provides an overview of the full research process:

Figure 1: Flowchart showing process of deciding research methods, formulating research design,
distribution of questionnaires and emails, and data collection and collation.

3.1. Sampling
For the first phase of data collection – via a pilot online questionnaire (see Appendix 2)
– 8 undergraduate colleagues were contacted via social media or email, and all
willingly participated.
For the second phase of data collection – via key informant email correspondence –
‘key informants’ were purposefully selected on the basis of: (i) their knowledge of food
growing and (ii) their connection to Oxford allotment associations/sites or relevant
CAGs, pressure groups or organisations.
For the third phase, a final online questionnaire (see Appendix 3) that drew from
knowledge gained via the pilot and the key informant interviews was
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administered. The first 2 questions of the questionnaire required respondents to
prove their eligibility by (1) confirming that they had lived in Oxford for at least 12
months previously, and (2) selecting the Oxford city ward they lived in. Moreover, as
the population of the city of Oxford was 151,906 at the time of the 2011 Census (Office
for National Statistics, 2011), to achieve a representative sample (with a confidence
level of 95% and a 10% margin of error) it was calculated that at least 96 responses
(96/151,906 = 0.06%) had to be achieved (Raosoft, 2004). However, regrettably, there
were biases in the sample-generating strategy that undermined its resultant
representativeness. Indeed, while it was not strictly selective purposive sampling, it
was neither random probability sampling, as a small number of individuals were
specifically targeted for their interest in the topic (i.e. they were involved in a foodrelated CAG). The strategy was also not designed to achieve a stratified sample (i.e. an
equal number of participants from different socioeconomic backgrounds, genders,
ages etc.); the results of these biases are discussed in the Data Analysis chapter.

3.2. Research process
1.

Pilot online questionnaire

The pilot online questionnaire was put together using a free, online social-surveybuilding application; the resulting questionnaire consisted of a mixture of (a) closedended, single-answer, multiple-choice questions and (b) ‘check all that apply’ multiplechoice questions. Questions, and answer-options to questions, were based on
independent variables that were either (i) identified intuitively, or (ii) found to be
significant during the early stages of the literature review. Further, although openended ‘Other’ answer-boxes were provided for any complex, idiosyncratic or otherwise
unanticipated answers, there was also a general answer-box at the end of the pilot
where participants could write freely about any motivations, barriers or ideas they had
on how to increase urban food gardening participation. However, due to the efficacylimitations of the survey-building application used (surveys were limited to 10
questions and 100 responses), it was decided that this application would not be used
for the final questionnaire. Notwithstanding this, these findings provided the first step
in informing the question-wording and choice of answer-options for the final
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questionnaire.

2.

Key informant email correspondence

Suitable key informants for email correspondence were identified and contacted via
their publically-accessible email addresses only (for example, via the Oxford City
Council Allotments web page (OCC, 2015)). Indeed, despite contacting many different
relevant organisations, the final sample of key informants included: the chair and
executive committee members of Oxford and District Federation of Allotment
Associations (O&DFAA), CAG leaders, allotment association site managers, individual
long-term allotment holders (made available through sample ‘snow-balling’
(Oppenheim, 1992)), a member of a pressure group to save an under-threat allotment
site in Brighton (the only non-Oxford key informant); and the findings from an
impromptu, non-facilitated, and unstructured focus group that resulted from a
contacted key informant kindly putting the questions to their allotment association
committee. However, as the findings reported were brief and the size of the focus
group unconfirmed, the resultant information was simply coded and weighted as
another individual key informant response. The key informant email correspondence
template consisted of 3 set questions originally, although the answers to only 2 of
these 3 were ultimately analysed, as the third question (regarding their thoughts on
barriers created by the UK planning system specifically) was mostly misunderstood or
left unanswered; the two remaining questions asked key informants (paraphrased): (i)
why they believed people did not food garden, and (ii) why, despite the barriers, many
people do. The questions were worded informally as to be as accessible and
approachable as possible, and it was made clear that responses could be as
comprehensive or brief, and as informal or as considered as the recipient felt fit. The
logic behind this simple and flexible open-ended question design was to appear less
demanding of time, and ergo achieve a higher response rate. However, possibly
because of this suggested flexibility, the brevity of some of the resultant responses
gave them limited value – a problem that may not have been encountered had faceto-face interviews been used instead. In total, this strategy produced a total of 11
successful key informant responses. Notwithstanding issues encountered, the
successful key informant responses were found to be functional in two respects: (1)
they acted as a second pilot study, and thus helped to ‘polish’ the questions and
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answer-options of the forthcoming final questionnaire, and (2) they had the potential
to act as a means of triangulating the data (if deemed appropriate) as the key
informant’s perceptions of what the barriers and motivations were for individuals
could be triangulated against what individual participants actually indicated (via the
final questionnaire).

3.

Final online questionnaire — formulation

Therefore the next steps were the formulation, distribution and subsequent collation
of responses to the final questionnaire. The final questionnaire questions were
formulated using the accumulated information gathered through the research tools of
the previous steps, and consequently, the key differences between the pilot and final
questionnaire were: (1) unlike the pilot, the final questionnaire defined those who
food gardened as “a) people growing food for themselves/their household's
consumption right now or b) people who have harvested food they grew for
themselves/their household's consumption since May 2014”, and that the scope of
food gardening includes “everything from growing basil on your windowsill to
cultivating a whole allotment plot”; (2) the pilot gave the option to express intent to
food garden in the future, but this was removed from the final questionnaire as it was
deemed to be a) ultimately not useful and b) likely to be selected untruthfully by some
participants (due to feelings of guilt); (3) there was more emphasis in the pilot on what
types of produce (e.g. vegetables, but not fruit) food gardeners were growing, which in
retrospect, was a regrettable omission from the final questionnaire; and (4) a question
relating to whether the respondent would consider participating in a food gardening
educational scheme (for example, a beginners evening class) was removed, as it was
seen to be superfluous – though in retrospect should have been retained. The key
functions retained for the final questionnaire were (1) participant anonymity; and (2) a
question that measured the extent to which different suggested barriers were
applicable/significant to non-food gardeners, through the use of a weighted attitude
scale (Oppenheim, 1992).

4.

Final online questionnaire — distribution

Following the finalisation of the design, the final questionnaire was distributed to
participants via social media and email through: (1) large and/or relevant Oxfordaimed Facebook groups and organisation pages – for example, ‘Oxford Brookes
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Planning Society’, ‘Friends of Hinksey Park’, ‘Abundance Oxford’, ‘Oxford Community’
and ‘Incredible Edible Oxford’, inter alia; (2) the Facebook page of an Oxford-based
halls of residence; (3) the Facebook page and Twitter feed of the local organic, lowwaste food business, SESI Refill Station Oxford; (4) Green Party Oxford city councillors;
(5) academics, students and staff at Oxford Brookes University; (6) email-contactable
members of CAGs such as Cultivate Oxford and OxGrow; and (7) the questionnaire was
also ‘snowballed’ via a number of the author’s Oxford-living associates to other
(eligible) associates. The main limitation of this method of distribution was that Oxford
residents without access to Facebook, Twitter or an email account would have been
excluded. This problem is particularly limiting to this study because – as previously
discussed – many older people food garden (YouGov, 2015), and many do not use the
internet regularly, if at all (Ofcom, 2014). Secondly, responses were further limited
because the final online questionnaire was only live for three weeks. However,
notwithstanding this, this process successfully facilitated 105 final online questionnaire
responses with an even split between respondents that do food garden (51%) and
those that do not (49%). In addition, the Facebook-distribution method also facilitated
the collection of some useful, freely-written comments on final-questionnaire postings
(See Appendix 1).

5.

Data collation, coding and processing

Following total data collection (all final questionnaire responses were automatically
collated into an online, downloadable spreadsheet, and all key informant responses
were stored in a text file), data was retrospectively coded using simple binary coding
(i.e. yes/no), nominal/categorical coding for descriptive information (for example, a
participant’s living arrangements), and attitude-scale coding specifically for Question
11: ‘If you do not grow food currently, what are your barriers?’. While coding was
done as comprehensively as possible, inevitably some barriers and motivations had to
be relegated to ‘Other’. The coded data was then put into four dataset SPSS files ready
for computer-facilitated data analysis, and any responses left in any of the questions’
‘Other’ boxes (Questions 7, 9 or 11) that could not otherwise be coded, were stored
separately in a text file.
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6.

Data analysis

Once all of the data was in an appropriate format for analysis, it was decided that - due
to space and time constraints on the thesis – only participant characteristics, triggers
to food gardening and significant barriers to starting to food garden would be analysed
and discussed in detail.
Therefore, the central focus of the data analysis was the responses of non-food
gardening participants’ to Question 11 of the final questionnaire, and the relationships
between selected barriers and participants’ characteristics (e.g. their age, gender etc.)
as to find out what the barriers were and gain some insight into both why and how the
significant barriers can be addressed.

However, first there are 2 important qualifications to be made in relation to the
processing of Question 11 responses:
1. When processing the suggested barriers that were left blank (the question
required a response to every suggestion) it was decided that blanks were to be
treated as ‘Not a barrier/Disagree/N/A’. This decision was based on the
assumption that many participants skipped suggestions that did not apply, and
were instead only rating their significant barriers.

2. The request for participants to select just a single ‘main’ barrier seemed to
cause some confusion. Indeed, out of the 51 non-food gardening participants,
only 18 (35%) followed these instructions correctly, and although a certain
amount of misunderstanding was expected with attitudinal questions
(Oppenheim, 1992, p. 88), the extent came as a surprise. Therefore, with only a
third of the main barrier data originally anticipated, judgements had to be
made on how to process the correctly and incorrectly completed responses. It
was ultimately decided that in instances where the respondent selected
multiple main barriers they would simply be processed as multiple major
barriers; this was decided because:

I.

It would be impossible/invalid to choose 1 main barrier on
behalf of the respondent,
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II.

It was deemed likely that some respondents chose multiple
main barriers because, though they understood the relevance
of choosing a topmost barrier, they were unable to decide, and

III.

This meant that incorrect responses did not have to be
discarded completely.

Therefore, as a result of the low success-rate of finding participants’ main
barriers – main and major barriers were combined for most of the Question
11 data analysis.

4: Ethical considerations
On a final note, no ethical issues were raised as a result of the methodology of this
study because: (1) an ‘E1’ form was completed by the author before the study was
undertaken, of which advised an ‘E2’ form was not required; (2) no personal or
sensitive questions were asked that could not be refused; and (3) due to the full 200word introduction given at the beginning of the questionnaire and accompanying any
Facebook postings, all participants were made fully aware of their voluntary,
anonymous participation, and the confidentiality under which all data would be kept.
Lastly, participants were also advised that they could contact the author or the
author’s supervisor via our respective Oxford Brookes University email addresses if
they had any questions regarding any aspect of the study.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
This chapter presents the results of the final questionnaire (hereafter simply
‘questionnaire’) and key informant email correspondence to answer the research
question, what are the barriers individuals face to participation in urban food
gardening in the city of Oxford (UK)?
The chapter begins with an examination of the sample – exploring the key
characteristics of food gardeners and non-food gardeners. This is followed by analyses
of the significant individual barriers identified via the questionnaire, followed by
analyses when they are organised into thematic-categories. This is followed by a
summary of the barriers suggested by key informant via email correspondence. Lastly,
this chapter concludes with a summary table of the combined and categorised
resulting barriers identified via the questionnaire and key informant correspondence.

1. Questionnaire results: key participant characteristics
This section compares the characteristics of food gardeners and non-food gardeners in
the sample in terms of their gender (Q12), age (Q14), ward of residence (Q2), tenure
(Q3), living arrangements (Q4) and income levels (Q13). The first set of participant
characteristics data to be presented and examined relates to the participants’ genders
and age groups:
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1.1. Genders and ages of participants
Figure 2: gender and age of participants
All Participants
Total N
105
Gender

Who?

Male Participants (M)
Total N
32

Female Participants (F)

% Total sample
31%

Total N
73

% Total sample
69%

Q6. Do you currently grow any of your own food?
No
(Non-food gardener)
N-FG

Age group

Yes
(Food gardener)
FG

No
(Non-food gardener)
N-FG

Yes
(Food gardener)
FG

Age group
(Years)

Total
N

Total
%

N

% of all
MN-FG

% of
all
M

N

% of
all
MFG

% of
all M

N

% of all
FN-FG

%
of
all F

N

% of
all
FFG

% of
all F

≤ 28

35

33%

8

47%

25%

4

27%

13%

19

56%

26%

4

10%

5%

29-39

32

31%

4

24%

13%

3

20%

9%

7

21%

10%

18

46%

25%

40-45

13

12%

3

18%

9%

4

27%

13%

1

3%

1%

5

13%

7%

46-55

10

10%

1

6%

3%

1

7%

3%

3

9%

4%

5

13%

7%

≥ 56

14

13%

1

6%

3%

3

20%

9%

3

9%

4%

7

18%

10%

Unknown /
Refused

1

1%

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

1%

1%

-

-

-

105

100%

17

100%

53%

15

100%

47%

34

100%

47%

39

100%

54%

Totals

The proportions of participants in the different age groups roughly mirrored the profile
of the city of Oxford as per the 2011 Census with the exceptions of the 29-39 age
bracket (which was overly represented in the sample) and 56+ (which was under
represented):

Figure 3: age groups present within the population of the study area, Oxford
Oxford (Non-Metropolitan District)
All usual residents aged 18+

123,525

Age
Age 18-28
Age 29-39
Age 40-45
Age 46-55
Age 56+
Total

% Oxford population
36%
21%
9%
12%
22%
100%

NB: Adapted from Age by Single Year, 2011 (QS103EW) (Office for
National Statistics, 2013)

However, due to the high concentration of non-food gardeners in the age group 28 or
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under, the remaining non-food gardener age groups were consolidated into ‘29 or
over’ (see below) so as to best balance the group sizes for subsequent analysis.

Figure 4: summary – gender and age of non-food gardeners

Age group

Total in
age group

Male
non-food
gardeners
(MN-FG)

Female
non-food
gardeners
(FN-FG)

Total
non-food
gardeners
in age group

28 or under

35

8

19

27

% of total age
group are nonfood gardeners
77%

29 or over

69

9

14

23

33%

17

33

50

50

However, as can be seen from the figure below, in order to achieve similarly-sized age
groups for food gardeners, the split had to be shifted to 39 or under and 40 or over.

Figure 5: summary – gender and age of food gardeners
Age group

Total in
age group

Male
food gardeners
(MFG)

Female food
gardeners
(FFG)

Total
food gardeners
in age group

39 or under

67

7

22

29

43%

40 or over

37

8

17

25

68%

39

54

15

% of total age
group are food
gardeners

54

Key findings


The questionnaire sample had an uneven gender split of 32 males and 73
females (31% and 69% respectively). However, despite the difference in
absolute numbers of male and female participants (32 and 73), the ratio of
food gardeners to non-food gardeners within each gender remained similar
(47%:53%) meaning that on the whole, the gender split in food gardening and
non-food gardening was almost even.



The sample was roughly representative of the stratification of resident ages in
Oxford.



The largest single age group in the sample was 28 or under (35 – 33% of the
sample), and was dominated by non-food gardeners (77%).
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The largest age group for food gardeners was 29-39 years of age (33% of all
food gardeners), of which 86% were female.



Most participants that were 40 or older food gardened (68%)



Overall the sample was progressively unrepresentative of age groups paste age
40 – a result most likely attributable to the online distribution methods.



Overall food gardening participation was higher than expected, and
consequently this raised concern over self-selection bias (Oppenheim, 1992).
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1.2. City of Oxford wards lived in by participants
The next set of participant characteristics to be explored are whereabouts in the city of
Oxford food gardeners and non-food gardeners lived:

Figure 6: city of Oxford wards lived in by participants

The above series of thematic maps show: (1) top left: where all participants of the questionnaire lived; (2) top right:
where non-food gardeners lived; (3) bottom left: where food gardeners lived; and (4) bottom right: where Oxford city
allotment sites are located (Oxford City Council, 2015).

What is at first observable from these thematic maps are the concentrations of
participants in the areas of Headington, Cowley, St. Mary’s and St. Clement’s – areas
known locally for being highly to moderately studentified – a perception evidenced by
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the number of student participants found to be living in these wards:

Figure 7: Oxford wards lived in by student participants

Headington

St. Clement's

Hinksey Park

Cowley

St. Mary's

Quarry &
Risinghurst

North

Headington
Hill &
Northway

Cowley Marsh

I don't know

Q2. Which Oxford ward do you live in?

Total

Student
non-food gardeners*

10

4

1

3

-

-

-

1

1

1

21

Student
food gardeners*

2

-

2

-

1

1

1

-

-

-

7

12

4

3

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

28

Total

*Limitation of the data: the way students in the sample have been identified is via the (Q13) income category "I am a
student and unemployed and/or doing unpaid volunteer work", and therefore will have by definition excluded any
students that were employed.

Key findings


Most participants lived in the southern, eastern and south-eastern areas of
Oxford.



The concentration of participants living in these areas correlates with the
significant but representative proportion of students in the sample (28 / 27% of
the sample), as according to the Office for National statistics, at the time of the
2011 Census, 25% of the population of Oxford were students (2013).





Notable concentrations of participants were:


Non-food gardeners: Headington and Cowley



Food gardeners: Iffley Fields and St. Mary’s.



Even split: Hinksey Park

There was no clear relationship between the location/number of allotment
sites around the city and where food gardeners and non-food gardeners lived.
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1.3. Living arrangements and living arrangements’ relationship with food gardening
location

The next set of participant characteristics to be presented are: firstly, the relationship
between participants’ living arrangements and whether they food gardened, and
secondly, the relationship between food gardeners’ living arrangements and where
they choose to food garden.

Figure 8: living arrangements relationship with food gardening participation
Q6. Do you currently
grow any of your
own food?

Owner
Occupier

Living arrangement

No

Yes

House with a garden

11

35

46

Flat/maisonette with a communal garden

1

-

1

House without a garden

1

-

1

1

13

35

48

48

House with a garden

6

7

13

Shared house / HMO with a garden

7

5

12

Flat / maisonette with a communal garden

4

2

6

Flat / maisonette with an exclusive garden

-

1

1

Halls of residence with communal garden

1

-

1

House without a garden

-

1

1

Shared house / HMO without a garden

3

-

3

Flat / maisonette without a garden

5

1

6

Halls of residence without communal garden

11

-

11

47

Renting*

Totals

Other
*Renting includes lodging.

Prefer not to
say

Totals

33

21

1

-

1

1

38

17

55

55

-

2

2

2

Totals

-

2

2

2

Totals
(All)

51

54

105

105

Totals

House with a garden

33

Figure 9: relationship between living arrangements and where participants food gardened
Q9. If you do grow food, where do you grow it? (applicable to food gardeners only)

Allotment
plot

Edible
community
garden
(OxGrow)

Home
garden
/outside

Inside
my
home

Parent’s
garden
only

Home
garden
outside
&
inside

Allotment
plot &
home
garden /
outside

Totals

10

-

21

1

-

2

-

34

10

-

21

1

-

2

-

34

1

1

3

-

1

-

1

7

-

-

1

1

-

-

-

2

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

-

-

4

1

-

-

-

5

House without a
garden

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

1

Flat without a
garden

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

2

1

8

3

1

1

1

17

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

2

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

2

Allotment
plot

Edible
community
garden
(OxGrow)

Home
garden
/outside

Inside
my
home

Parent’s
garden
only

Home
garden
outside
&
inside

Allotment
plot &
home
garden /
outside

Totals

13

1

30

4

1

3

1

53

Owner
Occupier

Living
arrangement

House with a
garden
Totals
House with a
garden

Renting*

Flat/maisonette
with a communal
garden
Flat/maisonette
with an exclusive
garden
Shared
house/HMO with
a garden

Prefer not
to say

Totals

House with a
garden
Totals

Totals
(All)

Key findings


78% of all 105 participants had garden access



59% of the 51 non-food gardeners had garden access, 80% of which had
exclusive garden access




75% of non-food gardeners were renting

96% of the 54 food gardeners had garden access, 93% of which had exclusive
garden access


Most food gardeners were:
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owner occupiers, and were



living in a house with a garden, and



growing food in their home garden/outside.

25% of food gardeners with gardens cultivated an allotment plot instead (1 did
both).



A lower number of food gardeners than expected were growing inside their
homes.

1.4. Income levels
The final set of participant characteristics to be explored are participant income
groups:

Figure 10: participant income level groups

£25,001 - £35,000

£35,001 - £45,000

£45,001 - £50,000

£50,001+

No

1

2

21

5

7

9

3

0

3

51

Yes

1

1

7

8

11

15

3

2

1

49

Total

2

3

28

13

18

24

6

2

4

100**

Q6: Do you
food garden?

Retired

Unemployed/
volunteering

<£15,000

£15,001 - £25,000

Participant income groups

Student*

Total

*Limitation of the data: this income category was labelled as "I am a student and unemployed and/or doing
unpaid volunteer work" in the questionnaire, and therefore will have - by definition - excluded participating
students that were employed.
**Does not total 105, as 5 participants refused to answer Question 13: ‘What’s your income level?’

Key findings


Students (that were unemployed/volunteering) accounted for 41% of all nonfood gardeners; this suggests that there are factors associated with student
life/sub-culture that are incongruent with food gardening – this possibility will
be explored and discussed in the subsection ‘Student barriers’ later.
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Most food gardening participants were earning £15,000-£35,000 (also the
largest income group) – however these findings are of limited value given that
the average age of the sample is relatively young and therefore not
representative of the different socio-economic groups in Oxford.



There were only 2 retirees in the sample – this is a heavy limitation on the
study, as gardening is by many psychologically/culturally associated with older
people (as will be evidenced by findings presented later in this chapter).

1.5. Conclusions: typical profiles of food gardening and non-food gardening
participants

Figure 11: typical profiles of food gardeners and non-food gardeners
Age

Income

Gender

Ward

Living arrangement

Typical food gardener profile
29-39

£25,001 - £35,000

Female

Iffley Fields

Owner Occupier

House with a garden

Typical non-food gardener profile
28 or
under

Student*

Female

Headington

Renting

*Students that were unemployed and/or volunteering (i.e. not earning an income)
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House with a garden

2. The triggers to food gardening - findings from the questionnaire

This section presents what food gardeners indicated their initial triggers to starting to
food garden were:

Figure 12: triggers to food gardening
(Q8) Trigger to food gardening

Count

I grew up with food growing and wanted to return to it

11

Moved into a home with a garden/space to grow outside

9

Inspired by a friend or family member doing it

7

Moved to area with available local allotments

6

Inspired by something I watched/read on the
internet/social networking site(s)

3

Culmination of information on the unethical practices of
the current food system

3

New gardening challenges

1

Inspired by my love for cooking

1

Nest building: wanting to make my home feel more like a
family home

1

Assisting parent(s) with garden

1

Convenience- local shops did not supply what I might want
at short notice

1

Moving out of my parents' home

1

Fed up with low-quality of supermarket food

1

My children were inspired by school/clubs to grow food

1

Inspired by a TV programme

1

Culmination of information about the current food
system's impact on the environment

1

TEDTalk(s)

1

Physical and/or mental health issues that inspired a
change in lifestyle and/or diet

1

Moved to an area with an edible community garden

1

Moved into a home with space to grow inside

1

Key findings
These results show that the most influential factors that ‘trigger’ individuals to begin
food garden are (1) direct influence of value ascribed to food gardening by family and
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thus participation during upbringing; (2) friends/family participating during adult life;
(3) having the physical space/facility to food garden, and; (4) a ‘big picture’
understanding and visceral reaction to the unethical practices of the current food
system.

3. The barriers to food gardening - findings from the questionnaire
This section presents and explores what the most influential (significant) barriers faced
by individual non-food gardeners were, as per the findings of the questionnaire
(specifically, as per responses to Question 11: ‘If you do not grow food currently, what
are your barriers?’).
Presented first is an overview table showing which barriers were selected most
frequently by participants as either main or major barriers (significant barriers) to
them food gardening. Working down from the overview table and into the detail,
results will be broken down for analysis in terms of:
3.1 What the significant barriers to food gardening identified were
3.2 Relationships between key participant characteristics and barriers
selected


what the significant barriers for males and females were,



what the significant barriers were by age group,



the relationship between ward lived in, living arrangements and the
barrier ‘No garden/garden inadequate, and I would only consider
growing at home’, and

3.3. The significant barriers reported by students.
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3.1 Significant barriers to food gardening identified
Figure 13: overview table of the most significant barriers to starting to food garden for all non-food
gardeners
Q11: Barriers to food gardening for non-food gardeners (all non-food gardeners)

Rank

Answer option

Answer option
selected

Count

% of non-food gardening
respondents that chose this
barrier as either a 'major'
barrier OR 'main' barrier

1

Don't have time: work commitments

Major barrier /
Main barrier

23

45%

2

No garden / garden inadequate, and I
would only consider growing at home

Major barrier /
Main barrier

21

41%

3

Lack the knowledge / practical skills

Major barrier /
Main barrier

18

35%

Moving / planning to move home soon

Major barrier

12

24%

I feel intimidated by how much time is
required

Major barrier

12

24%

Major barrier /
Main barrier

12

24%

Major barrier

11

22%

Can't be bothered / too much effort

Major barrier /
Main barrier

11

22%

I feel intimidated by how much hard
work is required

Major barrier

10

20%

Lack of access to knowledgeable people
to ask for advice

Major barrier

10

20%

Cost/financial restrictions

Major barrier

10

20%

4

Renting and not allowed to cultivate
garden

5

6

I would rather spend my free time doing
other things

39

Figure 14: main barriers identified by non-food gardeners
Q11: Main barriers
Total number of participants that correctly specified main barriers*

18

Total number of non-food gardening participants

51

% of non-food gardeners that correctly specified a 'main' barrier

35%
Count

% of main (correctly
identified) barriers

No garden / garden inadequate, and I would only consider growing at
home

5

28%

Don't have time: work commitments

4

22%

Renting and not allowed to cultivate garden

2

11%

Other

2

11%

Lack the knowledge / practical skills

1

6%

I don't like long-term commitments

1

6%

I don't like cooking so I'm not interested in growing

1

6%

Can't be bothered / Too much effort

1

6%

Cost / financial restrictions

1

6%

Main barriers

*the majority of (non-food gardening) participants misunderstood the Q11 instructions to select just 1 main barrier, and
instead either selected multiple main barriers, or did not select a main barrier at all (it is also possible that in some cases this
was deliberate, i.e. refusal or uncertainty).

Key findings: significant barriers to food gardening identified
As per the findings of Question 11, the most influential barriers (main and major
barriers combined) to participating in food gardening were found to be:

1. Don't have time: work commitments (identified by almost half of nonfood gardeners)
2. No garden / garden inadequate, and I would only consider growing at
home (identified by 41% non-food gardeners)
3. Lack the knowledge / practical skills (identified by over a third of nonfood gardeners – of which 72% were females)

This suggests that a combination of time-poor lifestyles; a lack of familiarity with food
gardening and the belief that food gardening requires access to an appropriately sized
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domestic garden are key factors influencing participation in food gardening for Oxford
residents.

Moreover, in view of the participants’ overall heavy emphasis on work commitments
being a significant barrier, it is a limitation of this study that hours worked was not
asked of participants – as a correlational analysis of the perception of lack of time due
to work commitments versus actual hours-worked could have produced interesting
results. However, relevant 2011 Census data regarding Oxford (local authority) can
provide some insight into the results that could have been expected:

All usual residents
employed aged 16-74

Oxford

South East England

England

69,807

4,260,723

25,162,721

N

% of South
East total
employed*

N

% of
England
total
employed*

12%
18%
29%

437,582
781,005
1,218,587

10%
18%
29%

2,418,518
4,888,565
7,307,083

33%
67%
29%

40,184
9,307
49,491

81%
19%
71%

2,418,700
623,436
3,042,136

57%
15%
71%

14,502,713
3,352,925
17,855,638

81%
19%
71%

69,807

100%

4,260,723

100%

25,162,721

100%

N

% of Oxford
total
employed*

Part-Time
15 Hours or Less
16-30 Hours
Total

8,049
12,267
20,316

Full-Time
31- 48 Hours
49+ Hours
Total
Totals

Adapted from: 2011 Census: Hours Worked, 2011 (QS604EW), Mar11 (Office for National Statistics, 2013)
*NB: Percentages have been rounded up.
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3.2. Relationships between key participant characteristics and barriers selected

Figure 15: most significant barriers for males
Male non-food gardeners

Rank

1

Significant barrier
(combination of barriers selected as
Main or Major)

Times
selected
(respectively)

% of all male
non-food gardeners
(17)

% of all non-food
gardeners
(both genders)
(51)

10

59%

20%

7

41%

14%

6

35%

12%

No garden/garden inadequate, and I
would only consider growing at home
Don't have time: work commitments

2
Renting and not allowed to cultivate
garden
I would rather spend my free time doing
other things
3

Can't be bothered / too much effort
Cost/financial restrictions

Figure 16: most significant barriers for females
Female non-food gardeners

Rank

Significant barrier
(combination of barriers selected as Main or
Major)

Times
selected

% of all female
non-food gardeners
(34)

% of all non-food
gardeners
(both genders)
(51)

1

Don't have time: work commitments

16

47%

31%

2

Lack the knowledge/practical skills

13

38%

26%

3

No garden/garden inadequate, and I would
only consider growing at home

11

32%

22%

4

Moving/planning to move home soon

8

24%

16%

5

I feel intimidated by how much time is
required

7

21%

14%
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Figure 17: relationship between age group and the most significant barriers
Age and significant barriers
28 or under

29 or over

Unknown /
Refused

Total

27

23

1

51

Total non-food
gardeners in age group
Significant barriers
(Main and Major barriers)

Count

% <28

Count

% 29<

Count

Total

Rank

Don't have time: work commitments

11

41%

11

48%

1

23

1

No garden/garden inadequate, and I
would only consider growing at home

13

48%

7

30%

1

21

2

Lack the knowledge/practical skills

9

33%

9

39%

-

18

3

Moving/planning to move home soon

9

33%

2

9%

1

I feel intimidated by how much time
is required

6

22%

6

26%

-

12

4

Renting and not allowed to cultivate
garden

9

33%

3

13%

-

I would rather spend my free time
doing other things

8

30%

3

13%

11

5

Can't be bothered / too much effort

8

30%

3

13%

-

I feel intimidated by how much hard
work is required

4

15%

6

26%

-

Lack of access to knowledgeable
people to ask for advice

8

30%

2

9%

-

10

6

Cost/financial restrictions

7

26%

3

13%

-
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Figure 18: relationship between domestic garden space in wards lived in by participants, and food
gardening participation

Above: top and bottom left - square metre (thousands) area of domestic gardens in Oxford per ward, with
Headington highlighted (Department for Communities and Local Government, 2005); top right - thematic map
showing where food gardening participants lived; bottom right - thematic map showing where non-food gardening
participants lived.
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Figure 19: relationship between ward lived in and selection of "No garden/garden inadequate, and I
would only consider growing at home" as a significant barrier.
Barrier: "No garden/garden inadequate, and I would only consider growing at home"

Ward
Headington
Rose Hill & Iffley
Cowley
Headington Hill &
Northway
St. Margaret's
Wolvercote
Hinksey Park
St. Clement's
Littlemore

Total number of nonfood gardeners living
in ward

Major
barrier

Main
barrier

% of participants living in ward that
selected this as a 'main' or 'major'
barrier

11
3
9

4
2
2

2

55%
67%
22%

3

2

1

100%

1
1
6
6
1

1
1
1
1
1

100%
100%
17%
50%
100%

2

Figure 20: relationship between living arrangements and garden barriers
Barrier: “No garden/garden inadequate, and I would only consider growing at home”

No garden
access

Garden
access

Living arrangement

Major barrier

Main barrier

House with a garden

3

-

Halls of residence with communal garden

-

-

Flat/maisonette with a communal garden

1

-

Shared house/HMO with a garden

1

-

Flat/maisonette without a garden

2

2

House without a garden

1

-

Shared house/HMO without a garden

1

1

Halls of residence without communal garden

6

2

Key findings: relationships between key participant characteristics and barriers
selected


Participants of age 28 or younger faced/could articulate a wider variety of
barriers, while by contrast older participants had fewer barriers – however, it is
possible that these focused-few were acute.
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Even people living in homes with gardens found their gardens to be barriers –
thus suggesting they perceived their gardens to be inadequate.



Participants without gardens were more likely to report it as a significant
barrier.



Males showed more attitudinal resistance/disinterest towards food gardening.



There is no clear correlation between domestic garden space per ward and
food gardening participation.



Despite the 6 participants living in Headington that said no garden/garden
inadequate was a significant barrier, Headington has the second highest density
of domestic gardens in Oxford (DCLG, 2005). This therefore suggests that many
Headington gardens are instead inadequate (i.e. have been used to dump
rubbish in, left overgrown by landlords, or has been significantly paved over).

3.3. The significant barriers reported by students
The following figures present a breakdown of the student participants (that were
unemployed or volunteering), the barriers most significant to students, and a brief
comparison of how significant the top three were to non-student participants:

Figure 21: breakdown of student participants into food gardeners and non-food gardeners
Students*
Total
students
in sample

Non-food
gardening
students

% of total non-food
gardeners in
sample (51)

Food
gardening
students

% of total food
gardeners in
sample (54)

% of total
sample (105)
were students

28

21

41%

7

13%

27%

*income category was labelled as ‘I am a student and unemployed and/or doing unpaid
volunteer work’ in the questionnaire, and therefore will have - by definition - excluded any
students that were employed.
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Figure 22: relationship between being a student and barriers to starting to food garden
Relationship between being a student* and barriers to food gardening

Rank

Most significant barriers
(those selected most frequently as student* participants' Main or
Major barriers)

Times
selected

% of non-food
gardening
students

10

48%

9

43%

Don't have time: work commitments

1

No garden / garden inadequate, and I would only consider growing
at home
Moving / planning to move home soon

2

Lack the knowledge / practical skills

I would rather spend my free time doing other things
3

8

38%

Lack of access to knowledgeable people to ask for advice
Can't be bothered / too much effort
4

7

Cost / financial restrictions

33%

No friends doing it
*Limitation of the data: this income category was labelled as "I am a student and unemployed and/or doing
unpaid volunteer work" in the questionnaire, and therefore will have by definition excluded any students that
were employed (i.e. undertaking supplementary part-time work whilst studying).

Figure 23: comparison between how frequently the 3 most significant student barriers were selected by
students and non-students
Non-food gardening students
(that were unemployed and/or doing
unpaid volunteer work)

Other non-food
gardening participants**

Total: 21

Total: 30

Don't have time: work commitments

16

21

No garden / garden inadequate, and I
would only consider growing at home

14

12

Moving / planning to move home soon

15

6

Barrier
(Main, major and minor barriers
combined*)

*NB: Minor barriers included in figures.
**Due to limitations of the question design, this group may potentially include employed students.
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Key findings: significant barriers reported by students
As can be observed, the topmost barriers when combined reflect how the transitory
and typically basic living arrangements and priorities contribute to low student
participation in food gardening. Moreover, while perceived or actual lack of time due
to work commitments affected students and non-students equally, students were
overwhelmingly more affected by the inevitability of having to move home soon (71%:
20%).

4. Resulting significant barrier categories

This section presents the key categories of barriers that emerge from the findings in
order of their significance as follows: (1) social, cultural and economic, (2) lack of
access to suitable/preferred facility to food garden, (3) attitudinal resistance/anxiety,
(4) physical effort required and (5) lack of knowledge. Following this, barriers within
the context of these categories and the relevance of age, gender and income is
explored so as to begin to piece together which individuals are experiencing these
particular barriers and why. This is important in considering policy approaches that
could be designed to address them (for example, targeting women – especially 29 and
overs – for urban food gardening educational programmes, as they expressed the most
anxiety over their lack of knowledge and skills).
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Figure 24: significant barrier categories
Significant barrier categories
Social, cultural and
economic
87*
Barrier

N

Lack of access to suitable/
preferred facility to food
garden
69*
Barrier

N

Attitudinal
resistance/anxiety
58*
Barrier

Physical effort
required

N

25*
Barrier

Lack of
knowledge

N

11

Can't be
bothered /
too much
effort

12

I don't like spending
much time outside unless
it's nice weather

8

I feel
intimidated
by how much
hard work is
required

10

Moving/planning to
move home soon

12

I don't like long-term
commitments

7

Poor
personal
health/fitness

4

Long waiting list for
local allotment sites

25

8

Not interested in trying it
/ Think it would be boring

Total*

10

4

9

Insecure tenancy

6

Worried about pests or
wild animals

4

8

Lack of transport
needed

4

I don't like cooking so I'm
not interested in growing

4

Don't have time:
family
commitments

6

Local allotment
sites/edible
community gardens
do not have the site
facilities I need due to
a health condition

2

Fear of vandalism/ theft/
anti-social behaviour
impacting on my produce

3

Never thought
about it before

6

Lack of sunlight to
where I want to grow

2

Strict allotment site rules
put me off

3

I don't have time
to cook so I'm not
interested in
growing

2

The soil is
contaminated in my
garden

2

Past failures = lost
confidence/motivation

3

Lack of access to
childcare

1

Fear of failing if I tried it

3

Tried it before and didn't
enjoy it / Found it boring

2

Believe that growing food
is not appropriate in an
urban setting

2

I am disabled and feel it is
not an option for me

2

Anxiety over other
people's perceptions of
me

1

Believe that growing food
is only for older people

1

Total*

58

23

No garden/ garden
inadequate, and I
would only consider
growing at home

I feel intimidated
by how much
time is required

Lack of access to
knowledgeable
people to ask for
advice

Don't have time:
work
commitments

21

I would rather spend
my free time doing
other things

12

Renting and not
allowed to cultivate
garden

10

Cost/financial
restrictions
No friends doing
it
Food is so cheap
in the shops - why
grow it myself?

Total*

Total*
87

11

18*
Barrier

N

Lack the
knowledge/
practical
skills

18

Total*

18

69

*Total number of times a barrier within this barrier category was selected by non-food gardening participants of the questionnaire
(Q11) as either a ’Main’ or ‘Major’ barrier.
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Figure 25: ‘Social, cultural and economic’ barriers and relationships with age and gender
Gender
‘Social, cultural and
economic category barriers’
(Main and Major barriers)

Economic

Don't have
time: work
commitments
Don't have
time: family
commitments
I feel
intimidated by
how much time
is required
I don't have
time to cook so
I'm not
interested in
growing
Lack of access
to
knowledgeable
people to ask
for advice

Social

All

All

Social

Male

Female

Age

Age

28 or under

29 or over

28 or under

29 or over

Count

%MNFG
≤28*

Count

%MNFG
≥29

Count

%FNFG
≤28**

Count

%FNFG
≥29

3

38%

4

44%

8

42%

7

50%

-

-

2

22%

-

-

4

29%

2

25%

3

33%

4

21%

3

21%

1

13%

-

-

1

5%

-

-

4

50%

-

-

4

21%

2

14%

Social

No friends
doing it

4

50%

1

11%

2

11%

2

14%

Cultural

Never thought
about it before

2

25%

1

11%

3

16%

-

-

All

Lack of access
to childcare

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

7%

Economic

Cost/financial
restrictions

5

63%

1

11%

2

11%

2

14%

Food is so
cheap in the
Economic
1
13%
1
11%
3
16%
3
shops - why
grow it myself?
*‘%MNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of male non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’
**’%FNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of female non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’

21%

Key findings: figure 25


Young males are more affected by social, cultural and economic barriers.



Women were more affected by a real or perceived lack of time and childcare to
food garden, than men.
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Men were generally more anxious about the cost of food gardening than
women.

Figure 26: ‘Lack of access to suitable/preferred facility to food garden' barriers and relationships with
age and gender
Gender
‘Lack of access to
suitable/preferred facility to
food garden' category barriers
(Main and Major barriers)

Male

Female

Age

Age

28 or under
Count

%MNFG
≤28*

No garden/garden inadequate,
and I would only consider
growing at home

6

Renting and not allowed to
cultivate garden

29 or over
Count

%MNFG
≥29

75%

4

5

63%

Long waiting list for local
allotment sites

4

Moving/planning to move
home soon

28 or under

29 or over

Count

%FNFG
≤28**

Count

%FNFG
≥29

44%

7

37%

3

21%

2

22%

4

21%

1

7%

50%

1

11%

2

11%

1

7%

3

38%

1

11%

6

32%

1

7%

Insecure tenancy

2

25%

1

11%

3

16%

-

-

Lack of transport needed

1

13%

-

-

2

11%

1

7%

Local allotment sites/edible
community gardens do not
have the site facilities I need
due to a health condition

1

13%

-

-

-

-

1

7%

Lack of sunlight to where I want
to grow

-

-

-

-

1

5%

1

7%

The soil is contaminated in my
garden

-

-

-

-

2

11%

-

-

*‘%MNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of male non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’; **’%FNFG
≤28’ represents ‘percentage of female non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’

Key finding: figure 26
Younger participants were far more affected by barriers pertaining to this category,
than older participants.
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Figure 27: ‘Attitudinal resistance/anxiety’ category barriers relationships with age and gender
Gender
Attitudinal
resistance/anxiety
category barriers
(Main or Major barriers)

Male

Female

Age

Age

28 or under

29 or over

28 or under

29 or over

Count

%MNFG
≤28*

Count

%MNFG
≥29

Count

%FNFG
≤28**

Count

%FNFG
≥29

I would rather spend my
free time doing other
things

4

50%

2

22%

4

21%

1

7%

I don't like spending much
time outside unless it's nice
weather

1

13%

1

11%

4

21%

2

14%

I don't like long-term
commitments

1

13%

3

33%

2

11%

1

7%

Not interested in trying it /
Think it would be boring

1

13%

1

11%

1

5%

1

7%

Worried about pests or
wild animals

2

25%

0

0%

1

5%

1

7%

I don't like cooking so I'm
not interested in growing

2

25%

1

11%

1

5%

0

0%

Fear of failing if I tried it

1

13%

0

0%

1

5%

1

7%

Strict allotment site rules
put me off

0

0%

1

11%

1

5%

1

7%

0

0%

0

0%

1

5%

2

14%

2

25%

0

0%

0

0%

1

7%

Tried it before and didn't
enjoy it / Found it boring

0

0%

0

0%

1

5%

1

7%

Believe that growing food is
not appropriate in an urban
setting

1

13%

0

0%

1

5%

0

0%

Anxiety over other people's
perceptions of me

0

0%

0

0%

0

0%

1

7%

Believe that growing food is
only for older people

1

13%

0

0%

0

0%

0

0%

I am disabled and feel it is
not an option for me

1

13%

0

0%

0

0%

1

7%

Past failures = lost
confidence/motivation
Fear of
vandalism/theft/anti-social
behaviour impacting on my
produce

*‘%MNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of male non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’;
**’%FNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of female non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’

Key findings: figure 27


Lack of interest in food gardening was much lower than expected.
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Younger participants more frequently said that they would rather spend their
free time doing other things.



A quarter of younger men said they were not interested in cooking, and by
extension, food gardening (i.e. producing raw ingredients).



Younger females were most deterred by the prospect of spending extended
periods of time outside in uncomfortable weather.

Figure 28: ‘Physical effort required’ category barriers relationships with age and gender
Gender
Physical effort
required barrier
category
(Main or Major
barriers)

Male

Female

Age

Age

28 or under

29 or over

28 or under

29 or over

Count

%MNFG
≤28*

Count

%MNFG
≥29

Count

%FNFG
≤28**

Count

%FNFG
≥29

Can't be bothered /
Too much effort

4

50%

2

22%

4

21%

1

7%

I feel intimidated by
how much hard work is
required

2

25%

3

33%

2

11%

3

21%

Poor personal
health/fitness

1

13%

0

0%

0

0%

3

21%

*‘%MNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of male non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’;
**’%FNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of female non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’

Key findings: figure 28


Younger participants were more likely to feel that food gardening was too
much effort, of which is most likely due to a lack of priority/value prescribed to
the process and rewards of growing food, rather than a perception of the task
as being literally too strenuous.



Older women were more likely to find poor health/fitness a barrier.
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Figure 29: ‘Lack of knowledge’ barrier category relationship with age and gender
Gender
Lack of knowledge
barrier category
(Main or Major
barriers)

Lack the
knowledge/practical
skills

Male

Female

Age

Age

28 or under

29 or over

28 or under

29 or over

Count

%MNFG
≤28*

Count

%MNFG
≥29

Count

%FNFG
≤28**

Count

%FNFG
≥29

3

38%

2

22%

6

32%

7

50%

*‘%MNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of male non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’;
**’%FNFG ≤28’ represents ‘percentage of female non-food gardeners of age 28 years of age or younger’

Key findings: figure 29
Women 29 or older (half of all female non-food gardeners) felt that their lack of
knowledge and practical skills were significant barriers.

Income-related barriers
The below figure features a selection of barriers that were deemed likely to be
connected to participants’ respective incomes, and cross-tabulates them with the 3
income groups:
Figure 30: relationships between income level and income-related barriers
Income
Student
unemployed
/volunteering

Under
£35,000

Over
£35,000

21

21

6

Total non-food gardeners in income
group
Barrier
category
Social,
cultural &
economic
Lack of access
to suitable/
preferred
facility to
food garden

Main or Major barrier

N

%

N

%

N

%

Cost/financial restrictions

7

33%

3

14%

-

-

Don't have time: work commitments

10

48%

9

43%

3

50%

Food is so cheap in the shops - why grow it
myself?

5

24%

2

10%

1

17%

Lack of transport needed

3

14%

1

5%

-

-

Renting and not allowed to cultivate
garden

6

29%

5

24%

-

-

No garden/garden inadequate, and I would
only consider growing at home

10

48%

9

43%

1

17%
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Key findings: figure 30
Unemployed students were overall more affected by real or perceived
financial/income-related barriers to food gardening, and were more likely to be
dissuaded from growing by the cheapness of supermarket food, than earners.

5. Key informant email correspondence results
The below table summarises the significant barriers suggested by the key informants
via email correspondence questions (See Appendix 1 for full responses):

Figure 31: key informant correspondence: most significant suggested barriers
Rank

KI correspondence: most significant suggested barriers

Times barrier
was suggested
by KI

% of
the 11
KI

1

Lack of time: work too demanding of time/busy lifestyles; family
commitments; the organisation required

10

91%

2

Physical effort required: disincentive

8

73%

3

Attitudinal resistance/anxiety: put-off by difficulty; dislike of delayedgratification and taking risks; dislike of cooking from scratch; seen as a
niche hobby for older people; comfort-zone anxiety about contact with
insects, mud, roots, being cold etc.

6

55%

Cost: cost of food gardening; cost versus cheapness and availability of lowcost alternatives (i.e. supermarket vegetables)

5

45%

Lack of knowledge: lack of knowledge, experience and skills; lack of intergenerational passing of knowledge; mental / physical disconnection from
food production

5

45%

Health barriers: poor health/fitness; lack of physical energy

3

27%

Access to land issues: no allotment plots available; cannot access suitable
land; no access to an exclusive or communal garden

2

18%

Lack of space: actual/perceived lack of space

2

18%

Bad experiences: with food gardening: 'Bad years'/failures affecting
morale

2

18%

Cultural: the low-status of domestic tasks / life

1

9%

4

5

6

7

55

Key findings: figure 31
Key informants believed that the most significant barriers to individuals participating in
food gardening were: real or perceived lack of time and/or level of effort required to
food garden, attitudinal resistance to starting and committing to food gardening, the
cost versus the cheapness of alternatives (i.e. supermarket produce) and lack of
skills/knowledge on the topic.
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6. Conclusions: the combined and categorised results of the questionnaire and key
informant correspondence
Figure 32: combined and expanded barrier categories (KI and I/Q11/FQ)
Combined and expanded barrier categories:
Combination of barriers to individuals food gardening as suggested by key informant
(KI) & barriers to food gardening as identified via responses to Q11 of the
questionnaire by individuals that did not food garden (I/Q11/Q)

Times a barrier was
selected or mentioned

KI

I/Q11/Q

Total

Social, cultural and economic:
Lack of time due to work commitments/work too demanding of time; busy
lifestyles; lack of time due to family commitments; the organisation required;
anxiety over how much time it would consume*; don’t have time for cooking;
the low-status of domestic tasks/domestic life; lack of access to knowledgeable
people to ask for advice; no friends doing it; never thought about it before; lack
of access to childcare; cost of food gardening; cost versus cheapness and
availability of low-cost alternatives (i.e. supermarket vegetables); food is so
cheap in the shops - why grow it myself?

16

87

103

Lack of access to suitable/preferred facility to food garden:
No garden/no access to an exclusive or communal garden; garden inadequate;
renting and not allowed to cultivate garden; lack of space: actual/perceived;
access to land issues: cannot access suitable land; no allotment plots
available/long waiting list for local allotment sites; insecurity of tenure;
moving/planning to move home soon; lack of sunlight to where I want to grow;
the soil is contaminated in my garden; lack of transport needed; local allotment
sites/edible community gardens do not have the site facilities I need due to a
health condition.

4

69

73

3

Attitudinal resistance/anxiety:
Put-off by difficulty/fear of failure if they tried it; past failures = lost
confidence/motivation; dislike of delayed-gratification and taking risks; don't
like long-term commitments; believe it is a ‘niche hobby’ only for older people;
believe it’s not appropriate in an urban setting; comfort-zone anxiety about
contact with insects, mud, roots, being cold etc./don't like spending much time
outside unless it's nice weather; would rather spend time doing other things;
don't like cooking from scratch (i.e. with raw plant ingredients) so are not
interested in growing; not interested in trying it as think it would be boring/tried
it before thought it was boring; strict allotment site rules put me off; fear of
pests/wildlife/vandalism/theft/anti-social behaviour impacting on produce;
anxiety over other people's perceptions of them; I am disabled and feel it is not
an option for me.

6

58

64

4

Physical effort required:
Can't be bothered/too much effort**; feel intimidated by how much hard work
is required; poor personal health/fitness.

8

25

33

Lack of knowledge:
Lack of knowledge, experience and skills; lack of inter-generational passing of
knowledge; mental / physical disconnection from food production

5

18

23

1

2

5

*this barrier could have otherwise been categorised as an ‘attitudinal resistance/anxiety’ barrier.

The significance of the findings from figure 32 are discussed in more detail in Chapter
5: Conclusion.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

This section will seek to conclude this thesis by summarising and discussing the key
findings of the study, recommendations, the limitations of the study, and then
recommended areas for future research.

Key characteristics of participants and differences between food gardeners and nonfood gardeners in Oxford
To summarise the characteristics of the final questionnaire sample– participants were
disproportionately young, female, low-earning, and most had garden access – indeed
only 2 out of 53 food gardeners did not (see Figures 8 & 9). However, the split
between non-food gardeners and food gardeners (51 and 54 respectively), renters and
owner occupiers (55 and 48), and the ratios of female to male food gardeners and nonfood gardeners (53%:47% / 47%:53%) were almost even, and the proportions of
participants in each age group, and that were students, proved reasonably reflective of
the Oxford population. The results showed (see Figure 11) that the majority of food
gardeners were females, owner occupiers, over 29 and on low-median incomes, and
that most non-food gardeners were females of 28 or under, and either students or
low-median earners. However, due to the non-stratified and online sampling method
used this is possibly skewed due to participants of these traits being disproportionately
represented. The profile of food gardeners found in this study did not marry up with
the profiles reported in previous literature (see Literature Review), again, possibly
attributable to the sampling methods used.

Significant barriers found
To summarise the most significant barriers found – the 11 most significant barriers
(selected as either main or major barriers most frequently) were that participants: (1)
did not have time due to work commitments, (2) did not have a garden, or an
adequate garden (3) lacked the knowledge/practical skills, (4) were moving/planning
to move home soon; (5) were intimidated by how much time is required (actual or
perceived); (6) were not allowed to cultivate the garden they had access to (i.e.
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renting); (7) would rather spend their free time doing other things; (8) could not be
bothered/felt it was too much effort; (9) felt intimidated by how much hard work is
required (actual or perceived); (10) lacked access to knowledgeable people to ask for
advice; and, (11) the cost/their financial restrictions.
Indeed the fact that the most selected, and thus significant, barrier of all was (real or
perceived) lack of time due to work commitments, suggests that the economic/work
culture of full-time working weeks (35+ hours, 9-5pm, i.e. core daylight hours),
studying for higher/further education, raising a family and the general impact of our
specialised, busy – but mainly indoor and sedentary – modern work-life balances may
be incongruent with raising food gardening participation. However, as suggested by
the authors of previous literature reviewed, it is possible that people are
overestimating the time and space required for food gardening (especially if they
prescribe a lot of value to their time and space, and/or disvalue to food gardening/
high-quality food).

Moreover, it became clear while examining the full list of significant barriers that they
could be organised into categorises according to theme. The result of this process was
that, when the responses to Question 11 of the final questionnaire and the key
informant correspondence were combined, the 3 most significant barrier categories
were (in order): (1) social, cultural and economic factors, (2) lack of access to
suitable/preferred facility to food garden, and (3) attitudinal resistance/anxiety.
Indeed, the fact that lack of access to suitable or preferred facility to food garden is
the second most significant barrier category, and ‘No garden or garden inadequate,
and I would only consider growing at home’ was second most significant barrier, and
the most-selected main barrier (despite the fact 59% of non-food gardeners had
garden access, and 80% of which had exclusive gardens), while barriers pertaining to
and attitudinal resistance or anxiety (i.e. disinterested, think it’s only for older people,
fear of failure etc.) ranks third, is telling. These findings came as a surprise, as a lack of
interest in food gardening and preferring to spend free time doing other things (and
indeed overall attitudinal resistance) was much lower than expected, and thus this
indicates that, while there may have been some self-selection-bias in who participated,
many people are actually interested but are overestimating the space/conditions
required for food gardening, and that top-down changes to relevant policy and
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initiating educational programmes and campaigns to raise the profile of food
gardening may be even more effective than originally hoped.

Indeed, to bring these findings (the top 3 barrier categories) down to individual-level
decision making, a typical scenario for a non-food gardener could be the dilemma
between (1) continuing to consume the cheap but convenient, lower -quality produce
found in their local (ubiquitous and supply-reliable) supermarket-chain store – or (2)
sacrificing their scarce free time, energy and very limited space (indoor/outdoor) to
food gardening for higher-quality, nourishing produce. Indeed, this dilemma could
then be further compounded in the mind of the individual by the fifth most-identified
barrier, a lack of knowledge/practical skills (of which was a particularly acute anxiety
in older females); ergo, even if the decision to food garden was the outcome of this
inner-battle – where does a novice start? Who could they ask for food gardening
advice? How much would it cost? Could they keep it up? If they have one, is the garden
cultivatable in its current state? If renting, are they even allowed to cultivate ‘their’
garden? The list of further obstacles goes on.

Recommendations for future planning and food policy
Therefore, the sum of all of the findings of the study (literature review and research
findings) leads to the following recommendations for facilitating increased urban food
gardening participation in the future; governance at all tiers must give more weight to
the value or importance of:
1. Planning for adequately-sized and cultivatable (preferably exclusive or sharedby-a-few communal) domestic gardens/garden access at area-appropriate
densities (for example, favouring mixed-use schemes with designed-in green
balconies in cities).
2. Having an understanding of what typically triggers established food gardeners,
and what continues to motivate established food gardeners.
3. Raising public awareness of the benefits.
4. Raising the social-profile of food gardening (for example, campaigns to reach
out to young people, especially students).
5. Appropriately and directly targeting already-interested groups that are not
currently feeling able, knowledgeable or empowered to food garden – such as
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through funding initiatives such as free food gardening courses in accessible
urban areas at participant-negotiated times (i.e. evenings or weekends).
6. Allocating new allotment land and or allocating (locally democratically-agreed)
portions of urban green space for food gardening use.
7. Increasing UK self-sufficiency/reliance and resilience in terms of food security,
through stronger national food policy.
8. Increasing the sustainability of the UK food system using an array of
appropriate policy tools.
9. Policy must be sensitive to the everyday contexts in which individual intentions
and actions are constrained by socioeconomic and political institutions (Blake,
1999, p. 274).

Limitations of the study
The main limitations of the study were:


The sampling method (i.e. resultant disproportionate characteristic groups),
and realistically, the size; a more representative sample could have been
obtained by stratifying the Oxford population by age, gender and socioeconomic group and seeking a random sample from each group.



Poor wording of the individual barriers made it harder to subsequently
categorise them.



As the final questionnaire definition of ‘food gardening’ was wide, the overlyinclusive criterion made conclusions more difficult.



There should have been a separate question asking participants whether they
were students – irrespective of their income.



Not asking participants their hours worked per week



For Question 11 of the final questionnaire, the coding process for ‘left blank’
should not have been to process it as ‘Not a barrier/Disagree/N/A” – it should
61

have been kept separate.


The criteria for non-food gardeners (i.e. people that fall outside of the
definition of ‘food gardening’ given in the final questionnaire) was flawed in
that it did not discriminate between people who had never food gardened, and
people who had simply not harvested any food that they grew for themselves
since May 2014.



To use the same conceding words as Robert Dahl, when reflecting on the
methodology of his extensive, famed study of New Haven, this study was
simply “a case study of one city at one time” (1986, p. 189), and therefore its
wider external validity is limited.

Areas for future research
The literature reviewed together with the study findings raised a number of questions
for future areas of research, such as: (1) why, despite the plentiful evidence of food
gardening’s benefits, does such attitudinal resistance exist?; (2) why are cost and lack
of time, access, knowledge and access to knowledgeable people such prolific barriers
in First World countries?; (3) why, given the plethora of environmental, economic,
political and health crises faced by the current generations and posterity alike, are
more people not adopting more sustainable lifestyles and growing (at least some) of
their own food?; (4) why is there a paradox between the apparent high level of garden
access in the UK (HTA, 2011) and the perception of not having enough space to food
garden?; (5) why is food gardening dominated by older people?; and (6) is our modern
reliance on technology, relative social isolation and reputed impatience/distaste of
delayed-gratification related to low-participation in urban food gardening? Lastly,
further more comprehensive and focuses research must be conducted into what the
psychological triggers are to food gardening.
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APPENDIX 1: Key informant correspondence and Facebook comments on final questionnaire postings
No.

Name

Key Informant

Interview Dialogue

1

Emma Tinker

Allotment association
contact for South
Ward, Redbridge,
Oxford

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
There are lots of answers to this, but the main one is time.
Most people who give up allotments do so because they don’t have the time alongside work, family responsibilities etc., or
because ill health makes it difficult for them to keep on top of the allotment. It is rare to see a really perfect-looking
allotment that belongs to a single person working full time - most of the best plots belong to retired people or couples. The
rest of us just muddle through as best we can.
Another factor is that it’s not as easy as it looks, and it’s easy to get disheartened by a bad year. If you’re away for a bit, the
weeds take over fast, and you can easily lose whole crops to pests or bad weather. New allotments are often very badly
overgrown, so it’s a lot of work to get them prepared for planting in the first couple of years. My first allotment was covered
in brambles 6 feet high, entangled with bindweed - it took me several years to sort this out.
Although food costs are rising, it is still quite cheap to buy veg in a supermarket. Honestly, most people who grow their own
food don’t do it for the financial savings - you very quickly realise that it isn’t worth it.
Lots of other factors. I take veg home and my partner can’t be bothered to cook it because it needs cleaning. I also volunteer
for Oxford Food Bank and we find that people are less keen on veg that has to be washed - these days we’re used to
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supermarket stuff that’s already prepared! My foster kids won’t come and help out on the allotment because they're scared
of insects - I think a lot of young people are very cut off from nature and don’t like the idea of getting cold and muddy.
2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
It’s often not so much about the food as about the pleasure of working outdoors, a sense of community, and a feeling of
achievement at having grown something yourself. You get attached to the land, especially if you don’t have a garden at
home.
There are some foods that definitely taste better if you’ve grown them yourself. Carrots in particular, and baby new
potatoes. And corn on the cob. And there are some things that are extremely expensive in shops but dead easy to grown in
large quantities, eg. raspberries. Also, for those who are interested in unusual edibles, you can experiment with things that
you can’t buy in the shops.

3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
I don’t really know. How do you mean? Not sure I understand the question. In Oxford there are plenty of allotments per
person - much better than in London. On our site we’ve never had a waiting list, and in fact, there’s a patch of land in the
next field that used to be allotments but has been abandoned due to lack of demand. I suppose one difficulty is that people
sometimes can’t get an allotment very close to home, so they'll take one on the other side of town, and this doesn’t work
for everyone. I’m in the process of moving allotment - I’m leaving South Ward and switching to Elder Stubbs, which is much
closer to where I live now. I took on the old allotment when I lived in Kennington. But the move is a hassle - I’m leaving
behind seven years of work and investment including my shed, polytunnel, a small orchard etc. Many people just wouldn’t
bother.
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No.

Name

Key Informant

Interview Dialogue

2

Richard
Barrett

Allotment association
contact for
Bartholomew Road,
Oxford (allotment
site)

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
Answer, growing food requires commitment over most of the growing season, even a radish requires six weeks to mature.
So some households may find this inconvenient if they like sailing or other such activities. Even I admit there are some good
vegetables to buy in shops and markets if you look around.

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
Answer, contact with soil, social banter, save money, grow a particular variety, the list is endless.

3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
Answer, allotments need investment, by plotholders, Associations and the Council alike. So that could involve planning.
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No.

Name

Key Informant

Interview Dialogue

3

Wendy
Skinner Smith

Chair Cripley
Meadow
and
Chair Oxford &
District Federation of
Allotment
Associations

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
Whilst gardening programmes and magazines and web sites are often full of information about growing your own it is
demanding with regard to time, regular commitment and effort and these are often more difficult for people to organise. It
is not simply a matter of growing but also harvesting, storing and cooking that mean quite a change in lifestyle. Quite a few
people take plots but it takes time and a bit of perseverance to get to the more green and healthy eating bit.

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food want to, and do, even despite barriers (such as long
allotment waiting lists)?
Long allotment waiting lists are a myth with regard to Oxford which presently has a good allotment provision. I can think of
only a couple of sites where there is a LONG waiting list and these are generally small sites. Other sites may have a waiting
list but these are generally very short (in national terms) and most larger sites have turnover which means new members
are generally accommodated within a year, if not immediately. There are plots available NOW in the city.
If you get a plot and can overcome the factors above to establish something of a regular little but often time for its
appropriate attention then you get to eating the food! This is the critical sustaining factor. We all have times where things
go awry but if you can get to the grow, harvest , cook and eat bit it generally becomes more self-sustaining as by then you
have actually participated in the whole be outside, work with earth and seasons, meet other like-minded people and
crucially eaten better tasting food. Fresh food just tastes so much better.
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3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers to more people growing food?
In my experience the planning system needs a lot of prompting to consult, show consideration and value allotments and
there are times when the implications of planning on, for eg. Wildlife, puts more pressure on allotments as green space
which are not compatible with growing food.
Statistically the number of designated, statutory sites has diminished over the last century in this city as in others but not as
much. Maybe this is because Oxford early on had more devolved management of sites? However this might also have
contributed to the fact that many city sites had many unused plots in the last 3 decades of the 20th C. Devolved sites
therefore had no or not enough members to sustain them so fell into disuse and were in some instances taken back by the
city. Most allotment sites in Oxford city have been seriously reclaimed in the last decade but not all. Also not all the usable,
designated land is under cultivation so there is presently room for manoeuvre.
If Oxford grows as predicted and housing stock remains smaller with less available garden then waiting lists may grow and
then associations like ODFAA will need to push for more space if they can show the present space is fully used as there is
also more pressure on housing and particularly affordable housing. It may be that the time taken travelling to work and
hours worked are bigger factors than we think in having time to give to gardening? Maybe more people work longer and in
such an environment it is easy to see the attraction for some of do called ‘fast food and ready meals’ although these of
course often do not factor in shopping travelling times and certainly not the effect on the planet.
I can cook a soup from fresh ingredients in less 20mins but again this does not factor time in ground prep, weeding,
harvesting etc. It is complex.
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No.

Name

Key Informant

Interview Dialogue

4

Rachel Coney

Allotment
Association contact
for Bartlemas Close

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
Barriers for me used to be lack of time and lack of space (single parent in a small terraced house).

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
Good exercise, spiritually/ mentally nourishing, quality organic food, sense of achievement.

3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
Houses are built on plots that are too small.
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Gill Edwards

Secretary of Marston
Ferry and Blackhall
Allotment Society

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
Allotment gardening requires time, energy and commitment. In my experience not many individuals are able to make the
necessary investment.

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
Those who do, get pleasure and exercise from gardening. They are concerned about current agricultural practice and want
to be confident of the safety of the food they eat. Incidentally we do not have a waiting list. Our society has had fewer, but
more realistic applicants over the last two years.

3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
I am unaware of any planning barriers as we rent our site from one of the colleges.
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Terry

Chair
Fairview Allotments
Association

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
The main barrier is time. Everyone has very busy lives.
The second barrier is that there are no plots available (has to be near where you live).
Oxford City Council has recently built on allotment land and refuses to allow cultivation of a site along the road towards
Horspath.
Once the moment of enthusiasm has passed (and even if an individual goes on to a waiting list), other activities take over.

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
Being outdoors, modest exercise, meeting other folk, growing stuff difficult to buy…………………

3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
Of course, the planning system favours building! There is an acute shortage of land.

79

No.

Name

Key Informant

Interview Dialogue

7

Caroline Duffy

Member of the
Executive Committee
for the Oxford and
District Federation of
Allotment
Associations, and
involved in the
management of the
Barton Fields
allotments site.

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
1. In my experience people aren’t interested in gardening and horticultural of any kind because:
 It costs money
 It's dirty
 It requires some fitness and mobility
 They don't know where to start
 It is not instant
 They don't understand soil science
Many people have never seen vegetables growing in the ground so do not understand the concept of fresh vegetables and
how they taste good.
My dad was a keen gardener so I followed in his footsteps in my 20s but my other siblings did not start to grow vegetables
or flowers until later life.
The weather, soil, conditions affect results so there is no guarantee they will get anything.
When they do get a crop it is not the prepared, perfect vegetable they buy, often frozen in the supermarket. I started an
allotment at a family centre in the mid-90s and had a good following of parents and children but the crops were not instant
and there were pests and diseases. They refused to eat the carrots when they were dug up because the norm to them was
frozen diced carrots. Worms, mud and roots horrified them. When I left the job the project stopped because the parents
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had no interest in continuing without a worker supporting them. So they were not that inspired.




Cooking from scratch with fresh veg costs more. No incentive to start.
People are too busy to cook let alone grow their own.
Young mums with children find it too difficult to prepare and manage an allotment

Many people take an allotment and then never start it. They like the idea but don't realise it takes time and money and
hard, regular work.


Many allotments are too big for small families. We currently divide some into 3. I think that preparing the plot in
advance and providing sheds and tools would help people make a solid start and have more success.

But we do not have volunteers or funds to do this.
We don't have a waiting list
My Thoughts: Very interesting to see the connection between cooking and growing pop up again.

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?








Peace, quiet at the site
Seeing friends do it
Experience of helping family when they were young and understanding commitments and benefits
Not giving up at first hurdle
Culture - we get families from other countries where it is the norm to grow what you eat.
Trends but I think this is a negative and why many give up at the first hurdle
The taste of real fresh veg if they have had that experience.
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Organic methodology

3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
3 not sure. We have more land then we have been able to manage in Barton and have given some up for the Barton West
development. I think the planning gain will outweigh the loss.
I had a piece of land that I rented to grow flowers which used to be a market garden. The land has been gradually sold off
over time and now the last piece is for sale for development.
I currently flower farm on a disused paddock on green belt land. I think that the owners will be mad not to apply to develop
the land in the future. I don't know anyone else flower farming in the city.
In the past market gardeners grew flowers, fruit and veg. I see more of a movement for growing flowers on an allotment
than veg within my personal networks - not Barton as I do not live there. People are really disappointed with the methods of
growing and supply of fresh flowers and I think there is a resurgence of interest in seasonal flowers as well as veg that would
inspire allotment development.
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Emma

Organiser of
‘Cultivate’
(food growing social
enterprise/CAG)

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
People don't grow food for a number of reasons:
 It takes a long time, and a lot of focus. Care is constant, and your attention span needs to be good.
 Often they lack basics skills or knowledge, and don't always know how to begin. Learning a new skill takes time
and effort.
 It is seen either as a specialist trade or as a niche hobby (for older people), and not something anyone can do.
 Most people don't know if/think they have enough space to grow usefully.

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
2 - The media has been influential, as have celebrity chefs.
I think in [economic] depressions the appetite for self-sufficiency increases, so learning to grow food feels like a sensible and
proactive thing to do.

3: Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
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3 - I'm unsure about the planning system's impact. I do think it would be useful if large institutions were more active in
supporting food growing. Finding unused green spaces, good spots indoors and using rooftops for growing would be good
steps.
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James
Gilderoy

Secretary of the
Craven Vale and
Whitehawk Hill
Allotment Society
(Brighton)

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
At the most basic level growing food is easy. Cress can be grown simply on tissue paper on a plate. But it does require some
planning and some time. And the more ambitious you get - moving up to window boxes, then back garden then to an
allotment - the more time and planning is required (the effort required, particularly in the growing season, to manage a fullsize allotment is considerable). Some monetary investment is also needed but a lot can be done with a little (most of my
allotment tools come from car boot sales and cost only a few pounds). Also, of course, many of the vegetables that can be
grown in the UK are cheap to buy and are readily available year round. So I think the combination of input required
compared with the monetary value of the crop produced is a significant reason for why most people do not grow their own
food.
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2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
For me it is the enjoyment of growing things from seed etc. and sourcing rare and unusual varieties, the physical exercise
and being outside. It is complete break from my day job in a London office, commuting etc. It is something I have always
enjoyed from a small child.
3. Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
Not on its own. For people to be able to grow their own food they need some space, whether a garden, allotment or
balcony. But all of these cost money and land in growing urban areas is always expensive because of the competition with
other land uses. But the planning system could be tightened to provide more protection to actively used allotment sites in
order to provide a better balance of open space and growing opportunities in urban areas.
Local authorities require the permission of the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government to dispose of
statutory allotment sites but the test for providing replacement sites is that land has to be available and affordable. As rates
of urbanisation increase, and local authority budgets become ever more stretched, suitable replacement sites will become
less available and more expensive.
Germany has an active allotment scene and it would be instructive to see how allotments are treated in Germany’s planning
system.
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Clive Bevan &
Allotment
Association
for Minchery
Farm,
Minchery
Road

Allotment association
for Minchery Farm,
Minchery Road

I put your questions to our association committee, with the following results:

(unplanned
focus group)

1.

Why do you personally think that (given all of the well documented benefits we know about) some people do
not grow food for their own consumption?

It's hard work that needs a commitment in terms of time. Also many people do not have the skills required. This is not to say
they could not be learnt.

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
For many allotment holders it is a way of life, learnt from parents etc.
Others aspire to a healthier lifestyle, of open air, exercise and healthy food.

3. Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
Not that we are aware of. That said it is well known that allotment land is under threat from councils and developers hungry
for building land.
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Les Blewitt

Minchery Road
Allotments
officer/committee
member

1. Why do you personally think that (given all of the well-documented benefits we know about) some people do not grow
food for their own consumption?
(I.e. we know it's great, so, why doesn't everyone grow vegetables in their garden/allotment plot for themselves/their
household to eat?); to phrase the question another way, what do you think the big psychological/societal barriers are to
people getting on and growing their own food?
1, there is supply of cheap food available easily from local shops,(even though quality is poor)
2, the benefit society encourages laziness and reliance on the system to help those who could otherwise help
themselves,(in the war my grandparents had to grow their own food in the garden or go without)
3, for similar reasons parents would rather heat up instant, manufactured foods, than cook fresh food.( from my
experience and as shown many times on TV programs it is cheaper to cook yourself)
4, can parents cook? garden?( practical skills like cooking, woodwork, gardening are not taught by schools),

2. Why do you personally think people that do grow their own food do - even despite barriers (such as long allotment
waiting lists)?
As for why some of us still garden and allotment is a good question, I often think buying is easier but clean tasty veg cannot
be beaten, and we do not have to pay gym fees to keep fit.

3. Do you think the planning system is responsible for any barriers?
No answer
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1

‘Oxford
Community’
Facebook
group page

2

‘Oxford
Community’
Facebook
group page

3

‘Oxford
Community’
Facebook
group page

4

‘Oxford
Community’
Facebook
group page

Facebook Comments
I think insecurity of tenure has a lot to do with it.

The low status of domestic attention. Busy-ness. Multi-tasking, lack of planning. Lack of knowledge and experience, time, facility and cash. It's a
complicated question you are asking. Some people are willing to buy food grown buy others in a sustainable way and support them to do that - CSA,
veg boxes, markets, Cultivate, FarmFresh etc. - look at Oxford Real Farming Conference, Good Food Oxford and Oxford Community Markets.
Intersection of many issues.

Lack of physical energy and time.

[Ditto: Lack of physical energy and time, and] also there is a culture of ownership on some allotments which makes new members feel unwelcome,
which is a shame, perhaps we could do more to be learning together?
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‘Oxford
Community’
Facebook
group page

Agree with what's been said but also think a focus on annuals is an issue. Perennials are so much easier to maintain. Would still be issues of cost and
location but once planted, free food for years!

No earth to grow them as we’re packed into HMOs in Oxford, plus the allotments take years to get a plot.

6

‘Oxford
Community’
Facebook
group page

7

‘Abundance
Oxford’

Slugs!!!

8

An associate’s
‘timeline’

5

I know my barriers are having to work full time & not having to time or space to grow more
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APPENDIX 2: Initial pilot online questionnaire
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APPENDIX 3: Final online questionnaire
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