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Introduction

The garden plots of Eagle Heights Community Gardens stretegfaracres up
a hillside on thavest side of th&niversity of Wisconsin at Mdison's campu@Figure 1)
Individual gardeners shape much of the spatkeis allotmenistyle community garden:
their plotsjoin togethelinto a cohesive landscapBentwater spigots, flowering Canada
thistle, and trailing butternut squash vinestfik Gardens. At thieeginning of the
growing seasogou can see all the way up the brown hillsidberedebris from last year
provideshiding places for multitudes of mice. By the middle of August, masses of
vegetation hide gardeners who assiduouslg taeir plots, weeding and harvesting.
Everything is brown again in October, plants slowly dying amidst thrivingweather
spinach and kale. Residents of Eagle Heights began gardening near their apartments in
1960(Figure 2) They arranged for plowingf a common spadbatthey then filled with
personal gardens. The Gardens you can walk through today, however, are not the same as
those cultivated years ago. Gardeners continuoustlify areas of shared concern by
redefining what they hold collectilyeand therefore what they must manage together.
This history of Eagle Heights Community Gardens probeshowan beingsefine
colledive resources and manage th@mprocess that depends not only on social beliefs

but also on our tangible interactionihin a landscapé.

1oowi 1 use Ol andscape6 thr oughouveplach onsthgppeepee t o desc
perceive as unitary and, somehow, separate from sur
theoretical history in Geographj.andscape has been a unit analysis for geographers: distinct land

areas transformed by human culairBeginning in the late 1970s, critical landscape theorists critiqued

landscape scholarship by probing exactly what processes (and power dynamics) these normative

physical spaces make invisible. I at tneimpis to el uci
history. See John Leighly, edland and Life: A selection from the writings of Carl Ortwin Sauer

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1962); D.W. Meinig, &the Interpretation of Ordinary

Landscapes(New York: Oxford University Presd979); Don MitchellLie of the LandMigrant
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Place
Myriad gardeners formhe Gardendplaceby cultivating land sidéy-side. In the
Gardensgardeners intentionally cultivagpecific plants within theipersonal gardens
Gardenergategorize whategetation is, or is not, alieed in theirplotsi and at times
collectively decide what plants can grow on their shared lalidgardensnug have
boundariesgardeners protethese areaom trespassing weeds, insects, and floods.
Gardens require rich soil, plentiful water, enbwsginlight,andsweaty labor. Gaens
reflectg a r d egar@enirgy goalsdeologies, and knowledgéll garden boundaries are
permeablemovements across the Gard@msunds shape them as a pla@ardens, and
all places, form from the physical, sociahd economic connections between spaces.
You can enter Eagle Heights Commur@grdens from all sides, tiag well-trod
paths or traming through tall prairie grasses. You may find yourself, unconsciously,
winding back and forth down the lopgihs andgradually descending from the hill's
crest. Hazards fill the walkways. Water spigots jut at odd angles out of the ground and
various slopes, dips, and holes await the unaware wanderer. Perhaps, occasonally, y
can't wait for a row to endnd so tiptoe cautiously through a plot: you tread where you
hope nothing is planted, sidestep tomato ceaayes brush by raspberry bushes. You can
enter the Gardens from all sides, and so can everything else.

In 1966, gardeners attached an irrigation pgpa fire hydrant in Eagle Heights

workers and the California landscap@inneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996).
Mi chel C 0 n a Gardens aré snyply pladtes tvhel@ a social group engages in gardening. This
makes the defition of gardens contingent on economy, environment, and cufwery group of
gardener® MichelConanfi Fr om vernacul ar gardens toina social ant
Perspectives on Garden Historjesd. M. Conan,Washington, D.C.Dumbarton Oak&esearch
Library and Collection1999) 183



3
(Figure3). They dug ito the ground to bury the piad laid it through a culvert under
Lake Mendotérive to reach the Gardensloday, the water line parallels tbave
through a thicket of buckthorn and catalp@s$.e Waterwhichenters the Gardens in
these pipeds a collective resource that all gardens need. Rainwatemages across
the Gardenst pulls soil down the hillside and fms lakes at the bottom afteummer
storns.

Canada thistle rhizomes pustioudh the soil, sendingp new shoots in adjacent
plots. The thide's violet flowers go to seed which the wind off Lake Mendota blows
across the field. Gardeners carry buckthortheir plots to trellis beans: they leave
trail of berries to sprounto new bushes. Red tailed hawks come here from Bill's Woods
to teach their young to huntthe mice are fat from forgotten squash and abandoned
beets. Each day, a family of sandhill cranes makes its way up from the Class of 1918
Marsh to feed on stravelries and toagl Bees collect polleand then fly back to their
hives in the oak savanna east of the Gardens

When the Gardens were plowed twice a year, the plow tdaioegh the
southwest entrancdrove up the hilland then wound its way down. Itigfrassy strips
untouched for paths and to break rain water's insistent flow. Gardeners paid the
Experimental Fams for plowing and maintenance, sendohgt fees into the College of
Agriculture’'s account. People's beliefs about personal health mingkedisions of
ecological flowsand they turned to organic gardening practices: ideologies altered
gardened material practices.

International students bring exotic seeds to plant in orderly hillse Stat
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Departmentecisims change gardener demograplaisstallocates studentvisasto
different countrie$.Gardeners swap seedisleave plants on the share shelf. Some steal
ot her graspheries erbaygis to tend abandoned plots. People come to the
Gardensd water plants in the twilighar lug nulch just as morning sunlight limns the
surrounding treefeoplecultivate lando save money; to practice future lifestyles; to
connect with the earth; or because they always have. Gardeners come to the Gardens with
various gardening experiences, pragsicand desires. All of these minute movements
defy any notion we mahave of a garden's rootedness or as a statie-higdoric place'

The Gardens as a place emergen all of these interactions. Placemsitable
continuously reshaped by new matkrealities and social ideas. We form place out of
our physical surroundings and the meanings we ascribe to specific Spaeasngibly
interact with our environmenteur experiencewithin placesshapeour understandingf
them® Thesephysical encantersboth affectand ae dtered by our cultural milieu. The
social, economic, and physical connections between owe spa many others alter

place:connectionsvhich change material landscapes and people's ideolbgiéss.

3steve Williams, interview by author, February 9, 2010.

“Yi Fu Tuan refers to place as a pause, one in which we can gain experience and understanding. Gardens,
however, are constantly full of movementsand altat i ons despite plantsd appare
Space and Place: The perspective of experigiMmneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1977).

® That does not mean that our surroundings comply with the meanings we assign therhistoe
Spim n o Thersis always a tension between the autonomy of nonhuman features and phenomena
and the meanings we ascribethemnne Whi st on Spirn, fiNaduealut hority of
Ideology:Natural garden design in the twentieth centueg.J. WolschkeBulmahn, (Washington, D.C.:
Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collecti®n7): 251.

®This is the realm of humanistic geographers and phenomenologists. They theorize place as lived
experience and something that we make out of Cartesian spaaesl. 32amon connects our
movements through space to how we experience and therefore create place. He terms such actions
Apl-bakl et s. 0 PlacenA shoreirdraducgoh(Maldon, MA: Blackwell Publishing,
2004), 2023, 34.

"Political ecologiss f ocus on such c o rionefdalipleenosenocéaisnestedny expl anat
within a wider context of plawensPsople: élev gmsses, weedl® r ci ons. 0
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socially definehe nonhunaninhabitants of the lamn@hen we decide what we would like
aspaceo do® Culturalideologiesand personal beliefs shape our intentions and
therefore our actionsBut t hese | arger social structures
their own interpretai on o f  w'fi@ut intentionst hew vee.decide to interact
with the people, rocks, plants, and insects in the Gardeletermine what it is for each
of us.

Our perceptions of place also come out of the material world around us. As places
for cutivating food, when you garden, you literally eat your labor. You chew on your soil
and swallow the sumen's rain. In gardening spacgsu struggle to cultivate certain
plantsand exclude others. To do thy®u modify biotic communities and the soikth
rely upon. You contend with the ngarden nature thabatinually invades your garden
including insects, floods, birds, and raccoons. We attéorghape the world around,us

but often the noMuman parts of the environment do not conform to ouree'si At

and chemicals make us who we,drhiladelphia: Temple University Press9T9, 6.Also see William
Cronon, fAKennecott Jour Wndeyan Open Bky: Rethinkieg Amearica's of t own, 0
Western Pasgds. William Cronon, George Miles, and Jay Gitlin, (New York: W.W. Norton and
Company, 1992).
8 Recent scholars have frachthe humanist concept of place as exclusionary and static. | believe that we
can combine phenomenological understandings of plalce ways we materially and intimately know
our surrounding$ with the ways in which places are continually reformed nging social and
economic circumstances. Tim Cresswelhce: A short introduction(Maldon, MA: Blackwell
Publishing, 2004), 39.
° Robbins remarks that any system of ideas (ideologies) is also material. RbabinsPeoplel5.
David CrouchArt of Allotments: Culture and cultivatiofNottingham:Five Leaves Publications, 280
2.
Upolitics ecologists theorize that one way in which-hamans gain agency is by resisting human actions.
SeeNoel CastreeNature,(New York: Routledge, 2005), 156. #Hronmental historians have also used
resistance to describe nbmman agency. For exampkichard Juddvr i t es fAa | andscape var
resistant to human improvement, a dynamic environment that shaped human culture as much as human
cul t ur e Commwoplarnds, Cdmmon People: The origins of conservation in Northern New
England (Cambridge, MA: Harval University Press, 1997), 3'Mark Fiege notes thaleland
western farmers were cultivati nglrfjateel &dersThed ¢é ef fort
making of an agricultural landscape in the American W&attle: University of Washington Press,
1999), 44.
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other timesgardens give us too much: when you can't harvest all of the cherry tomatoes
spilling onto the ground or the giant squash produced free hills of zucchini. Te

ways in which we interact with omnaterialsurroundingsthough,aremuch more

complex than resistance or overabundance. Agency of people and things coaifes out
the connections between thewe form places and they form tfs.

The Gardens are both an individual and a collective place: a landscape in which
gardeners balangeersonal and community needSardeners continually reference their
wonder at, and appreciation of, the diversity of plots in Eagle Heights Community
Gardens® Gardeners have always walked the Gardens' paths. They revel in, and learn
from, individual wltivation practices: Okies growing okra; Californians planting on the
flat for easy irrigation; bigstick gardeners from Asia building secret rooms with trellises;
Midwesterners cultivating thickets of sunflowers and racaeompting corn. Each plot
is aplaceof personakxpressiort? Everygardener decides what to plamow to work

the soil, and what actions to take against insect invasions or a lack of water. These

%In actor network theory, agency resides inréiationships between actaflaiman and nonhuman alike).
See Sarah Whatmordybrid Geographies:Natures, cultures, spaced housand Oaks, CA: Sage,
2002); Michel Call on, fASome el ements of a sociology
thef i sher man of n®itBiagidired. he ScieBca $tydies Read@iew Yak:
Routledge, 1999), 683; Bruno Latour\We have never been modef@ambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1993). ANTheorists, howevedo not dwell on the fact that space and place truly matter in
discussing all interactions, or take into account padiféerentials which plg a role in forming
landscapegarticularly the primacy of human intentionali§eeDianne Rocheleau and Robin Roth,

ifiRooted networks, relational webs and powers of con
e ¢ 0 | o@epfersm380(2007): 432437. Mark Fiege demonstrates how networks need to be rooted in
spacef The human network that rested on the irrigated |

In attempting to change and control a dynamic environment, irrigatemsseives changed. Culture

and nature, social system and rigatadEdeh206297st em, shape
13 Judy and Paul Bosland, telephone interview by author, February 21,Riéh&rd Lawton, telephone

interview by author, Augus21, 2009; Nondee Jones, telephone interview by author, February 3, 2010;

Robert House, telephonet@nview by author, June 6, 2010; and many more.
14 Gretel Dentine, interview by author, October 1, 2009; David CroAttgf Allotments: Culture and

cultivation (Five Leaves Publications, 2001).
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individual choices reverberate back into other people in myriad ways: they learn how to
interact with a garden's nature; enjoy an aesthetic, sensory experience; exchange
vegetablesThe physcal gardens are also connected asattsract plot boundaries are
permeable to everything that moves across the landsGper. d einterpretasonof
what collective responsibilities they have to each other and thetamdfrom their
experiences creating personal gardens on common property

How gardeners define what they each require from the Gardensiidadies
what resources and attendaggponsibilities this grquof people holds collectivelyvhat
is common to them af Over 50 years, gardeners haantinuallyreshaped which
physical resources they managgetherand what governance structures tivestitute to
protect access to shdreesourcesThecollective resources and responsibilities within
Eagle Heights Community Gardens are malleable. Gardennpretations of place
alter the Gardens' commomst only what a space physically providbat alsowhat it

should provide antb whom.

Collective rights and responsibilities
In Eagle Heights Community Gardensydenersultivate pesonal plots on
commonproperty: their basic common resource, then, is.ldanecommon prperty

relationships, all ownersave the right of equakcess to collective resourciealthough

"When common property is managed with social institut

Commons inclde both physical resourcaad the social relationships people form to govern the use of
these finite resurces. | will be examining both what gardeners believe they physically own in common
andwhatt hey see as their shared social community.
ecol ogy of t The Quegionmfdhe €gménons: he culture and egadgommunal
resourcesed. by Bonnie McCay and James Acheson, (Tucson: The University of Arizona Press, 1987),
8.

Bonn
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codifiedequality does not necessaritgnslate into actual equalitfommon property
relationships give individuals certain rights to a resquaiceé responsibilities to other
resource usemccompany these right® Common property regimes rely upon social
institutions (limiting who and how resources are used) to regulate equal communal
rights” A Aicommonso i s hbysicalpesdurseand theigocidb ot h p
governance structuréd. Scholars who study comoms seek tidentify how institutions
governing commoipool resources develop and why certain social formations préneent
depletion offinite, natural resources. A resource's material properties determine both
the governance structure in place andeffieacy of management practic®dn a
community gardethe land gardeners cultivatease shared resourceGardeners in

these collective spacesoweverhold more than the land in commgh.

Property relationshipsonnect community gardenergtyegle who garden on

%Commons scholars make the point that common propertyjsnob per t y o p aatesd,)but a | | (fhope
property relationshipgithin which wsers havassociated duties that limit resourase. Daniel
Broml ey, iThe CommonsPr oPpreorpteyr tRlakingahestesmBionsivviokn
Theory, Practice, and Poli¢ed. Daniel Bromley, (San Francisco, CA: ICS Press, 1992), 4.
1C.B. Macphersn, ed. Property: Mainstream and Critical Position@uffalo: University of Toronto
Press, 1978),-3. | write about property aa relationshipetween groups or individualBroperty
rights, thereforechange depending upon the social context we exent in.This is opposed to the
ownership model of property, which describes property as a relationship between a person and a thing.
Lynne HeasleyA Thousand Pieces of Paradise: Landscape@ogerty in the Kickapoo Valley
(Madison, WI: The Universitpf Wisconsin Press, 200556
Bonnie McCay and James Aches on ThefQHestiormofitheec ol ogy of t h
Commons: The culture and ecology of communal resouecedy Bonnie McCay and James Acheson,
(Tucson: The University of Arizona Fag 1987).
Elinor Ostrom,Governing the Commons: The evolution of institutions for collective a¢htany York:
Cambridge University Press, 1990); Nives Dol sak and
C o mmo n Bhé Cammons in the New Millennium: Clealljes and Adaptatioresl. N. Dolsak and E.
Ostrom, (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 200334.
Dol sak and Ostrom, fiThe @Qhallenges of the Commons, 0
Gl over claims that fgardeners must share,resources,
therefore, a necessary componenof t he acti vi ty. hate@algoodssjusithd ve posses
beginning of what gardeners must collectively manage. Troy Glover, Kimberly J. and Diana C. Perry,
fAssociation, Soci abielmotcyr,ataincd edifveicct O@udistriornemu nTihtey dg
Scienceg7 (2005): 79.



communal land need to negotiate more thaw they divide the landCommunities
share physial resources or living spacekeyaso formout of common concerns,
beliefs, or responsibilitie¥. Scholars researchingmmunity gardensften do not
identify exactly what shared causes or resourcesdasttenersogether. For geographer
Hilda Kurtz, al l-odlmeedo gaomdmeunrsi tay egdisdens du
plot layout rather than communal cultivatithLaura Lawsona comnunity garden
historian statesthafi gar d en a d v o csant cersidepuabsitgardensdas p r e
commongbecause they are a communal resource to meet current needs associated with
subsistence, pr ot et tawson howeveddes noadejuatelyf unct i ons
discuss exactly whaesourcegardeners hold collectivelyr how these resources change
over time®
Community gardescholarsi who havea tendency to depicbllective gardening
as a way taranscend social ill& usuallyfail to address eactlywhatgardeners hold in
common: Is ionly theland?Or is it infrastructure? Material practices? Social ideals?
Neighborhod? Weeds? Governance structuk#df these have, at some point, been
common to all gardeners in Eagle Heights Community &e®ne community

gardening manual states that gardieani ng commu

#Raymond WilliamsKeywords: A vocabulary of culture and sociélyew York: Oxford University Press,

1983), 76
BHilda Kurtz, fDifferentiatingi myrbah Gaodraphpmh@ehi ngs of g
667. Pudup discounts Kurtz's simplistic conceptual:i

garden: Cultivating citizes ubj ect s i n or g a@eoferend3920@8): 128ln pr oj ect s, O
#_aura LawsongCity Bountifil: A century of community gardening in Amer{@erkeley: University of
California Press, 2005), 3.
Hilda Kurtz states that in Lawson's wor k, Afconfl ati o
better be teased apawmt.oAHckdauKyrot, co@muwni Byugtrd
Geographical Review7 (2007): 430.
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g a r d’® But iféplace is constantly shifting, what the gardeners hold collectively must
also change.

The commonntentionof cultivation underpisallo f t h e c@lectivd e ns 6
resources and responsibilities. With common goals, gardemeensaterial resources
and form joint governance structures to enshiagall individuals hae equal access to a
garden space. Gardeners continually redefine tdlective responsibilitie to ensure
t hat o n e acgoasrdd mnirepmgeon this individual right. Changes that occur in
theG a r d emrmods include which individuals should have the right (with associated
responsibilities) to garden in the amilive space; who enforces thghts; what actions
undermine another's rightand how gardeners conceptualize nonhuman parts of the
Gardens and their place in soai@lationshifs.

This isa narrative of how collective responsibilitiestive Gardenshlange
throughtime and how they araffected by cultural beliefs and the tangible work of
cultivation. Thisalsois astory ofhowa group of peopleavigats the boundaries
between individuals and communities, between one physical space and.aRtttes
and communities are always personal: they physically,essivebring our own
experienceand interpretations to theni am, therefore, present in the following history.
My argument is that what gardeners hold as common chantyeshifts inpeop e 6 s
perceptions ofthe Gardenst will be helpful, then, for youo see whaplace of the
Gardens is for meAs | worked on this project, | was slowly drawn into the Gardens of
today: participatig in the Garden Committee and thecisiongt makes geting to know

the people whose invisible labor maintains common spaces; formamgl$hips with

% Jamie JobbThe Complete Book of Community Gardeniigw York: Morrow, 1979), 36.
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those around m&he Gardens swallowed o | will always be present in the
following stories: in my descriptions of how | physically experience the Garuteting
guestions | asked of previous gardeners, in what | decide to inclddaran | cannot

remove myseléind | don'telievethat will hinderthis history at all.
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A walk through the Gardens today

For me, the Gardefplace isinescapablyhysical. | know, subconsciously, that
my ideologies underlie my tangible experiences. Yet the Gardens sumanvtien |
enter them: gardening is a sensual experience. | believe youmealk through the
physical Gardens fa bit to fully comprehend@hata history of collective resource
managementantellus about the Gardensd materi al and

Sensing my plot begins with my féeas soon as the ground was warm enough
this spring, my shoes came off so | could feel the grassy paths and édgesased
beds. With shoes on, | clumsily step where | shouldn't: packing the soil down around
newly drawn rows or clipping a trailingep vine. So the shoes comeanid my toes tell
me where | am. That meadst coats myfeet, musty leaf mulch st to my calves, and
rocks bite the arch of ynfoot. Yet it doesn't matte. need to feel the ground through my
soles as well as my hands.

Hands would be the expected place to start as my fingers become inept with mud,
my palms grow calluseandmy nails fill with dirt. | need my hands to fork the soll,
create two rows of raised beds as my mother doesrigdrden, shovel compost, drop
rows of seeds, transplant fragrant tomato plants, squish harlequin potato beetles and their
orange eggs.

There'sa house wren that keeps me company from her perch on the shed with a
long cascading call. | haveqbl212-- right by the entrance biédr enough from the trees
so their shade doesstuntmy plants-Thetrellises built by the gardenaext to medo

crede some light problem&ioweverand so will my volunteer Jerusalem artichokes once
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they grow. Being near the entrance als®ans that the sounds of cartpeople entering
this place-- sometimes penetrate my weeding concentration. The 20@hawgh,is not
on the main patand so few people come by me directly. Instead, as anywhere in the
Gardens, voices float by.

We can't move beyond my plot yalthough things beyond this 28uarefoot
piece of land constantly intrude. | laid leaf mulch yesterdéy family never used
mulchwhile | wasgrowing upsothis is new to me. But it keeps the ground damp, stops
weeds, and helps the plants | check on each\dédnen we enter from the path first there
are the peas, purple blossoms tangled in crisp ledyesnext beds have spinach,
arugula, carrots, beetsall depletecat the moment, as the spinach is bolting with the heat
and some critter snacks continuously on my beet and carrot seedimggse are
followed by my beans: planted for my grandfativose favorite garden vegetable was
green beand he rest of my beds holdmatoes, basil, cucumbers (whicpldan on saving
from the yellowandblack cucumber beetles if | can), eggplant, peppers, fava lsahs,
potatoes that sprouted in my cupboard. timged myplot with herbs and perenniaks;
rose from my dter grandfather's 98th birthdastrawberres | rescued from the weed
pile; leman thyme and rhubarb from Gretgkllow irises from Steven; mint from a
previous gardener; raspberries from my folsit; garlic from a friend; surprise dill;
parsley from the Chinese grandmother whose plaisaiine. As | brush each plant their
odors reach my nosdill i tomato vines carrots newly pulled from the ground. Scents
are nearly impossible to convejyong with their associated memories, thoughts, meals,

and tastes.
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Every sense is involved hebbat you have to see the view just as we pass the
shed. Rising to the top of the hill, and descending into the-fioode swale, is a quilt of
garden plots. Staiures, green borders, flowers, a person appearing amidst the plants for
a momentover the spaceGrass paths connebie plots providing space fowalking
and for our irrigation systemvhose spigots pop out of the ground every four plots or so.
The plds blend together archange with the seasons. In March, when few
gardenersave arrived, it feels desolatecar e eart h bristling with f
debris. Every persas visible as they move through and between phmading, lifting,
andhauling. But by June, the hill is green and gardeners blend into giant rhubarb leaves.
| admireone plot, a double plot actually. It exudes English kitchen garides.
fenced with plastic mesiind two wood entry dodrames on the pathelskon you into a
separate world that isuttressed with hollyhocks and climbing peas. You can walk under
a mantel, stepping into fresh hay spread between four rows of raised®ezkns fill the
first rows andarge tomato cags are ready for theifich-tall plants to gow. This plot
feels tended, protected, permanent, and confident in its ability as a productive garden.
There is a small path out the back, wedd, into the garden plot behind.
Walking through the Bcore Prairie, legs scratchbg grasses, we entereth
Gardens' northeast corner. Or what used to &éuttthest corner of the plotiie long
trod path now erglamidst prairie for no reasvith the Gardens beginning a good 100
feet to our south. They justimed here. Smoky scents rige to meet us ase step
across blackened ground covered by grasses reducedandgheen glintsf plant

shoots. Our walk downill is choppy, as the 30 years of semiannual garden plowing
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manifest here as two cliffs. hEy markiwo ghost garden rowsppographyapparat in
the rest of the Gardens as well. Thiegefield of chives and garlic onion3hey don't
belong in a prairidut theyenjoythe ash nutrients as muchtheplants restoration
ecologists would like to have hede: tangible, tasty reminders of pagrdening.

Now we're at the top of the hill. iere's the shed in the far southwest corner, its
white walls interrupted by the raspberry patch barely visible from here. A row of fruit
trees marks the Gardemgrthernborder. It stretchestraight west atil it encountes one
of two tree islandsa place farmers stored rocks, and then gardeners stored rocks, and
now contains masses of migrating ftempical birds and weeds that thakeshore Nature
Preserve would prefer the gardeners take care of, amgtteners could care less about.
Garlic mustard and burdock, curly dock and Canada thistkbeitree islanddon't
threaten eggplants. Ny should they weed there?

| always watch the Chinese grandparents. Groups make their rounds over the
dewy paths &h morning, checking on plots and chatting, cigarettes hanging off lips as
they pluck fresh lettuce leaves or cut garlic chives. Their plots are immaculate: perfect
rows of greens, packed together so that the slightly raised beds appear to be bursting at
the seams. The grandparents delineate their plots with fencegauftdfigh sticks,
carried back from the woods and then sharpened with a cleaver to slide smoothly into the
ground. Some have wovetic&s horizontally througlso thatthe pillars formgiant
woven barriers. Gardenarsark paths in these plots within board; placesto balance
while they remove each weed and examine every:gianic chives, bok choy, lettuce

cabbages, peas
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Individual places and commal spaces filled this walkhey feel, for me, rather
per manent . doenmongfohmethroGgh codnhplesscial and physical
processs Nothing about the Gardens | know intimately was predetermined. In fact,
while many of the current communal rights and responsibilities fiea®ges (and
roots)in past Gardens, gardeners constantly reform their commons tevedang

material and cultural circumstances.
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196071 April 1966:
Bounding a collective place

In 1960, residents of Eagle Heights began gardening on land just htrh30D0
unitsof Eagle Heights apartmentSigure 4. A group of volunteers envisioned a sfth
garden spacand agronomy students laid out individual, spatially proximate plots.
Gardengely on certain material inpuiscluding space, fertile soil, ahwater. Eagle
He i g lardemdrs cguld prade these requirements together. At first, their governance
structure regulated onlyttective, norhumanphysical resources. After several years,
rules regulated gardeners own actions as welthis peria, gardeners delineated
common spaces for paths; managed the space to ensure fertile soil when faced with
poisoned areas; and installed an irrigation system that they would movepdrément
development threatened their plots.

Gardeners cultivated coman ground on property owned by the University of
Wisconsin. Property negotiations between University departments, therefore, affected
gardenersd rel ati ons hBeoe l1M@he madomtheavestemr and t
endof the University of Wiscosin's campus hddngbeen controlled by the College of
Agriculture. When the University faced a growing student population after World War |l,
campus planners decided to buididences folaculty and married studeswn these
lands. The College matained control over some ardasluding what was once the
Young Farm east of Lake Mendota Drive. University Hoagestmentsgfor faculty)
werecompleted in 1948, and Eagle Heighmartmentgfor married studes) wereunder
construction from 1956 t0966. Residents perceived the lands ardued houses as

vacantand available for their informal use.
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Gar d epereept®rs of th&ardensomeout of their cultural ideologies of
food, finances, agriculture, and environmental chafige 1950s were @me of
continued war austerify. The graduate students moving into Eagle Heighgsv up in
the 1930s and 194@sd brought many of thedepressioreraideas of frugalitywith
them. Agricultural practicesn the United Stateduring this periodinderwet rapid
changes: farmers increasingly reliedsymthetic inputs and mechanizatiSh.
Agriculturalists called foa growth incrop poduction to combat world hunger. They
celebratedhe Green Revolution brought by new plant hybrids, pesticides, and
fertilizers® The modern environmental movement begatake shape in the early
1960s,marked by the publication of Rachel Cars@ilent Springn 1962. Carson's
depiction of pesticide poisoning drew people's attention to the effect chemicals had on

their eavironments and bodi€s.

Expanding populations

After World War 11, the Gl Bill sent veterans to college when they returned from
abroad without employment. Universities had to deal with the increased student
populations. Between 1945 and 1971, téversity of Wisconsin's population tripl&d.

The Universityreformed both its saal and physical infrastructure in response to this

?"Harvey LevensteirParadox of Plenty: A social history of eating in modern Ame(iaw York: Oxford
University Press, 1993130.

R. Douglas HurtAmerican Agriculture: A brief historfAmes: lowa State University Press, 1994), 327.

?evensteinParadox of Plenty]l45; John Jenkingy Centennial History: A history of the College of
Agricultural and Life Sciences at the University of Wiscomdadison,(Madison, WI:College of
Agricultural and Life Science4997), 134 and 152.

®Rachel CarsorSilent Spring (Greenwich, CT: Fawcett, 1962).

3IE. David Cronon and John W. Jenkins, efilbe University of Wisconsir History. Volume 4, 1945
1971,Renewal to RevolutiofiMadison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1999), 228.
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growth. The population increase placed excessive pressure on Madisorirgghous
facilities as veterans arrivad Madisan accompanied by wives they had left for the
duration of the warFor the first time, the Universityeededo find places for student
families to live®

The University developed three temporary housingtiona for married students
in response tdis influx of studentsTruax Field, the abandoned army camp; Randall
and Monroe Park Trailer Camps; and Badger Village, located at Badger Ordinance Works
35 miles west of camp& These cramped housing units held married studentgefirs
and inhabitantprided themselves on their austere lifestyles. Badger Village residents
gardened and preserved food to idreavearlymoney: i
spring to late fali men and women dig, plant, and harvest ... King Thrift is ace high.
Parens who thought that 'The kids just couldn't make it', when they were married before
*Jim' finished his college wofBtudertisamade t o gi Vv
do with these housing arrangemi®as they waitel o r a r e laomeshwermre as i
not at all ashamed of being tritare the economic, social and religious cores of the well
being of our €hwhilersedent wivesworked todnarmage @ramped
households, University planners were arranging new, permanent marrieat toalsing

on campus.

¥susan Burdick DavisThe Student Veteran's Wit®adison, WI: Susan B. Davis, 1947), 10.
3Davis, The Student Vetan's Wife 9-11.

3Davis, The Student Veteran's Wi5-37.

3Davis, The Student Veteran's WiS.
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A cultivatedlandscape

Planning decisions made in 1946 delineated the property arrangements in place
when construction of Eagle Heights began in 1956. Picnic Point, the Young Farm, and
Eagle Heights Farm were some of the last gggates on the University of Wisconsin's
campus. Until the mid940s, the College of Agriculture managed most of the campus's
western landg® Its cultivated lands were bound on the north by a fringe of woodlands
bordering Lake Mendota and to the east hglE Heights Hill. Agricultural test plots
spread across the old Eagle Heights Farm, west of Lake Mendota Drive and north of
University Bay Drive. Researchers used ldnd for various purposesattle pasture,
potato scab research, alfalfa strain depeient, and orchard4. Cowbells resonated
across pastureschoes of Madison's pastoral p&sThe University's growing population
couldnot be met by existing housiad the Regents approved new faculty student
housing on land directly south of thegkHeights OrchardResearchers vociferously
protested this decision especially as the only land still available for pasture was on the
degraded Young Farm east of Lake Mendota Diive.

Agricultural researchers found the Young Farm unappealing becaiisestaep
topography and poor past land management. In August of 1944, Henry L. Ahlgren, an

Associ ate Professor of Agronomy, wrote to Ar

®Thomas D. Br oc kHistoficBadisbne A Jelenial gftihie Bourd akes Regich(1995)

37].L. Baldwin (Dean and Director, College of Agriculé)rto E.B. Fred YW President) Julp4,1946
9/1/1/53, College of Agricultural and Life Sciencdgniversity of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock
Memorial Library Madison, WI.

#Mike Oberdorfer, telephone interview by author, July 14, 2010.

39 A.W. PetersorfBusiness and Finandirecton to F.B. Butler (WWsconsinAlumni ResearchFoundation
July 26, 194624/9/2, University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI
I.L. Baldwin (Dean and Director, College of Agriculture) to E.B. FrgiMPresident) Julp4,1946
9/1/1/53, College of Agricultural and Life Sciences. University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock
Memorial Library, Madison, WI.
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area and more specifically the large open area which is now occupied prioyarily
bl uegrass. o His analysis was discouraging, e
Agriculture:il t appeared to me that there has been
cultivation. The soil is apparently relatively infertile and natigularly productive at
the present time. The area itself is generally not sufficiently uniform so that it could be
used for cr op° Becaussad thdse tangilBedimitatiors, when the Board
of Regents decided to place University Housethel©Collegp s Eagl e Hthed ght s Fa
the College successfully negotiated for increased acfédde College lost
approximately 20 aceeof land to University Housdmit gained 31 acres: 25 acres on the
Young Farm and 9 in the Northeast corner of Eaglights FarmKigure5).*? With this
decision, the College of Agriculture maintained a hold on land on the west side of
campus’® Landsnearthese test fields slowly filled with apartment complexes and their

human inhabitants.

“*Henry H. Ahlgren(Associate Professor of Agronomiy) Arthur Hasle(Professor of Limnology)August
1944 University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.

“L AF. Gallistel (Chairman of the Arboretum Committet®) E.B. Fred UW President)July 24, 1946
9/1/1/53, College of Agricultural and Life Sciences. University of Wissia Archives, Steenbock
Memorial Library, Madison, WII.L. Baldwin (Dean and Director, College of Agriculture) to E.B. Fred
(UW President) July 24, 1946, 9/1/135 College of Agricultural and Life Sciences, University of
Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock kherial Library, Madison, WII.L. Baldwin to E.B. Fred, December
4, 1946, 9/1/1/83, College of Agricultural and Life Sciences. University of Wisconsin Archives,
Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, Wlanuary 171947 Board of Regents minutes.

“’Noble Clak to Dean Baldwinmemq Eagle Heights Land Exchangeigust 17, 1946]9/1/1/53,

College of Agricultural and Life Sciences. University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial
Library, Madison, WI.

“*The negotiations demonstrate how we use physicaldaachcteristics to justify specific use of space. In
a letter two months after College of Agriculture won rights to increased acreage on the soung F
because of its poor qualit.A. Brink (Professor of Geneticglsked to use the land precisely beeaus
ofthe@a me physi cal xpérianceahastsieown tisat the pagticulafinsects which will
pollinate alfalfa effectively occur most freely in areas of old sod and around brush, stone piles, and the
like. They are rarely abundant enough in calt&d fields in this region to give a satisfactory set of
seed. The area in question should provide almost ideal conditions for this ®a%kBrink to A.F.
Gallistel,October 15, 1948)niversity of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madljso
WI.
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Plans for married student hongiwere slow to come to fruition even thougk
University met its need for new faculty housing with the constinatf University
Houses in 1948" Discussions of placement, number, and architecture of an apartment
complex began as early as 1983t mnstruction did not begin until 1988.The first
unit of Eagle Heights was buiin land previously used by ¢éhSchool of Pharmacy as a
garden, jussouth of the Eagle Heights Farm where the rest of the apartments would
eventually be constructéfl Studers moved into the apartments in 1957 and set about
traversing and using the land around them in unexpectedWays.

Residents perceived thpen lands around them as vacamdl used them for their
own purposes? This was no surprises from1956 to 196 the area was under constant
construction and boundaries were fléiid Over this decadegesidents parked in cow
pastures bewse parking lots weren't pav&¥dStudents werannoyed by roads filled

with mud from the digging* While some lands surroundjrihe apartments we

4Jim FeldmanThe Buildings of the University of Wiscondikladison, WI: ThdJniversityArchives,
1997), 292294,

“°E. B. Fred to Governor Kohler and the Members of the State Building Commission, April 22, 1954
University of Wisconsin Archives, &nbock Memorial Library, Madison, WMlee BurnsTentative
Suggestion for site location for married student projeetyuary 25, 1954 University of Wisconsin
Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, ;WIlinutes of Meeting of Faculty Committee on
Married Student Housing, Novemb21, 1956, University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial
Library, Madison, WI.

“8rhe College was less concerned by this development than it was by the placement of University Houses.
In 1955 it had moved its agricutal research away from Madison to the 2,000 acli@gton Farms
research statiodenkinsA Centennial History]l44-145.

“"John CarltonFeature Storyfrom the University of Wisconsin News Service, Madison, Béptember 9,

1959.

“8 Other community gardehistories relate how vacant urban land in the 1970s financial crisis prompted
people to garden. Michela Pasquhbjsaida: NYC community garder®lilano: A+M bookstore,
2006), 23.

“Eagle Heightso a
1959,700s in 1963.Bonnie Kroll, i
(November 1964): .

' Re me mEagle Reights NewslettefOctober 1965): 3

*Norman Deffner, telephone interview bythor, March 1, 2010.

part ment u rn00sirs195%,200in 1858,i30800sinn t he f ol
Eagl e Height s: [PaglsHeightsNevesletemt , Fut ur e
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reserved for building, othéainds were cultivateby the College of Agriculturer
controlled by the Arboreturtf. Students picked fruit from the Eagle Heights Orchaxdi an
trampled agricultural fields which complicatdee College oAgriculture's desired
management. The College decidedjive up the Orchard in 19%&cause of its
expense, distance from other | and hol dings,
Heights orchard in the middle of 750 family apartments is alce$din to be a problem
i n i Neseéll Smith(Director of the Division of Residence Hallsssured Deaaf
the College of Agricultur&®udolphFroker that he would deal with any student frustration
caused by the loss of the orchatd?eople also wikdwhere they were not supposed to.
They traversethe fields in the northeast corner of Eagle Heights Farnirerdfore
limtedt he Col |l ege of Agriculture's cultivation
satisfactory are corn or hay since they elatively simple to grow and not easily

damaged by people ent®ring or crossing the f

Austere community
Students past experiences and current finances influenced how they used the land

around them.Students movingnito Eagle Heights were frugsihce they grewp at the

*2Bjological Division Committee on Natural Areas on the CampRislogically Important Natural Areas
On TheCampus August 16, 195, University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library,
Madison, WI.

>3Newell Smith to Neil Catrty (University of Wisconsin Businessavlage), March 17, 189, Glenn S.
Pound files, 90/80, Box 4Jniversity of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison,
WI.

*Rudolph Froker (Dean of the College of Agriculture) to President Elvehjeme,3ul959, Glenn S.
Pound files90/80), Box 4, University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison,
WI.

**R.J.Muckenhirnto A.W. Petersor{Vice President of Business and Finance), August 259,184/1/1,

Box 440,University of Wisconsimrchives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.
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end of the Depression and through austerity measures of World War Il. One early
gardener, Don Smith, grew up in rural Haskell County, Texas, in a place that wasn't
connected to the el ectr i ciddtgegataleghonemrttili | he wa
after | was long gone from the farm and we didn't have paved roads or gravel roads while
| was | iving ther e *%nithe badyrl960s, Mahriadigraduaté c ame | a
students lived on annual incomes of approximaté|p®0>’ For the most part, only one
spouse was in schoathile the otherdok care of the house and perhaps vedré&xtra
jobs>® According to Margot Garcian early gardenefiyou know, its not as if you're
going hungryput there's certainly no extradd. | knew the cost of all food down to the
penny and had my three stores | went through
amazed when her mother had no idea how much a dozen eggs cost. Garcia herself
bought tiny eggs from the College of Agricultgrpullets and meat from the butchery
classes?
While all EagleHeights residents were marriedth young families and few
financial resources, they came from a variety of backgrothBen Smith remembers
t h a eing a sobtherner, | like blagkyed pes, and theywerént i n any of the g

stores] dondét know if they ar enantlevimer not but p

*Don Smith, telephone interview by author, March 9, 2010.

>’A.W. Peterson to Roger Schran®iéconsin State Building CommissipProposal for additional
married student housing to be constructed by thivérsity of Wisconsin on the Madison Campus
September 28, 1965, 243University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison,
WI.

*In 1962, only 23 resident colgs had both partners enrollédewell Smith to M.G. Toepel (Chief,
Legislaive Reference LibrarianMay 24, 1962University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock
Memorial Library, Madison, WI.

*Margot Garcia, telephone interview by author, August 18, 2009

®The one awkward moment | had in an interview revolved around my maritad:sianoment of
surprised silence ensued after | told one person, who asked what my husband did, that | was not married
but lived in Eagle Heights.
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considered blackyed peas to be cow feed and not human food. So at that point you
werenot able to get® Rdsidentsincluded Cakforniansavcoe r y st or
had to adjust to the fact that tomatoes weren't pekimniWisconsin's cold climatand
people who came to school after serving in the military or from working for years as
chemists? One night, Garcia and her husbadecided to raid the corn field south of
University Bay Drive. It seemed to be a great idea, another piece of 'G&voicd
scrimping repertoir@é agood idea, that is, until they pulled hot corn out of the boiling
water and realized that it was feedre® A clear sign they were not from here, not used
to reading this land.

In spite of their diverse backgrounds, Eagle Heights' residents formed a strong
community out otheir sharediving spaces. As graduastudents they hadany needs
and desires icommonand thespaces provided by Eagle Heights offered them a way to
share them. Alhad moved to Madison for school. They Riniliar places for a new
landscape, new work, and little pay. The apartment buildings provided areas for
organizing. Peoplposted mimeographed signs in laundry rooms, chatted as they
watched children play in sandboxes, and passed neighbors while walking through shared
hallways. When they wanted to go dbey just asked the couple across the hall to
babysit. They'd put thdds to bed and prop the door opehich allowed neighbors to
hear any howling children from their own apartm¥nt.

The spaces within Eagle Heights, providing ways for people to talk with one

1Smith, interview.

®?Richard Lawton, telephone interview by author, August 21, 2009
8Garcia, interview.

64 Lawton, interview
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another about shareseds and desires, enabled them as wethagine creating a

garden. The first garden plotem rooted firmly within the community and physical
landscape of Eagle Heights. Before 1960, some residents cultivated land in the
University Houses garden pla#hough manyardenerslo not remembethe faculty
gardeng® Constructing garden space served several purposes. A personal garden plot
would provide financial savings, food for much of the year, and recré4udter
conversations on &bus to and from campagronomy graduate students cml that

they could set up a collective garden area to be used by themselves and other residents.

Shared intentions
In 1960, students laid out garden plots just north of the 300 @itfsre 2.°7
Staking ouindividual plotson shared landnly involved knowing the Pythagorean
Theorem. 34-5 or 3640-50 and yothave a right anglerhich allows you to draw
straight lines and form equally sized plots. Don Smitth @thers knew the routine well
as theyhadlaid out many plots for their research. As agnmoists, they knew who to ask
about plowing because of their connections to the College of Agriculture. The organizers
collected a quarter from residents interested in participating. The income went directly to

the College of Agriculturéor spring plowirg and discingo that gardeners would not

®fCouncil seeks ThgRrojati@Marchcl®6a)i r man, o

®Garcia, interview; Lawton, interview; Gerald Cowley, telephone interview by author, August 5, 2009
Memo to the Campus Planning Committee, Subject: Request of land for gardersdents of
married student housing from Bob House, March 1966 (n.d. but with March 1966 correspgndence)
07/221, Box 113University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.

"Cowley, interview;1961 aerial photo in Univeity BayProject files, 6/12/1, Box 2, moved S&teenbock
photo archivesniversity of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.
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have to dig the quackass out of their 2By-25 foot plots>®

Residents decided to rengarden plot for myriad reasobst financial savings
topped many | i sts. A sre E/ang on ven littls moady. &Ve nof
had one hundred dollars a month, two hundred a month, and a hundred of it was for rent.
So anything we could do to, we had two children, to expand our, to stretch our dollars,
was very welcome. So we went up and found them and spatgdpating in the
g ar d% mhe lodal supermark&l Rancho figures prominently in many gardener
memories as you could rent a freezer locker when you bought a side af amegthen
fill it with fresh vegetables frorthe garden’® Gardeners grew food i taHew fpeople
who had flowersoutte r e | do n6tc orud nenndkt e€rs.wear to that.

While the gardenergardened for personal reasptieysoonchangedhrough
their interactios with the produce they grew and the ground they grew it in. Gariglene
grow plants,and in the process incorporate Ammman parts of place into themselves and
their human communities. Residenttefil their plots with vegetables; hoed weeds
through the summesgnd harvested millions of ripe tomatoes. Vegetables toakmary
residentslives at the end of the seassryeral months after oventhusiastic planting of
tomatoes and zucchini. Why plant two when you could plant six tom&tdésfe plants
seemed like a good idea until your neighbors locked their doorsratshged you

weren't there when you tried to give them aWagnd you'd learn quickly thaone

S mith, interview.

®Garcia, interview.

“Tom and Pat Palmieri, telephone interview by author, February 5, 201§;Bamack, telephone
interview by author, February 23, 2010.

"Cowley, interview.

"“Garcia, interview; Cowley, interview.

SCowley, interview.
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zucchini plant was enougtfter trying to eat your way through felaing squash and
feverybody was on everybod{yTheweddgewaongee p tr yi n
with the desired plantt y ou know i f you went away for a w
would ask someone to water for you but you could come back and you would just hardly
be able to find your pl d&Gardenedexfetercgsindhej ust be
Gardens revolved around their relationship with the plants that they grew, the soil they
hoed, and the water they lugged.
The first commons to emerge in the Gardens, then, was that of shared intentions.
All participants had equivalent goalsrfthe parcel of land that they rented: to grow
plants of some kind. While each gardener practiced gardening in her own way, all of the
garden plots required certain material inpgfsace, soil, and water. Gardeners could
meeting physical cultivation ees together because they had similar goals for the vacant
land they bound into common property. They materatbredthe landscape and, in the
process, created a collective governance system to ensure all individuals had access to

successful gardens.

Governing spaces

The first collective management issue residents faced was how to provide
individuals with personal spaceResidents wanted their own garden plots: common
property filled with private placesTheloose group ofolunteers who arrayed for

plowing from the College and delineated plots out of the common space became the

"palmieri, interview.
SGarcia, interview.
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Garden CommitteeThe common resource of space was, and is, central to its governance
role. The physical management of the Gardens followed the same seasonalfoyutine
decades after the initial plowing. In the spring, gardeners waited for the College of
Agricul tur eds she greuddud dego thad Expetingeatal Faens d =t
employees could come and plow and disc the land. The Garden Committekeand ot
volunteers staked out ploéad residents began gardening in their assigned spaces. The
Committee, in the first years, did little during the growing season. By the end of
September, the Committee would decide on a elgaday, asking gardeners to
participate by clearing their plots of debris and preparing abandoned plots for the fall
plowing. From 1960 to 1962, the Committee dealt with how to provide land at two
different scalesitf i r st reshaped the plot | ayout to ac
through the field of plots. Beginning in 1961, the Committee had to find new vacant land
for thecommon gardening space.

The first garden area was composed of connected gardens without walkways
between thema layout that threatened personal plot succ&ksinitial configuration
apportioned every part of the lsswédpe tondividual gardenexrand left no shared areas.
Gerry Cowley recounts thdi wll, the gardens were just kind of jammed together up
there and you kind of had to tippy toe through otherpedpt gar dens t o get tc
was just a | i fWhile Smtlane othprragranomisis keeperiénce
with research plotghey did not consider how gardeners would move through the garden
area. Gardeners cutting across plots beaoodiective concern because all gardens

were in danger of being trampled.

®Cowley, interview.
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The need for paths led to new plot arrangements when the Gardens expanded to
the Eagle Heights Orchard area in 196ifyre6).”” That year, gardeners used both their
initial garden areand new land. Expanding the Gardens' area provided enough space for
everyone interested in gardening. It also prepdrechtfor losing the first garden
locationto apartment construction due to begin in 186Zhat year, the garden area
expanded to alu five acre, or 350 to 370 plots (Figures 7 and B the orchard area,
the volunteer crew laid out blocks of four gand with paths surrounding theather
than entirely contiguous plof8. The Committee maintained tisbaredvalkways The
Garden Conmittee provided these public spaces and, eventually, requested gardeners use
them in ways that would manfringe on individual plots. In the first two yearset
Committee's leadership decisions only dealt with the material landscape of the Gardens
In May 0f1963 the Committee extended its governance toleegulatgeople’s
actionsas wel | as t he Gdahedrequestéd gprtiepessifotlosvicertas p ac e s
garden etiquette guidelines and ctivbir own actions for the good of all gardeners:
2) paths must be used (by children, too!) and hoses, if used, kept on the
paths; 3) common sense must be used in planning gardens so that your
crops do not encroach upon your neighbors plots or upon the path; 4) no
one is permitted to change the boundanids hi s pl ot , or to fAabso
seemingly vacant one without committee approval. This is a must, if we
are to be fair to those waiting for a pf6t.

The Garden Committee asked garden®&wobe, while

cognizant ohow ther actions (and plants) affected bafardening neighbors and

Don Smith, fEagleHeights NBheslattsdo.® (April 1961).

®Newell J. Smith tdRudblph Froker, December 29, 1961, 24/1/1, Box 308iyversity of Wisconsin
Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.

“Cowley, interview.

®George Moffat, fGa EapleHeightoNewsietictMayel96B)e ws , 0O

8Don Smith, fiEagle Heights NBhesletteiNoo2 (April 1961).
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residents of Eagle Heights who desired t@fiter the gardening community

Soill
With fertile, dark solil, plants grew with abandon in the Gardens. You'd plant a
bean one day, go back the nexdrming and it would have two leaves, head back to
harvest something for dinner and the same bean plant would have four’fe®eéisis
essential to all gardens: but how would you feel if your plants came up beautifully, slowly
emerging from the grounthen on the first hot day thelyed? An invisible enemy, one
that you couldn't take care of with your fingers or a pesticide, one thahwigsible
because it was in the soil your plants depended upon.
The plot layout may have improved when the Gardepamded to th&agle
Heights Orchar@rea. The new land, howeveproved to be problematic in unexpected
ways. All the gardeners worked the land. But in several plots no weeskregpvhich
reducedhe owner's weeding labor and cadgalousy among o#r gardeners. Then
one day, every plant in those plots died. Committee members headed to the College of
Agriculture to find out what was going @nd discovered that horticulturists had been
researching herbicides andlotéi Amdderbicdesr eal | 'y do
wer e st i f°Inaenaphdkos af the apple orchard sit@u can see white areas
where the soil supports no vegetatiéig(re8).
That there was fApl afiproyedtoteacommal esent in t

problem for many r@sons.\Volunteers laid out plots eweseason because of the plowing

8Garcia, interview.
&Cowley, interview.
¥ an Wri ght , The Newslettdlarme d961): 2, o
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which meant thaindividual garden boundaries were never in the same place. Cowley
remarked that, although they had good intentions, the Garden Committee did not manage
to mark the deadones adequately after the 1961 seasome plotswerestill affected
in1962because the Committee had n®®Bothdea of t
imprecise layout and failed marking of poisoned soil meant that any gardener could
potentially receivéand on which plantsould not grow.Determining how to ensure
gardeners did naeceive land in the dead areaguired committee organization and
physical planning. The Committee responded to this by guaranteegfignd to affected
gardenersacknowedging that they hadot provided equal access to temmon
resourceof fertile soil

In 1963, the Committee banned herbicide use because of their struggles the past
two years with soif’ The need to ban herbicides also came about because of individual
plot ephemerality. For while a plot was yours for a season it would be another's the next
year. Herbicides are speciggecific; if used, they could prevenfuaure gardener from
cultivating what he wanted f.People were collectively responsible favhtheir

actions would affeabthergardenersnot only through space but time as well

Water
Water is essential to gardeniagd in 1962 gardeners decided to build an

irrigation system a s The pipe'swpbysidaldnfrapteuctusedtr y o u t

®Cowley, interview.
%George Moffat, Garden Committee NeEsgle Heiglts Newslette(May 1963)
8Cowley, interview.
BCowley, interview.
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water flowing to all gardenst common resource thatt r engt hened t he pl ots
connectivity The water system required financial inputs and new kinds of collective
labor. The Committee provided hoses beginning in 1960 but residents hddtheta
hoses up to the spigots outside apartments and lug water from the end of tieFmse.
from efficient, this watering systealsodid not connect gardeners in the same manner
thata full irrigation system did. The Garden Committee decided tdhzagity to tap a
water main outside of apartment 206. This proved ta thsaster, as the main cracked
and the gardener s hdlkeftuspettpregrbrék®. @0 f or repair
complained to theity that it was their line ... dU have to payhey said, misfortune is
not something you ar e i*nDespiteeondtroctioh grableross e y o u'’
gardenersnanaged to install the systehatsent water flowing through pipes to
individual plots?* From then on, the Garden Committee would itare to struggle with
thisirrigation.

For many, theetwork of pipesymbolized the Gardens more than its locaffon.
As a capital investment, the physical infrastructure was not something gardeners could
find elsewhere. The pipes required continual nesance because they broke during the
cold winter. The system addemithe Garden Committee's laka® it needed to be set up

in the spring and taken down in the fall before the first freeze. People labgetder

¥George Moffat, fGa dhe&ewsldteManion3); tastorNecalisth@The bi g

problem I remember is water, those i nurfloveass] st ages,
plants to deteriorate, you had to carry water out in buckets. Pretty hard to do. And it was hard, to get a
hose | ong enough, hose was expensive, hoses | ong en

gotten, there were spigots on theéside, but you would have a hose that would go a certain distance
and then carry buckets from the end of your hose to
S mith, interview.
T an Wri ght , The Newslettdlune 962n5:;, 6AA note of thanks to the g:
t he un iThedNevssietteppyguast 1962): 3.
%Robert House, telephone interview with author, July 31, 2009.
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over the pipes, sharingork to ensureontinued access to water.

Maintaining the watering system also required the Garden Committee increase
their requests for people to act in specific ways. In 1963, the Committee thanked
gardeners for fAtheir cheer fetdles' whicompage at i on i n
this sort of communal project a success, especially in participating in the conservation of
water dur i n@The GBader Gdbmnoittegraided fées to continue to pay fo
the irrigation system in 1963. The financial requirers@fitphysical infrastructure
linked gardeners together with shared economic concérns.

The members of the Garden Committee gained credibility as community leaders
through the first five years of gardening. They assumed the role of governing the
Gardens' smmons for equitable distribution and plot success: they increased regulations
and formalized meetings; created 100's representatives to assign plots to each apartment
unit; and routinized the gardening season (discing, planting,-aleand plowing). Fnm
1960 to 1965, the commons in the Gardens evolved from being grounded in shared
intentions for individual plots to collective rules governing gardening behavior. The
Committeeonly enforced these rules by invoking feelings of personal resbitity.

This leadership, which emerged to regulate shared garden ppawed necessary for the

continuance of the Gardens in 1965.

Formalizing property

University planning continued to deal with a growing student population while

“George Moff at ,NevsBten(Ctteber 1968)tl.e s , 0
“George Moffat, fGa EableHeigitoNewsieti¢hlay4963).e ws , 0O
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gardeners reformed vacant spade ipersonal garden places. The Department of
Housing expected the married student population to increase from 3,830 in 1962 to 5,680
in 1969; they therefore planned on increasing apartment capacity by approximately 150
flats each yeat, Construction othe 700 units in 1962 moved the gardeners from their
first location, yet before it begdahey had been able to expand to the vacant orchard area
in 1961% Further proposed construction included apartments interspersed amongst the
existing buildings; the dl' Young Farm east of Lake Mendota Drive; and in the orchard
area. With no formagbroperty rightsgardenerprecariously heldhe land they had
cultivated for five years. Indeed, in 1965, University communicastihislescribed the
| and as fatrlreeaooreovreaar d hough the Coll ege of
195977

In the mid1960's, Universitystudent relaons were fraught with tensicas

students demanded more power in University governance struttukesvists fought to
protect studentghts: many gardeners believed they had a right to garden space the
University was not respecting. There was disagreement within the Committee, though,
about the best way to make the University provide them with space. Half of the

Committee wanted to prest publicly anghow the rest of the student body wittnet

“Newell Smith to M.G. Toepel (Chief, Legislative Reference Librarian), May 24, 196&ersity of
Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.

“ an Wri ght , The Newslettdfane d962): 2; Glarke Smith (Secretary of the Regeuitshe
University of Wisconsin) ttNewell Smith, January 18, 1962niversity of Wisconsin Archives,
Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.

*Newell Smith to Robert Atwell, August 25, 1988niversity of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial
Library, Madison, WI

%E. David Cronon and John W. Jenkins, efibe University of Wisconsin: A History. Volume 4, 1945
1971, Renewal to RevolutiofMadison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 199455.

Agr
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Universitywasdenyingthem?® Bob House Committee chair at the timegnvinced
other membert wait while he negotiated with the Department of Housing, the Campus
Planning Commission, Planniggnd Construction, and the College of Agriculture to gain
new garden space.

Gardeners knew that the orchard area was slated for deelopaveral years
prior to 1965but that did not make losing plots any ea&i&rBob House began to work
in the fall of ©65 to find new land for garden plots. He identified the hillside east of
Lake Mendota Drive as being ideal for a garden area: it was close enough to walk to and
large enough to accommodate the 500 plots gardeners®stalise, however, faced an
uphill batle for the land; this was the land the College of Agriculture gained control over
in 1946, some of the last acreage it had on the Madison campus.

The College was struggling to maintain its image and had no incentive to give
land to students wanting torgien. When Glenn S. Pound becabean of the College
of Agriculture in 1964, he immediately began to combat national distrust of agricultural
institutions. Public worries about agricultural chemical use explodgith the publication
of Rachel CarsonSient Spring growing agricultural regulations by the Food and Drug
Administrationac compani ed peopl.¥OGmgressircrassilyr ehensi ons
focused on urban problems; it remowadney from traditional agriculture assistance
programs with the Food andyficulture Act of 1965%° DeanPownd promoted scientific

researcland believed agricultural production had to increase in order to feed the

“Robert House, telephone interview by author, June 4,.2010
M an Wright , The NewslettdJame d962):, o
©House, interviewjune 4, 2010.

1923enkins A Centennial History]59-160.

1%3Hurt, American Agricultue, 355.
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world *%*

House and others justifigdeir demands fanew landby arguing that the gardens
providedfinancial savingseducationabpportunities, and relaxation. The gardens were
also asource of cultural food for foreign students. House asked th@talege rent
them land. Theardeners would beiling to pay up to $65 anacifewi t hout seri ous
decreasingtheenoo mi ¢ val ue of t he® gheyreceivedsuppat t he f ai
from James Edsall, Director of Planning and Construction, as well as Edward Hopkins, a
planner in UW Planning and Construction, and L.E. Halle, Director of Hotu%ir@n
April 4, 1966, Dan Pound sent a letter to J.V. Edsall confirming the lease of the land.
The agreement stipulated that the lease was only for one year and had to be renewed
annually; $65 had to go to Experimental Farms for loss of the hay; the lease would not be
renewedfi At he students permit these garden pl ot
weeds; 0 students had to plant perpendicul ar
provided®’

Garceners gained access to new @l it was the gardening resources they

managedollectively that continued to hold them together. To move the Gardens,

gardeners relocated both the landscape of individual plotthandigation infrastructure

%3enkins A Centennial History]60.
19%Robert HouselMlemo to the Campus Planning Contirexé, Subject: Request of land for gardens for
resicents of married student housing, March 1966221, Box 113 University of Wisconsin Archives,
Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.
1%RobertHouse tal.V. Edsall(Director of Planning and Constructjprpril 30, 1966 07/221, Box 113,
University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison,M#. Halle (Director of
the Division of Residence Hallg) GlennPound(Dean of the College of Agriculture)March 21, 1966
07/221, Box 113University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madisorn, WIi Ea g | e
Hei ghts Gardeners ar e i BagldHehhts NewslettéMay 19662 d.den commi t t
19%GlennPound tal.V. Edsall April 4, 1966, 07/221, Box 113niversity of Wiscosin Archives, Steenbock
Memorial Library, Madison, WI
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to ensurehe flow of common watewould continue Bob House remembers the

weekend he spemlirecting crews andrganizing labor to move the pipes to the hillside.
He, Barry Rumack, and Norm Deffner worked together to attach the watéw brigre
hydrant near the 800 unijsickhammered their wahirough cementndlaid pipes

through a cutert under Lake Mendota Drive to reach the plots. Dealing with water held
the Gardens together: a collective resource essential to plant gPBwth.

In 1960, gardeners bound themselves into a community when they began
cultivating individual plots on sharedrid. The Garden Committee emerged as the
governing bodyor this collective space. The Committee initially dealt only with
physical land management: organizing for the common land, its preparation, plot layout,
and clean up. From 1960 to 198% Garda Committee steadily increased rules
regulating gardener's use of spdme did not enforce them. When the Gardens entered
into a formal property arrangemaenith the College of Agriculturéhis began to change.
Their lease required dain land managemepractices: the gardenesmuld loseaccess
to theircommon property f t he | ease agr.aMhnmiehase weedsn 0t

began tdake on a social life of theawn in the Gardens.

1%ouse, interviewduly 31, 2009

f
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May 196671 1981
Property and mobile plants

In 1966, the Garehs moved to the hillsideast of Lake Mendota Drive (Figure 2
Figures9, 10, 11,and12). With this move gardeners entered into a formal property
relationship with the College of Agriculture. The lease stipultitathardeners manage
the Gardens' larstape ircertainways: t specified plot layout and required garderters
control chaotic weeds. Representing the Gardetiget@ollegdegitimized the Garde
Committee's govermee rolebutthe Committee continued its lax enforcement of
gardening rulesGardenersook collective responsibility fothe Gardens' material
resources. fAey needed to refortheir management practicesoweverdue to the new
physical landscape and surrounding property arrangements. In this period, gardeners saw
the Gardenss an integral part of the Eagle Heights residential community.

In this period, as before, the lands surrounding the Gardens influenced how
gardeners sathe plots Ownership and management policies of surroundnegs
changed through the 1970s. Thastruction of the 900 units of Eagle Heights drew
attention to management of the Campus Biol og
construction of new units ... resulted in removal of significant numbers of trees from the
Eagl e Hei d¢d%TheCawmpmusRidgicabAreas Committee recommended that
landsencompassiy, but not including, the old Young Farm be protected through

increased Arboretum supervision and a small butfdéss one of the last open spaces

199 Report of the Campus Biological Areas Committee of the Graduate Biological DiVisirary 14,
1967, Lakeshore Nature Preservebsite,
http://www.lakeshorepreserve.wisc.edu/plans/benchmark _documentaduessed 1/5/11.

110 Report of the Campus Biological Areas Committee of the Graduate Biological Division January 14,
1967.
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not designted as biologically significanthe Gardes were vulnerable to campus
development Planners indicated ti@ardens werea possibleige for future graduate
housingand the 1970 campus plan designated the hillside for recreational playing
fields ™

Cultural changes influenced the gardeners indtee1960s and 19703 he social
revolutionsthese decadesverturned the domestic culture of the 1950s. In the 1960s,
feverybody wa §?Thelmodera envirpnenenpal nevement solidified.
Activists pushed the federal government to begin praotg&nvironmental health and
called for individuals to take control of their ownologicalimpacts. People advocated
for seltsufficient lifestylesas they reacted to worries about the environment's fragility,
concentrations of economic power, nuclear peges, and social justice issugs.
Activists called forsmallscale, appropriate technolothatWhole Earth Catalogue
epitomized™* Organic foods burgeoneifidividuals connected organic agricultural
practices with personal nutrition, counterture lfestyles, and environmental heattfi.

Ecological research traced energy, nutrient, and chemical flows through discrete

11 Open pace working paper, Campus Plan, February 197e Prime Biological Areas map, from the
Campus Biological Areas Committee of the Graduate Biological Divisib#¥1967, indicates the
Gar da&easda 17 acre possible housing Eitgversity of Wisconm Archives, Steenbock
Memorial Library, Madison, WIMike Oberdorfer, telephone interview by author, July 15, 2010;
Campus Plannin@ommissiomrminutes,March 3, 197040/1/32, University of Wisconsin Archives,
Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI

12 palmieri, interview

13 Robert GottliebForcing the Spring: Transformation of the American environmental movement
(Washington, D. C. : |l sl and Press, 1993WholeBath Andr ew
Catalogueand Counterculture Environmentlo | i Enviorsmerdal Histong (July 2001), 374894,

M Andrew Kirk, fAAppr oWhole&arth @ataloguend Goontefcdtgrey : T h e
Envi r on me n Ervironnieotdl Histongc(duly 2001), 374894,

115 | evensteinParadox of Plenty183185,
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systems®Peopl e wh otothel natn didb accoknnect ed farming pr.
of holistic, balanced ecological systeMSDuring the 1973 oil crisis, food prices rose
and people reevaluated their consumption habit€ommunity garden movement
began in urban centenmseighborhoodesidents gardened in vacant lots to save money

and create fdAcl e®dn, safe green areas. 0

Alterations in pace,water,andsoill
AnMary, Mary, quite contrary,
Where will your garden grow?
A field we've got -
You'll have your plot,
So get out yod®r seeds and hoe! o
In April of 1966, the Committee celebrated winning new land for gardengoioits

the continuabn of their collective water, soil, and spaé¢@r House, this victorjpound
the gardeners togethdrn my era you had the luxury of having very, very highly
motivated people who had just succeeded in getting the ground ... so there was a real
camarades that went after ifsic]t he v er y & 8egihnngip ¥966; tke. ©
Committee was responsible for maintaining common resources in a manner that matched

both gardener sd6 aondofthdiGardéheds h glage dleygser cept i

grappled withthe physical pieces of place in making management decisions

116 Randal S. Beeman and James A. Pritchar@reen and Permanent Larcology and Agriculture in
the Twentieth CenturyLawrence, KA: University Press of Kansas, 2001), 103
17 Randal S. Beeman and James A. Pritchar@reen and Permanent Laricologyand Agriculture in
the Twentieth CenturyLawrence, KA: University Press of Kansas, 2001), 103 and 107; Julie Guthman,
Agrarian Dreams: The paradox of organic farming in Califor(igerkeley: University of California
Press, 2004),-8.
18 evensteinParadox of Plenty 205206.
"9pasqualiloisaida,21.
Garden Commi tt e eEagléHemhtsdNewsletidMpal1966).6 6 | o
12IRobert House, interview, July 31, 2009.
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Water access proved to be a persistent physical and financial problem for the
Commi ttee after the Gardens moved in 1966.
not strong enough for all gé&ners to use wateimultaneouslyecause of the hill's
slope. To deal th this, the Committee institutexen and odd watering days for areas of
the Garden$?” The Garden Committee organized informatiom@nage pipe setp and
cleanup by producing nmerous maps, instruction sheets, and matdisas®® One
year in the midl970s, Mike Brugger set up the entire irrigation system by himsai. T
pipes had frozen that wintamich left the Garden Committee scrambling to provide
water to gardeners. Bgger handled eadfoot long,2-inch diameterpipe as if it were
nothingas he repeatedly climbed the hill to lay another section. He both installed the
pi pe and scr oun gMike gotdl theipumlsing supply placesdo. i
provide whahawe H#obodnodree, I donodot .Iknow how h
never asked him, but *%d&hegadkttiveirighftowaer got it as
continuedalong with its attendant responsibilities.
The Garden Committées r e gproteetdd indiviluslplotswithin the
Ga r dsharedéandscapeAt theend of each season, howewame a time when the
Gardens became everybodyds Sppt8sahetageby The Con
which gardeners should clean the stakes out of their gandens up a sign indicating

their intention to continue harvesting. Plots without stakes will become COMMUNITY

2The Garden Committ e eEaglefHbights Newslett¢iune 196B13;dMke Gardes , O

Commi ttee, 1968 Eagl e He&agle Hdights Npasteti¢Eebruaryrl@®B r uct i on s
123 Garden Operation (1971Eagle Heights Community Gardéaschives, Eagle Heights Community

Cent er ; 0 Ga rHeights Newgletté(Jued 4974 3; Garden Committee: Responsibilities

of the Pipes Crew 197%agle Heights Community Gardéschives, Eagle Heights Community

Center Eagle Heights Garden: Pipe Inventory 19'Eagle Heights Community Gardéaschives,

Eagle Heights Communitgenter.
124 David Emerich, telephone interview by author, June 29, 2010.
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P R O P E R zardeners cleaned up thai@ens in the middle of October by
removing tomato cages, corner stakes, and debtis Gardens became ope all when
thelandsc@e was no longer divided into plotSardeners loved the gleaning season
Abandoned plots- full of forgotten winter squash, carrots, and brussel spreuts
provided food for gardeneveho participatedn the Gardendcleanup. The Palmieris
fistackedtheir] pile of winter squash in the corner[dieir] kitchen and literally ate
[theifway t hrough t ha t' PmothyKolasickirelied brrthe eleanpl on g . o
He remembesfimy wi f e and | put a mmatheifreegerthanount s of
weekend ... we never grew brussel sprouts, because we knew on cleanup day there would
be plenty of br u'%Beesobnal seedsathertthan thee pratéectiondf | e . o
common goodded to deaning. When platdissolvedhe Garéngcommons
disappeared for the winter.

The Gardensd6 commons were seasonal; a gar
gardening labor if he was unaware of their temporality. JeR&slgards missed all of the
warnings at the end of the gardening seagdre Garden Committee had announced the
Gardens' closing date in tBsagle Heights Newslett@nd had placed signs at the
Gardens' entrance. Anthony Wright then informed Experimental Farinstlin' t he coas't
was c | eleenRi¢chards ®ent out to his plttthe end of October in 1971, ready to
harvest the last winter squash, he found a fielkeredwith manure. When he expressed
his anger in a letter to Donald Peterson, director of the Experimental Farms, Peterson

respondedi | t i s r e g e anhdurecdnlerds escapad yout notees If indeed

125 News from the Garden Committdeagle Heights Newslett¢Beptember 196710.
125Tom and Pat Palmiergmail to author, January 27, 2010.
2 imothy Kolosick, telephone interview bytaor, November 16, 2009.
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there were others whose gardens suffered a similar fate as yours, it may behoove the
Garden Committee to consider ofThelackovays of i
awareness regarding tremoval of cormon rights to individual lpts led to this manure
mishap. The Committee requested the manure, howtevamhance shared access to
fertile soil.

Manure mishaps complicated some gardener 0
to fertilize the soil, showstht t he Gar densd® commolhesdayover | ap i
the letter arrived in his offic€ommittee chaiDave Emerich wished he weren't a part of
maintaining fertile soil in the Garden$he letter, signed by his major professied the
gardenersfo i mpr oper | y t ak¥rEgeryyean Expeonfental Faens | and. 0
plowed the field and applied manure. In the spring of 1974, they libfkitlizer on
frozen ground. Havy rain followed the application. The manure flowed down off the
hillside, into the swale, past the Jackson residence, and into Lake Mendota. Gardeners
requested fertilizer every yedespite high phosphorous and nitrogen levels in théSoil.
Whil e the Gardens were not punished for this
relationship with Experimental Farm¥.W. Matthias(superintendent of the Madison
and Arlington Experimental Farmelearly did not appreciatth e Gar dens 6 aest he
wrote to Richard McCabeoordinator of the University Bay Projetiatii [he dardens
have caused thidepartment greater problems than most the entire Experimental farms ...

A good inspection throughout the growing season will give you an idea of some of the

128Hpnald Peterson to Jeffery Richartivember 9, 1971Krishna Ramanujan personal papers

129 Emerich, interview.

130 goil test resultbeginning April 7, 197JEa gl e Hei ghts CommuHEagldHeighar denso6 ar
Community Cente
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headaches wWeTheGokegeexpectd thedgardenerso were boud by the

leaseto conform to correct agricultural land management practices.

AUnsightly p&¥tches of weedsbd

Weeds became a common problem wher@aelens relocated to land managed
by the College of Agricultur&® The lease externally defined geners a a cohesive
community:one with shared intentions for gardplotswhose success the College would
measure through weed control. Dominant agricultural paradigms deftpedtations of
the property relationshif hecontractplaced new demands on the @Gam Committee
and altered how it governed shared resources. The lease required gardeners manage
weeds collectively External demands for wedtee plots thoughdid not yield
collective ideas of place or identical gardening practices.

Dean Pound agredd lease the gardeners land within the intellectual framework

of productiororiented agriculture. Since World War I, agriculture in the United States

131 v.W. Matthias (Associate Professor and Superintendent, Madison and Arlington Experimental Farms) to
Richard McCabe (Coordinator, University Bay Project) March 12, 1974, Krishna Ramaeugamal
papersRichard McCabe to Donald R. Peterson, Marcl®B4] Krishna Ramanujgrersonal papers
132 Glenn Pound to J.V. Edsall April 4, 1966, 07/221, Box 11i@yersity of Wisconsin Archives,
Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI
¥ Mark Fiege, AThe Weedy West: Mobi lheMantanaur e, boundar
| a n d s Tha Weasterd History QuarterB86 (Spring, 2005): 22 7 . Fiege states that @V
arose on one piece of land and then spread to adjacent and nearby areas instantly became the concern of
a community of people ... Inveeed commus, people took collective action against troublesome plants
...In terms of rights, what was important was the right to proscribe or prohibit certain [m#uéice
enabled plants to spread 28)0 Fi ege never explicitly ewaageg t hat a w
all members have the same goals for the land. He notes that the number of weeds present in the
Montana landscape increased over time but does not clearly state that this increase was likely due to
land use changes, and shifting definitions batwegetation areahouldcontain. His weed commons
i s spatial: AMany forms of common property, however
commons was a problem of space, not just of social atiigs or abstract rights (26)Social
obligations are inextricable from spatiality; in my commons, how gardeners manage space forms the
basis of social obligation. See Timothy CresswelRlace/Out of Place: Geography, ideology, and
transgression(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press9&69for how wedefinecorrect actions in
place.
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had been undergoing dramatic changes. Farms increasingly relied on mechanized labor;
synthetic fertilizrs, herbicides, and insecticides; and seeds bred to thrive with these
chemical inputs3* Mechanization allowed farmers to cultivate monoculture fields
through a seasamsit reduced labor requirements asyhthetic pesticidegrevented
insects from devoung these homogenous fieldslew farming practices made weeds
increasingly oubf-place and 'unsightly' in the eyes of agriculturalists. The lease
reflected soil conservation ideals from the 1930sversity extension agenéxpounded
onsoil conservatin to prevent erosiowhen faced with the ecological collapse of the
Dust Bowl Agriculturalists promoted plowing perpendicular to a hill's slope to decrease
soil loss Strip plowing required by the lease created the plot layout and |gedsiiia
preseninthe Gardena | andscape Al aid out by ... soi
engi n®ers. o

Weeds transgress our physical intentions for a piece oflathdherefore are both
social and biological entitie¥ou can infer what people want an area to be batywlants
are defined as weeds (what vegetation isofiyglace in a landscap&¥® The presene of
weeds indicates an uncari space: an abandoned plot or one supervised by a negligent
gardener. Whilevhatplants are defined as weeds depends on wiwerane, agricultural

weeds do share common physiological characteristtosy thrive on disturbed soil and

3%urt, American Agriculture327.

3%Hurt, American Agriculture291-292; V.W. Matthias (Associate Professor and Superintendent, Madison
and Arlington Experimental Farms) to Richard McCabe (Coordinator, Uitiy&ay Project) March
12, 1974 Krishna Ramanujan personal papers.

13 Timothy Cresswell uses people's physical transgressions of place to comment on dominant ideologies
and power structures. When someone does something thatobmate, they are tragsession
appropriate social (and spatial) behavior. Cresswell only addresses people's transgressions. In a garden,
you can use plant transgressions to identify incorrect gardening practices. Weeds are plants that
transgress a ¢ a rhayareduf-ptlapemmdaongdicate a dawlenans adlgwsweeds
overwhelm thecorrect (inplace) vegetatiorCresswellln Place/Out of Place
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spread through vegetative reproduction or large seed td58er the College of
Agriculture, weedssignified gadeners gardening incorrectlyo the Garden Committee,
weeds representednew management problem as their preseangat endangeaccess
to garden space. Aridr gardenersyweeds were what they always had besermething
to hoe and reflective gfersonal gardening practices. The leas@ired gardener®
manage weeds bthis does not mean students suddenly begaletwweeds as soon as
they emerged from the soifThese rambunctious plants became a common problem
because weedy plots meant that no one would have access to land ffeanext

Weeds were an individual problem before the Gardens moved to the hillside east
of Lake Mendota Drive Ot her gardeners may have fAnoti c
n o t3®but by the end of the seasmranygardeners abandoned plotkenthey either
moved or becamenmeshed in a busy school ye@ardeners viewed weeds as just
another part of the landscape ancsther sign of the seasons. Some gardeners
believed a weedy plot indicated a lack of peesbn ¢ o mmi t ment duo t he Gar (
could see somwere active in the gardens and others were a little more lax in how they
all owed the natur al c o'fhPthenseemensberbdwreadiyea ear t h
nei gh b o mplysicallyiefikratesl their plot:*° But before 1966gardeners hadat
regulaed their relationship with these balary-transgressing plants. Weeds became a
common problem as a result of the Gardenso6 e

weedsgave the Garden Committee new ways to justify their management of other

13Barbara Pleasari h e Gar dener 6s -saiéecendrolsBPovendl, VT: Btareyt h
Communications, 1996); Fiegkrigated Eden 55; RobbinsLawn People4l.

1%8Garcia, interview.

13%ouse,interview, July 31, 2009.

140 peffner, interview.
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internal commans.
The College of Agriculture's expectations of garden aesthetics madis &ae
area of common concern.h& lease did more, though, than identify gardeners by their
weeds. The Committee, particularly the chair, spoke for all gardeners when
communicatig with the College of Agriculture arttle Division of Housing The
Committee gained leverage over other commons in the Gardens by representing the
Gawdens to Universitglepartments The Garden Committeeds expa
requiredit maintaina good relationship with the Experimental Farms. This required
meetings with D.R. Petersamd V.W. Matthiasbout gardenér actions:discussions that
ranged from how to stop gardeners from tramping through alfalfa fields to spring plow
datest*! Relations wih the College were, generally, goodftér a January 11, 1968
meeting, Bob House ifioiedd| ymaod*dBpnyes siadomn or
1968, the Committee felt confidentn t he Gardensd hold on the | &
reported h at A Pw supporss oun purposes and use of gardens. Why? May be
holding land for future uses by Aghool. May be impressed witlur energy and work.
Bot h. Orhhdseaxtsrnabdiscussions trickled into how the Committee managed

the Gardens and commurtied with gardener§:*

141 B, Kuhlow notesSpring 1968Ea gl e Hei ght s Co mmuHEagleHeighar densd ar chi \
Community Center; Notes for meeting betw@&sb House and Baure (Gardens reps) and Peterson and
Matthias (Farms), January 11, 1968a gl e Hei ght s Co mmuHagldHeighdar densdé ar cl
Community Center; Mi ke Brugger, telephone interview
De | a yEegteHeights Newslette(May 20, 1978:1.

142 Notes for meeting between Bob House and Baure (Gardens reps) and Peterson and Mathias (Farms),
January 11,196& a gl e Hei ght s Co mmuHBEagld HeighZommanitsCGenter.r c hi v e s

143 Notes for meeting between Botote and Baure (Gardens reps) and Peterson and Mathias (Farms),
January 11,196& agl e Hei ght s Co mmubBEagld HeighZommanitsCenter.r c hi v e s

144 House and Peterson discussed the second entrance to the Gardens at their January m@etifey) the
Agreement that year notes fA9) Please use only the f:
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After just two years under the new property relationship, the Garden Committee
instituted measurable indicators of rule compliance for commons beyond. Wétusit
measurablguidelines, the Committee could not enforce rules eauld not guarantee
equality inits determination o& gardendy sansgressionsFrom 1966 to 1967, the
Committee justified weed regulations using lease expectations. In 1966, the Committee
st at eehchof isawtll hafie to be doubly careful about kimgpour plots weed r e e 0
because land rights depended upon wieeel space$® In 1968, the Committee
negotiated for increased garden area from the College of Agriculture because of
residential demand for plot§® That year, imeticulously outlined rulegoverning
herbicides, animal poisons, water, and permissible gardening mat&risth
increasing demand for plots, gardeners needed to sow seeds by June 10. For children's
safety, rat and animal poisons weanned. Rules restricted water usdiimjting
gardener@watering to even or odd days. And weedy plots were defined as gardens with
weeds Ahigher than most plants. o Tall weeds
plot14®

While there were rules in placmanyCommittee chagdo notrememler

enforcing them. Afterthesetp, Mi ke Brugger said Ait was | U

NOT responsible for any injury reecived [sic] cross
House and Baure (Gardens reps) and PetersbiMathias (Farms), January 11, 1968; 1968 Eagle
Heights Garden Instruction SheEggle Heights Newslett¢February 1968

“The Garden Commi t tEagleHeighG AlewdletéApril T966),1-2: 6 6 , O

14%Donald Peterson to Tom Palmieri April 17,68 Krishna Ramanujan personal pap@&sKuhlow, Notes
on Eagle Hgts Garden Comm. Noteboéla g| e Hei ght s Co mmukgletHgighSar dens é a
Community Center.

1471968 Eagle Heights Garden Instruction ShEagle Heights NewslettéFebruary 1968

1481968 Eagle Heights Garden Instruction ShEagle Heights NewslettéFebruary 1968
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unt i | n“@betrevejed ia the seasonaldependent energy of gardening:
We didn't fuss the ground muchlit.was almost like there was so much
energy a prson was going to put into that garden in a year. And some of
¢&@em put all that energy in the first day, and maybe the second week and
third week. But by the time the weeds really started growing and other
things, they had run out of energy and the weedk over and they rdsl
didn't have much to harvesf
Timothy Kolosick recalls that he walked the Gardense® which plots were abandoned
but theneither did nothing oasked neighboring gardesdo take them overor
Kol osi ck, evefriysohnet oii hfardy cotihnert he f al | and pl

you know, the pot da t'amthout active enfartemetteh e ket t | e

weed commons did not replace the right of equal access to personal garden places.

Mobile plants and people
TheG a r d ghyska imprint on the landscape, as welitaaesthetics,
concerned th€ollege of Agriculture. Weedsreplants outof-place, but all agricultural
fields contain somef these undesirable planithe leasethereforedefined how
gardenes $ould manage weeds, not how gardeners should eradicate them. Weeds left
uncheckeaould infiltrate surrounding cultivated lands t hr eat eni ng t he Col |
protein researcf’? Additionally, rocks, sticks, and roots thrown into adjacent fields
coulddamage mowers. The Committee attempted to regylateg d eantiens Within

the landscapwhenit warnedi A BROKEN ALFALFA CUTTER THI S YE

1“9Brugger, interview.
159Brugger, interview.
3K olosick, interview.
152/ W. Matthias to Richard McCabe, March 12, 1974, Krishna Ramanujan personal papers.
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NO GARDENS NE X The Eléyé was also concerned about people like
Tom and Pat Palmiernwhoscarel up pheasants as thewlked througtthe agricultural
fields>* All of these border crossings affected lands adjacent to the Gardens. The
gardeners themselves, though, were also worried by mobile nature entering their plots.

While weeds could leavethee@ dens and damageardenere Col | eg:
materially grappled with negarden naturéhat infiltrated the Gardend'he Gardens
landscape flowed intime agricultural fields to their north and east, &uature preserve
encompassetheC o | | euliivatédslands The visual landscape of platsat
Aremind[ ed] many of é peasant |\wutdf-placgges i n ma
in the natural surroundind®® Thenatural areas around the Gandcontributed to
p e o psemnseéas placeThesmelbf burning tires permeates Tir
memory of the Gardens: a landscape of smoldering tires lit just enough to keep the
varmints away. Individuals filled tires with soil, cultivating squash within the rubber
barrier; it wasa matter not only ofptectingplants, but also making your plot just
slightly less welcoming than thmeighboringplot.  Invadingvarmints determined,
according to Kolosick, the order in which plots were assigned. The best plots were
located in the middle of the fieldshich weref ur t hest from the Gardens
marauding rodents enter&f.Committee membersogto choose their plots first,

claiming thosen the middle to be far away fromobile, undesirableature. Gardeners

A Not i ¢ ee ntecEaeaieights Newslett¢dune 1968 3.

154 Notes for meeting between Bob House and Baure (Gardens reps) and Peterson and Matthias (Farms),
January 11,196& a gl e Hei ght s Co mmuHBEagld HeighZommanitsCGentexr;r c hi ves
Palmieri, interiew.

FUW students rent pl orhesMiviaokee JouengSeridayOcteberdl 19@0e ni ng, o

1%6 Kolosick, interview.
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struggled with norgarden nature, natlowedto use chemicals to deal with animals
because of t he m¥ounoagskwhatirhise? kraise ghiprausikgreat, : A
bi g, f at ™t®ardenersdedided what nature to allow and what was

undesirable: delineationgcessitatetdy theperneability of theGar densdé boundari e

Personal places in an ecological landscape

Shifting commons cannot simply be explained by Committee management of
gardener sO0 physiamdenkrs hHad persos@atienships wihmtlee as g
GardensOver the ate 1960s and through the 1970s, changing ideas of food, agriculture,
and the environment reformed the place of the Gardens for many p&apldeners
connected their garden labto all parts of their livegheir residential community, past
gardens, andocial ickals. Changing economic circumstanaesd environmental
ideologiescaused gardeners to redefine their collective responsihilities

Gardenes from 1966 through 1981 placed the Gardens firmly within their
residential community. Ae Gardens werefamily event:a place to be with other
graduate students, sharing gardening knowledge and proBesa&lents oEagle
Heights, 1living i n™4ornfedanassdmbly tobsimy stodent c a mpus , ©
voices into running of the apartments; they advoctitednd gained increased bus

service'* they began a food codf’ they ran daycaresut of their apartmentS* and

“"H#Garden Pl ots Hel pCagtal Times®ily 26p1p73,pg43B| ues, 0

HEagle Heights: SiikelBilgeMeraldNovemberG@ecpmber 31873 pg?2.

159 Eagle Height€ouncil Meeting Minutes, November 3, 1969, Eagle Heights Community Center
archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

180 Mike Oberdorfer, interview; Multiple residents to Fritz Lutze, June 18518agle Heights Community
Center archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

181 Delmar and Betty Jo Jenke, interview by author, April 7, 2010.
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they gardenedf?

For Mike Bruggeiit was that community, and not the Gardens themselves, that
motivated his active chairmanship. His purpasehairing the Garden Committee was to
provide a community servidenot to a separate community of gardeners, but to his
neighbors in Eagle Heights. Along with being garden chair, Brugger also worked on the
food coop and started a pediatrics cliffitWhile chair, Brugger made the Garden
Committee asubcommitte@ f t he Eagl e Hei ghts assembly Af
the operation of t%iesHeadgflbeth grbeps, hesigmedthear dens .
agreement twice- once for each of his leadershigles’®®> Brugger, focused on the
community, did not see the Gardens as an avenue for environmental activism. He recalled
that norganic really wasn't talked about at
livestock manures and the potential for bactdreae then putting commercial fertilizer
on ... for me, it was more focused on food ... chitchatting about how things are going.
Very seldom got into somedheEaglehHeighsor e phi |l os
administration also felt responsible for tBardenéupkeep and continuance. Fritz

Lutze, himself a gardener at University Houses, served as a liaison between the gardeners

162 A directory of groups and contacts for Eagle Heights and University Houses (codapileary 24,
1977), Eagle Hghts Community Center archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

183 Brugger, interviewBrugger to Pound, July 1, 1975, Eagle Heights Community Center archives, Eagle
Heights Community Center; Eagle Heights Assembly Meeting Minutes, August 3, 1975, Emjiess He
Community Center archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

164 Eagle Heights Garden Committee, Definition & Proposaly 14, 1975, Eagle Heights Community
Center archives, Eagle Heights Community Center; Eagle Heights Assembly Meeting Minutes, August
3, 1975, Eagle Heights Community Center archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

185 Eagle Heights Garden Committee, Definition & Proposaly 14, 1975, Eagle Heights Community
Center archives, Eagle Heights Community Center; Eagle Heights Assemblind/Adiatiutes, August
3, 1975, Eagle Heights Community Center archi#gyle Heights Community Center.

186 Brugger, interview.
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andUniversity bureaucrac}f.’

The ways some Eagle Heights gardeners viewed their practices were very much in
keeping with quati-of-life movements that appeared in the 19¥8sThe counterculte

claimed personal actions witha landscape could reduce social anomie and equalize

power structuresFor the Palmies , A [t he Gdaredeay wer @i d it . v
offsmokingp ot , but we di d®°TheGaraens weregpartafaself ng. o
reliant | i festyl e WhotmEartt @atalmguewa® bueanddpeaplé er : At he
were just beginning to realize a need for sustainable use of the lagdraeds ... ¥u

know, Ibaked bread and we had a food coop, and in a way the garden was part of the

same, the same "WPhidl oVYe mpamimeintidver heard so

discussing the financial merits of working their own garden versus the hours of labor

involved. | couldn't help mention the mental stress that can be relieved and the exercise

that is achieved by hoeing away dThe' Ol d Mot h
Gardens wera place, for Timothy and Helga Kolosick, to practice their future life. As

Ti mot hy Kol os i evkerecoawnoed that mydirst job Wwas going to be as a

music professor at a small liberal arts cgdesomewhere in rural AmericaolY know,

i twhere a lot of people begin. And that we would then have acreage and stie woul

167 Brugger, interview; Fritz Lutze to Richard E.c&we(Planning and Constructiodypril 30, 1973, Eagle
Heights Community Center arigles, Eagle Heights Community Center.

188 Gottlieb, Forcing the Spring7; Laura Lawson notes théiti ncr easi ng concerns about e
conditions and dependencies on wasteful systems were also prompting people to take control of their
immediate livinpe nvi r onment through gardening, o and A[t] o
over their daily lives, people looked for ways to break out of the consumer culture and be more self
r e | iLawson,Cidy Bountiful,216

189 palmieri, interview.

70 carol Oterdorfer, telephone interview by author, July 15, 2010.

MPhil Ver gami niEaglefHeights levsletidtialywi®70,4.
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raise children and goats, sort of? the ki
Kolosick's views mirror the baeto-the-land movementyhich wasfocused on self
sufficiency and environmental health.

During the 19708, h e C o mland managendegiegan toincorporae

ecological health andndscapeonnectivity The Gar dens werenodot found

ecological principles; yet people brought these ideals to the landsecapey doing so,

materially refornedthem.Ecological ideagpercolated into how the @Gumittee managed

materi al spaces in the Gardens. Il n 1971,

Constitution rewritten to outlaw all D.D.T. pesticides ahtbrinatechydro-carbons and

to encourage bi ol'0Thisesltedicachangedutrentaf pest s.

condi ti ons, vhbusediinsed sprays,eéspdécially thosdicontaining DDT
and other chlorocarbons is discouraged. Spray only if one of your crops is really
threatened. Then use a biodegradable spray such as Maldthoomléate chemical
containers in the garden. Children may

requested that gardeners limit their use of fertilizers because of the landscape effects they

0

be

N o

P

could have: dAfertilizing ormfweddeandwlli | surf ace

promote nutri en t ThatpearthéC oimmti o tteheed sl agkud .doe
plot assignment and physicalggti n d i c a t rgadic gardeamdrs miight be allowed to

be groupe® together. o

172 Kolosick, interview.
1B3g h. ChronicleApril 1, 1971,25/00/9,University ofWisconsinArchives,SteenbockMemorial Library
Madison, WI

o

1" Rental conditions, 197Ea gl e Hei ght s Co mmyMBagle HeighBLonhmimitg 6 ar chi ves

Center.

15 Garden Operation (1971)Fagl e Hei ght s Co mmuymBaple HeightBseConareumitg 6 ar c hi v e s
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Gardeners perceptions of conneatidetween plots aradargerlandscape
changed theommons. All gardeners had the right to betaffected byrother
g a r d euseenf cléemicals, and protecting this right became a collective responsibility.
Ecological interpretations of the Gardengde when the Committee discouraged use of
DDT and remarked on the flows of fertilizer into Lake Mendota. Plote we longer
individual spaces:ather their borders were permeable to other gardening practices. Even
the irrigation system came to be vielhes a possible threat. If a hose nozzle was left
sitting in a pool of water with chemicals in it, reduced water pressure could suck the
water back into the irrigation systerwater and chemicalsould then be released into
other plots. The Garden Contise decided, therefore, to install asipphon valves on
every spigot; a great expense that required they increase plot'ffices.

People continued to garden for financial reasons. The energy crisis and food price
inflation in the early 1970s prodded mamgidents to gardenGardening waa wayto
savemoney in the economic crunéi. Ga r d e ollective fesponsibilitiesxpanded
to shared needs beyond the Gardens' bordespate of news articles from 191375
focused on gardening's financial saenfGar deners fare beating the
bl ues, 0 de c'l®arhiepdblicitycaised theaollgctive work undertaken by

the Garden Committee to change. Donations flooded in to help the Gdirteemsesand

Center.

176 Kolosick, interview; Eagle Heightsssembly Minutes, February 4, 1979: 4, Eagle Heights Community
Center archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

177LevensteinParadox of Plentyl57; LawsonCity Bountiful Thomas J. Bassett, fAReapi n¢
Margins: A century of ammunity gardening in Amr i taadscape5 (1981): 1-8.

HVegetabl e Gardens: What ever Wisdosin RaelsundridayT hey ' re Sp
June 8, 1973, Section 6, pg 1;Capitaldimeséuly26P19¢8t s Hel p C
pg 43; fAMBwerdean miidil gi v@pitaldimdsMMonday Aprd $5u10714,s , 0
Features pg 1.

"HAGarden Pl ots Hel pCafltalTimesHBly 26p1p73 pg3.Bl ues, 0
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one woman donated hundreds of old cagpars. David EmericiCommitteechairman,
drove out to get them and arrived back at Eagle Heights with a truck full of jars. Word
had travel edphéhneuyghthh e omdjars eevdr évenelpuledand fs
into the driveway there wer@se people waiting for them so they went right from my
car to their arms and disappeared so | didno

So there was a |l egacy of jars tr om that woma

Diverse knowledge

Communitarianmpulses of the 1960s did not translate into a cohesive community
in the Gardens. Each person used the space for their own purposes; indeed for many
people, diversity was integral to the Gardens as a pfad®ardeners continued to view
the Gardens as @ace for individuals to préice their own gardening styledike
Oberdorfer placed the Gardens through scent:
near us ... they were fermenting vegetables that they had harvested from their garden ... it
hadaverysr ong, char'®¢cwoeri gni stoademts could figro
culture that t hé&%Perhonatultivatidnéxpeticacefprmedtne i | y. o
basisof an informal knowledge common¥'

When gardeners walked through the Gardens, they dksal ttp the gardeners

aroundthem; they learnedhy people did things eertain way and perhaps decidedlo

180 Emerich, interview.

181 Mike Oberdorfer, interview; Garcia, interview; Bosland, interyiew UW st udents rent pl ot s
veget abl e The Miwdukee UonrgaSdinday, October 11, 1970.

182 \Mike Oberdorfer, interview.

183 \Mike Oberdorfer, interview.

184 Charlotte Hess and Elinor OstroAwtifacts, Facilities, and Conteninformation as a comnmpool
resource (Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis, Indiana University, 2001).
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things differently the next year. Mike Brugger recouriied her e wa s glaackl ot of s
and forth ... some of usere in agriculture, some osunad gardened before, others came
from cities, thought it would be neat to garden. Do you put the seed this way or that way
so it will grow the right way? And we'd have fun with those questions if we wanted to,
but usual ®YyThexeaverd somhgardenersiwho didn't know how to tell
buttonweedAbutilon theophras}ifrom desiredplants, cultivaing several beds of
weeds'® DanArp walked through the Gardemsd asked what various pla wereso
t hat Awhen it was r ead yeretyau askeal abog this, heses me one w
some, this is how ¥ Gardemedearked tolike oktaroyatleast i n t hi
understand that people from Oklahoma like dffa.

Garceners learning from each otHfermed a knowledge commons in the
Gardens.Learning how to garden was arpof gardening on shared laadd protecting
this right was part of protecting individual gardens. In 19T&qy Schmiesindgegan
writing AGabby Gar den, BaglaHeglsNeveslett&i Tiimt s ar t i c
Kolosick attempted to formalize this commons when he became chair. In 1979, Kolosick
held a AGardeners' Forumo to Adiscuss techni
companion planting, mulching, Jd"Kolosick compost
viewed the Gardens as a landscape within which he could practice a future lifestyle;

collective learning fit into his perception of the Gardens' place.

185 Brugger, interview.

18 Kolosick, interview.

187 Dariel Arp, telephone interview by author, June 29, 2010.

18 Jenke, interview; Arp, interview.

B Mary Sch@abébiyn GhagldHeightsNewslettdiMay 3, 1975.

% chairman found f Eagle Beightd MewsleGaMiarahi 17 198e , 0
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Gardenersodo shared responsibilities grew w
agreement with the College:weed and ot her mobil e nature trav
boundaries, requiring gardeners form new col
relationship with its surroundings changed t
experiences and ideologies. Newdcogi cal and community ideals
perceptions of the Gardens and, therefore, how they managed their collective space.

The farm crisis of the early 1980s, a result of government supports and farm over
production, hurt the College of Agricutal and Life Sciences (CALSS® The
Experimental Farms Committee recommended that the Experimental Farms charge for
Aservices render ed ¥ whilatheiotigmal lease reqiirdde of CALS.
gardeners to pay $65 an acre, in 1981 Experimental Faforsied the gardeners they
would be charged for all servicesluding plowing, discing, pulvimulching, harrowing,
rock-picking, ard manure spreading. For the-d4@e Gardenthis would total $1212, an
enormous cost increa$® The Committee reactdsy altering its structure: aew

organizatiorthatc hanged gardenerso.coll ective respons

191 Jenkins A Centennial History]l89; Hurt,A Brief History,356.

192 C.F. Koval to Neal Jorgensen, Re: University kiog Gardens, December 16, 1981, Krishna
Ramanujan personal papers.

193 C.F. Koval to Neal Jorgensen, Re: University Housing Gardens, December 16, 198daKris
Ramanujan personal papers. Ironically, while the College threatened the gardeners witbdncreas
prices, the cost increased only in 1980 and 1981. By 1982, Experimental Farms was again charging
around $500 each year. See yearly invoices from Experimental Farms1@98)) Krishna
Ramanujan personal papers.
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19821 19%:
Collective lands and a cohesiveocnmunity

From 1982 to 19995ardenergradually incorporated both a cohesgardening
communityand interconacted landscapato what the Gardens should provide.
Through the 1980garticipation in the Gardens gradually waned. The physical and
social landscape of the Gardens altered as gardeners grappled wipheseat capital
costs and fewer participantty 1982, gardeners centralized the Garden Committee. This
began a trend of increasingly formal governance structures and rule enforcement. A new
Committee structure allowed gardeners to modig/Gardens' physical landscape:
gardeners formally delinead an organic gardening section of the Gardens in 1982.
Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, the Committee managed the Gardens as a
cohesive, ecological landscapBy the early 1990s, the gardeners were reaching out to
people who were not residents #bémpty garden plot** Meanings gardeners ascribed
to the Gardens changed during this time as well. P&gpoiéed not onlyo grow food,
but to grow food in a way that met their environmental ideals. The organic season
the firstcollectivemateralization of newsocialideologies>® TheG a r d ghyska
landscapandg a r d esocelbetiefs became increasingly intertwined.

Whil e gardenersd focused on internal coll
alterations in boarding lands still affecte@éni The lands surrounding the Gardens
changed in this period with economic constraints and land purchases. In the 1980s,

University of Wisconsin departments faced tightened budgéts College of

194 Steve YoungsChairman's Duties]988Ea gl e Hei ght s Co mmuymBagle Heighlsar dens o6 ar
Community Center
¥ pam Cul vi nelrn 7 &dEagkklgights Newsletteflanuary/February 19821.
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Agricultural and Life ScienceSGALS) faceddeterioating facilities, a growing gulf
betweertheAgricultural Experiment Stations arige University of WisconsireExtension,
and decliningstudentenrolimentdue to adistrust of scientific farming?® CALS tripled
the fees of the Gardebgcause of tightened budgand itaalwayspresent need for
land '’ In order to charge for its servic&sxperimental Farmdefined the Gardens as
outside ofCALS. The University 1986 Campus Development Plan included thdeaar
as multipurpose open spadea r e as t h a t asrmanynunityegarks anel w e
significant residual spaces that &%The not par
University purchased what is now Wally Bauman Woods irti8&revent development
of Lake Menddnla89,she Uriversityrfiblized megotiations for
purchasng Second Point. This purchase gave the University ownershigtiod Picnic
Point ared? By 1993theUn i v e Plsysical ylarg maintained the orchards and fields
at the base of Picnic Point, not CAES.

Inthe 1980sgar dener s® perceptions of the Garden
environmental, community, and agricultural ide&sthis decadeinvironmental Justice
activists critiqued traditional environmental groups for their focus on wilderness
protection. They claimed pple's daily environments were no less worthy of protection

than remote areadeyalsoargued pollution disproportionately affected the poor and

1% JenkinsA Centennial History192193.

Y"pam Cul vi nelrn J SEaghelgights NewsletteJanuary/February 19821; C.F.

Koval to Neal Jorgensen, Re: University Housing Gardens, December 16, 1981, Krishna Ramanujan
personal papers.

19 'Uw Madison, Planning and Construction, Multipurpose Open Siigeee 4.D7, CampuBlan 1986,
University of Wisconsin Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library, Madison, WI.

199 Final report of the Campus Natural Areas Task Fdic&,ppendi x 1. Brief History of
Nat ur alOctAbergdba 999014, Lkeshore Nature Preserve website,
http://www.lakeshorepreserve.wisc.edu/plans/benchmark documentaduessed 1/5/11.

200 yniversity of Wisconsin Arboretupirboretum Manugl1993: 17.
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people of color, making environmentalism a problem of social inefftii§ood choices
bea@memore about whatot to eat than what to €2t Various strands of alternative
agricultue (from organics to biodynan)imadeinroads into mainstream cultuoger the
course of the decad®Gardening activists in innaities weaved together concepts of
nutrition, culturaldiversity, protection of home environments, and community

empowerment when they promoted community gard¥ns.

Designating organic spaces

In 1982,the Garden Committee delineated an organic section of the Gardens: a
physical change made possible by @@rmitteed socialreorganization.Previously the
Committeehad beemade up of those volunteers that came and help&dtber
opening and closinday. As many as 60 people could be consid®@@dmittee members
and receivehoiceplots?®® Hundred's represgatives bolstered the ranks of these
volunteers.Representativeassigned plots in specified rows to gardeners who lived in
their Eagl e He f%with dedentrializen thanagensentthe Cammittee
could not delineate one section of thed&amsfor organic gardening singeeople who
desired to garden organically came from all over Eagle Heights. With increasadg&and
costs, Committee reduced its size and changed the registration process: applications

would now be sent to tH@ommunityCenterto be distributed bgeveralvolunteers™’

291 Gottlieb, Forcing the Spring 266, 269.

202 | evensteinParadox of Plenty207

293 Beeman and Pritchard, Green and Permanent Lant31.

2%\Warner,To Dwell is to Garden

®The Gar den Co mmi dEagedeights BeavslaitefOrtehers1968), 10.
%Byrt Ramoz deiTE€ o mibagle Bagats Newslettdduly 12, 1974), 1.
"pam Cul vi nelrn J &SEaghielgights Newsletteflanuary/February 19821.
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Centralizing plot distribution was the first move towards colectandscape
management. Witthe new governance structure, the Committee could seg@gate
organicsectionof the GardengGardeners demand forganic plots came from new
concepts of personal and environmental health. Instituting an organic section extended
gardeners' <collective responsibilities into

The Committee had regulated some chemicals prior to 19@2stified these
rules,howeverpecause othe effectsubstancesould haveon other gardeners. The
Eagle Heights @&hard's dead zones prompted the Committee to ban herbicides.
Herbicides could prevent future gardeners from growing certain plants and, therefo
they infringed on the collective right to successful gardens. The Committee didn't do
anything about insecticides because fat that
insecticides pretty randomly, well they used that [sic] a lot anyway, so | doninisne
having any pr ob | ?® mackwf Gommiitea requlation was ndtdecause
people did not use insecticides, since fiwe W
in, but we were also aware not to overdo the use of pesticides [inse¢tiSidese were
cautious about how much we used. Part of it was because the darn stuff was
e x p e n?8°Mang gamleners remained unconcerned about chemical cultivation.

A collective organic section was novel, buganic practices had been a part of
personatultivationtechniqus for decadesVhi | e Don Smith recalls th
gardening was a term that wasn't there in 1962. In fact, it probably didn't exist for 10 or

15 more years, 0 Tom a OdaniP@ardenmgdnéarnengin wer e r e

208 Rumack, interview.
209 Arp, interview.
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the late 196082° Residents were asking the Committee for organic sections as early as
19717 These personal preference® r e not a part of the Garden
governance until the early 1980s. In 1982, Pam Culviner reported ethsgletter:
A Yo u ciratedrelameirgg now of vegetables which are pestifidei if you choose
this area, your neighbavon'tbe spraying stuff neaiourg ar 8 n . o

What did it mean, though, to designate a section of the Gardens as organic, and
why did people choose to gardimrere? The Committee ruled that in the organic rows,
gardeners could not use synthetic ingtit§.he material practice ofrganic cultivation
stems from several social movementany consider J.I. Rodate be the initiator of
organic practices in thenited States. He drew amork done by Sir Albert Howard and
Lady Eve Balfour in the 1920s and 1930s. Early organic practitiooeuséd primarily
on soil health, which lethem to expound on organic matter and compBsbple
connected organic with 'naal' and 'whole' foods in the 1960s aaltreconcernbecame
centered on food poessing and agricultural inpuit¥ In the 1960s and 1970s, baitk
theland enthusiasts embraced Rodale and his maga2mgesic Gardeningand
Prevention. They linked comranal living to alternative farming and personal he&lth.
Finally, the modern environmental movement shaped people's perceptions of organics.
WendellBerry's ecological agrarianism connected ecolddioas to family farm

survivalwhile appropriate teclulogy proponents pushed for hursealetoolsfor all

29 palmieri, interview.

21 gmith, interviewGarden Operationk971)Ea gl e Hei ghts CommuBegle y Gar densod
Heights Community Center.

2pam Cul vi nelrn 7 &Eaghelgights Newslettgdanuary/February 19821.

3 Garden Committee,987 Garden ApplicatqiEa gl e Hei ght s CochivesHagle y Gar densd
Heights Community Center.

214 | evensteinParadox of Plenty199.

25 GuthmanAgrarian Dreams4-6.
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partsof life.*°

Individuals chose to garden organically for myriad reasons. Organic gardeners
referencgpersonal health, environmental health, or counterculture ideolmgegplain
their practices Timothy Kolosick linked environmental health and alternative lifestyles.
At the same time, he also complained of unwanted animals in the Gasdinsertain
types of nature were allowed in these pl&ts Somegardenersdespitea belief in
nutritionalfood, rejected organic methods. Nondeee¥orecalls that

The one time | tried to grow organic food and | used my broccoli and there

were all these little green worms in it, and | called [my friend] Gabrielle

on the phone and s hesedstcsoad it iNsalhwhtere , vy

0
to get the worms out, and | said | d
b

I know there were worms in here to

broccoli?!®

Organics, then, had multiple meanings for gardeners because ohijsowal
connotations.

The Committee needed to regulate material pieces of the landscape to provide
chemicalfree plots taorganic gardenerslt placed the organic section at the top of the
hill so that chemicals from neorganic rows would not be cardato them by rain As
Julie Ott recalls, Aaif it was higher wup, the
why the | ower ones woul d° Theonganic imesexpantede pe st i
and contracted throughout the 1980s, mirroring tivalver of people interested in

organic gardening. In the first years, the existence of an organic section relied on an

2% Kimberly K. Smith,Wendell Berry and the Agrarian Tradition: A common grgt@awrence, KA: The
University Press of Kansas, 2003); Guthmagrarian Dreams 8.

27K olosick, interview.

218 Jones, interview.

219 Jjulie Ott, telephone interview by author, November 6, 2009.
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organic epresentative on the Committee. Tindicates gardeners did not consider
access to organic plots a collective rigfltThroughthe 1980s, the need for an organic
representative faded. The organic section became just another part of the Gardens'
lands@pei a landscapéhe Committee increasingly managed as an interconnected

whole.

A collective landscape

Bright orange calenduldowers and deep maroon beet tops lay scattered amongst
amaranth leaves and grass stems. Wieee d w hiadsdtminate gutting sent Evelyn
Barbee looking for who had ruined the front edge of her plot, leaving plants and weeds
strewn about. The gardevorker was not hard to find, still working his way along the
Gardens' paths. With only a haheld cutter, théast growth of thegrasses would make

him begin again at the bottom as soon as he reached the top of the hill. When Barbee

demandedto knowwhye had destroyed her crop, the wor

glad that [she] had a cultivator with [her], because [she] became concerned for [her]
physi c a’ The 6drdernt Gommittee assured Barbee that the wandeld remain

away from her plotJulie Ott Committee chair atthetim&tas j ust gl ad t hat
more serious came of it. And she was very upset. And well, that's the policy though.

222 |

Sorry, ady! o

The altercation between the paid worker and individual gardesesed byule

203udy Bosl and, EafjlGHeighiseNewslte(Asil, 1984), 5.

221 Evelyn L. Barbee to Eagle Heights Gardening Committdg, 2l 1993 Eagle Heights Community
Gar d e n s (Eagle Heilghts\Cemmunity Center.

22 Ott, interview.

~

n
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enfacementwasthe result of new Committee weed management that focused on weed's
landscape effects. Previously, the Garden Committee had not enfegeddules with
any regularitydespite their inclusion in gardening regulations since 1966. Evelyn
Barbees stunnedeaction to her plants' destruction indicates that even by 1993 the
Committee did not always enforce gardening rules. Throughout the 1980s, the
Committee altered how it justified weed regulations.

Weeds$ecological characteristics shaped thmrinittee's new conceptualization
of these boundargrossing plants. Neither neighboring nor future gardeners should have
to grapple with weedsThe Committee identified weeds as a communal problem because
of their physical characteristics. Flying weeed threatened the entire field and buried
rhizomes destroyed neighborly relations. Weed physiology proved plot boundaries were
permeabl e, and A[r]ambunctious®Theeds become
Committee gradually redefined weed suppression astamal, collectre responsibility
-- rather than a problem CALS required the gardeners addiessause the plants
threatened all gardeners.

George Kuhra chai rman who Awanted hard and f as
well, you know everybody has differewaysand mean and i deas and stuff
pushed forward changes in the Garden Committee's weed enforc&hémt981, he
warned gardensr: A RETRI BUTI ON He Sardeo@®dmmit@é doestno T

suffer rank weeds gladly ...aBdeners who dorkieep a tidy garden this year may not be

2 jJudy Bosl and, Eafl&HeighiseNewsIsteiay 1985.
224 Egan,interview.
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i ssued a FPdeeds) fenKuhr, symiolized@ardeners vidanded their plots
incorrectly(Figure13).%?® Kuhr's admonishment marked weedsidkreat to the
community. Weeds were dangerous not becaas#igerscould losetheir landbut
because thegould physicaly disrupt another garden
Weed rules increasingly reflected the fact that weeds couldheressful
gardensand were tuned to prevent weed sprieaniveerplots. In 1984, the first rule on
thecar dening agreement was fANKeep ybThe garden t
Grounds Committee will takéDrastic Actioda g ai nst of #efhedi ng pl ot s. o
Committee would post a yellow flag to warn gardeners theeads were getting out of
handand stake ad flag in plots with knedigh weeds. If not cleaned within 10 days,
the redflagged plot would be mowed® In 1985, the Committee tweaked the flag
system slightly. Wheweeds were higher than two féké Committee would place a
yellow flag in the pbt. A week later, the flag would change to red if the weeds remained,
a week after t ha tompletahahopped down?d’ Ip 1987 rulesi | | be
identified cultivded species as weeds: gardeners now defieatalem artichokes, mint,
and comfrg asunwanted plantsThe Committee asked gardeners to limit their
gardening choices: fAin consideration of futu

pl anfed. o

2 GARDENERS BEWARE! RETRIBdlHeights Neveltst| (AuGustdl, 198)

226 George Kuhr, email to author, February 10, 2010

27 Gardening AgreemenEagle Heights Newslette¢April 1984).

228 Eagle Heights Garden Committee Meetiniputes May 20, 1984, Eagle Heights Community Gardens,
Eagle Heights Comunity Center.

2 3Judy Bosl and, EafjGHeighisNewslste@uly 1985.

230 Eagle Heights Community Gardens Gardening Agreert@8i, Eagle Heights Community Gardens,
Eagle Heights Community Centérhat perennial, cultivated plants can be comsid weeds shows the
social construction of weeds. Fiegeliingated Eden remarks that crops became weeds when they
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The Committeeds continual adjustment of w
commons:ts rejection of weeds wasother manifestation gfardenershared need for
fertile soil. If theyprevenedweed growth, gardenevgould stopthe plants from
flowering and seding seeds across the Gardelishe weeds seeded, though, geeds
would lard in soil where theycould survive, dormant, for yeat$. Weeds created
contaminated soil that would hinder future cultivation.

The Garden Committee, to encourage weeding, began to make changes to the
Gar dsharedBpaces. The Committee tried to pmpidysical resources to help
gardeners grapple with their weedsformed a compost pile in the southwest corner of
the field and also purchased a wheelbarrothatgardeners could lug weeds away from
their plots?*? Gardeners rarely did this, thoughhich left Committee members to
bemoan the piles of weeds in pathsré you annoyed at having to climb over weed piles
in garden pathways? DG&%hrhaydedidednmoreysignewese t her e e
needed and that they should offer alternatives tongutieeds in pathS?

Gardener8collective responsibilities for space andestesuppression combined in
1983when the Committee asked gardeners to keep 6 inch paths clear on either edge of
their plots. These pat hs?®Wheladdstappaflongi de fAbad

plowed rows was not amenable to people wanting to cut through plots to see a neighbor

moved into places farmers didndét want them (57). I
time as well as through space.

%1 g R. Radosevich, J. Holt, and C. GherBaology of Weeds and Invasive Pla®® Ed.(Hoboken, N.J.:
Wiley-Interscience2007): 152

Z2Mi ke Riebe, gEdle HagbtsnNehsewdgulydss.

335t eve Youngs, Edy6ldeighteNewske (Mgystalosy.

24 Minutes of the February E.H. Garden Committee Meeting 188¥g| e Hei ghts Community G
archives Eagle Heights Community Center.

#Z5Judy Bosl and, Eajl€HeighiseNewsihteiay 1983, 3.
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or shorten their walk hom@ust as in 1961, gardeners reformed plot layout to facilitate

peopl ebs movement s t Thistmeghbugh rew watkwagsirediede d s p ac
upon regulating gardeners work within their private plots: a rule the Committee could not
effectively enforce.

Despitematerial alterationand complicated flag systepntieCommittee did not
enforceweed rules withanyreguar i t y. According to Steve Wil
children [in the weeds]. There were patches
enforced very well, so that was a problem, the enforcement. We had different chairman
and differ®¥hoeaCoopedeseported tHat Ait was

The Committee managed the Gardens asleesive, ecological landscapeyond
their struggles with weeds; a landscape in which personal plot improvement could be met
with new collective gardening rasees Through the 1980s, the Committee managed an
increasing number of common goods it acquired to improve both individual plots and the
cohesive cultivated landscap&.connected, biological landscape became a part of
Gardens' managementwhenin 1984, n an e f f o rhungy birdsallird r act i nse
houses will be plZnaas7, the applicatibn map iedicgtedthd e n . 6
slope of the land, a cold frame, bulletin boards as well as the leaf pile with-altzavmad
cart next to i{Figure ¥).%*° That year, the Committee began to plant raspberry bushes

by the mulch pile in the Gardens&®Bgout hwest

26 Williams, interview.

%7 JoeCooper, interview by author, February 23, 2010.

Z8Judy Bosl and, EafjlGHeighisNewslsteiiMey 1989, 6.

239 1087 Garden applicatipE agl e Hei ght s Co mmuyHagld Heigh®aontnenits 6 ar chi ves
Center Minutes of the February E.H. Gand Committee meeting 198Fagle Heights Community
Gar d e n s (Eagle Heilghts\Cemmunity Center.

240 Garden meeting minutes, June 12, 19& gl e Hei ght s Co mmuHagleHeighar denso6 ar
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1991, the Committee was | eaving an entire ro
er osi on ?pTheoCorhneitee.aléo asked that gardeners take personal
responsibility for the Gardens.

The communal resources would not i mprove
individual | abor and dedicati on. The Commit
participation and persohehoice. In 1984, all gardeners could choose the location of
their plot?*? In the following years, the plot application included an increasingly detailed
map so that gardeners would know where the organic rows were, which row would be
fallow,andwhatpt s wer e affected by the hillds sl op
lug mulch,anduse a communal cold framiéve Committee encouraged allaf personal

actions as they would improve the collectresources.

A community within the landscape
TheGaden Commi tt ee, whi | eooperative effort,dpecdmar gar der
increasingly formal. The 1982 demolition of a large Committee allowed new landscape
formations and a centralized organizational structure. By 1987, Committee reembe
signed up for sgcific rolesincluding chair, vicechair, treasurer, refreshments, publicity,
registration, row captains, and sgt and cleap captain$** Members agreed to attend

at least 6 meetgs through the growing seasons the Gardens were not ygaund, the

Community CenterSteve Youngs, telephone interview hyttgor, April 17, 2010.

241 1991 Eagle Heights Community Garden Plot Applicatbra g | e Hei ghts Community Gar d
Eagle Heights Community Center992 Eagle Heights Community Garden Plot Applicatiesgle
Hei ght s Communi t,¥EagEHeigidseConsniunitaCentdri v e s

#23udy Bosl and, EafjlGHeightseNewslstepsil 1984), 5.

243 Eagle Heights Garden Committee Member Descriptions 1987g | e Hei ghts Community Ga
archives Eagle Heights Community Center.
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Committee took a twanonth hiatus in December and January. The Committee applied
for 501c4 status in 1993 because fAwe were pa
we were on the upg*”and up with the | RS. D9
The Co mpstiuggkeswitlogardener partieipon andtheir more formal
meetingsmade the group into a small commiynwithin the Gardens. Members
provided leadership and read certain social interactions onto the shared&ndsc
Gardeners wanted garddmst few wanted to participate in the coron governance
system. Manyommitteechairs mentioned that they became chatause no one else
wanted it. Rople were willing to serve dhe Committee in some capacity but mothe
leadershiprolé®One year, Julie Schneiotkewoaofwsport ed,
and so | went and plastered flyers in every building that said if we don't get five more
volunteers on the comittee ... we are canceling thaG d &*AUnsuxprisingly, more
people immediately appeared to help.
In the early 1980s, th@ardens remained entrenched in the Eagle Heights
community. The place of the Gardens, for Terry Egan, was oredafding neighboring
plot needdo makefit he Gar dens oy dmsumiesg dtemdts cert
plots in specific place¥’ Gaden Committee chairs relied on Howard Schifak Eagle
Heights building manager and gard@rfer his ability to access University resourcesl

his institutional memor$*® The Division of University Housing continued to provide

244 0oftt, interview:By-Laws, Eagle Heights Garden Committtea g | e Hei ghts Community Gar
archives Eagle Heights Community Center.

245 Ott, interview; Youngs, interview.

248 julie Schneider, telephone interview by author, November 16, 2009.

%47 Egan interview. Egan noted thahe would place people who were never good neighbors on the
outside or in areas not assigned to others.

248 gchneider, interview; Williams, interview; Eric Olmanson, interview by author, January 28, 2010.
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certain services to the @kensbecause the Gardens were an essential service for their
residents*

At the same timegardeners saw themselvesramoved from other residents.
Gardening, for Nondee Jondéspothes [the$oul ... and | think everybody that wasant
gardening wathat kind of peple. They were people who enjoyed cooking and growing
t hei r o°Wahe differerdiatedl herself froher neighbors bgayingthatevenat
that timeshe was paying attention to nutrition and the kinds of foods her family ate.
Throughouthe 1988, the gardening community separated from the residential
community”>* When faced with decreasing participatitbe Committee actively
recruitedgardeners from outside of Eagleigtgs and emphasizexth internal gardening
community??

Gardeners élieved that their shared physical space should engender a cohesive
community. Onesaip day the volunteer s -lsdnchprow i n
by-row é0 because Asomebody thought that
community, even on Ht day ... and if that isn't pretty 60s when you think about it, | don't

k n o 3. This never happened, thought, in the Gardens in the 1960s: the event was an

individual 6s interpretation of what type

Committee memberfelt a nostalgia for past communities, imagining that people used to

249 Eagle Heights/Harvey Street Garden Committee Agesni994 Proposed Changes to Agreement
Eagl e Hei ghts CommuHagld HeighBaLonmmenitysCGentea.r c hi ves
20 Jones, interview.

#1 gteve YoungsChairman's Duties]988,Eagl e Hei ght s Co mmuyHEagldHeigh®ar dens 6
Community Center. Chges Julie Sanderson made to this document in 1990 show that the chairman no

longer had to attend meetings of the Eagle Heights Council.

%2 gteve YoungsChairman's Duties]988,Eagl e Hei ght s Co mmuyHagldHeigh®ar dens 6
Community Center; appi cati ons beginning in 1990 reference

maintain the Gardens.
253 Oft, interview.

ar

ar

t he
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conet oget her to work the Gardens in a cooper a:
thought that | lived at the end of an era ... it was the end of the 60s era cooperative
movement, ath the university was just kind of gobbling it all up and saying we're just
going t*%¥ run it.o
In the mid1980s, grdeners began to perceive the Gardens as atpktcghould
grow more than foadin 1986gardeners helthefirst annual bonfiren orde to witness
A t htweal burning of this year's garden residues in the hope of a successful year to
c o m&°People perceivedarden plotesmore than just spacéi#ied with vegetation.
Al mut h Koby gardened b e csficerey. sShre seadonsked t he
are horrible, and regardless | don't mind it too much because it shows we work in tandem
with nature, we are not superior. And I really like the humbling affect of gardening
t o ©°Juie Ott began gardening partly because she wantedro how to preserve
heritage vegetablegkrough seed savirfg’ Brandywine tomatoes appealed to Steve
Young s , Aki nd of ¢&dgetgeedsligang ik thewgndow of.the spartment
and then get them out thesic] was probably the only way to gét € 3> Blants
providedaest heti ¢c and social fulfillment: Al saw
dense they |l ooked like tre@sure flowing fron

From 1981 to 1995, gardenersawrvisioned the Gardememmons With

declining parcipation and new cultural ideals, the Gardens became a place not only to

254 gchneider, interview.

%% End of the Year Bonfire Bash in E.H. Gardet887,Eagl e Hei ghts Commuynity Garder
Eagle Heights Commity Center.

2% Almuth Koby, telephone interview by author, February 15, 2010.

7.0tt, interview.

%8 youngs, interview

®gsteve Scovi |l | &aglefdightas NewsleGafNowkraber,199) 4.
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grow food, but to grow food using specific practices in a shared, interconnected
landscape. This new interpretation of place led to new collective responsibilities and
shared land mnagement. In previous periods, successful gardens needed access to space,
soil, and water. Throughout the 1980s, biological movements and community ideals
proved plot boundaries were permeable. Gardeners had the right, then, to have plots free
from sometransgressions (chemicals, weed seed) and connected to others (a social
community, birdsand pollinators). The Committee increasingly managed the Gardens as
a holisticsocial and materidhndscape.

The Committee centered gardennegulationson landsape maintenandérough
personal practicesYetthe physical, seasonal routine did not change to match rhetoric
centered on personal techniques and soetalhscious gardening practicéise field was
still plowed;weeds were still@ead from one plobtthe nextand soil that may have
been synthetically fertilized was pulled by the diSigures 15 and 1. Encouraging
personap| ot enhancement didn't work when fAiyou w
might have moved a couple of feet in one dioetbr the othe Because that's just how
setu p  w®%Beparate soil gime and weed loadsould enhance common goals of
successfupersonal plotsAt the end of the 1994 seasitre Garden Committee took a
poll on closing day: should the Gardens becatherganic? The majority of workers
said yes®! For the 1995 season, the Garden Committee dgtidexpanche organic

section angdin 1996 they designated all plots as orgaffit The Gardens, in 1996 and

200 Ott, interview.

%1 Eagle Heights Community Gardens ComegtMeeting Agenda, February 5, 19838gle Heights
Communi ty Ga r, HagleHei@htsaComnumnityaater.

%2 Eagle Heights Gardening Agreement, 19R6bertGifford, telephone interview by author, November
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1997, underwent considerable physical chatigas in turn reformed how people viewed

the Gardens as a place.

13, 20089.
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19961 2002:
A permanent and political landscape

In 1996,the Committeeequired thaall gardeners follow organic practices. That
year as well, a civil engineering class came and survieyeplots. The students created
a meticulous plot layout that ensured all plots were of equal size despite the Gardens'
topography and curving row<ALS did not plow that faland the Gardensfficially
cameunder netill managemenin 1997. Netill cultivation freed gardeners' labfor
common space improvementhd Committeeould nowhold mid-seasorcommunity
workdays for material maintenandgeformed land management practices reverberated
back into Committee governance structure and informedlai@vgardeners perceived
the Gardens as a placBome gardeners perceived the Gardens as a sustainable
landscape: a microcosaf healthy, unified human and biological communitigdée
| andscape engendered gardenerfasadlthpol i ti cal ac
possibility of losing garden space.

At the same time the Gardens were ugdarg drastic landscape changes
landsaroundthem were being allocated to new departments for new purposes. For
decades, CALS had controlled the land surroundingtirelens®® In 1996, this land
came under the jurisdictn of the Campus Natural Are@BNA) which wasa
subcommittee of the Arboreturimcreased management included the publication of the

Kline-Bader reportvhich laid out an ecological restoration plam the are£®

23 College of Agricultural and Lif&ciencesinventory of Land Holdings and Needs, Experimental Farms
and (supplement) Plan for Development and land need Arlington experimentaPfapared for the
Board of Regents, October, 19Experimental Farm Records 183670, 1996/003, Box #3,

University of WisconsirCampus Archies, Steenbock Memorial Library.
%4 vfirginia Kline and Brian Badet)W-Campus Natural Areas Management Plan, 1998/-Madison
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Arboretum ecologists began clearing Frautschi Point in 1999. Public outrage at the
wood's destruction led the Arboretum to evaluagsr management of the Campus
Natural Areag® In 2000, the Campus Natural Areas Planning Task Force recodeie
thatthe CNA become an independent erftifyAlong with changes in the CNA, the
University planned omicreasing its utility capacity. yB1999, the Campus Planning
Committee was examining the possibility of enlarging the Walnut Street Heating Plant.
this occurred, CALS greenhouses and test plots would be shadessaacthera/ould

need to find nevfield locations?®’

In this period separatédeasof environmentalism, agricultural producticand
individual lifestylesentwinedinto new formations.Gardeners connected these cultural
ideol ogies to the Gardensd upblicparceptionsoAt t he be
the environment- and what environments people should be preservinggan to
change. Environmental Justice advocates gatlegrgnd People of Color Environmizl
Leadership Summit in 1991. Thisasthe first collective action by these dispersed, local
environmentalistsbringing protection of home environments into national

consciousness? Alternative modes of agricultural guuction gainegbublic attention

Arboretum; Dave Newbarfi B a ¢ k t Clipsheet af theeUnigersity of Wisconsin, Madison
Thursday October 24, 1996.

%L ijnda Wang, AUW savanna r eBRallyCardinalFebroary®@r1®9;ect el i c
GlendaDeni st on, interview by author, October 7, 200
campus controversy: Committees argueeor f ut ur e o fThefDailg Qardmal Thirsd&®o i nt , 0
February 24, 2000, pg 3.

%% Final Report of the Campus Natural Areas Planning Task Force Purpose and Principles of
Organization and OperatigrPrepared by the Report WritiBybcommittee (Paul Zéer, Chair, Tom
Brock, Ann Burgess, John Harrington), January2mO.

%7 John Wiley to David Shifferemail,December 3, 1996 a gl e Hei ghts Community Gar deé
Eagle Heights Community Center.

%8 Gottlieb, Forcing the Spring3. Scholars in thenid-1990s argued that all landscapes were worthy of
protection. See William Cronon, AThe Troubl e with
in Uncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human Place in NataeWilliam Cronon(New York: W. W.

i ts
9, |
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when hefederalgovernment passed the Orgafioods Production Act in 1990. The act
mandatedhational organic agricultural standafd8.Th e wor d ¢éameistd ai nabl e 6
common usage in the 1990s and people emphasizee@ddefor botrenvironmental and

socialstability?"

Community garden prograngsew ascity-wide nonprofit
organizations gained public attentioReople linked gardening spaces to environmental

and social healttconnectingenvironmental ideologie® agricultural critiques.’*

A defining personality

Eric Olmanson opesd the garage door one mornprgparing for a long day of
weedwhacking the Gardens' paths. Rather than the usual array of wrenches, hammers,
and old plumbing parts he stood faoeface withthe carcass of a deer hanging from the
rafters. That's one way to begin a day in the Gardens. Bob Gi@ordmittee chair,
had stung the deer up the day befppeeparingo cleanit and packt away for the
winter. The deer contained a little moreahthan was on the raccoon Norm Deffner
caught and ate 30 years befdret the land was still providing more than vegetables to
the gardeners’?

Gifford, whose presence permeated the Gardedgjardeners through a radical
reshapi ng oldndsiage ©uriGghrs dhaimanghip, the Garden Committee

decided to make the Gardens all organic in 1996 followed by the fit#t season in

Norton& Co., 1995), 6990.

29 U.S. Department of Agriculturé\griculture and Trade Analysis Division of the Economic Research
Service,Provisions of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of E2P@y Susan L.
Pollack and Lori Lynch, Agriculturenformation Bulletin no. 624.

270 Beeman and Pritcharé, Green and Permanent Lantil2 and 163

271 | awson,City Bountifu| 238-245,

peffner, interview; Authoroés walk with Eric Ol manso
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1997: the plots became permanently marked after 30 years of annual pl&Gifilogd
justified material changes the Gardens by equating poor physical management with a
disengaged social communitéccording to Gifford,gardeners managéde landas
Ahal f garden and half commercial agricultur a
enjoyment, participation,is o met hi ng good because 04 the wa\
Gardenerso evolving perceptions of what t
landscapehangeshatbegan inl996. They saw the Gardens as a landscape in which
land stewardship and community celon were interdependenthe Garden Gmmittee
undertook thenaterial changeis orderto increase sense of ownership; encourage
individual garden success; and release labor for common space maintdfance.
Gifford, tending common spaces (paths, wedgspmulch piles) would allow gardeners
to succeedn their individual endeavors and thisrponal gardening enjoyment would
reverberate back into community cohesion.
Gi ffordds physi cal nadehenraipreporeredie i n t he Gar
organicand ro-till landscape Gardeners remember the fortress he built around his four
plots in the 500s: a perfect roost for red tailed hawks surveying the Gardens f6f‘mice.
He was the first fiawesomely inspired gardene
and you know his goal was to grow and store all his own food, and you know, he was
al ways just so excited ?% Giffoldsaw mgdandt her e and t

mam gement problems in the Gardens. Gardener

273 Gifford, interview.

2% | mentioned to Steve Williamsaht Gi f ford seemed to be a figo getterd
i s s Widiams, interview Wal k with Howard Schuck and Steve WillIli
walk with Eric Olmanson, summer 2010.

275 David Shiffert, interview by author, August 25)@9.
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paths anexpansive weed problemisoth ofwhich decreasegride intheshared space.
Because ohispracticalreadingp f t he Gar d@iffosdgrappla pricharily a p e
with the material problemghesenew management procedures posed: hogofrol
insects aganically how to providenon-syntheticfertilizer for plots; how to harneske
work freed from annual sefp and cleatup. He desired, as all previous chairs had, to
facilitateequal access to successful gardens. Yet he went furshezbalievedthe
improvemenbf common landsvas integral tdis work inthe GardensPeople's sense
of ownership would increase if they could retain their plots and ggetemound
Common labor on shared projects would bind the gardeners to thardrtherefore to
each other. Gi fforddos work in the Gardens f

between social communities and their physical surroundings.

An organic garden
The Committee disagreed on whether to make the Gardens completely organic
despitats exparsion of the organic sectionin 1995 Th e gr otbepe wasdaf spl it ,
the committee that did not think they could grow plants at all without chemicals. And
they were very strong, and it came down to a swing vote, so you know, we were trying to
get peple on the Committee who were organically interested. And we did, and | think
we passed by’ BdbGifordmmyewanted to makethe Gardens organic if
he could geden without synthetic inputs. eésupported the shift after he completed a

suc@ssful organic growing seasdf.Organic cultivation created new collective

276 illiams, interview.
217 Gifford, interview.
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responsibilities for the Committee asi@eded to provide certain materials to gardeners if
it was going to require they uspexific practices.

The Committee became responsitdleweed suppression, insect control, and soil
fertility when it circumscribed gardersécultivation practices. The Comttee easily
replaced herbicidess these had been banned since 1%6&ontinued to provide carts
and mulch for weed contrandto call for diligent weeding by gardenershe
Committee decided to release parasitic pedio wasps over the Gardens to deal with a
growingMexican bean beetle populatiéff People discussed the possibility of bee hives
to increase pollination in 1997 andfiGrd finagled lakeweed deliveries from the city for
fertilizer?’® The pathsas alwaysneeded to be maintained so that people could bring
mulchto their plots and lug Canada thistle and pigweed &iay.

At this time,gardenergerceived organics differég thangardeners in the early
1980s. Gardeners still connectedganic practiceto personal and environmental health.
The distinctions fgarwean ngqanuden cam@'wievem, we
Gifford directly linked the move to organic gardd¢a an increase in birds and resident
wildlife: birdwatchers began to appear in the spring and fall, and a family of red tailed

hawks set up residence in the trees bordering the Gaftitatherine Edison saw the

278 Eagle Heights Garden Committee meetinigutes June 4,199 agl e Hei ghts Communi ty (
archives Eagle Heights Community Center; Eagle Heights Garden Committee mextinigs
September 10, 1995 a gl e Hei ght s Co mmuHagld HeighBZLonmhenitys@entex.r c hi v e s

2’9 Eagle Heights Gardens Agenda with additional information (notations in handwriting), June 8, 1997,
Eagl e Hei ght s Co mmukagld HeightaZontenitys Genter; i@t hintevvievs.
The Committee had also provided lake wetmithe gardeners inthe 1970s. Beda di son student s
beat hi gh PdradeoQttober®8, 1953. 0

20 Eagle Heights Garden Committee Agenda, April 2, 1898,g1 e Hei ghts Cohivesni ty Gar d
Eagle Heights Community Center.

21 Gifford, interview.

282 Gifford, interview.
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Gardens as fiyour way attcd lwavd sa@amer esa@amae omayl

she would go Aup there in the evening
mosquitoes biting but it's still beautiful and staying until just after the sun went down and
you could heartheowlsaydo u c ou |l d s &%Gardeners désired,eatherithans . ©
despised, certain animals that traversed plot boundaries. Gardeners were beginning to
link personal gardening practices, landscape management, and environmental health

together in new ways.

An equal place for naill cultivation

A no-till landscape stemmed from, and presented complications to, the same
common resource problems gardeners had been grappling with for decades. In 1995 and
1996, the Committee identified problems with gardeneasiagement of shared material
resources. They decided one way to fix this would be to redirect opening and closing day
labor towards land improvement projects. Gardeners reinterpreted space, weeds, and
water: this time as problems that could be resohsagucollective labor.

Concerns about the 1996 sgt began a few days before the annual event.
Garden Committee members stood in the gray light of the shed and stared with dismay at
the plans Gifford held. He had convinced a civil engineering claastey the land for
their final project, plotting the Gardens' layout to within a fraction of anitdo one

was particularly thrilled to begin laying out the civil engineexsicting boundaries

283 Katherine Edison, telephone interview by author, October 27, 2009. Edison gardened in the early 1990s
before the switch to an orgarinly landscape. Her views on natwvéhin the Gardens, however, are
still indicative of personal understandings of nature and the Gardens at the time.

284 Gifford, interview.

an
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Compared to the lorgsed strings, these plans appeangabssible. The sketch

provided each gardener equivalent land rather than the ap@atexareas previously

allocatedit formed triangle plots around curves and accounted for topography. But the

meticulous plans were not amenable totdads or time te Committee had. Steve

Williams rememberé i t wa s taooldus ravertthatrday to do that. We were

better off, yeah that was a major discussion in the garagdaitat. Committee melt

down ...half the Committee wanted to bring out thergjs and start over ... Then we

marked them all and |l ooked at then and oh
Gifford felt the Committee had tequalizeplot size before the Gardens could

become ndill. The civil engineering exercise was a neatf equitable space

di stribution: fASo that solved the issue of

structure for the garden pl ot s®Therat woul d

g

al

couldn't be a permanent ploox|l mgbatydfathberp

size. The cobctive project would be useldsscause some gardeners Woloiave more
space than others amsbuld gainmore from their labor.

No-till managemengbruptly endedhe G a r d seasendlity Before 1997, rules
restricted acess to personal ploés long agiardeners tenddtie area. These rules,
howeverwere only valid between sep and cleatup day. After midOctober, anyone
could take from the plots. Wheerased the cycle of ownership, the Committee needed
to communicate that plots belongeéd agardenefor the entire yeaand thathere would

no longer be opeaccess to the Gardens. At the end of the 1997 saaptated signs

285 illiams, interview.
26 Gifford, interview.
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around the Gardens and markef’s on plots

No-till management released labor for common spagarovement, not just
u p k e ehptfreedi up a whole bunch of potential labor to actually do improvement
pr oj Bntl997, the first setip day without plot layout, the Committee supervised
gardeners building sahdxes, replacing boundary stakes, picking up trash, and placing
woodchipsonpath$®® i Pat h r e?’beaama dné af thedfirst maintenance
problems the Committee tackled with collective labor. Thirty years ofaamial
plowing had dug cliffsnto the path's eastern sidasd gardeners aggravated the
slumping slope with efforts to dig weeds out of the cliff fadBardeners needed paths to
move through the Gardef¥. Paths als housed the irrigation systerhoosing paths,
therefore, threatened mydaommon resources.

Weed management changed when the Gardens becatitie Réots, especially
those not tended by a gardener who would stay for more than a season or two, could
become overrun with weed¥ No-till allowed some plots to remain impeccabidile
othe's to descend into weedy mesdés: plow no longer equalized weed seed banks.
Weeds in paths as well as plots became a shared issue, since plants in these common

spaces could potentially spread to individual pldts1997, a work day crew 8a

%7 Eagle Heights Garden Committeenutes October 12, 1997, Eagle Heigi@smmunity Garderés
archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

288 Gifford, interview.

29 Eagle Heights Garden Committegnutes April 13, 1997, Eagle Heights Community Gardens
archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

290 Eagle Heights Garden Committee Agendpril 2, 1995, Eagle Heights Community Gard@arshives,
Eagle Heights Community Center.

291 Eagle Heights Garden Committee meeting September 10, 1995, Eagle Heights CommunitydGardens
archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

292 Williams, interview.

Ar es
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devoted to the removal of comfrey in the 56Us.

No-till management concerned the Experimental Farms, for it moved the Gardens
beyond conventional agricultural practiéds.The Gardens, managed without annual
plowing, would become full of weeds not casited by tillage?®> When Gifford
broached the subject withthemh ey fAwer e actually notably con
thought they figured that the whole thing would turn into a wild weed patch and which
turned out to be unfounded, it was actually bettet ae r WaTrhde 6gar dener s wer e
their own, 0 according to Tom Wright, when At
sustainabl e, organic, whatever yocheswant to c
and trellis debris, it had been a chareili but at least the weeds were kept down and
returned to the soil for the next yéar. Experimental Farms had some control over the
non-garden plantsf the Gardens through tillingc measure of control removed not only
by gardeners management decisibat by new land allocations in 1996.

At the same time the Gardens were undergoing drastic landscape changes, the
lands surrounding them were being allocated to new departments. For decades, CALS
had controlled the land surrounding the Gardéhsn 1996 this land came under the

jurisdiction of the Campus Natural Areas, part of the Arboretum, which already

293 Eade Heights Garden Committee Agenda, April 2, 1995Eagl e Hei ghts Community Gart
Eagle Heights Community Centdfagle Heights Garden Committee June 8, 182jle Heights
Community Gardens®é archives, Eagle Heights Communi't
In1996 t he Gar d e lormgé managedby Expesimentarfs. With their long relationship,
however, the Farms still felt ownership over the hillside. It is likely a work crew would have just
appeared toplowwito ut t he g a if Gifford dad sdi told theqmuossto.
29 Tom Wright, telephone interview with author, June 28, 2010.
2% Gifford, interview.
297 \Wright, interview.
29 College of Agricultural and Life Sciencdsyentory of Land Holdings and Needs, Experimental Farms
and (supplement) Plaior Development and land need Arlington experimental f&rapared for the
Board of Regents, October, 1971, Experimental Farm Records1B8%5 1996/003, Box #3,
University of Wisconsin Campus Archives, Steenbock Memorial Library.
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controlled surrounding wooded aréd$ The Kline Baderreportlaid out an ecological
restoratiormanagement plaior the area. Suddenly, the Garderese surrounded not by
agricultural fields but by land destined to be tall grass prairie and oak savanna. New
intentions for the land redefined what practices and plaats allowed and which were
out-of-place in a natural landscape. In 1997, Cathin8r, the CNA manager, attended
a Committee meeting to talk about the CNA as well as to ask the gardeners for help
weeding garlic mustard in the tree islands and nearby Hfeas.

The Committee embracedh e G anewdpkace svithin this collection of open
spaces.It emphasizedts connections to the Campus Natural Areathe 1997
application
The Gardens are surrounded by a campus natural area of woods and a field
which will someday be restored to native prairie. The entire area has
extensive walking #ils and is home to a wide variety of birds, many of
which nest and feed in the Gardens. Last year most renebted
birdhouses were home to bluebirds, tree swallows, aadsy Owls, bats
and hawks contribute to the enjoyment of the &tka.
By the be@nning of the 1997 season, the Committee was fully invested in connections
between the physical landscape and community engagement. In a radical reworking of
t he application gardening rules were divided
AGar deniimgyowurnt hRented Plot, o0 AGarden Commit't

Gardeners were required, for the first time, to make a communal contribution as

In order to be proper stewards of the land some work needs to be done to

299 Viirginia Kline and Bran BaderUW-Campus Natural Areas Management Plan, 1998/-Madison
Arboretum;Dave Newbartfi Ba ¢ k t dClipsheet af theeUnigersity of Wisconsin, Madison
Thursday October 24, 1996.
390 Eagle Heights Gardens Agenda with additional information, Juhe3, Eagle Heights Community
Gardensdé archives, Eagle Heights Community Center
301 Eagle Heights Community Gardens Plot application packet, cover letter, February 1&4§ie7
Heights Community Gardensd® arc.hives, Eagle Heights
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bendit both the land and our alyito garden it in a sustainable manner ...
the volunteers of the Garden Committee are not able to perform these
tasks themselves. Therefore, gardening in the Eagle Heights Community
Gardens needs to be a group effort ... you are required tisbcthe tothe
communal effort®
Rather than just setp or clearup day, there would be a variety of workdays throughout
the season. Collective work was essential to maintain shared land in particular ways and
the shared project would encourage individual gairdepride and ownership.
Distinctions between the Gardens and the surrounding lands weshiagn Erasing

property linesand flows of plants, animals, and people between the CNA and the

Gardenscreated new communal responsibilities.

Political lands

The hillside is full of gardeners on summer evenings. People atahdater
their plots,harvest lettucéor a late dinnemr just tale awalk to escape a day of work
and children. David ShifferCommittee chaitook advantage of the quiet bustle by
walking the rows. Helet oncern i n his wake. Telling peo
Universitywants to call a meeting in theoe@munityCenter, and I've got to be frank they
are talking about getting rid dourlgtemur pl ot
around 60 garehers packed into a small rodating John Harrington and Cathie Bruner
who were going to explain a new landscape plan for the Campus Natural Atefsrt

r e c ad thasis hbvsit started with not a little bit of controweasd a lot of people

302 1997Eagle Heights Community Garden Plot Application Ea gl e Hei ghts Community Ga
Eagle Heights Community Center.



89

uninformed and feeling |ikK® they weren't bei

It actually all started a few years before that meeting. The Gardens, always
connected to surrounding lands, became more so as the Campus Natural Areas underwent
physcal changes and governance reorganization. The 1996 Bdider report, outlining
restoration goals, was not enacted until 1399nd peoplewere upset with the results.
Clearcuttingin parts of Frautschi Point raised alarm among people used to walking
through the wood¥” Individuals questionedhether the Arboretum was terrect
campus entity to govern the CNue to the CNA's connection to the campus's physical
plant and the Arboretum's preoccupation with its main land holdings. The Arboretum
charged the Campus Natural Areas Task Force with deciding the best management
strategy for the CNA. It reported on January 10, 2000, the best option would be to
separate the CNA from the Arboretdff.

Shiffert, a master's student in the Conservation BiologySarstainable
Development program in the Nelson Institute, received hints that cteesivere
restructuring langnanagement around the Gardens at the end of the 1999 garden
seasor”’ He wrote Chancellor Wiley to determine if atthe had heard was accurate

Talk of native prairie restoration which would abut the north and east

edges of the gardens passed through the grapevine, and we were very
supportive of the idea. We have heard that Agricultural Research and

303 ghiffert, interview.

% Erik Christianson, fACampus wi | dWisconsirs\deeMayl18as need ma
1998: 5.

% |Linda Wang, AUW savanna r eBRallyCardinglFebroary®@r1899;ect el i ci t s
Glenda Deniston, interview by author, October 7, 2009.

3%% Final Report of the Campus Natural Areas Planning Task Force Purpose and Principles of
Organization ad Operation Prepared by the Report Writiggbcommittee (Paul Zedler, Chair, Tom
Brock, Ann Burgess, John Harrington), January2m0.

" pavid Shiffert to Chancellor David Ward, November 1
archives, Eagle HeightSommunity Center
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Campus Pl anning hawveydn eil dtoer.est wien atrlee nf
excited about the possibility of fertilizer and pesticide application right
next to us’®
For Shiffert, there was no place for chemical-afinnear organic gardenssardeners
deserved a say in the land reforms occurring artlshbecause of their engaged
community and longstanding land tenure
The Gardens wemmore than a garden to Shiffettte hillside was a place of
community activism and a model for nevays of living sustainably. The place
represent eitfinieescto 1°83apsiépir.mdc | ai med Aprairie ent't
joined the Garden Committee in 1997 and by 1999, as seems to have happened with all
chairs, unintentionally became the face of the Gardens to outside int&ekise
moving to Eagle Heightise anchis wife had nevegardened ut fpeopl e start g
tidbits of information when you don't know how to grow anything, and people start
giving you plants and giving you seeds, and you know, the whole community garden part
of it just, is what hooks pebpe s o f a st .obonly c8ptured by éhe peodi@ta s n
by the |l andscape itself: AAnd | "ve al ways ma
of energy as well ... the land has a way of, of, really drawing you in and kind of taking a
hold of yoy and for me, | had never experienced that before, and man it took hold of me
real |l ¥ hard. o
Gifford's leadership in material reformations of the Gardens made Shiffert's

percetions of the Gardens possiblee permanent plots and community workdays

308 David Shiffert to Chancellor David Ward, November 19, 1999Ea gl e Hei ghts Communi ty
archives, Eagle Heights Community Center

309 ghiffert, interview.

310 ghijffert, interview.
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createl a place he could read as sustainable. His understanding of the place reflects new
forms of environmentalism that related hamhealth to landscape health gaced
people within ecosystent§: Shiffert'sown studies also informed higaction to the
camps planners. He was writinglesis on community engagemanid the planning
process he saw unfolding in front of hind echot engage all stakeholders. For him, this
wasthe antithesis of correct communal management.

Shiffert believed collective engagemt was necessary in order to influence the
planning process. The Gardens could not remain just a gandezgdgardeners needed
to present themselves as a community with a future plan. They needed to show how their
land use was a model for sustaindblmg, gardening education, and community
cohesion. To this end, Shiffert began a loagge planning process with some members
of the Committee in November of 199§. Preserving the physical landscape required a
cohesive gardeni ng badrhndu migtoy :w afscoeenbe f iotcyu s 0 |
1999 Committee meetinguch aopic would have been foreign to gardeners in previous
decaded™

Idealizations of the Gardens, and the need to prove the areas’ worth to campus

planners, led to numerous collectiveiates. Karen Ramanujan led a children's garden;

i mot hy Vos, #fAVisions ocf ftabremimigd dalned |t aAggitidpess piet:i cGr goaf n
and Human Value$7 (2000)

312 ghjffert, interview.

313 Eagle Heights Garden Committee, Meeting Minutes from November 1999, Eagle Heights Community
Gardenéarchives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

314 EagleHeights Garden Committee, Meeting Minutes from November 1999, Eagle Heights Community
Gardenéarchives Eagle Heights Community Cent&.hi f f ert wr ot e AThe Eagl e Hei
founded the gardens back in 1962 may have underestimated the energlditake to sustain their
initiative! 0 Thi ghatiSkifferoranthe Gardensea place entirélyeremoed fiom
what the Gardens wereinthe 196Daavi d Shi ffert , i, &CEagledHeights Gardeami t t ee 20
News (Oct-Dec. 2000.
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volunteers held gardening demonstrations; translators communicated with gardeners who
did not speak English; John Jeavons gave a workshop on biointensive cultivation; Shiffert
began a garden newslettét. Shiffert attemptedo draw a cohesive community out of
people whasimply gardened sidéy-sidebecause he read the landscape as a place for
community engagemente envsioned an arbor meeting spae@ physical
manifestation of his community ideasast he fil east we [ coul d] can
somet hing that [would] make p*°bgidlle remember
gardeners nderstood this communal concept and they wondetgdhe Gardens
needed a long term plan ahdw gardeners would use the megtspace™’
The campus plans began to take on a physical reality beginning in 2001. CALS
would indeed lose test plots to the Walnut Street plant. The Campus Natural Areas
Committee(CNAC) told researcherthe only space foest plotswas the north endd o
the 500 and 600 rows of the Gardens as space on top of the hill had been reserved for
Biocore Prairie. The Prairie, begun in 1997 as a part of the Biocore curriculum,
reqguested that the CNAC fAdeliminate the garde
overtand the main garden area) to minimize garden edges as a weed source to the prairie
rest or aiiGaradenessrased norns about losing garden area as well afiun

from CALS. Theybegan to brainstorm people to whom they could turn for help in

315 Email from David Shiffert to the Garden Committee, February 24, 28a6le Heights Community
Gardens6 archives, E a g Eagle HeghtggQormnsunitZ Gandens Quartesly Cent er
Newsletter, Premier edition, April 200Bagle Heights Community Gamdles 6 ar c hi ve s, Eagl e He
Community Center

316 ghiffert, interview.

7 Gar d e tmenngneetimgOctober 11,2000 Eagl e Hei ghts Community Garden
Heights Community Center

318 gpecial garden meeting about proposal€By.S/CNAC to recorijure EHCG, July 23, 2001, Eagle
Heights Community Gardensd® arc.hives, Eagle Heights
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holding onto their gardespace™®

At the October 2001 meeting of the CNAC, Campus Natural Areas andieagil
Planning, and Management presented several options for reconfiguring gardeto space
make room for CALS as well as Biocore prairie expansioNAC nealed to provide
CALS with space anthaintain as much area in natural vegetation as possible because
Ademand on thep&CNAopend ospaceaims i ncreasing. o
up some land, and thereforethéGar dens wi l |l mesidz ¢ dteeweeldua e
GardenCommittee presented their plan which containedhet reduction in garden area
by changing t he Gdéarnedaother spliong presehtedgaducadtthe o n . T
Gardens considerably, one leaving the Gardens at only 4.6°4cfes.consensusf the
meeting seemed to be Option #1 which reduced
finger plots and the north ends of the 500 and 600 rows.

Loosing | and to CALS thepewarpntwouldlieai t accon
built; loosing spae to the prairie which was already more than twice the area of the
Gardens was a little more distasteftfiThe gardenersere more concerned, though,
with the University's move to take control of the Gardgosernance structure. One
gar dener emsatteadf lrod manyiplots will be lost is dwarfed by a far more

urgent matter the loss of control of garden policies by the garden committee to the

319 gpecial garden meeting about proposal€By.S/CNAC to reconfigure EHCGuly 23, 2001Eagle
Heights Community Gardensoty&entehi ves, Eagle Heights

3 Campus Natural Areas: Land use options for Eagle H
plots,d Facilities planning and,EageHaighs ment power po
Community Gardensd®é archives, Eagle Heights Communi:t

¥'5Campus Natural Areas: Land use options for Eagle H:¢
plots,d Facilities planning and,EageHaighs ment power po
Community Gardensd®é archives, Eagle Heights Communi:t

322 JohnC. to Spencer Black, December 22, 2001Ea gl e Hei ghts Community Gardens
Heights Community Center
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C N A*®#&ardeners understood that different interestsewegace on limited campus
landbut such acquisions did not need to involve governance supervision.
The CNA plan would place restrictions on who could garden, how many plots
they could receive, and how long a gardener could occupy space in the G&tdens.
was not | onger | uwlue'saobfiictand ithimges dn thequestiobaft i a
what is the best use of space and®3ho gets t
was a question of commity: both human and biologicahd the ways that they
determine one ather. A gardener vate to Chancellor Wiley:
The Gardens' relatively informal organization, and the rich interpersonal
ties that develop as a result of that informality, has been a blessed relief
from the dehumanizing formality and bureaucracy that pervades so many
other aspets of life as a graduate student ... additionally, the gorgeous
natural setting the magnificent multicultural mosaic of gardens
displaying the gardening styles of dozens of countries, in which human
scale human effort merges tihature to produce sonhatg fa more

beautiful than even the prairie and forest that surroundsit tonic for
the stressd-out soul. This, at least as much as any painstakiegtyred

museum piece prairie, is what fAnatureo re
b%izrégs are a parf @ature, as long as they live with it rather than against
it.

This is hetoric past grdeners would never have used. It expdhdssardens from a
place to grow food to one that inextricably combinesature and humanity.

Gardeners' mailing campaigmseetings witlstate representativigpencer Black,

323 John C. to Spencer Black, December 22, 200lEa gl e Hei ghts Community Gardens
Heights Community Center

A Campus Nas:itLand asé optfonsdor Eagle Heights Community Gardens and CALS research
plots,d Facilities planning and,EageHaighs ment power po
Community Gardens6 archi ves;, fEaglte oHieti gohfsedst hGo ngnaur ndietn
changes coul d shrink adsthmusl®-21tthoough ¥27¢260bbmuni ty pl ot s, o

nCcast out of the gardens: Proposed cHhsthmgk¥s coul d sh
21 through 127, 2001.

326 Kevin Barrett to Chncellor Wiley, Jamr y 8, 2002, Eagl e Heights Communi-t
Eagle Heights Community Center
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and longterm planning did not stopption #1 from going through. The changes were
be insituted over the course of five yeat$.For organizationabversight, the CNAC
only requested that any governarstructure include a member of the CNAC and that the

Gardensubmitan aainual report Wiley aproved the CNAC recommendatioasd also

created a Garden Oversight Commité®©C)t o fidevel op broad policie

ensuring fair and equitable usetoh e gar dens, 0 | eaving the

Gard

Ai mpl ement and enforce appropriate gardening

u s &3This limited the Committe® abilty to determine resource usémst allowed
them to continue control of common spa and collective resourc&s.

The conflict over garden space from 1999 to 2@&®nates witlrarious
interpretations of community, of natuendof land use rights. The negotiations
stemmed fronhow gardeners perceived the Gardens as a place bottofang food
and for integrating humans inézosystems Shiffert read the Gardens as a plta was
full of myriad natures and communitjedl reinforcing oneanother. The commons of
these @rdens were more than successful garden plots. Shiffeevedlgardeners were
collectively responsible for managing material spaces in a way that transformed social
communities. Th ethetetoregas amodlel formewdvays af pviang.

Wiley's final decisionntroduced variouscales of governangeto the Gardens

The GOC would deal with land use changed participation demographics whike

327 John Harrington to Chancellor Wile§ampus Natural Areas Committee Chair's Report to the

Chancellor February 21, 2002, Eagl e HeléeHpightss Communi t vy

Community Center

328 John Wiley to John Harrington, April 12,2002 Eagl e Hei ghts Communi ty
Heights Community Center

329 gee Hess and Ostra@001)for various levels ofisercontrolof common resources.

Ge

Gardens
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Committee would continue to be in charge of the Gardens' daily affairs. Yet these scales
interact: the Committee was composed primarily of memity membes and not

studentsand the new priority system limited garden tenure and restricted gardeners from
outside the university. Thusternalgovernance could indeed begin td ithout long

term gardenerho held deep connections to the land and knowletigesttutional

change.
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20037 2010
Natural commons

New management plans for land bordering the Gardens, and Committee
interpretations of common areas, increased
shared plants and spaces. Officially part ofltakeshore Nature Preserve, the Gardens
must balance internal community needs with
Prompted by collective resource deterioration (including path erosion and perennial
weeds), the Committeggorously reinvented the wikdays Bob Gifford began in the
1990s When gardeners rented a plot, they agreed to either work for ahthwmesession
or pay a neworkday fee. To use the labor of approximately 500 gardeners effectively, by
2010 the garden worker and registrar weaaling 40 workdays a seasouop from about
3 workdays a few years before. The Committee instituestvjuries in 2007. These
groups of gardeners walll the Gardens and identifiagtedy plotsJuries spd
abandoned plot turnover; reddqgeerennial weegroblems;and identifiedgardeners who
neededelp. In this period, gardeneslded many commaspaces to the Gardens:
contractors built the arbor esioned by David Shiffert in 2004ardeners planted fitu
trees in 2007 and 201a8ndworkdaycrewsterraced the hillside with stone walls 2009
and 2010. During this time, people increasingly viewed the Gardens as a place that
should createammunity, foster diversity, engender conservation,@odidehealthy
food.

The Garder@location within a nure preserve, rather than amidst agricultural
fields, required that gardeners deal with new protdéc plants and shared spacébe

Campus Natural Ared€NA) separged from the Arboretum in 200@nd from 2002

g

t
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until 2006 underwent a master planninggess The QNA wrote a cohesive

management plan for the wide array of landscapes it opeBseduse of the diverse

land-usehistories of these open spaci® CNA planning committee renamed the &N

the Lakeshore Nature Presefeemmonly known as ther€serve)i n o r deelare t o i

more clearly its location, its integrity as a single unit, and its protected status as a natural

green space in the mids®* of an otherwise urb
Gardeners linkedleas offood, agricultural practices, and humanlttealn the

2000s, food and sustainable agiture became hip** Peopletalkedabout how to grow,

preserve, cook, and digest foodlVal-Mart began to selbrganic, local produc&?

People believ&changing agricultural practicegasa way to solve boteocal and

environmental problent§® The ewironmentabt paradigm placepeople within

ecosysters: concepts includiresiliency, sociabcological systems&ndsustainaility.

Community garden programanged from school gardens to job training progreoms

urban farms** Gardening advocates, more thoroughly than before, linked community

cohesion with land stewardship.

330 | akeshore Naturreserve Master PlarLakeshore Nature Preserve Committee, March 206,

#¥lo0ne gardener replied to the question why garden: @A
popularity boost | get from giving away horgeown vegies [sic]. People digitd& hi p. 6 Onl i ne sur
by author, 2009.

325tephaniecC | i f f odMdr t AWalans t o b u fhe MewYerk TimeSctaber 14, 2060d u c e , o

3K/ came to gardening because of a commitment to envi
agricultr e has taken a heavQnline sutvdy bycanthot, 8 envi ronment , 0O

3341 awson,City Bountiful,264-286.

33° Contemporary community garden advocates craft prose such:aétBi® mmuni ty gardening ha:
lifesave for many people .Community gadens can be neighborhood crossroads. Gardens foster
bonds of friendship and support among diverse people, shape the life of a neighborhood, and provide
needed community services. Residual benefits include safer neighborhoods, leadership development,
andeconomic revitalization .Community gardening also prowd vital experience with the natural
world and demonstrates the value of plants and peopldvémonious relationship ..h& presence of a
community garden often leads to improved communityises, like police support or sanitan pick
up, @ amenities like street lightsillen Kirby and Elizabeth Peters, edSgmmunity Gardening
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Whichnature?
How peopl e danfiwhetrer we noasider gagdéns natural orinot
altered the Gardedsommons when the CNA sapéed from the ArboretumWhen

surrounded by cultivated fields, CALS interpretations of correct agricultural practices

percolated into the Gardégish y s i ¢ a | management . I n 1996, 6
cultivated landscape: at this point, ideasoawh 6 nat ur ed bel onged i n a
began to trickle into the Gardensd commons.
Arboretum, under iits own joint governance CO

altered the Gardens because they were to bagearas a part of this nature presérve.

To prepare a management pldre Preserve Committéad tofirst define what
the mission of the Preserve should bghat types of nature belonged in this platée
cohesive maintenance of these lands dependéedeatifyingoverarchinggoalsand
intentions for the landscap@ coherent vision required complex negotiations since over
300 acres of open spaces with a wide range oflsedhistories make up the Preserve.
The Preserve Committee decided that tres@we's mission walsreefold:to protect
ecological communities; signature landscajest the educational value of the area. The
Preserve should be a place for

Rethinking a city's relationship to the natural systems in which it is

embedded to make han and norfhuman communities more mutually

supportive and sustainable. The Preserve should be interpreted so that
visitors will better understand the history of these lands, their human uses,

(Brooklyn, NY: Brooklyn Botaic Garden, 2008),-90.

$eKrishnaRamanujan fiDef or est at i o n rsp: Canmitees argaenopeu faturecod Nt r o v e
Fr aut s c fihe D&hoQGandiha) Thursday, February 24, 2000, pgThe debates over land rights
in 20012002 were also about what nature belonged. Land tenure, however, does not change internal
commons in the saenway that governance policies in thisipdrdo.



100

and the changing natural communities that have existed heréroed*’
The Preserve Committee purposefully crafted this mission statement to include
preservation of cultural landscapes such as the Garemsc Point apple orchardnd
the archeologkiln. The Preserve should contain mofly native vegetatiorjut
landscapes thaigplay our intimate relationship with ndruman nature.

Theiwor ki ng | andscapeso t hignethadriequieed a pl ac
however, different maintenance strategies thampthigie or forest$>® Today, Cathie
Bruner,the field manager of the Preserve, views the entire area as a garden. Preserve
staff and volunteers weed unwanted vegetation and plant native species in the areas
people commonly see as not hurmaadiated®*® Thefi wo r ki ng ,dhewewkrs cape s
need to incorporate governance of the many people who physically alter thé¥and.
Despite thdact thathundreds of individuals cultivate the Gardens each season, Bruner
viewsit as a cohesive landscape dealesinternal governance decisions to the Garden
Commitee3*

The Gaden Oversight Committg€&OC) connectedhe Gardens' internal
landscape to Preserve gaaChancellor Wiley formed the GOC in response to caomse
about over who was gardeniagdthe University's lack of control*? While the

gardeners viewethis as a takeover of themternalgovernance structure, in a way the

337 Lakeshore Nature Preserve Guiding Principles, Revised June 7,120@5hore Nature Preserve
website http://www.lakesheepreserve.wisc.edu/plans/benchmark documentsddoessed 1/5/11.

338 Cathie Bruner, interview by author, October 15, 2010.

339 Bruner, interviewDenniston, interview.

340 University of Wisconsivladison Lakeshore Nature Preserve Master PEre Lakeshoréature
Preserve Committed)ar ch 2006 . The Planbts AExisting Useod map
Ahi gher intensity use zoneo (18).

341 Bruner, interview.

342 John Wiley to John Harrington, April 12,2002 Eagl e Hei ghts Community Garden:
Heights Community Center
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GOC simply formalized the Gardehshgstandingelationshipg with the Division of
Housing and Experimental Farms. Gardeners had always relied on equipment, water, and
workers from Uhiversity departments. The GQtas grantedhe ability to govern
decisions made by the Committeéd/hile two Garden Committee membesgsrve on the
GOC, they armonvoting members?®® Decisions howeverareusually made through
consensus, and the ngardener members value the garde@enions as they know
more about the Garderi¥ Along with monthly meetingghe GOC taksanannual tour
of the GardensJust as Experimental Farms judged the Ga@ritgess by the visual
presence of weeds, thppearace of the plots affects membéideas ofhow well
gardeners are caring for the Gardens.

The Presern® management policiepsat i al |y expamwededd t he gar c
problems Weeds, continuously moving through the Gardens, also traverse the boundaries
between the Gardens artle rest of the PreservéVeeds, in theest of thePreserve, are
nontnativeplantsthamay hi nder nat i v. ®resergeplarttearsdyonods gr ow
comfrey from the wood's edgésomfrey likely planted byrganic grdenersn the
1970s or 1980s to breaip the soif®Wi t h t he Preser veadonmnanageme.
do weeds spread outwards from the Gardleosndaries bunto newspacesvithin the
Gardens Cathie Bruneexpects gardeners to cdoe all of their common areascluding

thetree islands and overgrown vegetation along the access rGaddeners are

343 John Wiley to John Harrington, April 12,2002 Eagl e Hei ghts Community Garden
Heights Community Center

344 steven Backues, interview by author, August 20, 2009.

315 Conversationdy authowith Roma Lenehan andi@da Deniston; Judy and Paul Bosland indicated
that there was little comfrey in the Gardens when they were gardening there in the early 1980s.
Bosland, interview.
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responsible for keeping the islands free of invasive pfdhtEhese uncultivated spaces
are not ones gardersawould have any reason to wedtky are beyond plot bodeaies
and weeds here do not interfere with their plantingse registrar and garden worker
sent several workday crews clean out the trees in 2010. Byardeners do noeally

view weeds there as their concern.

Weeds: social and physiceadbmmunitis

No-till management affeedt he Gar densd | and in ways Gif
anticipatedby physically altering the common problem of we&tdsBefore 1997, itlage
equalized the Gardetweeds bypoolinge v e r ysoiln ¥Iites the area became
perennial, drersegardening practices created dreallly different gardening spacein
some plots, gardenedecreaséthe weed seed bamkrough multiyear weeding labor.
Othergardenscultivated by transitory students, slowly filled with quackgrass roots and
fragrart creeping charlie. These untended areas, unsupervised by the Committee,
provided spaces forofa pfestesnandeedsthavedlisd omaM c h
|l eft unchecked, make **Bg GaOO0Odens hduGgadeasal
weedproblm and ... a very signi f*thaweedsipl ot aband
these Gardens were a problem not only for ctigardener®ut also for future gardeners

and the problems they would have to face.

346 Denniston, interview.

¥'Gi f f plan thdatill was to reduce the weed problems in @a r d elhosnsandihistles were
listed in theBible as a consequence of sin and | think that comfrey and mialddhave been listed
t oo. 0 i@ervielv. Withdyt conscientious weeding efforts by every single gardener, however, the
perennial weedwok (deep) root and became more problematic.

348 Robin Mittenthal, email t&arden Cenmittee, n.d(October 2008).

349 Will Waller to authoremail, November 12, 2010
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Gardeners saw fencépermeable structures along phatrders’ as part of the
weed debate because ofve d s 6 anhteribllyctogs plot boundariedn 2008,
Robin Mittenthal did not intend for his suggestions about fences to become a contentious
topic amongst the Garden Committee. Gtseemail lisserv, the Committee hotly
debated whether there should be a rule prohibiting fences between plots and paths.
Fences wer e*gomemethbersemtersiedspaces gardeners found hard to
cultivate and so left untended. As weeds beneath boundary feccerred on plot
borders, these plants could spread to neighboring gardens and become invaders that
provoked gardener 6s ire. these wereslimieal spacesgnor ed
and sandividuals felt their neighbors were actually resporesiol the flowering thistles
or mats of quackgrass® The discusion about fencesvolved aroundhe ways in
which people should manage their plotstst weeds did not run rampatraversing
plot bounds and harmingell-tendedgardens.

The Committee'siscussion began with the ways in which fenglegsically
exacerbated weed pressurdissoon expnded to what fences symbolizad whether
fences conveyed the right message abmunmunityin a community garde¢Figure
17). Discussing fences was nabout physical boundaries but about how physical
borders reverberated back into social interactidrences in these Gardensre
(usual)wob bl y construdefensethher di o&or Afour |
Fenceglelimit boundariesind symbolizgoroperty ownership. They rarely protect plants

effectively A f ence says, Ifit'mbakedtle place feeléesalkea keep out

350 will Waller, personal communicatiomith author
31 Dentine, interview.
352 \ill Waller, emal to Garden ®mmittee, October 2008
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community garden and more like a collection of individual gardens. Not a union of
gardeners, but an assortment afapendent gardestates, guarding their independence
agai nst t h%®i Peoptedliayddmmne thandhey had in the past, that this
collective landscape of plots should engender a cohesive community. The Committee
decided to discourage fences aamhove any left in abandoned plots before they were
turned over to new gardeners.
The Garden Committee did not consider reéingng the tillage regime to deal
with weed pessuresinsteadf a physical problent framedweeds as a collectivaocial
issuethat small groups of gardeners could combat together. The Committee, after
contentious debatesaspeople r e fideepl y suthsrparia@®prograns of any
[and] [t]he notion of mi n¥msitmedweegpjariestinat i ons
2007. These juries were collections of gardeniegrs drawn from workday crews.
Workday leaders serfie juriesaround the Gardens every few weeks through the middle
of the summer to identify weedy plots. The juries defined the weed cosnohdime
Gardensn a new way: identifying weeds became a communal activity rather than one
undertaken only by the Committe€Eommittee members had never enforced weed
policies effectively as it seemed, in ways, anathema to the cooperative ideologies
underpinning this cé#ctive space. Weed juries extended the responsibility of policing

weeds to every member of the communityeeds therefore, also came tepresent

%3 steven Backues, email @arden @mmittee, n.d(October 2008).

¥ The 2010 pl ot RepcpsiPéerimetdr fermas areundaptots are diséouragedrences
harbor weeds and obstruct mowing. Any fences thabbaitemust be easily movable and kept weed
free. Existing fences will be removed from newly assigned gleétes g | e Hei ght s Communi ty
archives, Eagle Heights Community Center.

355 Will Waller to authoremail, November 12, 2010

(
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more than poor gardening: their presence indicated failing social ties if help in weeding
could have aided new gardenér?® Not all gardeners apprecidtaieedy plot
identification. Opponent<ited diverse gardening practiog®t all cultures weedds
well intricate ecological communities as reasons not to police wé&2aks.gardener,
whose plot was marked aveedy because of green gamemarked thaii fom a
biodiversity perspective, the aesthetic often driving my gardening, the {inesglot
was an 8 Weeddebates show that the collective responsibilities in the Gardens

were, as always, abolbalancing private plots and the landscape connected by weeds.

Naturalizingorganics in a naturdy cohesiveeommunity

Individuals hold certain expectations of what a community garden should provide
because of current ideologies that link gardeningntaronmental and social health. In
the Gardens, however, each gardener brings her own idea of gardens: there is no singular
community here, nor one overarching environmental or gardening belief. Gardeners in
the 2000s cultivate land for a variety ofsea n s . Some individual 6s er
community engagement, land stewardship, and a desire to reconnect social and ecological
systems is far removed from gardenersod goal s
| andscape fAhoping ttoy jaoand medet gme dmlne ,c® manu nii
contains a community you could simply bump into. People garden because they are
Afaspiring organic farmers; o0 they want fAto ma

environment | and and c¢ommusomeéethingoutdiecause the

¢ Dentine, interview.
%" BeeGuypost to Eagle Heights CoAprird5m000y Gardenso6 online
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not hing; 6o since finothing brightens [a] day |

a part of who | am and what | do. 0 Gardeners
recreation. Current i deavaosmeatélisngneadedbreni ngds co
gardener state that Al am NOT real¥y an orga

Along with desires to cultivate private plot@rdeners come to expect certain
commons in the Gardenis collective resourcelsecome ordinardespitebeing
continualy reformed In 1996 the Committee guaranteed that the Gardens would be
completely organic. By 2009, gardeners expected that the Committee would maintain the
land organically>® But the organic commons became complicated whemitnto
anothersharedoroblem: weeds. In 2009, the Committee suggested it apply glyphosate to
the Gardendarge patches of comfrey and Canada thisBieme @rdeners jumped at
t h il eealizefihat the use would be limited but | believe that usinghglgate is contrary
to thephilosophy of an organic gardéff’Others valued weeti r e e ar éf'es mor e: fi
spending hours and hours of back breaking labor every year in attempts to remove quack
grass, one begins to wonder if the strict organic code is reatth it5*** One gardener
referenced the responsi bil i tlywaluehbeayalleotonmi tt ee
grow f ood dmadathataoranhitingnt udder the existing rules and | expected
the the[sic] garden committee to stand by its coitment to me to provide an organic

environmen®®*** The Committeelecided not to apply glyphosate after the barrage of

8 All quotes fromonline survey by autho2009.
9 Many community gardening books assume that gardeners will be organic. Ellen Kirby and Elizabeth
Peters, edsCommunity Gatening (Brooklyn, NY: Brooklyn Botait Garden, 2008)
phbendlin, firoun duEpgledpights Canatnit@arn ,ddentnssm, Monday
Jure 29, 2009
%1Ben Bamburg, post tAagle Heights Communit® a r d enlineférum, Monday June 29, 29.
¥2pji ane, fiweed EagerHeights Communp@oasr td enlirmsférum, MondayJure 29,
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gar dener s 0Ot hadaawpnitead, howeser, with gardeners whose weeding

practices endangered the Gardensod paths.

Individual laba in common spaces

Gardenersodo collectirvaestabatedutongnwoehkda
sense of ownership and therefore land stewardsbgquld only improve common spaces
if managed effectively. At the beginning of the decade, the Conendlitenot organize
workdays®®® Some dedicated gardeners decided not to participate because they felt their
labor was wastetf* The Committee held only a few each season, and it usually asked
the workers to clean trash out of the weed pile and compostnpird by physical
deterioration of the Gardens, the Committee revised workdays to use volunteer labor for
better land management.

By 2009, paths were being lost to erosion caused both by annual plowing and
gardener s6 over zeal cCansmitteeevanted to gavephe paths forc e s . T
two reasons: so gardeners could move through the Gardens and to preserve the water
system buried beneath the grassy strips. On thev8gkday of the 2010 season, work
crews constructed a wall to prevent furthal smsion from the path between the 700
and 800 rows. Building a wall would not be possible, however, without numerous

workdays and increased labor by the Gardens' empl8Y&Ese number of workdays

held each year increased exponentially from abouteéaatp 40 in 2010. Gardeners are

2009

353 will Waller and GreteDentine, personal communications with author.

34 Cooper, interview.

3% Robin Mittenthal, Memo re: possible plot fee increaseHagle Heights and University Houses
Gardens for 2011, v. 3, 9/12/10
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required to complete a thré®ur workday at some point in the season or pay a no
workday fee in order to apply for a plot the next year. In 2010, these workdays provided
laborfor myriadprojects: cleaning up abandonddtp; weeding tree islands; chopping
comfrey in paths; and building walls.

From 2003 to 2010, the Gardésmmons changed due to neategorizations of
bordering landand what meanings gardeners ascribed to sharedspace.
Encompassed by a natureprer ve, t he Gardens had to find t
landscapeWe eds spread from plots into tree islan
managenent expectationsWeeds also led the Committee to discuss what cortynun
meant in a community gardengardenes read the physical space as holding a unitary
community of some kind. Gardeners expected certain shared resourcesattilige re
available;howeverthe labor inwlved in providing these collective gooasnains
invisible to many people. Commonsriwationi a process of balancing individual

practices in private plot witacommunal, connected landscapeontinuetoday
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Conclusion
| work within a Gardens littered with past commons. The Eagle Heights
community that began gardening 50 years ajalsininates the Gardens. Residents
wander out to pick breakfast or dinner; pull wagons down Eagle Heights Bnidejater
in the twilight. The Gardens continues to be a landscape of spatially connected plots: this
proximity allows us to sharte mateials we all need for gardening. The Garden
Committee regulate@n writing if not always in practicejur use of these collective
resources. Thirty years of plowingeeted the curving rows of plaasid our irrigatio
system lies beneath paths tQatlege of Agriculture mandated for erosion coninol
1966 Vacuum breakers, which the Committee installed in 1980 to prevent water uptake
into the pipes, remain on half of the water spigdte arbgra testament to ideas of
community cohesion and landseagustainabilitystandsat the western edge of the 600
row. The Gardeng€ommons have changed over tiared their minute transformations
created the present Gardens.
| know that the current historical moment shapes my understanding of the

Gardens as aate and, therefore, the story | have told you about the Gardens' commons.
Presentlypeople are focused on foasthere it comes from, how it travels, what it says
about our political leanings, and how it can be used for cultural change. Food and
agriculure are in. My interest in the Gardens stems fronomry desire to live
differently; my ideologies align, partially, with David Shiffert's belief in landscape
connectivity and the land's ability to change us. My social surroundings shape my

perception agfand actions within, the Gardens: a place that could create social change and
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integrates people into ecological systems. But | also belateur experiences in place
-- intimate interactions with plants, soil, todél€ycle back into social beliefdn my own
world, the space between phenomenologists and social constructionists is minuscule.
People's tanglb relationship to the Gardeakers how they see it as a place,and
thereforejts commons. Processes form material places: gardening prattages and
reshape the Gardens' laff. What is physically present facilitates and constrains future
actions: irrigation provides necessary water; perennial weeds hinder cultivation; erosion
threatens paths, and in so doing, prompts gardeners to labtréogGardeners the
Gardengontinually reform their individual spaces with diverse practices. These actions
come together into a cohesive landsc&pdndividuals, thoughexperiencdandscapes
while creating them. According to Dell Uptéint h ecorsteutts and interprets the
body-in-space, the seih its surroundings. Our experience of the material world is
complex and multisensory; it is a reverberating, constantly permutating tanglé ifre
relationships, and it must be studied onfalets e  F°%Indiitlual's @ctions shape the

landscape and alsbeir communites>®°

36 Anne WhistorSpimemphasizepr ocess in place creation: AMaterials
contexti material, formal, spatial, functional, social, andl du u r Shé contifues at er wi th ATerrit
is established by the | imits of the processes which

conditions, not things, spatial patterns defined by processes. Paths are places of movement, boundaries
limits to movement, gatewaysaces of passage and exchange. A path is magatdéiyn movement.

Onceaprocesseases, space becomes a s hSpinTheddnguagesft pr acti c
Landscape(New Haven: Yale University Presk998) 99 and 119.
%7 ForDavidCrouch,inan al |l ot ment fthe margins of what any one |

definedo David Crouch;The Art of Allotmentsl5.
¥ DellUpton,i The City as MaheArrandMyste@ wf Historica Arahaeolayy: Essays
in Honor of James DeetEd. Anne Elizabeth Yentsch and Mary C. Beaudry, (Boca Raton: CRC Press,
1992), 5253.
¥ Crouch states allotment gardens ar e-idénithand e cul ti vat
identity between people together with the cultivation of wider feelitgait the environment afmbw
people get on with each otlier ( e mp h a s iSpirn staded thad the natgrial and social are
i nt err el &prendd, polfafddd,cespalisred, clipped, left freely growimage clues to snal
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My minute examination of the commoastiquesscholarship that assumes
collective gardening spaces automatically yield community cooper&tieew
gardeners participata Gardenémanagement even though they are all, by default,
members of the Committé&" In the Gardens, material transgressions strain neighborly
relatons.Terry Egan remembers that some gardener s
themwas doing,ivas encroaching you know onto their
planting something that wasn't compatible with what they want to plant, you know
crossing the |l ine. So t hert“eMamygardeneso me | i t t |
simply don't notice thevork done in common spaces: the mown paths; the shared tools
that miraculously never break or disappear; the irrigation system that always works; the
organization involved in assigning plots and communicating with all gardeners.
Ga r d ecorginualin@gotations over the place of weeds in the Gardens are also
negotiations over private rights on collective land. Commons management, in these
Gardens, is about people working together for egbat individual- garden success.

The Gardens' commons are negble Gardenershoweverpaturalize each
iteration of the commonsGardeners expect certain resources as well as certain
communal responsibilities. | can't imagithe Gardens without a water system, without
leaf mulch,or without shared tools. Whegardeners protested the use of glyphosate to

kill perennial weed# 2009 they argued that this was an organic place; not realizing that

and cultural contexd.Anne WhistonSpirn, The Language of Landscap®ew Haven: Yale University
Press, 1998), 99.

Troy Glover, Kimberly J. and Diana C. Perry, fAAssoc
democratic effect adsureScienced/MA0A5y 7588 anwdan,ityn g, 0
Bountiful

' Gene Russell, fBehind the SagleHeigkts Newstetdiovem=r Gar den Co
1969: 45; Schneider, interview

372 Egan, interview.
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the organic landscapeas relatively new andot at all predetermined. Commons
becomeordinarybecause they are phgally presehand appear to be unalterable.
Concurrently, our ideologies predispose us to expect certain things from specific material
landscapes.
The management of the lanslgrounding the Gardeihss always altered the
commons Many community gardeningccounts portray gardens as an escape from
concrete urban environmerits. We identfy places by what they are neite Gardens
have neer been surrounded by buildings, but bordering lands do affect gar@leners
perceptios of the GardensResidentdegangardeningon Eagle Heights Farm land they
perceived as vacaniWhen the plots moved to land owrgdthe College of Agriculture,
the fields surrounding them were cultivatedveell: the Gardens shared lande
intentions and weeds with the Colleggow, surrounded by the Lakeshore Nature
Preservethe Gardenarepart of arestored, natural ecosystem.
The Gardendcommons changas the reanings we assign to plants and pgc
shifts. University department sb:eachbe of 't he
department categorizéde land in new waysWhen the College managed the fields,
gardeners were owlf-place as they did not conform to correct agricultural practices. The
Gardens donét quite fit theeBresavk;aratumd oénat u
that, forothers i s | ess beautiful than the Gardens?o.
Each person finda different nature in the Gardena brief encounter | had with

one woman, and her appreciation of the Gardens, stays with md balll seen her

373 This ignores urban ecological process and nature embedded whhim built environmentsSee
Warner,To Dwell is to GardenPasqualiLoisaida Lawson,City Bountiful.
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before, walking alng the Gardens' paths, her bright orange sari contrasting with the deep
green plots. She always seemed to be floating as she took slow steps towards the arbor
where she would sit. She would then retrace her steps towards the shed and out of the
Gardens.One day when we passed each other we smiled and began to talk. Yogini was
just in Madison for a few months and would leave before the winter weather set in. She
didn't have a plot, nor did her graduate student daughter. Then what brought her here? |
inquired and she smiled. Look at the beautiful nature all around, she replied. | come
every day to appreciate, to meditate. Yogini's back was turned to the buektitbrn
catalpa mat along Lake Mendota Drivenaking it clear that the nature she refereed t
was the Gardedand not their surroundingAt other times]) have heard countless
gardeners exclaim over their luck at gardening in nature. Unlike Yogini, they are
referring to the Preserve's woods and prairie.

Through 50 years, the economic and ddeladscapsthe Gardens exisvithin
have changed radically. Aese shifts altered the Gardens' place and commons. Thomas
Bassetta garden historiamjaims that people begin gardening collectively in reaction to
social and economic crisé$. Residentshoweverdid not begin gardening at Eagle
Heights as reaction to state failurthese plotsl o n 6Bta sfsiett t 6s and ot her
delineation of community garden movemet{tsSocial ideologie and economic
circumstances do, though, change the Gargégse:gardeners adjust their management
to meet demands of the time. The Committee instituted organic plots to meet growing

social demands. Gardeners celebrated the financial savings of gardeningoorbmic
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crisis of the 1970s. In the late 19&0%l early 1990s, gardeners held events to encourage
cooperation, referencing nostalgia for past, imaginary communities. &dmeluals

cameto the Gardens in the 2000s hopindital an environmentatommunity embedded

in the material landscap&€ultural shifts ©iange the Gardens' place just as much as the
materialpieces of the landscape.

This history is rooted in connectior®tween individuals and communities;
between social and material landscapesyben nature and cultivatiohe esources
peqle hold collectively, and what responsibilitiegythave to others and the lastjft
continuously. Gardeners tend their own plots, but must bataao@ersonaboalswith
collective needsRay mond Wi | |outafithe wawsrin whiehsave hate

interacted with the physical world we have made not only human nature and an altered

natural order: we °Fauwieteractiossavithrthe thaterid wodd et i e s .

makeboth individuals and societies of all sizasad the communities that come ofithe

Gardensod are no exception.

376 Raynpnd Williams,Problems in Materialism and Culture: Selected essélyendon: Versp1980), 84.

o
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Appendix 1. Figures

Figure 1.Eagle Heights Community Gardens from garden shed, May 22, 2010. Emma

Schrodler.
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Figure 2 Map of Eagle Heights Community Garded | ocat i ons, 1960 to
Schroedepn February 3, 1960 topographic map
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Figure 3.Fire hydranihear 800 unitsvith water pipe attached993.Barry Rumack.

Figure 4 Aerial photo of Eagle Heights, 1960. Gardens are visible directly notttie of
300 units of Eagle Heights (see Figure&#-8/8, University of Wisconsin photo
archives.



