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Abstract. This paper examines old community gardens as an example of Everyday Urbanism in two small Lith-
uanian towns. While academic interest in newly created community gardens in Central and Eastern European
countries is growing, old community gardens remain largely absent from academic discourse. To analyse the
social and spatial factors essential to their development in Grigiskés and Plungé, scientific literature, statisti-
cal data and land use maps from socialist period master plans were used. Additionally, contemporary master
plans and other urban planning documents were analysed, alongside interviews, to discuss the current context
of old community gardens and explore their potential future trajectories. The results indicate that old commu-
nity gardens were established during the socialist period, primarily due to the rural backgrounds of new urban
residents. These gardens were created informally on vacant land next to blocks of flats, land that has remained
undeveloped to this day due to multiple factors throughout the 20th and 21st centuries. Although they are
not officially recognised, the future development of old community gardens in Grigiskés and Plungé may dif-
fer based on varying attitudes from local government and their specific locations. These gardens exemplify
the diverse and informal nature of Everyday Urbanism, highlighting the need for a more flexible approach to

their preservation and integration into urban planning.
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1. Introduction

Urban design and planning have traditionally focused
on the physical structure of urban areas, often overlook-
ing the rich social fabric within them (Mehrotra, 2005).
Excluding community needs and perspectives from the
design and planning process can lead to failed urban
development projects, such as underused public spaces
(Sinkiené et al., 2018). Despite major socio-economic, so-
cio-cultural shifts in the last three decades in Central and
Eastern European (CEE) countries and their urban areas
(Hlavacek et al., 2016; Kunc et al., 2014), including the
democratization of urban planning and design processes
(Prilenska et al., 2020), urban planners and policymakers
in Lithuania and other Baltic countries, often struggle to
effectively involve local residents in planning processes
since the urban planning operates in mostly top-down
hierarchy (Cirtautas, 2011). The importance of the bot-
tom-up or informal planning is also noted by Jakaitis
(2004, 2005). He argues that while civic engagement in
Lithuania remains low, due to urban planning system, it is
observed that community-based organisations (informal
and formal — NGO's) tend to participate more actively
in small scale planning. The recent examples from Lithu-

ania (Jankauskaité-Jurevicieng, 2022; Michelkevice, 2021),
Latvia and Estonia (Prilenska et al., 2020) depict cases in
biggest urban areas where active local communities or
artists activists influenced (successfully or less success-
fully) municipal efforts to modernise urban public spaces
or develop infrastructural projects.

In response to similar challenges worldwide, associ-
ated with modernist planning paradigm (Alawadi et al,
2022; Devlin, 2017), several bottom-up urban planning
and design concepts emerged in the latter half of the
20th century: Everyday Urbanism (Chase et al., 1999), Tac-
tical Urbanism (Silva, 2016), DIY Urbanism (Talen, 2014),
Guerilla Urbanism (Hou, 2020), Pop-up Urbanism (Freder-
icks et al., 2018). They all describe small scale bottom-up
aims to change built environment, sometimes known as
‘informal urbanism’ (Mukhija & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2015).
However, they differ in their degree of intentionality or
‘consciousness’ (Crawford, 2023). For instance, activities
linked to Tactical Urbanism or DIY Urbanism, such as pub-
lic art activism, are often deliberately aimed at challeng-
ing top-down planning system and are frequently led by
community activists (Lavrinec, 2014; Talen, 2014). While
Everyday Urbanism also critiques the top-down approach,
it emphasises informal daily activities of urban residents
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that naturally transform public spaces (Chase et al., 1999)
and can be described as vernacular routines of everyday
(Devlin, 2017). This inherent adaptability makes Everyday
Urbanism particularly applicable to urban areas worldwide,
including towns in Lithuania and other CEE countries.

Everyday Urbanism celebrates common, yet over-
looked urban public spaces like streets, pavements, park-
ing lots, squares and activities that they host like street
vending, garage sales, street festivals and other forms of
claiming public spaces. The concept also provides tools
that could help to implement Everyday Urbanism in urban
planning and design (Chase et al, 1999). This aligns with
urban informality research in the Global North, which fo-
cuses on informal public activities often associated with
disadvantaged, marginalised social groups, such as immi-
grants, and aims to better integrate these activities into
urban planning and design policies (Hou, 2020; Mukhija
& Loukaitou-Sideris, 2015).

One of the most prominent subjects of urban infor-
mality research in the Global North is community gardens
(Devlin, 2017). While research on newly founded commu-
nity gardens in CEE countries is growing (Poljak Istenic
et al,, 2023), little is known about old community gardens.
In Lithuania, these gardens are sometimes referred to as
‘gardens of grandmas’ or more generally as darZai — veg-
etable gardens. They were created on vacant land near
blocks of flats during the socialist era without any formal
agreements, leaving their status unclear within today's ur-
ban planning framework. This is illustrated by the sporadic
examples in Lithuanian media, where old community gar-
dens are sometimes seen as an illegal land appropriation
or aesthetic issue (Inyté, 2021; Motuziené, 2020; Ruibieng,
2023; Vasiliauskaité-Dancenkovieng, 2020).

Amidst the rise of new bottom-up greening initiatives,
such as community gardens led by community-based or-
ganizations, discussions about the sustainable urban de-
velopment, the aim of the research is to bring the Eve-
ryday Urbanism in the case of old community gardens in
Lithuania (particularly in Grigiskés and Plungé) as one of
the instruments for more effective urban planning. Ad-
dressing this, the paper is structured around the follow-
ing objectives: 1) To present the theoretical background
of the concept of Everyday Urbanism and its relation to
the phenomenon of community gardens, especially in
CEE countries; 2) To overview the study areas, and the
research methods used in the analysis; 3) Based on the
scientific literature, statistical data and land use maps,
to investigate the social and spatial factors that contrib-
uted to the establishment of community gardens during
the socialist period and their continued existence over
the decades; 4) To discuss the current status of these
community gardens and their future trajectories in study
areas, based on current master, other planning and stra-
tegic documents and expert interviews. Further recom-
mendations are provided, highlighting their potential as
examples of Everyday Urbanism within the urban plan-
ning policies of both towns.
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2. Theoretical background

2.1. Community gardens in CEE countries

A community garden has been described as a plot of land,
often obtained through informal or non-legal ways in ur-
ban or peri-urban areas, dedicated to the cultivation of ed-
ible or decorative plants, where a group of people from the
surrounding area is somehow involved in the management
of the garden (Adams & Hardman, 2014; Tornaghi, 2019;
Veen, 2015). The word ‘community’ does not always indi-
cate the existing community itself but refers to the group
of people who share the responsibility for the gardening
work, collectively own the garden, or are involved in some
other way (Veen, 2015). While community gardens have
been perceived as a relatively new phenomenon in urban
gardening research in CEE countries (Bende & Nagy, 2020;
BituSikova, 2016; Cepic et al., 2020; Hencelova et al., 2021;
Poljak Istenic et al., 2023) and other Global North countries
(Gottl & Penker, 2020; Pikner et al., 2020), various urban
agriculture practices have existed since the establishment
of the first settlements (Dobele & Zvirbule, 2020).

The perceived newness of community gardening is
rooted in the circumstances surrounding the establish-
ment of the first community gardens in the Western world.
These gardens emerged in the USA during the 1960s and
1970s and have been growing worldwide ever since (Bende
& Nagy, 2020; Ernwein, 2014). Their emergence and ex-
pansion are linked to grassroots movements addressing
the negative consequences of deindustrialization, social
polarization, land deprivation, environmental issues, and
neoliberal policies (Bende & Nagy, 2020; Ernwein, 2014;
Gulin Zrni¢ & Rubi¢, 2018; Poljak Isteni¢ et al., 2023). In
CEE countries, community gardens, as understood from a
Western perspective, began to appear in the 2010s (Bende
& Nagy, 2020; Bitusikova, 2016; Cepic et al.,, 2020; Hence-
lova et al., 2021; Poljak Istenic et al., 2023). These gardens
are typically initiated and managed by community-based
organizations, other NGOs, local activists, self-organised
residents, or municipal governments (Bende & Nagy,
2020; Bitusikova, 2016; Hencelova et al.,, 2021; Gulin Zrni¢
& Rubi¢, 2018). Their primary goals include improving ac-
cess to fresh and organic food, fostering connections with
nature, encouraging social interactions among gardeners,
strengthening community ties, promoting education, and
reclaiming unused urban spaces (Bitusikova, 2016; Cepic
et al, 2020; Poljak Isteni¢ et al.,, 2023; Slavuj Bor¢i¢ et al.,
2016). Gardeners are often younger, hold university de-
grees and are employed (BituSikova, 2016; Cepic et al.,
2020; Hencelova et al., 2021; Slavuj Bor¢i¢ et al.,, 2016).

Alongside these 'new’ community gardens, other forms
of urban agriculture exist in CEE countries. One of the
most established forms is allotment gardens, which were
created during the socialist period (Sovova & Krylova,
2019; §iup§inskas et al,, 2016). Interestingly, at the same
time as allotment gardens were emerging in CEE coun-
tries and community gardens were gaining momentum in
the West for other reasons, different nature community
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gardens began to spring up in CEE countries as well. These
gardens are referred to as ‘old community gardens’ (Slavuj
Borci¢ et al., 2016), are also known as ‘wild gardens’ (Gulin
Zrni¢ & Rubi¢, 2018), ‘garden colonies’ (Djoki¢ et al., 2018),
or ‘self-acquired gardens’ (Pikner et al.,, 2020). They started
to appear spontaneously on unused land near newly built
modernist blocks of flats or in other peripheral areas that
remained undeveloped due to economic constraints or
restrictions caused by the presence of infrastructural ob-
jects (Djoki¢ et al.,, 2018; Gulin Zrni¢ & Rubi¢, 2018; Pikner
et al, 2020; Slavuj Borci¢ et al., 2016). The driving force
behind their emergence is closely linked to the rural back-
grounds of gardeners, who sought to maintain agricultural
traditions and practices (Djoki¢ et al., 2018; Gulin Zrni¢ &
Rubi¢, 2018; Slavuj Bor¢i¢ et al,, 2016). Additionally, their
development can be attributed to frequent food shortages
during that period (Poljak Istenic et al., 2023). Having been
established 40-50 years ago, these community gardens
are now typically managed by the older generation and
remain mostly outside the scope of urban planning (Djokic¢
et al., 2018; Gulin Zrni¢ & Rubi¢, 2018; Pikner et al., 2020;
Slavuj Bor¢ic et al., 2016).

2.2. Everyday Urbanism

The term ‘urbanism’ has been associated with a specific
way of life found exclusively in urban areas. This percep-
tion is primarily attributed to Chicago School sociologist
Louis Wirth and his famous essay ‘Urbanism as a Way of
Life' (Wirth, 1938). Based on empirical evidence, Wirth
argued that urbanism is a phenomenon driven by social
heterogeneity in cities. In line with this view, urbanism is
often linked to academic disciplines and fields that study
urban life and culture (Rogers, 2020). Today, urbanism
is also frequently associated with disciplines related to
the management of urban structures and communities.
A prominent example is the concept of New Urbanism,
which emphasises the role of urban design in promoting
social cohesion (Kelbaugh, 2000). As such, urbanism is a
broad field that combines multiple disciplines (Crawford,
1999a) and should be viewed more as an approach for
analysing and understanding cities (Rogers, 2020). This
ambiguity within the concept of urbanism corresponds
the broader landscape of postmodern urban conditions,
out of which Everyday Urbanism emerged.

In the second part of last century, Los Angeles (LA) and
its region began to experience major socio-geographical
changes that were fuelled by globalization, economical
restructuring, and immigration. This led to an emergence
of new urban structures (and centreless urban form in
general), culturally, economically heterogenous society,
political polarization in LA’s region (Dear & Flusty, 1998).
While such changes were evident worldwide, LA garnered
particular attention, earning it the title ‘the capital of the
twentieth century’ (Soja & Scott, 1986). Around 1980s and
1990s, the so-called LA School emerged, bringing together
LA-based geographers and urbanists who theorised the
region’s urban dynamics. This school became closely as-

sociated with postmodern urbanism, a concept reflecting
the complexities of contemporary urban areas (Dear &
Flusty, 1998).

The concept of Everyday Urbanism reflects this particu-
lar interest in Los Angeles at the time and its urban dy-
namics. The notion was introduced in 1999 by John Chase,
Margaret Crawford, and John Kaliski in the book ‘Every-
day Urbanism’ (Chase et al., 1999). The book comprises
a series of essays that highlight the richness of informal
activities in Los Angeles and other urban areas across the
United States, showcasing how these activities transform
urban public spaces. It also provides examples and visions
that demonstrate the potential integration of everyday
life into urban design and planning. This envisioned syn-
ergy between everyday life and urban planning forms the
foundation of Everyday Urbanism. The authors, dissatisfied
with the prevailing urban planning and design framework,
described as normative, hierarchical, and inattentive to the
social dimension of cities, sought to challenge and rethink
this approach. Influenced by French philosophers such as
Henri Lefebvre, Guy Debord, and Michel de Certeau, Eve-
ryday Urbanism theorists argue that everyday life shapes
the city and holds many hidden meanings. Often over-
looked by urban planners, everyday life elements still can
reclaimed. Echoing to the De Certeau (1984) idea that or-
dinary residents are mostly invisible and have their special
use of urban spaces (‘writers of the urban text’), Crawford
(1999a) notes ‘we have tried optimistically to focus on the
other side of the equation — the possibility of reclaiming
elements of the quotidian that have been hidden in the
nooks and crannies of the urban environment. We have
discovered these qualities in overlooked, marginal places,
from streets and sidewalks to vacant lots and parks, from
suburbia to the inner city'.

How can the vitality of everyday public life be localised
within the urban landscape and incorporated or enriched
in urban planning and design projects? Crawford (1999a,
2005) proposes three key principles: Everyday space, Re-
familiarization, and Dialogism. Everyday space is the main
pillar of Everyday Urbanism. According to Crawford (1999a)
‘Everyday space delineates the place of the everyday public
activity and stands in contrast of the realms of the home,
the work and the institution’. On the surface, it seems like
a very basic description of the public space. On the other
hand, Crawford (1999b) views Everyday space as an in-
between space where multiple experiences, meanings ac-
cumulate and shift during the time. This belief aligns with
other authors (De Certeau, 1984; Soja, 1996) works, who
viewed space as a social product which is beyond ‘geo-
metrical’ or ‘geographical’ space definitions. These spaces
often stand in contrast to official, planned, and frequently
underutilised public spaces. For instance, Crawford (1999b)
highlights activities such as garage sales and street vend-
ing in the Los Angeles area.

Refamiliarization occurs within everyday spaces. Using
examples such as garage sales and street vending, Craw-
ford (2005) argues that refamiliarization ‘domesticates



urban space, making it more familiar, more like home. So,
the urban environment, instead of being a relatively bru-
tal and not very pleasant place, becomes more like the
interior’. During garage sales, interior items are displayed
outdoors, transforming the front yard into a transitional
zone between private and public space (Crawford, 1999b).
Similarly, informal street vendors, such as African Ameri-
cans selling homemade crafts or Latino Americans selling
clothing or home-prepared food appropriate marginal and
overlooked places like parking lots, vacant plots and pave-
ments by domesticating them (Crawford, 1999b, 2005).

Dialogism, on the other hand, challenges and seeks to
replace the strict hierarchy in the design process where
experts hold the highest authority. Everyday Urbanism
aims to redistribute power from experts to ordinary peo-
ple, emphasizing that ‘design within everyday space must
start with an understanding and acceptance of the life that
takes place there' (Crawford, 1999a).

Although all the ideas related to Everyday Urbanism
help engage with everyday life, the concept itself lacks a
comprehensive theoretical framework. Instead, it should
be viewed more as a flexible set of ideas and practices,
suggesting that cities should be more viewed through an
ethnographic lens (Crawford, 2008). This approach does
not aim to transform the urban environment through mas-
ter planning or large-scale projects. Rather, it focuses on
small-scale interventions that address how everyday life
can be better accommodated within the existing context.
As Crawford (2005) states ‘it is not intended to replace
other urban design practices but to work along with, on
top of, or after them. As a result, as a design approach, it is
elusive and hard to characterise’. Due to its elusive nature,
the concept has faced criticism for being more of a com-
mentary or interpretation of city life rather than a drive for
urban transformation (Speaks, 2005). Devlin (2017) argues
that Everyday Urbanism lacks the capacity to address the
underlying social, economic, and political factors that drive
informal activities in cities. Furthermore, Kelbaugh (2000)
suggests that Everyday Urbanism is more applicable to cit-
ies in the Global South, where economic disadvantage and
weak governmental enforcement compel people to adapt
to existing conditions. Nevertheless, Everyday Urbanism
has become an established term for describing common
urban places and activities, indicating its broader applica-
bility worldwide (Crawford, 2008).

2.3. Community gardens as an Everyday space

Old community gardens, established on the peripheral
land exemplify Everyday urbanism. First of all, and most
importantly, they represent people ability and will to
change their environment rather than adhering to official
zoning or other urban planning requirements. Hence, re-
lating to the concept of Everyday space, community gar-
dens are viewed as a produced space, which adapt to vari-
ous context and represent different meanings during the
time (Djoki¢ et al., 2018). Djokic et al. (2018) argue that, as
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they are mostly associated with the continuation of gar-
dening traditions (rural identity) and are seen as places for
socialization and recreation, community gardens can also
become an important part of people’s livelihoods during
economic hardships. Not only flexibility, but temporality of
the community gardens is also noted, which mostly arises
from the uncertainty of the future public land use plans
(Pikner et al., 2020). Old community gardens are also seen
as Heterotopias (Slavuj Borci¢ et al., 2016). Heterotopias
have been described as counter-sites that are ‘represent-
ed, contested, and inverted’ and distinguish itself from
other spaces (Foucault, 1984). Slavuj Borci¢ et al. (2016)
highlight that community gardens acted as pseudo-private
spaces and rural idylls during the socialist period, oppos-
ing the prevailing paradigm. Now, community gardens can
be seen as bottom-up initiatives that challenge neoliberal
urban policies. This aligns with Foucault's (1984) second
principle of Heterotopia, which states that the function of
Heterotopia shifts over time and corresponds with Craw-
ford’s (1999b) idea of the Everyday space.

3. Materials and methods

3.1. Study area

Grigiskés and Plungé are both small towns with popula-
tions of approximately 10,000 and 17,000, respectively
(Valstybés duomeny agentara, 2021). Grigiskés, located in
eastern Lithuania, has a unique administrative structure as
it is the only town in Lithuania that lies within another city.
It has been part of Vilnius since 2000 and forms one of
Vilnius' 21 elderships. Plungé, situated in western Lithu-
ania within the Samogitian cultural region, serves as the
administrative centre of the Plungé District Municipality.
Grigiskés, influenced by its integration into Lithuania's
main urban area, and Plungé, functioning as a centre in
semi-rural municipality, provide an opportunity to com-
pare both towns' approaches to old community gardens.

Both towns experienced significant growth during the
socialist period, primarily due to the establishment and
expansion of industrial enterprises, mostly attracting peo-
ple from rural areas. Grigiskés, a ‘planned town’ or ‘new
town’, has origins dating back to the interwar period when
a paper and paperboard factory was founded. This fac-
tory expanded extensively after World War I, remaining
the town'’s primary industry. Between 1959 and 1989, the
population of Grigiskés grew from around 2,500 (Centriné
statistikos valdyba..., 1962) to approximately 11,600 (Statis-
tikos departamentas, 1991), due to an influx of factory
workers. To house these workers, a completely new urban
structure emerged, characterised by multi-story blocks of
flats that continue to be the dominant form of housing
for Grigiskés residents today. Plungé, meanwhile, has a
much longer history, having been established several cen-
turies ago. However, the most significant expansion also
occurred during the socialist period, when its population
rose from 8,000 in 1959 (Centriné statistikos valdyba...,
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Figure 1. Old community garden in Plungé (source: authors,
based on Nacionaliné zemés tarnyba, 2024; V| Registry
centras, 2025)

1962) to 22,000 by 1989 (Statistikos departamentas, 1991).
This growth was fuelled by the creation or expansion of
various industrial enterprises, including factories for artifi-
cial leather, linen, construction, and crafts, among others.
As in Grigiskeés, this period of growth in Plungé led to the
development of a new urban layout, shaped by socialist
planning principles and designed to accommodate the
expanding workforce.

While urban agriculture has been an integral part of
towns and cities worldwide for centuries, this paper focus-
es only on the old community gardens, known as darzai in
Lithuania, near blocks of flats that began to emerge in the
1960s, as they relate to the concept of Everyday space and
Everyday Urbanism in general. This period marks a shift
associated with industrialization, which began to separate
agriculture from urban life. However, many urban residents
continued to maintain their rural traditions through com-
munity gardens. Over their decades-long existence, the
forms and meanings of these gardens have evolved, yet
to this day, they remain unofficial public spaces provid-
ing multiple functions to society. The multidimensional
nature of old community gardens is also evident in their
location on municipal land, which, in most cases, has not
been divided into land lots (Figure 1). In Lithuania, this
phenomenon is often referred to as a ‘space of no one’
(Juskevicius et al., 2009), meaning that this public land is
often neglected, which contributes to the marginalisation
of old community gardens.

Considering these factors, a total of six community
gardens were identified and analysed in Grigiskés and
eleven in Plungé (Figure 2).

3.2. Methods

Quantitative and qualitative methods were used to gather
data for this research. First, old community gardens were
identified using orthophoto maps (Nacionaliné zemés
tarnyba, 2024), alongside with non-participatory observa-

Figure 2. Analysed old community gardens in Grigiskés and
Plungé (source: authors, based on V| Registry centras, 2025)

tion, which helped locate the remaining gardens. Non-
participatory observation, conducted in the spring of 2023
in Plungé and in the autumn of 2023 and spring of 2024
in Grigiskés, provided insight into the character of these
gardens and their spatial relationships with the surround-
ing areas. Multiple photographs were taken during this
phase of the research (Figure 3). To analyse the social and
spatial factors essential to the emergence and formation
of old community gardens in GrigisSkés and Plungé, sci-
entific literature, statistical data and land use maps from
the Grigiskés 1986 master plan (Miesty statybos projek-
tavimo..., 1986) and the Plungé 1982 master plan were
used (Miesty statybos projektavimo..., 1982).

To examine the current context of old community gar-
dens and explore possible future trajectories, the current
master plans of Vilnius (Vilniaus miesto savivaldybé, 2021)
and Plungé (Plungés rajono savivaldybés..., 2024), along
with other spatial and strategic urban planning docu-
ments, were analysed. Additionally, four expert interviews
were conducted to gain further understanding. A semi-
structured interview was held in Plungé with a specialist
from the Architecture and Spatial Planning Department
of the municipality, who has deep knowledge of the ur-
ban processes and planning context in a small town. In
Grigiskeés, a joint semi-structured interview was conducted
with an elder of the Grigiskés eldership and the leader
of a local community-based organization, as they work
directly with the communities and the eldership is re-
sponsible for the maintenance of public spaces and other
smaller tasks transferred from the main Vilnius municipal-
ity. Furthermore, two interviews: one structured and one
semi-structured, were conducted with the co-leader of a
new community garden in Vilnius and a specialist from
the Urban Environment Department of Vilnius Municipal-
ity, respectively, to gain a broader understanding of the
contemporary context of community gardening in Vilnius
and Lithuania.
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Note: Note the accompanying DIY greenhouses, a diverse mix of edible and ornamental plants — an example of refamiliarization in urban
spaces.

Figure 3. Variety of darZai in Grigiskés (top) and Plungé (bottom) (source: authors)

4. Development of old community gardens
in Grigiskés and Plungé

4.1. Soviet ‘turbo-urbanization’

During the Soviet occupation period, urbanization pro-
gressed at a rapid pace (Butkus, 2013), sometimes referred
to as ‘turbo-urbanization’ (Drémaité, 2018) to emphasise
the scale of this transformation. In 1939, only 23 percent
of Lithuania’s population lived in urban areas (Polkaité-
Petkeviciené & Cerniauskas, 2017). By the early 1970s, the
country had reached a significant milestone, with half of
the population residing in cities, marking Lithuania as an
urbanised nation. By 1989, this figure had risen to 67 per-
cent (Statistikos departamentas, 2001).

Urbanization was primarily driven by two major factors:
the formation of collective farms in rural areas and large-
scale industrialization programs (Racaityté-Kuciauskieneé,
2022). A key moment in this process occurred in 1964 with
the approval of the Lithuanian urban and industrial devel-
opment scheme. This scheme outlined the development of
the urban system and the distribution of industrial enter-
prises (Drémaité, 2012). In addition to Lithuania’s five larg-
est cities, another five smaller towns were designated as
significant industrial and regional centres, alongside other
towns planned for industrial growth (Vanagas et al., 2002).

This strategy aimed to slow the expansion of Lithuania's
major cities by promoting balanced urban development
across the country (Drémaité, 2012; Vanagas et al., 2002).

Grigiskés, a monofunctional urban-type settlement
serving as a satellite to a paper and paperboard factory,
and Plungé, a town with multiple industrial enterprises,
both required a significant workforce. Between 1959 and
1989, the populations of Grigiskés and Plungé grew sub-
stantially, increasing by 4.5 and 2.6 times, respectively
(Centriné statistikos valdyba..., 1962; Statistikos depar-
tamentas, 1991). This rapid growth was primarily driven
by immigration. For instance, in Grigiskés, the migration
balance between 1975 and 1985 was 3,200 people, while
in Plungé, the migration balance between 1971 and 1981
was 3,390 (Miesty statybos projektavimo..., 1982; Miesty
statybos projektavimo...,, 1986). The majority of these im-
migrants were young, contributing to a positive natural
population change.

This forced urbanization aligns with what John Fried-
mann (2002) described as demographic and economic, but
not sociocultural, since most urban residents were origi-
nally from rural areas and retained rural lifestyles. In CEE
countries, old community and allotment gardens are of-
ten linked to the desire to preserve rural traditions (Djoki¢
et al, 2018; Gulin Zrni¢ & Rubi¢, 2018; Slavuj Bordié et al.,
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2016; §iup§inskas et al.,, 2016). Sometimes, it is also linked
to frequent shortages of food products (Poljak Istenic
et al,, 2023). The newly established urban residents were
relatively socially homogeneous and more community-ori-
ented, a characteristic also attributed to their rural back-
ground (Racaityté-Kuciauskiené, 2022). It is argued that
social homogeneity or social proximity facilitates activities
related to Everyday Urbanism (Alawadi et al., 2022). Old
community gardens can be seen as a result of this multi-
layered sociocultural context in which they emerged. Ex-
amples from Lithuanian media (Inyté, 2023), including case
in Plungé (Nagliené, 2023), show that people often de-
cided to cultivate community gardens together with their
neighbours. Despite the fact that each gardener typically
has an individual little plot, the origins of these gardens
can be seen as deeply community driven.

4.2. Development of urban planning

Social factors play a vital role in facilitating Everyday Ur-
banism, but physical factors are important, as everyday
public activities take place in specific places. Research has
shown that old community gardens in other CEE countries
have emerged on vacant land that remained undeveloped
due to economic constraints or restrictions caused by the
presence of infrastructural objects (Djoki¢ et al., 2018; Gu-
lin Zrni¢ & Rubi¢, 2018; Pikner et al., 2020; Slavuj Borci¢
et al,, 2016). To better understand the spatial factors that
may have influenced the emergence of community gar-
dens, it is essential to examine the Soviet period master
plans from Grigiskés and Plungé and why they weren't
fully implemented.

In Soviet Lithuania, master plans were designed for a
20 to 30-year period and reflected modernist planning
principles, characterised by single-use zoning (TranaviciGteé,
2020). The last master plan of Grigiskés, officially called
the general plan, was drafted in 1986 and followed these
principles (Miesty statybos projektavimo..., 1986). The plan
envisioned the town’s development until 2005, estimat-
ing that its population would reach 11,000 by 1990 and
around 13,000 by 2005. Intensive development was not
planned, and it was even emphasised that ‘population in-
crease is very limited due to the physical constraints of
surrounding areas. This provides a rare opportunity to cre-
ate a functioning, completed settlement'.

The most significant expansion was planned for the
eastern part of Grigiskés, where the existing blocks of flats
in the central part were projected to extend eastward,
forming a fully developed district with educational insti-
tutions and a newly established town centre at its core.
The Voké river valley, where the majority of community
gardens are now located (Figure 2), was not intended for
construction due to geomorphological processes and en-
vironmental risks to the river. Instead, this area was des-
ignated as a buffer green space with planned pathways,
squares, and parks.

Unlike in Grigiskés, the master plan of Plungé envi-
sioned a more significant expansion of the town, at least

in terms of built-up area (Miesty statybos projektavimo...,
1982). It was estimated that by 1985, the town would
have 22,000 inhabitants, increasing to 23,000 by 1990 and
around 27,000 by 2005. While the projected population
growth was moderate, a large blocks of flats district with
administrative, social services buildings was planned in the
southern part of the town. Additionally, vast land plots
were reserved further south for the future development of
another residential district. The southern part is now the
place for most community gardens (Figure 2). In contrast,
the northern part of the town, where another cluster of
community gardens is now located, was planned to re-
main its status quo, as it was a military zone, including its
residential buildings.

Comparing the former master plans of Grigiskés and
Plungé, two tendencies emerge: in Grigiskés, most old
community gardens were established in the green spaces
zone, whereas in Plungé, the majority were created in
residential zones. This raises the question of why these
master plans were never fully implemented which enabled
the emergence of community gardens and their continued
existence today. Four main reasons can be identified: 1)
Political and socioeconomic transformations; 2) Changes
in urban planning; 3) Presence of infrastructural objects;
4) Natural boundaries.

First of all, many projects were not completed or even
started due to political and socioeconomic perturbations
at the end of the 20th century. Lithuania gained independ-
ence from Soviet Union, economic system shifted drasti-
cally, country started to face population decline due to mi-
gration and negative natural change. Due to this context,
many initial plans became irrelevant. Moreover, the new
system brought different trends in urban development. For
instance, the growing preference for single-family homes
contributed to suburbanization (Juskevicius et al., 2009),
including the transformation of allotment gardens into
urbanised areas (§iup§inskas et al, 2016). In the first two
decades of Lithuania's independence, these shifts were not
significantly constrained by master plans. While between
2004 and 2008, many Lithuanian towns, including Plungeé,
adopted new master plans (Juskevicius & Jauneikaité,
2008), these plans were unsustainable as they continued
to emphasise large-scale expansion despite the prevailing
socioeconomic conditions (Juskevicius et al., 2009). The
lack of a systemic nationwide urban planning policy was
also noted by the interviewed specialist from Plungé. All
of these factors likely contributed to the presence of large
vacant areas in Plungé’s residential districts, where com-
munity gardens are now located (Figure 4).

The presence of infrastructural objects may have also
contributed to the emergence of community gardens in
Plungé. For example, one community garden in a residen-
tial district appeared around 1984 because high-voltage
transmission lines at the time restricted construction
in the area (Figure 4) (Nagliené, 2023). Although these
transmission lines were later removed, the community
garden remained, likely due to the broader urban and
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Note: Note the pale brown shows an already planned residential district, while areas outlined in brown are reserved
for future residential development. Transmission lines slated for demolition are also included.

Figure 4. Old community gardens in southern Plungé (source: authors, based on Miesty
statybos projektavimo..., 1982; Nacionaliné zemés tarnyba, 2024)

Note: Note the different shades of green — projected various green spaces.

Figure 5. Old community gardens in Grigiskés (source: authors, based on Miesty statybos
projektavimo..., 1986; Nacionaliné zemés tarnyba, 2024)

socioeconomic changes mentioned earlier. Similarly, a ma-
jor intersection of transmission lines is present above the
northern community gardens. Another community garden,
located in the western part of Plungé, may have emerged
due to the presence of sewerage and water distribution
infrastructure from the artificial leather factory, which lim-
ited construction in that area.

Finally, natural boundaries may have influenced the
emergence of community gardens, especially in Grigiskés

(Figure 5). The Voke river valley was never intended for
urbanization, allowing the green buffer zone to remain
undeveloped and be appropriated by residents. Interest-
ingly, according to the leader of a community-based or-
ganization in Grigiskés, the largest old community garden,
located in a large meander of the Voké River, was estab-
lished around 1970 when workers from the paper and
paperboard factory got informal permission to cultivate
small vegetable gardens. This brings back to the roots of
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Everyday Urbanism, suggesting that the most important
factor in the emergence of old community gardens in
Grigiskés and Plungé was the initiative of local communi-
ties, and their origins are highly complex.

5. Old community gardens in the context of
contemporary urban planning

In Lithuania, in terms of urban agriculture, only allotment
gardens are regulated by a special law (Lietuvos Respub-
likos Seimas, 2003). Community gardens do not fall under
any specific legislation. However, in the law of green spac-
es, gardens are considered part of urban greenery (Lie-
tuvos Respublikos Seimas, 2007), yet vegetable gardens
are not mentioned. In this regard, community gardens are
viewed as urban green spaces by the municipalities, and
this approach can be seen in real examples.

The interviewed Vilnius city municipality, where com-
munity gardening is the most developed, specialist notes
that communities can establish community gardens only
within green spaces on public land, as outlined in the cur-
rent Vilnius master plan. According to her, active efforts to
promote community gardening began around 2018 when
the city joined the URBACT program through the RU:RBAN
project. Before this, only a couple of new community gar-
dens existed in Vilnius, established in the 2010s, reflecting
trends in other CEE countries (Mincyté et al., 2020). The
project focused on promoting urban farming initiatives,
leading to the development of a community gardening
guide and the approval of official guidelines for commu-
nity garden projects (Vilniaus miesto savivaldybée, 2019).
Currently, Vilnius is participating in another URBACT pro-
ject, COPE, which focuses on green transitioning, includ-
ing climate change mitigation, climate neutrality, and the
circular economy, while also fostering community engage-
ment in related activities. According to her, community
gardening is recognized as one of these activities, and the
municipality has observed a growing interest from com-
munity-based organizations in establishing community
gardens. Most commonly, communities seek to develop
raised-bed gardening. Community gardens are also seen
as one of the activities that represented Vilnius’ European
Green Capital 2025 status.

According to the community gardening guide (Vilniaus
miesto savivaldybé, 2019), only formal community-based
organizations and associations can establish community
gardens in the green spaces. Furthermore, the municipal-
ity does not provide further financial support. Meanwhile,
formal community status can help in the longer term. The
interviewed co-leader of a new community garden in Vil-
nius stated that official status helps to secure financial as-
sistance from the municipality, the national government,
or the European Union. For example, in 2019, the associa-
tion took part in Vilnius municipality's annual community
project funding program, and it helped to establish the
garden. The formal association status also comes with an
additional duty, since the legal entity annually must pro-

vide financial report. Both interviewees also mentioned
couple of successful private community gardening initia-
tives which are not restricted by the municipality.

The second-largest city, Kaunas, where another ‘offi-
cial’ community garden exists, provides a different exam-
ple. In the territory of an old military fortification, people
have been community gardening for decades. Approxi-
mately 10 years ago, a community-based organization
led by local activist was established, which, together with
the municipality, co-manages the fortification’s territory
(Simkute & Lukosianaite, 2018). This has helped to ‘offi-
cialise’ the community gardens, as they were on a cultural
heritage site and their future was uncertain. The organiza-
tion actively promotes community gardening, establishes
new community garden plots, and carries out cultural and
educational activities related to the community gardens
and fortification, helping to revive the whole complex.

While new community gardens led by active communi-
ty-based organizations and local activists, with the help of
municipalities, are appearing in the main Lithuanian urban
areas, the situation and future of old community gardens
are unclear. Old community gardens lack formal manage-
ment, meaning that they do not have representation at
the municipal level. Their locations within master plans are
also unclear, since they can be located not only in green
areas. Case studies from Grigiskés and Plungé further dis-
cuss their trajectories.

5.1. Diverging trajectories? Community
gardens in Grigiskés and Plungé

While Grigiskés old community gardens do not figure in
spatial planning documents or other jurisdiction, Grigiskés
eldership administration views community gardening as a
valuable activity that positively contributes to residents’
leisure, particularly for the older generation, who may not
engage in other activities. It is also seen as an expression
of creativity, as people often enclose their plots or build
small greenhouses using DIY materials (Figure 6). The el-
dership avoids interfering with community gardening,
offering only minimal support through groundskeeping
around the gardens, and perceives it as a natural activ-
ity that do not interfere with other urban activities. Old
community gardens are even emerging as a new aspect
of Grigiskeés' identity. For instance, the town has begun im-
plementing an art project featuring street murals on multi-
story residential buildings. One such mural, depicting an
elderly woman growing rhododendrons, serves as an in-
troduction to the nearby community gardens. According
to the elder, community gardening is a new phenomenon
within Vilnius municipality and is expected to receive even
more attention in the future. The both interviewees high-
lighted the activeness of formal and informal community-
based organisations (e.g. groups from one block of flats)
that participate in elderships or municipal projects to im-
prove their built-up environment. This varies from sports
fields to improving accessibility to the river. While commu-
nity gardens remain out of scope of such efforts, with the



assumption that they are mostly cultivated by the older
residents, they could benefit from active communal action
in the town in the future. In order to promote community
spirit, the importance of communal activities at schools
was highlighted by the community-based organisation
leader. Similarly, the same sentiment was expressed by the
specialist from the Vilnius city municipality, who suggested
that community gardens could benefit kindergartens that
already have a large and diverse community.
Nevertheless, old community gardens in Vilnius have
started to be acknowledged and their presence can still
be ‘officialised’ in alternative ways. For example, an old
community garden in Grigiskés has been incorporated into
a new public space project (Vilniaus miesto savivaldybé,
2024). The planned space will feature a beach, playground,
sports fields, an outdoor stage, and pathways along the
river. Instead of being displaced, the old community gar-
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den will be preserved and integrated into the design. The
existing pathway between the garden and the river will be
paved, and stone stairs will be built to provide gardeners
with easier access to water. This represents Everyday Ur-
banism principles as this project can be seen as dialogic,
where already existing everyday space was appreciated
and enriched with incorporating needs of other social
groups. In Grigiskés, as it was in 1986 master plan, most
old community gardens are still located in the green spac-
es zone, ensuring that these areas will remain undevel-
oped (Vilniaus miesto savivaldybé, 2021). However, many
of these gardens occupy public land that is not divided
into land lots. Even where land lots exist, they are not
always legally designated as green spaces, meaning that
future master plans could potentially change their func-
tion, though this remains unlikely. To ensure the long-term
preservation of these spaces, it is important to formally

Figure 6. A variety of DIY objects in Grigiskés and Plungé old community gardens: a) a swan made from a
tire (Plungé); b) an oven door as part of a greenhouse (Grigiskés); c) DIY fences (Grigiskés); d) a greenhouse
(Plungé) (source: authors)
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designate public land, as demonstrated in the public space
project mentioned earlier.

Just like in Grigiskés, old community gardens in
Plungé are not yet integrated into urban planning. Of the
11 analysed gardens, only two are in the green spaces
zone, according to the town’s new master plan (Plungés
rajono savivaldybés..., 2024), though they occupy public
land that has not been divided into parcels. The major-
ity of old community gardens, however, are situated in
multi-use residential zones. This could contribute to their
decline, as the new master plan has shifted away from
large-scale expansion and now prioritises renewal of the
town centre, including the developing vacant land nearby.
With Lithuania’s economic situation improving significantly
over the past decade, development projects have surged,
leading to the disappearance of some old community gar-
dens in Plungé (see 55°53'57.2"N, 21°49'54.3"E) (Google
maps, 2025). A specialist interviewed on the matter also
noted that community gardens could be recognised as
green spaces, and communities or the administrators of
residential buildings could inform the municipality about
their plans to establish and maintain them. This would also
benefit the municipality, as maintaining public spaces re-
quires significant resources. However, during the prepara-
tion of the master plan, residents had the opportunity to
propose the creation of legally designated green spaces,
but no such requests were submitted. Most public input
was focused on allocating more land for built-up areas. In
general, the specialist noted a lack of civic engagement,
attributing this to the absence of active community leaders
and communal spirit in the town. For instance, the Plungé
municipality organises an annual funding program for
community initiatives, yet participation remains low, un-
like in Grigiskés. Officials even have to convince residents
to apply.

Community gardens (old and potential new) are seen
as possible tools for fostering community engagement,
particularly in the context of educational institutions (edu-
cational gardens) or group homes (therapeutic gardens).
In these cases, even existing old community gardens could
be incorporated. At the same time, the relevance of com-
munity gardens in a contemporary small town is being
questioned. The specialist pointed out a shift in mentality
from rural to more urban lifestyles, as well as the aging
demographic of gardeners. He even suggested that com-
munity gardening is more suited to Vilnius, where com-
munities tend to be more active and progressive.

6. Conclusions and recommendations

Old community in Grigiskés and Plungé gardens were
originally established informally by socially similar first-
generation urban residents during the Soviet period on va-
cant land that remained undeveloped due to political and
socioeconomic transformations, shifts in urban planning,
the presence of infrastructure, and natural boundaries.
The old community gardens in Grigiskés have a greater

chance of remaining part of the urban fabric, as they are
perceived as everyday activity on public land by the elder-
ship, reflecting the Everyday Urbanism approach and their
location within green spaces. Additionally, they may ben-
efit from the growing interest in community gardening in
Vilnius, particularly through initiatives led by community-
based organizations that are supported by the municipal
government. In contrast, community gardening in Plungé
faces a higher risk of decline, as most old gardens are
situated in multi-use residential zones, and there is little
municipal involvement in supporting or integrating them
into urban planning. Furthermore, in both towns, the ag-
ing population of gardeners must be considered as the
significant factor influencing the future of these spaces.

To conclude, old community gardens have been for
decades, acting as an unofficial public spaces — everyday
spaces, yet their future mostly depends on their specific
spatial context, indicating a need for greater flexibility con-
cerning their status in modern urban planning framework.

Examples from other CEE countries also show that old
community gardens are often perceived as spontaneous
land appropriation and that are not integrated into ur-
ban planning policies. ‘Spontaneous’ urban gardening,
frequently linked to urban informality, is sometimes con-
sidered outside the scope of urban planning, as it lacks
a clear future development plan, has a limited impact on
the broader urban population and receives counteraction
from the municipality (Certoma, 2016). Partially it aligns
with the Everyday Urbanism perspective, which acknowl-
edges that informal activities cannot be entirely separated
from top-down governance and the regulations and en-
forcement mechanisms associated with it (Crawford, 2008).
While Everyday Urbanism can help to acknowledge, enrich
or locate activities like community gardening in urban ar-
eas through principles of Everyday space, Dialogism and
Refamiliarization, this raises questions about how such in-
tegration can be achieved in practice and the scope of
these efforts.

Firstly, this can be made through the community-based
organizations or associations that can initiate community
gardens with support from local government, as seen in
the cases of Vilnius, Kaunas and commonly observed in
other CEE countries. While this governance type is still
bottom-up, it can be described as semi-institutionalised,
as local governments often provide support with specific
objectives in mind, such as climate change mitigation or
education for schoolchildren, primarily benefiting juridi-
cally defined organizations associated with the new com-
munity gardens. Additionally, this approach can lead to
fully top-down managed community gardens, where the
primary goals of community gardening may be forgotten
(Gulin Zrni¢ & Rubi¢, 2018), standing in contrast to the
main principles of Everyday Urbanism.

Old community gardens are often managed by old-
er residents who may lack the proactivity necessary for
effective engagement in a bottom-up urban planning
context, particularly in small towns where cultural capital



may be less developed compared to larger urban areas
(Jankauskaité-Jureviciené, 2022; Michelkevicé, 2021; Prilen-
ska et al., 2020). This suggests that alternative ways should
be considered to enhance their integration. Research has
shown that these gardens can be recognised as part of ur-
ban green spaces, aligning with other studies that empha-
sise the need for such recognition and their inclusion in
urban planning documents. Established 40-50 years ago,
old community gardens have already become an integral
part of the urban fabric in Grigiskés and Plungé, function-
ing as everyday spaces. This suggests that they do not
necessarily require formal associations or other bureau-
cratic procedures to sustain them. Instead, a more flexible
approach should be adopted, ensuring minimal yet es-
sential municipal support through dialogic principles. One
practical step can be the official formation and designation
of land lots as green spaces where old community gardens
already exist or the rezoning of areas within mixed-use
zones to make them official green spaces.

This study aimed to shed light on the little-understood
and understudied old community gardens. However, a
more comprehensive understanding requires further in-
depth research. Given the nature of Everyday Urbanism,
it is essential to explore the internal dynamics of Lithu-
ania’s and other CEE's countries old community gardens,
including their contemporary driving forces and internal
management hierarchy. Such research could significantly
contribute to the management of new community gardens
and other green spaces in urban areas worldwide.
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