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• White House Garden Planting

Definition of FSP

• “A set of social practices outside the market 
economy that involves the production of food byeconomy that involves the production of food by 
non-farming households in residential 
gardens, on allotments and in collective (often 
urban) gardening projects which is, in many 
cases, accompanied by the non-monetized 
sharing of gardening produce in networks 
transcending the household” (Jehlička 2021, p. 
1231)1231).



Why should we 
?care?

• Fruit and vegetables are 
produced transported and storedproduced, transported and stored 
with low wastage, human 
resources are saved, less waste is 
generated, and there are 
advantages such as the sharingadvantages such as the sharing 
economy and the circular 
economy, in addition to the fact 
that FSP can reduce the urban 
heat island effect (Jehlička et al. (
2023; Ma et al. 2023).



FSP in EuropeFSP in Europe

• Over the past two decades, surveys have been carried 
t i E t i i l di thout across various European countries, including the 

Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, the 
Netherlands, England, and Germany among others. 

• Surveys by European scholars have shown 
that, although people rely mainly on commercial , g p p y y
supplies for their food, “self-sufficiency” in some fruits 
and vegetables is still widespread in some parts of 
Europe (Alber and Kohler 2008; Jehlička et al. 2018). 

• The research uncovered that between 20% and 47% of 
the households in the surveyed regions grew at leastthe households in the surveyed regions grew at least 
part of their own food  (Smith and Jehlička 2013). The 
respondents were evenly split between urban and 
rural areas. 

• （ The photo is provided by the organizing committee of 
the Rennes Rural Sociology Conference in France from 
July 3-6, 2023.）



Contribution of the studyContribution of the study

Thi t d i th fi t l l h Chi• This study is the first large sample research on Chinese 
urban food self-provisioning (FSP). Previous analyses of 
urban variants of FSP practices, such as informal 
community gardens and self-claimed lots, relied on 
significantly smaller samples of food-growingsignificantly smaller samples of food growing 
respondents (He and Zhu 2018; Roast 2022; Zhu et al. 
2020). 

• While results from the first wave of survey in 2019 has 
been published (Jehlička et al 2023; Ma et al 2023) thisbeen published (Jehlička et al. 2023; Ma et al. 2023), this 
paper presents the analysis of the 2022 survey results for 
the very first time. The timing of the new wave of 
survey, which was during COVID-19, both presents 
methodological challenges and yields valuable empirical 
data on FSP practice during quarantine. 



The (Euro-) China survey on FSP
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Method

• Since 2019, Chinese scholars have participated in the cooperation with 
European scholars in a research project on FSP. 

• Questionnaire deliberately designed to replicate the set of questions previously• Questionnaire deliberately designed to replicate the set of questions previously 
used in Czechia, Poland, and Croatia (Smith and Jehlička 2013; Smith et al. 
2015; Jehlička et al. 2021). 

• Studied Chinese urban FSP: prevalence, the social makeup of its 
practitioners, their motivations, methods of cultivation, and their sharing 
behaviours ( Jehlička et al. 2023; Ma et al. 2023).

• Survey conducted in two waves in 2019-2022 with more than 2,000 household 
respondents, covering most provinces and cities in China.respondents, covering most provinces and cities in China. 

• A total of 2,050 valid questionnaires were collected, including 1,188 face-to-
face questionnaires in summer 2019 and 1,333 online questionnaires in March 
2022 (Ma et al. 2023). 



GeneralGeneral
characteristicscharacteristics 
of the sample p
(2019-2022)



Demographic characteristicsg p

 Table 1. Demographic and educational composition of the respondents

 Indicator  Category  Share among 2019 
respondents (%)

 Share among 2022 
respondents (%)

 Share among all 
respondents (%)respondents (%) respondents (%) respondents (%)

 Gender  Male 50.6 69.0 60.3
 Female 49.4 31.0 39.7

 Age  18–29 16.3 53.1 35.7
 30–44 18.3 27.7 23.3
 45–59 20.6 11.8 16.0
 60+ 17.3 7.4 12.1

 Education  Primary 24.2 8.1 15.7
Secondary 37.8 3.5 19.7
Tertiary 28.6 85.4 58.6
Vocational 9.3 3.0 6.0



Residential characteristics 

 Table 2. Residential characteristics of the respondents

Indicator Category Share among Share among Share among Indicator  Category Share among 
2019 
respondents 
(%)

 Share among 
2022 
respondents 
(%)

Share among 
all respondents 
(%)

(%) (%)
Area  Rural 10.1 5.7 7.8

Urban 89.9 94.3 92.2

Town size 
(thousand)

0-500 55.9 54.7 55.3

500-1000 11.7 12.74 12.2

1000+ 32.5 26.86 29.6



Household income

Monthly household income per capita of the respondents

30.0

Monthly household income per capita of the respondents

20.0

25.0

10.0

15.0

0.0

5.0

Less than 1 000 an 1 000 3 000 an 3 000 5 000 an 5 000 10 000 an More than 10 000 an Do not ant to repl Less than 1,000 yuan 1,000-3,000 yuan 3,000-5,000 yuan 5,000-10,000 yuan More than 10,000 yuan Do not want to reply

 Share among 2019 respondents (%)  Share among 2022 respondents (%)  Share among all respondents (%)



Personal income

A erage monthl income of the respondents
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Prevalence of FSP

Prevalence of FSP among respondentsPrevalence of FSP among respondents
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Key findings fromKey findings from 
the 2022 survey 



1. Most people practice FSP within walking distancep p p g
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Private car or 
t l 1

Means of transportation to one s garden, field, or orchard for FSP

Public 
Transportatio

n 2 80%

motorcycle, 1
0.90%

Bicycle, 7.70%

n, 2.80%

Walking, 78.6
0%



2. FSP practice varies by occupational statusp y p

Prevalence of FSP by occupation among respondents in 2022
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3.  Main motivations for food self-provisioningp g

Reasons for home grown food and vegetables (percentages of respondents reporting each as

57 6A t h lth f d
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4. Pro-environmental behaviours significantly influenced by age

M h d f h i il f ili b
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The result of Pearson’s chi‐square test shows that there was a significant relationship between methods of 
enhancing soil fertility and age, Χ2 (12, N = 704) = 31.462, p = .002



… but not as much by education and income levely
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5. FSP as gift: Sharing behaviourg g
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Summary of findings

• In this primarily urban-centered study on FSP, an average of 58.5% of respondents in the two 
waves of survey reported owning or using a garden, field, or orchard for food production. 
This clearly suggests that FSP is widespread and is practised by a significant share of theThis clearly suggests that FSP is widespread and is practised by a significant share of the 
Chinese urban population.  

• Most respondents practice FSP within walking distance

• FSP practice varies by occupational status• FSP practice varies by occupational status.

• Main motivations for food self-provisioning is access to healthy food, which is followed by 
leisure needs, Access to fresh food, applying skills and knowledge, and saving money.

• Pro-environmental practice is significantly influenced by age but not so much by education• Pro environmental practice is significantly influenced by age, but not so much by education 
and income level.

• The majority of the respondents are happy to share at least some home-grown food and 
vegetables, primarily with their family members, relatives and neighbors and then followed 
by friends and colleagues.



FPS as a site for, and instrument, of 
positive social changes

• Food ethics explores the essential 
questions of what we consume, how we 

it d h t h ld b l d dconsume it, and what should be excluded 
from our diets.

• A typical form of ‘quiet 
sustainability’/reproductivesustainability /reproductive 
transformations (Jehlička et al. 2023) 

• The philosophy of FSP contributes to 
community building by educating its y g y g
participants on virtues such as 
diligence, thrift, and solidarity. Through 
their choices about food production and 
exchange they express their values andexchange, they express their values and 
priorities.



FSP as a bridge for integrating 
human/nature divide and for bridging 
urban/rural developmenturban/rural development

• Farming-related activities bring people close 
to nature where burnt-out urbanitesto nature, where burnt out urbanites 
rediscover the integration of the mind and the 
body through unalienated leisure. FSP is thus 
viewed as a nurturing practice to enhance 
one’s vitality creativity and mindfulnessone s vitality, creativity and mindfulness.

• Rural life experiences have become 
increasingly popular among urban 
residents, who spend their holidays at 
farmhouses, orchards, and farmers’ markets. In 
this sense, the FSP is a way of urbanites in 
bringing the idyllic pastoral close to home. 



FSP： an alternative solution to ensure food 
security in an uncertain future.

• As a microsystem in society, FSP embodies the 
powerful forces of daily life, good practices, and 
sustainability.sustainability.

• It also provides an alternative solution to ensure 
food security for people in an uncertain future.

• With a simple life on a small farm they discoverWith a simple life on a small farm, they discover 
that the secret of happiness is ‘to cultivate one’s 
garden".(Voltaire1759), that we must nurture 
and cultivate our lives in order to derive the 
best possible benefit from our labors on thisbest possible benefit from our labors on this 
earth. Isn't it?

• （The left photo is selected from the internet ；
Except for those signed, all were filmed by Ma 

）Huidi）



Thank youThank you 

16th ESA Conference - Porto (Portugal), 27 - 30 August 2024. “Tension, Trust, and Transformation 
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