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1. Layout of a large garden sloping down in front of the house, suitable for a most
magnificent estate comprising from 50 to 60 acres (Antoine-Joseph Dezallier d’ Argenville,
La théorie et pratique du jardinage ou I'on traite a fond de beaux jardins appelés
communément jardins de plaisance ou de propreté, composés de parterres . . .

[Paris, 1747], p. 42, pl. 2A)
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2. Layout of 2 small gardens suitable for private owners. The left figure shows a 4-acre garden arranged
in the largest and most regular sections such an oddly shaped estate ground can afford; the layout of the
right figure shows an even smaller and more oddly shaped estate ground. (Dezallier, La théorie et
pratique du jardinage, pl. 5A4)

were imitated by nobles of lesser means who aspired to the status of courtiers. These were
imitated by rich bourgeois and, in turn, by petty bourgeois. Eventually this trickle-down
process degraded the gardens’ artistic value.

Veblen’s theory has, however, been challenged on many grounds, and we should reex-
amine its worth for garden history. It should be noted, for instance, that social competition
does not always lead people to emulate those of higher status, since it may just as well lead
to social differentiation. Pierre Bourdieu has driven this point home by showing how social
distinctions could be expressed by consumption of artistic goods, contributing, in turn, to
the reproduction of hierarchy within a society with low social mobility.® Conspicuous
consumption can then be seen as a behavior enabling one group of people to distinguish

$Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1984).
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3. Layout of 3 small gardens and parterres suitable for mansions in a city (Dezallier, La théorie et
pratique du jardinage, pl. 7B)

itself both from its superiors and its inferiors. This leads to renewed questions concerning
the history of gardening in different societies, inviting a look at vernacular gardens, farmers’
gardens, curates’ gardens, or even bourgeois gardens for signs of social distinction or emu-
lation in their design or maintenance. Moreover, an attempt to achieve a higher status
through imitation is not the sole reason for adopting the mores and consumption habits of
a more affluent group.” Gardens can be enjoyed for the respite they provide from the
pressures of city life. They also suggest the pleasures of a pastoral life, a craving for which
was very common among learned bourgeois of the mid-seventeenth century, who had a
firmer grounding in the classics than most aristocrats. Imitative behavior is not always

®These questions are discussed in the already large bibliography of studies in the history of consump-
tion. See Arjun Appadurai, ed., The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective (New York: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1986); Grant McCracken, Culture and Consumption: New Approaches to the Symbolic
Character of Consumer Goods and Activities (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988); John Brewer and
Roy Porter, eds., Consumption and the World of Goods (London: Routledge, 1993); Daniel Roche, Histoire des
choses banales: Naissance de la consommation dans les sociétés traditionnelles (XVI1Ie—XIXe siécle) (Paris: Fayard, 1997).
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4. Layout of 2 gardens suitable for private owners. The right side shows a garden on a gently sloping
ground of 20 acres, which was already built with houses and garden terraces before the garden was
designed. The left side shows a 5-acre garden on a steep hillside flanked by a small river and the streets of
a village. (Dezallier, La théorie et pratique du jardinage, pl. 6A4)

emulative; it can be explained by different motives. We certainly cannot, for example, be-
lieve that Dutch patrons who imitated French gardens at the end of the seventeenth cen-
tury wanted to become assimilated to French aristocrats, with whom they had been at war
and over whom they had triumphed.

The relationship between conspicuous consumption and the development of garden
art is certainly not the only issue examined in this volume. This brief discussion was in-
tended only to explain why, starting from a rather naive question about the relative contri-
bution of different social groups to the development of garden art, several authors in this
volume were led very quickly to broader questions about consumption, the evolution of
fashion, and relationships between social and cultural change. The first section of the vol-
ume examines questions about class and the consumption of garden art, demonstrating that
garden-art consumption cannot be subsumed under a single model that applies to all peri-
ods and to all places.This volume shows, nevertheless, that developments in garden art from
the Renaissance to the nineteenth century cannot be isolated from social changes, upon
which they may either depend or have a bearing.



8 Michel Conan

The second section demonstrates different forms of penetration by bourgeois cultures
into garden art. These essays show how social encounters between bourgeois and aristocrats
contributed to aristocratic appropriation of bourgeois cultures. The volume’s authors also
look at the difficulties, noted earlier, entailed in labeling persons or families as bourgeois or
aristocrat. These authors’ criticism of the sociological categories commonly used in writ-
ing economic or cultural history, and of the limitations of iconology in garden history, is
very suggestive of new methods that could be useful in many aspects of garden history. The
authors also demonstrate that a broad understanding of cultural change may be necessary
for interpretation of social change uncovered in the study of gardens.

The third section is centered on discussion of two issues that have usually been dis-
cussed separately in recent literature but that are united in the attention lavished upon
gardens: gender and public space, in the sense made familiar by Jurgen Habermas. It should
not be surprising to read that the question of the construction of the public good was
differentiated according to gender in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries; it is probably
much more unexpected to discover to what extent gardens played a role in constructing a
new morality based upon bourgeois values developed during the previous centuries and
reworked in different social contexts. The volume begins with a presentation that contrib-
utes to this last debate, but it does much more. Succeeding chapters present possibilities for
new directions in garden studies that might contribute to larger debates in social and cul-
tural history.

Chapter Overviews: The Arguments

In each section of the volume, chapters are presented in historical order, irrespective
of the country in which the gardens under discussion were located. This has the inconve-
nience of separating chapters that deal with the same country and period but from difter-
ent perspectives. Because these contributions propose a small number of common ques-
tions for discussion, it is important to bring them together and to give a short summary of
them all, stressing their sometimes theoretical implications. There are many possible read-
ings of any volume of collected essays. This is especially true when the chapters are in
dialogue with one another and examine similar places and periods from different perspec-
tives. In a final section of this introduction, we try to broaden the domain of discussion, to
suggest how some of these debates can be linked to other areas of research in social or
cultural history, and also to point to some of the methodological consequences that can
tentatively be drawn from these essays. Let us turn now to a brief summary of the book.

Patrice Higonnet’s essay “Mique, the Architect of Royal Intimacy” spans the main
themes of the symposium and develops a broad perspective on changes in contemporary
historiography and in relationships between garden history (as a part of art history) and
cultural history. Higonnet takes as a starting point the life of Richard Mique, the architect
mostly remembered as the designer of gardens and buildings for Marie-Antoinette’s Trianon
just before the outbreak of the French Revolution. Mique was very successful as an archi-
tect of intimate places, bringing to royal ladies, his clients, comfort in line with bourgeois
attitudes toward everyday life. He also responded to modern craving for intimacy and
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personal freedom in the invention of picturesque garden designs, displaying a deep under-
standing of different aspects of cultural changes of his time. Mique’s fate after the revolu-
tion, however, shows that he had failed to understand one feature of his contemporary
culture, that is, the powerful development of public opinion; he fell a victim of the guillo-
tine for lack of clearer judgment.

Higonnet’s presentation invites readers to reconsider the place of garden history within
the broader field of history. It suggests that garden history, instead of remaining a subcat-
egory of an isolated field of art connoisseurship, can contribute to studies of problems in
cultural history as the development of the modern concept of the private and the personal
or the conditions that affect public opinion. The drama of Mique was that he failed to
perceive the second despite his ability to sense and contribute to the first. Such an observa-
tion calls attention to the value and the limits of studying intention when assessing the role
of an individual in societal changes.

Social Class and Consumption

The first part of this volume, devoted to discussions of social class and consumption,
comprises five chapters: a contribution by Lauro Magnani on gardens in the Genovese
Republic; Elizabeth Hyde’s report on flower collecting in seventeenth-century France;
Gregory Nosan writing on the political significance of the Vauxhall gardens; David Lam-
bert on the garden aesthetics of Bristol merchant venturers; and Robert Rotenberg on
bourgeois gardens in Metternich’s Vienna.This section shows that emulation of aristocratic
gardens and conspicuous consumption can be accounted for in different ways according to
the social vantage point of the interpreters. These examples also demonstrate that even
conspicuous consumption of gardens by commoners aspiring to a higher status could con-
tribute somewhat obliquely to new cultural developments. In short, sociological interpre-
tations of the conspicuous consumption of gardens oversimplify the relationships between
changes in garden art and issues of social mobility, and they tend to miss the contributions
of lower-status groups to cultural developments.

“The Rise and Fall of Gardens in the Republic of Genoa, 1528—-1797” by Lauro
Magnani seems to provide clear examples of conspicuous garden consumption. Bourgeois
families who had succeeded in entering the power structure of Genoa on a par with
ancient feudal noble families created a pattern of upward social mobility for other bour-
geois families; they institutionalized the right of noble families to engage in bourgeois
economic activities and engaged in patterns of conspicuous consumption. Bourgeois fami-
lies, meanwhile, were creating urban villas and gardens to display their status at the same
time that their source of income was shifting from commerce to international finance.
Rather than create a degraded version of the Roman villa from which they took their
inspiration, these families established a new architectural code for the villa, its gardens, and,
significantly, the garden grotto. These gardens were denounced as outrageous examples of
consumption created by men aspiring above their status. They were attacked by defenders
of aristocratic prerogatives outside Genoa and by opponents of the shift from commerce to
finance and banking inside Genoa. Magnani shows that interpretations stressing only that
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the villas were perceived locally and abroad as symbols of bourgeois usury and that nar-
rowly judge them as emulating courtly settings for the entertainment of aristocratic visitors
miss two aspects of significance. First, these villas and gardens established a new pattern of
living that could be emulated by other powerful merchants in Europe, a pattern that held
greater advantage for them than did aristocratic Italian palaces—as Rubens pointed out in
a book he produced for Flemish merchants. Second, they fostered new consideration over
time of the house and garden as a personal and private place. Interestingly, this Genovese
model of villa and garden became such a symbol of local entrenchment in a static political
economy that, in the second half of the eighteenth century, an important reformer who
failed to modernize republic’s economy turned instead to the making of a garden in the
Anglo-Chinois style. He transferred to this garden his cravings for a physiocratic reform of
the Genoese political economy—another example of conspicuous consumption not linked
to status seeking.

In her study of the “florist” society in “Flowers of Distinction: Taste, Class and Flori-
culture in Seventeenth-Century France,” Elizabeth Hyde uses models of art consumption,
such as those of Pierre Bourdieu or Norbert Elias, and charts the conditions under which
there developed in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century France a group of people who
had a clear sense of their common identity and yet cannot be identified by such usual
sociological categories as rank, status, or occupation. Hyde shows that people who col-
lected flowers came from very difterent social levels and brought a variety of interests to
bear upon this activity. Collecting flowers was a form of consumption that contributed to
the production of a new culture, spurred by practical and scholarly concerns and sustained
in its development by the arrival of new exotic plants and the cultivation of new species in
France. Florists’ publications of their collections stimulated and disseminated this cultural
practice and helped florists to think of themselves as a distinguished group. The quest for
refined, cultivated flowers drew fashion along in its wake. Florists became fashion leaders;
even when Louis XIV outpaced the most wealthy florists’ consumption of rare bulbs he
still bowed to their tastes. Surprisingly enough, the king’s style of consumption parallels
that of the bourgeois gentilhomme so bitterly mocked by Moliere at the court of Versailles.
Not only does Hyde support Rotenberg’s assumption, discussed below, about the role of
garden consumption in group identity construction, she shows how such groups could
even become leaders in the development of an art emulated by the king himself, who,
though he practiced it on a grand and lavish scale, lacked somewhat the refined taste of the
curieux fleuristes.'

Vauxhall was, by contrast, a place where—as was commonly acknowledged among
contemporaries—social emulation was unabashedly pursued by commoners, members of
the gentry, and noblemen. However, Gregory Nosan demonstrates in “Pavilions, Power, and
Patriotism: Garden Architecture atVauxhall” that self-display at Vauxhall should not be seen
as simply another straightforward example of conspicuous consumption. These commer-

19See also Antoine Schnapper, Collections et collectionneurs dans la France du XVIIeme siécle (Paris: Flammarion,

1994).
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cial public gardens were created in a deliberate attempt to revive national celebration and
patriotic culture, and to enable the public to indulge in courtly theatricality and pageantry
in a completely new way. The crowd itself performed the pageant in lieu of courtiers
around the king and was invited to identify with Shakespeare as an emblem of great com-
moners who had become national heroes. Nosan demonstrates the degree of fascination
exerted by the cult of Shakespeare and the British Worthies, as they were called in the
Stowe temple dedicated to them, all of whom were regarded as guardians against the dan-
gers of effeminacy in British society. Nosan explains how the gardens, the architecture, and
its decoration contributed in threefold fashion to a collective identification. First, low-
priced entrance fees, cheap explanatory leaflets, and commercialized access to all facilities
meant that all visitors, whatever their status, were treated equally as consumers. Second, the
symmetry that existed between the dining boxes and the Prince of Wales’s own Great
Room facilitated the prince’s mingling with the crowds during his visits to the gardens and
gave all visitors a share in the same pleasures he enjoyed. Third, visitors were invited to
fantasize about and identify with national heroes.

The success of Vauxhall gardens appears to be a complex phenomenon. It capitalized
on its customers’ common fantasies of upward mobility to draw them into a moment of
symbolic Englishness, in which social difference was cast along rather different lines than
division between bourgeois and aristocrat. This was done for the financial benefit of Jonathan
Tyers, its owner, and for the political benefit of Frederick, Prince of Wales. Nosan shows
how much the design of visual frames in the gardens contributed to the success of this
symbolic identification of people with the nation, while imparting no lasting effect on the
rise of a patriotic middle class, which it would have seemed to prefigure.

David Lambert develops another example of cultural encounter between bourgeois
and aristocrat in garden art in “The Prospect of Trade: The Merchant Gardeners of Bristol
in the Second Half of the Eighteenth Century.” These encounters prompted contempt for
gardens born out of conspicuous bourgeois consumption. In the middle of the eighteenth
century, Bristol was a thriving merchant city, where suburban villas and gardens were built
by rich merchants. Contemporary critics were quick to expose these as crass bourgeois
affectations of aristocratic status.

Opposition to the government’s aggressive policy toward the American colonies, which
greatly damaged their business interests, led Bristol’s well-organized and self-conscious rul-
ing elite to seek an alliance with the Whig opposition centered around Lord R ockingham.
‘Whig aristocrats and Bristol merchants hardly looked on each other with mutual approval,
although, clearly, in the 1760s the merchants deliberately displayed Whig symbols in their
newly made gardens. However, their sense of being betrayed by aristocratic Whigs prompted
the merchants to seek a new kind of garden, reinterpretating aristocratic garden aesthetics
through a collage of some of its elements. Lambert shows how Humphry Repton, who
was employed on garden commissions by both local aristocrats and merchants in the Bristol
region, acknowledged these developments as different enough from fashionable landscape
design to be grossly mocked and yet significant enough for him to emulate some of their
emphasis on the picturesque conception of city and commerce. In rapid presentation of



12 Michel Conan

gardens at the end of the century, Lambert shows how gardens created by some of these
merchants and industrialists became expressive of their commercial interests and intimate
involvement with industrial processes. It is remarkable that they were appreciated by such
people as Arthur Young and John Wesley for their assimilation of the industrial to the
sublime. The economic failure of most of these industrialists and the decline of Bristol,
however, put an end to these experiments.

Moving the discussion to Vienna, Robert Rotenberg points to garden patronage as a
case of social consumption. He analyzes the process of social consumption under changing
social conditions to account for shifts in garden style. His essay, “La Pensée Bourgeoisie in
the Biedermeier Garden,”’ relies upon interpretations of interactions between social groups
rather than encounters between cultural trends. Tax laws differentiated unambiguously be-
tween artisans, bourgeois, and noble families in eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century
Vienna, enforcing a sense of shared social rank among large classes of people of very
different wealth and occupation. Criticizing the trickle-down theory, the production of
consumption approach, and Bourdieu’s theory for their lack of attention to changes be-
tween different regimes of taste, Rotenberg turns his attention to a model proposed by
Michel de Certeau that emphasizes a dialectical relationship between the construction of a
style or fashionable taste and of the social identity of the constructing group.

Political events are shown to have set the pace of major changes in patterns of garden
consumption by rich bourgeois and members of the nobility. A survey of the development
of gardens by the Viennese aristocracy after the Turks’ siege of Vienna was lifted, and of the
cautious introduction of English-style landscape gardens in the wake of the dissemination
of Enlightenment ideas, introduces Rotenberg’s examination of the discovery and appro-
priation of the later style by bourgeois landowners. While the landowners were establishing
themselves in the newly urbanized Vienna suburbs, the political authorities repressed pub-
lic gatherings, prompting the bourgeois to seek intimacy and private pleasures. Aristocratic
landscape or baroque designs were adopted and inflected toward new meanings. Some
elements were discarded and new ones introduced, allowing a completely new system of
meaning to be established. Rotenberg proposes to see the lack of a formal stylistic unity in
these gardens as a reflection of the identity of a bourgeois class, the Biedermeier bourgeois,
predicated upon the search for individual autonomy while divided in its political alle-
giances. Thus, studies of garden consumption in Vienna suggest that the development of a
bourgeois garden style contributed to the construction of a sense of group identity.

Bourgeois Cultures into Garden Art

The second part of this volume is devoted to four difterent approaches to garden art
history that highlight a variety of impacts on garden art brought by bourgeois ideas and
culture. Chandra Mukerji studies the penetration of three bourgeois cultural themes into
gardening and estate management in France in the early seventeenth century; Patrick Eyres
studies social embourgeoisement at work in the creation and publicizing of two aristocratic
garden estates, one belonging to an old noble family, the other to a parvenu; Mark Laird
shows how encounters between aristocratic conspicuous consumption and the bourgeois
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ideas of horticulturists and nurserymen led to development of the shrubbery garden in
English landscape parks; and Margaret Flanders Darby reads bourgeois influences into the
paradoxes surrounding the flowering of Victoria regia, the giant water lily whose blossoming
was first achieved by Joseph Paxton. These four stories underscore the value of studying
processes in garden history rather than concentrating solely on a static reconstruction of
forms and their meanings.

Chandra Mukerji proposes, in “Bourgeois Culture and French Gardening in the Six-
teenth and Seventeenth Centuries,” that bourgeois thinking and practices, which had worked
their way into French rural estate management during the sixteenth century, were bril-
liantly brought together in Olivier de Serres’s writings, subsequently becoming part of a
tradition of estate management and later an unreflected part of French gardening. She
traces the development of ideas about estate management from Estienne and Liebault’s
Maison Rustique (Latin edition, 1554; French, 1564), to de Serres’s Thédtre d’Agriculture et
Mesnage des Champs (1599). Charles Estienne, a publisher and writer, and his doctor son-in-
law, Jean Liebault, were both Parisian bourgeois. Together they produced the first French
book on rural estate management. It reflects their humanist interests, their rational turn of
mind in matters of classification, and their attention to the practical aspects of husbandry.
De Serres, himself the head of a noble Protestant family, developed their views into a
coherent system of husbandry, meant to allow noblemen to improve the management of
their lands and to profit from them by cultivating rare exotic plants. Thus, it was a noble-
man who availed himself of bourgeois ideas to invent a model of large estate management
meant to profit the nobility. His advice was used, however, mostly by members of the
noblesse de robe, a growing group of rich bourgeois who were buying land and titles of
nobility from ruined noble families. They made these management techniques into a tradi-
tion so firmly rooted that no one could even suspect its bourgeois origin. Bourgeois ideas,
because they were expressed in practices that were efficient and advantageous for bour-
geois and aristocrats alike, became part of the common culture. Thus, the acquisition of
land by rich bourgeois in the seventeenth century should not be seen as a case of conspicu-
ous consumption but rather as a display of rational conduct, which allowed the wealthy
bourgeoisie to establish power and maintain it for a long time to come. Cultural penetra-
tion of bourgeois ideas is, then, shown to work through material instruments (such as the
measuring chain) and practical sciences (such as mapping and accounting) that were em-
bedded in ordinary routine—which may explain why these bourgeois penetrations escape
attention when research focuses on uncovering innovations in garden art.

In “Commercial Profit and Cultural Display in the Eighteenth-Century Landscape
Gardens at Wentworth Woodhouse and Harewood,” comparison of two large estates, one
belonging to an old noble family and the other to a recently ennobled merchant family in
the same Yorkshire district, enables Patrick Eyres to show how bourgeois ideas of entrepre-
neurship and profit seeking were developed in each and rendered invisible by landscape
aesthetics. His account of the history of the two estates, Rockingham’s Wentworth
Woodhouse and Lascelles’s Harewood, demonstrates how these two landowners, both of
the English ruling class though one noble and the other bourgeois, obeyed the same kind
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of logic in making their estates into landscape gardens that embodied the ideals of rural
improvement. Eyres insists, however, on the invisibility of social embourgeoisement at
work in their endeavors. Differences between bourgeois origins and noble origins had a
clear impact on the political choices and images pursued by the head of each family, but
descriptions of their origins do not provide pertinent categories for analyzing either the
kind of gardens they produced or the uses to which they were put. Eyres proposes seeing
both families as members of a capitalist aristocracy that used gardens to advertise ideologi-
cal commitments for both their followers and outsiders.

A study of the iconology of the two gardens helps sustain this interpretation. How-
ever, this approach yields no insight into cultural encounters between bourgeois culture
and noble culture that might have contributed to this result. Therefore, Eyres turns his
attention to the processes through which the gardens were produced and publicized. Shift-
ing the object of research from landscape forms to landscaping process has three far-reach-
ing consequences that extend far beyond the particular period under discussion. First, it
reveals how and which institutions, methods, writers, professionals, and artists brought bour-
geois and aristocratic orientations together. Second, it invites the study of the processes of
the material production of gardens or landscapes and of media (guidebooks, poems, paint-
ings, engravings, watercolors, etc.) used to broaden the audience for these artistic perfor-
mances. Third, it suggests that cultural values should be analyzed as factors of production
and not only as contributions to the construction of social representations, thus collapsing
the distinction between cultural superstructure and economic infrastructure that has been
an unspoken tenet of garden history.

In his “Culture of Horticulture: Class, Consumption, and Gender in the English Land-
scape Garden,” Mark Laird extends this attention to the processes of landscape garden
production and proposes a further twist to his revision of the history of the English land-
scape garden. He shows that even gardens laid out by Capability Brown did not spring from
a single-minded will but rather from a large number of different cultural and intentional
encounters. He illustrates his argument with observations from three domains of action in
gardening: first, the urge shared by a large number of aristocrats to gamble on the introduc-
tion of flowering exotics, a willingness that expressed both aristocratic conspicuous con-
sumption and adoption of interests promoted by bourgeois horticulturists; second, the
encounter between the craze for collections of exotic plants and nurserymen’s habits that
imposed the flower theater, which originated in baroque gardens, as a pattern to be fol-
lowed in the shrubbery; and third, the gendered division of labor that made ladies respon-
sible for the flower garden and forced the garden designer to interact frequently with
nurserymen, land agents, and stewards under the direction of the lady of the house in order
to promote his own ideas. Finally, Laird suggests that the literal flowering of the English
garden may have been shaped to a great extent by the London coftechouse culture of
bourgeois horticulturists and florists. This idea invites a reconstruction of the development
of English garden theory on two different levels, one devoted to processes that arose in
particular places and led individuals of difterent professions and social stations into cultural
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and practical encounters that contributed to the shaping and maintenance of gardens, and
the other devoted to broader cultural processes that brought about horticultural, philo-
sophical, or aesthetic developments in either bourgeois or aristocratic circles.

The account of the flowering of “Joseph Paxton’s Water Lily” by Margaret Flanders
Darby leads to a very different discussion. She invites a discovery of paradoxical relation-
ships between the duke of Devonshire and his head gardener, that is, between an aristocrat
and a commoner, and between both of them and Paxton’s wife, Sarah, who was born in a
fairly successful bourgeois family. The reciprocal encounters of aristocratic and bourgeois
culture led these three characters to a success story that seems to revolve around paradoxical
relationships between nurture and control. In his efforts to care for the duke’s interests,
Paxton is shown to exert control over the duke’s choices, and in a similar fashion, Sarah
Paxton’s care for both the duke and her husband motivated her salutary control over the
financial conduct of both. The story of the actual flowering of Victoria regia further illus-
trates how horticulture allowed bourgeois culture to penetrate the most intimate aspects of
English life.

Paxton’s horticultural success with the lily grew from his ability to care for the plant’s
temperature and light needs and control its development; that is, to obey and control its
nature at the same time. The great horticultural skill required to nurture the plant pro-
ceeded from the same kind of paradoxical relationship between care and control that ob-
tained in the personal relationships among the three characters of the story. Darby’s analysis
uncovers a further twist to the paradox. In well-to-do Victorian homes, conservatories
modeled after Paxton’s became the ideal place for nurturing young women, who were
compared to the extraordinary Victoria regia. The comparison of women, especially young
maidens, to flowers was a new simile at the end of the eighteenth century but taken for
granted in the nineteenth. Paxton’s machinelike setting for the nurturing of exotic plants
offered a ready-made metaphorical space and its concept—nurture—for thinking about
and discussing questions of education and the internal contradictions that they involved. It
bequeathed to twentieth-century developmental psychology one of its central concepts,
nurture, and in so doing suggests a most unexpected outcome of aristocratic and bourgeois
cultural encounters in garden art.

Gardens, Gender, and Public Spaces

Both Laird’s study of shrubbery design in the English landscape garden and Darby’s
study of the flowering of Victoria regia call attention to relationships that could be further
studied in terms of gender, showing how the separate spheres of men and women could
either be kept well apart or interfere with one another. The third part of this volume is
devoted to three different approaches that extend this discussion by focusing on gardens,
gender issues, and the construction of public spaces. Wendy Frith shows how conflicting
views of sexuality and polite society could be expressed and contested in gardens in mid-
eighteenth-century England. Stephen Daniels demonstrates how, in the next generation,
Repton attempted to use gardens as an instrument of moral change among men and women.
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Heath Schenker, moving into the nineteenth century, proposes that gardening simulta-
neously enabled women to develop their domestic role in the private sphere and take part
in public debate about politeness and family issues.

In “Sexuality and Politics in the Gardens at West Wycombe and Medmenham Abbey,”
Wendy Frith shows how gardens became sites where England’s emergent culture of polite-
ness could be expressed and contested. She stresses the embedding of changes in garden
design within this broader cultural process by focusing upon oppositions to reformed sexu-
ality—governed by bourgeois ideals of moderation, conjugal affection, and companionate
marriage and family—that were expressed in the gardens of West Wycombe and Medmenham
Abbey. She points to the newly designed wilderness of Castle Howard in 1705 as an ex-
ample of the landscape embodiment of those new ideals of polite life and society that were
to become dominant in the following decades. It is fascinating to discover that the concept
of a natural sexuality, as presented in the innovative design of Ray Wood, was an aristo-
cratic initiative intended to serve dynastic purposes. It was disseminated through a number
of institutions and publications, such as The Spectator, which addressed both aristocratic and
bourgeois audiences. The idea of natural sexuality was to become, in the second half of the
eighteenth century, the dominant bourgeois sexual culture, a culture that demanded modera-
tion and a clear differentiation of sexual roles tied to reproduction and was opposed to the
excesses of both lower-class and aristocratic practices. Frith shows how a reaction against
this new culture was expressed at West Wycombe and Medmenham Abbey, using the same
garden vocabulary—even the same models of statuary that had satisfied a rococo delight in
excesses of all sorts—to express opposing views of sexuality in the middle of the century.
Frith also shows the extent to which libertine views of gallantry and sexuality, far from
being a final struggle by aristocrats to oppose bourgeois norms, were supported by bour-
geois and commoners. Gardens provided the ideal setting for naturalizing a new sexual
order that claimed the laws of nature for its origin and source of legitimacy. It made
gardens an unavoidable arena in which to contest orientations proposed for this new cul-
ture.

Stephen Daniels continues this discussion and highlights the cultural stakes behind
contests among garden styles at the end of the century in “Gothic Gallantry: Humphry
Repton, Lord Byron, and the Sexual Politics of Landscape Gardening.” He demonstrates
the role of cultural conflict in the unpredictable course of cultural change and the limited
understanding of such change by Repton, an important agent of change in garden art and
Mique’s contemporary. Daniels shows that garden art and appreciation contributed, early in
the eighteenth century, to a deep cultural change—the rise of polite society—that stressed
personal achievement in conversation as opposed to personal value inherited by birth. This
was achieved in print communication. A large part of the public participated in this change
in the perception of personal values through periodicals that dealt with many issues, in-
cluding garden art and appreciation. Discussing gardens was a part of the debate about
modern values and establishing new gardens a step toward achieving the good life in a
polite society. This process produced a new sense of personal worth predicated upon the
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exercise of reason, a new basis for worth that threatened to blur distinctions between aristocrats
and commoners. [t also promoted revision of gender roles and values that threatened male
privileges. This cultural change may have paved the way for Capability Brown’s success, but
it also provoked a reaction and led to the use of gardens as arenas where conflicting cultural
attitudes could be expressed, as Frith’s chapter shows. The evolving culture of polite society
can be seen as an outgrowth of bourgeois culture stimulated by consumption and as an
attack against aristocratic culture. Opposing factions, however, comprised people who con-
sidered themselves bourgeois as well as aristocrats.

In the name of the pursuit of reason, the new polite society condemned indulgence
in consumption of such things as fashionable clothing. Landscape garden making, however,
became a way of expressing personal attachment to the virtues of polite society. And Repton,
a man who was fascinated by the world of fashion, anticipated the possibility of riding the
new wave of garden design in a way that would influence polite society and increase its
audience. He succeeded in a rather paradoxical way, creating new fashions for landscape
gardens that won the support of bourgeois families and aristocratic ladies, but failing to win
aristocratic lords to the virtues of politeness and the correlative pleasure of shrubbery
appreciation. He also inspired defenders of aristocratic culture, provoking a conservative
reinvention of ancient moral values and their projection into a garden art debate that
opposed the professional and the connoisseur. Daniels points to Byron as a splendid ex-
ample of the connoisseur at Newstead. As time passed, Repton came to recognize that
landscape gardening would not produce moral reform among large landowners. Therefore,
in his later life he turned his attention to a smaller scale and emphasized flower gardening,
which was a long-standing feminine interest for which he was acknowledged much later in
the nineteenth century. Meanwhile, Byron had been ruined and forced to sell Newstead,
which was transformed into a landscape garden estate in the spirit of Repton. Here again
cultural changes cannot be read as the result of personal will.

In “Women, Gardens, and the English Middle Class in the Early Nineteenth Century,”
Heath Schenker moves the discussion forward in time. She proposes a feminist interpreta-
tion of the role of gardening in the social construction of the English middle class in the
early nineteenth century. She briefly traces the rise of new groups of landowners, mostly
suburbanites, who were driven by utilitarian ideologies as much as by emulation of the
landed gentry in the management of their homes and estates. They developed mores, man-
ners, and tastes that distinguished them from both the laboring classes and the landed
aristocracy. Schenker uses as an example the practices highlighted in the writings of the
two most successful garden writers of the first half of the century in England, Claudius
and Jane Loudon (hers in particular), to show to what extent gardening became part of
women’s private sphere. An emphasis on horticulture and the practice of gardening, rather
than on its purely visual enjoyment, made way for a definite feminine contribution to the
social construction of a middle-class habitus—that is, to the naturalization of the distin-
guishing mores, manners, and tastes of the English middle class. This made gardening a
fundamental experience in the socialization of middle-class youngsters, and it enabled the
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development of a feminine public space through garden and ladies’ magazines, where prin-
ciples of the good life in civil society were discussed and constructed.

These chapters offer new approaches to garden history, a domain of research in art
history that has been very well established during the last thirty years. It may be too early to
have a clear sense of the directions in which they will take garden studies, but it is never too
early to discuss these emerging directions. There was a time when we could expect scholars
of art to explain works of art. Then, patrons or garden designers were seen as the source of
change. This volume has instead treated social consumption and cultural conflict as the
engines that power change. The perspectives are different, as are the kinds of changes
considered. Previously garden art history had tried to account for design innovations within
a given style, but the authors in this volume instead attend to larger shifts and pay little
attention to a particular style’s internal developments. Such approaches are not mutually
exclusive and can be expected to enrich each other other.

More interestingly, this volume raises some very different questions. Instead of asking
whether new garden styles or new developments in garden art should be attributed to
aristocrats or bourgeois, most authors ask how gardens were instrumental in shaping the
cultural debates around issues that concerned and divided bourgeois and aristocrat. In their
efforts to address new questions, the authors have had to invent new methods of research.
The authors treat different situations, yet their approaches share interesting similarities.
While no explicit methodological claim is to be found in this volume, something can be
learned from these similarities. We will use the final pages of this introduction to present
some contributions to research methods in garden studies, as illustrated by the volume as a
whole. Then we will examine briefly how the main issues discussed here echo or contrib-
ute to larger debates, first around the history of consumption, and second about gender and
public space.

Proposing New Methods for Garden History

Something may be changing in garden history. New issues are being raised that invite
new methodological approaches and the redefinition of sources. The different chapters of
this volume rely upon some research methods that are quite unusual in garden studies. Even
though a few precedents can be found in recent publications,' one is struck by the surge in
these pages of theories borrowed from different disciplines in the social sciences and by the
ways they are used even when they are not explicitly cited. The theories of Veblen, Elias,
Bourdieu, and Michel de Certeau, on the significance of consumption and, most impor-
tant, Habermas’s concept of public space'?are used to read material drawn out of garden
history and to assess the capacity of these respective theories to account for historical

! Certainly Bronislaw Malinowski’s study of gardens in the Trobriand has only recently been followed
by many attempts at studying gardens in order to put a social theory to the test. In recent years, Chandra
Mukerji, Nicholas Green, and Allen Weiss, for instance, have explicitly linked their research on gardens to
theoretical debates.

"2 Jurgens Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
1989). See also Craig Calhoun, ed., Habermas and the Public Sphere (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1992).
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processes. This call upon theory permits discussions spanning several centuries and con-
cerning very different garden styles. By adopting this theoretical approach the discussions
can break away from the historicist frame of reference, which otherwise is so hard to avoid
when discussing period gardens.

However, the authors’ intentions are clearly not to show how these theories could be
applied to garden history and to claim a new domain of validity for any of them. On the
contrary, they point out the limits of the models of analysis and interpretation proposed by
these theories. They show how phenomena that seem superficially to match a theoretical
description may fail to do so when studied with greater attention. They do not attempt to
make garden history a domain of the social sciences, nor do they try to disprove these
theories by showing that they never applied—this could not be accomplished in a single
chapter. The authors do, however, concentrate attention on gardens or aspects of garden
history that are not accounted for by a general model, thus discovering significant events—
or significant gardens—that would otherwise have been ignored.This approach could prove
an important change from previous approaches in garden history. It suggests that theoretical
approaches, but not necessarily grand theories, can be useful for garden studies equally for
calling attention to the unusual as for explaining the ordinary. Gardens can be significant
for theoretical reasons as much as for aesthetic ones, and some gardens, such as the mer-
chant-venturers’ gardens in Bristol, or Medmenham Abbey and West Wycombe, may de-
serve attention even though they were never considered contributors to the main develop-
ment of garden fashion or landscape aesthetics. This challenges the role of connoisseurship
in selecting an object for garden research. In addition to confronting theories with their
limits in garden studies, several of these chapters illustrate how garden studies might con-
tribute to the debate and advancement of broader discussions in the historical sciences. This
is an important feature of the volume as a whole. It shows how garden studies can benefit
from and contribute to methodological and theoretical discussion, and need not remain an
isolated domain of historical research.

Four other questions of method surface in several essays. Each stems from an attempt
to question a strongly held assumption in current garden history: the universality of visual
perception, the primacy of design intentions as a source of explanation, the positive value
of currently accepted dichotomies for describing social or cultural phenomena, and the
identity of design intention and social function.

Let us turn first to the different visual cultures that coexist in a given context. Beliefs,
taste, and forms of judgment vary from one cultural context to the next, but we usually
trust the universality of visual experiences and call upon our own to reconstruct those of
garden designers, patrons, and first users. This assumption is challenged in different ways.
Hyde shows how a group of florists in seventeenth-century France could develop ways of
seeing flowers that differed from a commoner’s visual judgment and contributed to the
development of fashion. Frith and Daniels show how, in eighteenth-century England, femi-
nine and masculine points of view could entail different visual experiences in the same
places. Thus, visual experience depends upon visual judgments that can vary for men and
women, as well as for individuals of different social positions and cultural backgrounds.
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Magnani, Nosan, and Lambert reveal for different times and circumstances how coeval
visitors saw and interpreted gardens as displays of conspicuous consumption and failed to
grasp the very different points of view from which they could be experienced by the
gardens’ own patrons.

All these authors acknowledge that ways of seeing are cultural constructions and that
cultural differences within the same society might produce different ways of seeing. Hence,
they have concluded that a history of material culture (of gardens or such objects as flow-
ers, statues, towers, or temples in gardens) cannot rest on descriptions of the object, its
production, or the intentions behind it; history should also ask which social groups use the
object and from which cultural way of seeing they look at and relate to it. Hyde and
Daniels attempt to understand under which conditions a culture of seeing changes and try
to appraise the role of garden designers or gardening experiences in such changes by study-
ing them within a context of changing visual practices.

Next, let us turn to the primacy of design intentions: it is widely accepted that garden
history should be concerned first and foremost with the history of garden design ideas and
that when the intentions of garden designers are ambiguous it is the task of the garden
historian to reconstruct them. Several authors in this volume take strong exception with
this postulate. Three lines of criticism develop. First, it can be shown that designers’ inten-
tions may have failed when they were predicated upon some misunderstanding of the
context of cultural change. In strikingly different ways, this was the case of Mique and
Repton, as shown by Higonnet and Daniels. Second, designers’ intentions may also be
thwarted when landscape production demands cooperation and compromise among people
of different social positions and cultural backgrounds, as is very often the case. Magnani
shows how the invention of a new villa and garden in Genoa should be understood as the
result of interaction among Galeazzo Alessi, his patrons, and humanists. Eyres and Daniels
call attention to the large number of actors who contributed to the negotiations surround-
ing landscape projects in England. This is not to deny the importance of the landscape
designer who was called as a consultant, but to call attention also to cultural encounters
triggered by his intervention and affecting the final result and to underscore variations
introduced from one period or place to another by differences in estate management,
division of labor, professional organization, or even the public spaces where gardening
issues or aesthetics are discussed.

The presentations of Lambert and Rotenberg highlight the development of new cul-
tural forms for gardens of a particular group that derived from “creolization” of a previous
garden culture. They show that, under specific social and political conditions, a particular
group’s (city leaders in Bristol, repressed bourgeois in Vienna) borrowing of artistic features
from aristocrats and professional garden designers could give rise to a new garden-making
approach, producing designs that expressed specific aspects of its own evolving culture,
contributing new standards through a collage of borrowed features and inventions, and,
finally, developing new meanings of garden experience for the group and a rationale for its
new style. Such a model positions intentionality of garden forms as an outcome of collec-
tive processes of production and interpretation rather than as the source of garden styles
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and their development. This shift, linking garden history to processes of cultural or social
change—such as the development of polite society proposed by Daniels, of sexual norms
by Frith, of nurture by Darby—puts the social context of garden creation under intense
scrutiny.

This leads us to the third aspect of garden research methodology that is highlighted in
this volume: the paradoxes stemming from the use of binary oppositions to describe society.
Several presentations call attention to the difficulties in using binary oppositions—such as
bourgeois versus aristocrats, nature versus culture, masculine versus feminine, public versus
private, dominant versus dominated—since the meanings of all of these terms shift accord-
ing to time and space. Nonetheless, it seems difficult to avoid them completely in describ-
ing synchronic phenomena, very often simply because they were used in common lan-
guage in the society under study. This calls, of course, for a critical study of the language
categories used in the period and for special attention to the emergence of new language
categories like curieux fleuriste,“polite society,” or “merchant-venturer” that signal an effort
by actors to claim a new identity. On the other hand, seeking to identify phenomena that
challenge such clear oppositions—the transformation, for instance, of a bourgeois into an
aristocrat by the purchase and reconstruction of a seat, of women’s private gardens into a
public sphere of debate, of Paxton’s private kitchen garden into a public space—may be a
very practical way of directing attention to cultural, political, and social change and to
phenomena that may help us understand such change. Darby and Eyres illustrate the value
of trying to understand circumstances under which people, or their activities, may fall into
two opposing categories, as Lord Rockingham, for example, pursued aristocratic interests
in the construction of his gardens and bourgeois attitudes in the management of his lands
and mines. Frith provides another example, showing how John Wilkes fell victim to the
same kind of attacks for moral excess that he leveled at Sir Francis Dashwood. These studies
clearly demonstrate how people could be part of cultural debates yet feel divided in their
own attitudes, even if they took strong positions that contributed to some of these cultural
developments. The personal intentions of Dashwood and Wilkes, with respect to natural
morality, are certainly less important than the public conflict they created, which intro-
duced the gardens at West Wycombe and Medmenham Abbey to public discourse on sexual
morality.

Our final methodological point pursues this criticism of reliance on personal inten-
tions one step further, separating the study of design intention from that of social uses and
reception. When discussing a labyrinth, a boulingrin, or a Temple of the British Worthies,
we ask why it was designed and built. When satisfied that we understand the purpose or the
intentions behind the design we assume that we understand the object’s meaning. Purpose,
intention, and actual use or interpretation are presumed to be one and the same. Meander-
ing paths are meant to ensure scenic variety for visitors, and serpentine bodies of water are
meant to move visitors’ imagination to river voyages. However, we have been invited by
several examples—such as the collage of garden elements in Bristol and Vienna or the
Victorian conservatories that imitated Paxton’s—to see that common uses of a garden
object may fulfill an unintended function; the meaning of a widely imitated object does
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not always coincide with the intentions behind the initial model. We have even seen, with
Mique and Repton, that some of an artist’s intentions may win public approval, showing
his keen awareness of certain cultural trends, whereas others fail because the artist did not
fully understand cultural change occurring around him. Thus Higonnet, Lambert, Eyres,
Darby, and Daniels take care at some point in their analyses to study separately the inten-
tions that led to a particular design and the meanings attributed to it.

Advances in Garden History

What have these imaginative methodologies accomplished: what have we learned
about the impact of encounters between bourgeois and aristocrats upon garden art? We
may seem to have progressed little against our discontent with the categories of bourgeois
and aristocrat since, despite their widely acknowledged ambiguity, the terms appear in
almost every chapter in this volume and were used equally during discussions at the sym-
posium. However, we have, in fact, made significant progress on this question. Our atten-
tion is called repeatedly to the usefulness of acknowledging groups of people according to
their own definitions of identity—as merchant-venturers of Bristol, aristocratic Whigs
around the Rockingham set, members of the République des Lettres, curieux fleuristes, or
Biedermeier bourgeois. On the other hand, we also see the importance of focusing on
long-lasting cultural trends, about which many of these groups concur—on the dynamics
of identity formation and on the processes of transformation in self-identified groups.

In addition, we learn much about the contribution garden history can make to the
history of consumption and to the construction of gender and public spaces in eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century Europe. According to the most widely accepted accounts, garden
styles were initiated by members of society with the highest status and were imitated by
lesser members attempting to improve their own status, a process that contributed simulta-
neously to the dissemination of garden styles and their degradation, as higher classes would
move on to patronize a new style in order to avoid being confused with their inferiors. This
model, however, is not confirmed by our authors and is shown to miss important cultural
or social consequences of garden consumption. Mukerji proposes that social consumption
of landed estates contributed to a deep change in the composition and culture of French
nobility in the early seventeenth century. She has demonstrated how, at least as early as the
end of the sixteenth century, bourgeois ideas and knowledge shaped the development of
estate management in France. Hyde has even discovered that aristocratic flower gardens
were developed partly through a chain of borrowing, reinterpretation, and knowledge
amalgamation moving up the social hierarchy from the curieux fleuriste to the king. Thus,
our attention is called to a phenomenon that precedes any trickle-down of garden models
and moves, indeed, in the opposite direction.

Moreover, we have learned how groups of bourgeois in Genoa, Bristol, York, Vienna,
and eighteenth-century England borrowed elements from aristocratic gardens and adapted
them to their own purposes, creating their own styles rather than simply deluding them-
selves into thinking they had appropriated an aristocratic one. We have also learned how
specific assimilation and reorientation of aristocratic styles was interpreted by the higher
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class as a sign of the aspiration to higher status by lower ranking landowners’ and of their
bad taste. The sociological models of Georg Simmel and Veblen seem to encapsulate the
dismissive point of view of the higher classes confronted with competition from their
inferiors. Magnani, Lambert, Rotenberg, and Schenker also demonstrate the importance of
garden consumption to the construction of social group identity. Yet, they do not confirm
any of the classical sociological models of conspicuous consumption. Instead, they show
that garden patronage by a specific group, so easily perceived in terms of status or assimi-
lated to a search for a narrowly conceived sense of distinction by coeval critics, could just as
well play meaningful roles in the lives of patrons and their families and contribute, in this
way, to important cultural changes that a single minded attention to social mobility would
overlook.

The study of cultural encounters between bourgeois and aristocrat calls attention to
the role of gardens in the constant redefinition of what it meant to be a bourgeois or an
aristocrat in various European countries between the sixteenth and mid-nineteenth cen-
turies. Certainly, garden consumption played a role in enabling people to claim and advert-
ise their social status, but it appears that gardens played an even more important role in
enabling people to establish new social identities and to contribute to larger cultural de-
bates. Thus, gardens appear to be an important arena for studying the development of
polite society in many dimensions, even if gender and sexual attitudes are privileged in this
volume. Further research will show more precisely how and under which circumstances
gardens and gardening practices may have contributed to the larger world of cultural pro-
duction in different societies.

Magnani, Lambert, Rotenberg, and Schenker show that landed owners who shared a
sense of belonging, had intentions or motivations that could be expressed through a garden,
and were competing with some other well-identified groups, tended to adopt the same
style of gardening and to express symbolically their distance from competitors in their
gardens. This allowed gardens, in particular, to become vehicles for expression of political
or cultural conflicts within the English aristocracy, Viennese Biedermeier society, and
Genovese leadership. Collective identities, however, are not the only cultural constructions
that may have been developed or contested in gardens.

Gardens are domains for the projection for very difterent views about the cultural use
of nature. Mukerji, for example, deals with the economic use of nature, Frith and Daniels
with morality according to the laws of nature, and Darby with the social control of nature.
When one of these views prompted debate within a social group, gardening appears to have
been a way of taking a stand and advertising it. Thus, garden writers contributed to the
development of a sphere of public debate around any of these cultural debates. This is
interesting and slightly unexpected because it reveals that gardening and garden practices
are not simply artefacts upon which traces of social or cultural changes can be read by
historians, but that they are themselves arenas where cultural conflicts are enacted. Garden
forms and practices may also be at stake in debates that shape new forms of public life.
Schenker, for instance, shows how garden activities in Victorian times projected women’s
voices and interests onto the political stage where domestic life was debated. Garden de-
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signs can even stimulate the development of social habits that establish and foster new
cultural attitudes. Nosan has shown how Vauxhall stimulated new cultural values uniting
the British nation that were rooted in consumer egalitarianism. Here, gardens contributed
to new propensities, preparing new possibilities for social agency. A similar point was made
by Hyde. Thus, we can see gardens as places where a specific agency is developing, an
agency that contributes to the production and dissemination of new “cultural trends,” for
lack of a better phrase. The renewed attention Nosan gives to collective behavior by large
numbers of garden visitors opens interesting directions for garden history to explore. Thus,
beyond its role as a beacon for garden rehabilitation and garden art connoisseurship, garden
history can move toward broader questions about the significance of garden inventions and
their reception for the negotiation of some cultural changes.

However, we should remember that precisely because gardens can stimulate new cul-
tural values, these ones may be used to mould visitors’ perceptions and to promote owners’
self-serving ideologies, as we have seen in Wentworth Woodhouse and Harewood, with
Repton’s attempt at a reformed masculinity, or with Vauxhall’s invention of an “ideological
apparatus of the bourgeois nation,” if I may paraphrase Louis Althusser with tongue in
cheek. Vauxhall first disseminated new ideologies by attracting large audiences with the
pleasures of mass consumption, an innovation taken up on the continent and particularly
used in revolutionary Paris. That all of these gardens seem to have been instrumental in the
development of various social illusions seems to invite a critical theory of gardens.

The broadening of questions in this volume may bring important changes in the
relationships between garden, social, and cultural histories. For a long time, garden history,
following in the wake of architectural and art history, has been treated as a separate domain
dealing with the invention and dissemination of forms. More recently, questions about the
meanings of form have stimulated exchanges between garden history and the history of
ideas, and studies of social or political context have been used to explain why certain
designs and ideas were developed in garden form. This one-way link between social or
cultural history and garden history implied that gardens would, at best, provide further
illustrations of cultural changes that originated elsewhere. Thus, garden history was assigned
an ancillary role among historical studies. Gardens were considered as luxury goods, mere
tokens of the vanity of conspicuous consumers, and garden history, in their image, was held
a mere shadow of history. It can be seen now that this was a spurious result of the questions
that were raised by garden studies. Asking “How can the social or cultural context explain
a garden form?” presupposes the direction of a causal link, making gardens mere conse-
quences of much more important changes to which they did not contribute. Asking rather
“How did garden making or garden forms play an instrumental role in historical changes?”
allows us to discover how gardens have offered the arena or the medium for the negotiation
of social issues. It allows us to show how garden changes have contributed to cultural
developments as much as they built upon them.



