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In “Greening in the Red Zone: Disaster, Resilience, and Community Greening,”
Tidball and Krasny (2014a) make the case that creation of and access to green
spaces promotes individual human health and community healing, especial-
ly in therapeutic contexts among those suffering traumatic events, assert-
ing that making and being in green spaces confers resilience and recovery in
social-ecological systems disrupted by violent conflict or disaster. To make
this case, and to understand the broader implications of humans turning to
nature in times of disaster or crisis, the authors proposed working definitions
of greening and red zones, as well as a conceptual or explanatory framework.
Such a framework describes the relationships between the act of greening
and other components of the social-ecological system in which these actions
are nested. The “Greening in the Red Zone” approach leverages the notion
of resilience, which offers a strong foundation for understanding the role of
greening following disaster and conflict at multiple, interrelated levels—indi-
vidual, social, and ecosystem.

In brief, greening refers to the activities of humans, working alone or
more commonly with others in their community, to restore local social-eco-
logical systems through such activities as community gardening, community
forestry, and improving habitat for wildlife and aquatic biodiversity (Tidball
and Krasny 2014b). The term “red zone” refers to multiple settings (spatial and
temporal) that may be characterized as intense, potentially or recently hos-
tile or dangerous areas or times, including those in post-disaster situations
caused by natural disasters such as hurricanes and earthquakes, as well as
those associated with terrorist attacks and war (Tidball and Krasny 2014b).
Social-ecological systems are complex, integrated systems in which humans
are part of nature (Berkes and Folke 1998). Resilience, in broad terms, refers to
the ability of humans, communities, and larger social-ecological systems to
rebound and to reorganize in the face of outside stressors, including death of
loved ones and full-blown war and conflict or disasters. During such times of
crisis, breakdown, and reorganization, existing and potential sources of resil-
ience often come to the fore; for this reason, discovering, building, and safe-
guarding those sources of resilience is critical to recovery from crisis (Walker
etal. 2002). Greening, then, as a form of human agency and collective action
applied to environmental stewardship, represents a critical source of resil-
ience at individual, interpersonal, community, and even wider scales.

Although not often enough recognized in policy and research agendas, cases
where humans who face disaster, conflict, or stress turn to greening as a source
of resilience abound as evidenced by the chapters of “Greeningin the Red Zone.”



Often viewed from the perspective of their negative environmental,
social, and cultural repercussions, shocks or crises that result in serious dis-
ruptions to normal processes can help communities move beyond a state of
denial and in so doing, “open up opportunities for reevaluating the current
situation, trigger social mobilization, recombine sources of experience and
knowledge for learning, and spark novelty and innovation.” Further, such
changes may “lead to new kinds of adaptability or possibly to transformational
change” (see also Olsson et al. 2007, quoted from Folke et al. 2010). Whereas
a number of more formal processes exist for fostering such transformation-
al change (e.g., scenario planning among watershed stakeholders, Peterson
et al. 2003) here we are focused largely on transformational changes that
emerge, or are “self-organized”, following shock or crisis. We find multiple
examples of how a crisis—including natural disturbance, conflict, and slower
decline, often acting in concert—spark reevaluation, social mobilization, the
coming together of multiple experiences and knowledge, and innovation. One
needn't look far to find examples of self-organized greening that integrate
components of transformation—whether in the creation of acommunity gar-
den that brings together former enemies to create something of value and
beauty on a site symbolic of devastating ethnic conflict in Soweto (Shavaand
Mentoor 2014), the construction of a series of 9/11 memorial green spaces in
New York City (Svendsen and Campbell 2014), or the coming together of war
veterans in a fishing stream in upstate New York (Krasny et al. 2014).

Even those greening responses that are initially self-organized with
leadership from single community leaders or small groups of neighbors,
often soon grow to involve multiple levels of governance reflecting a net-
work of community organizations, government institutions, nongovernment
organizations (NGOs), and sometimes business. Such connectivity enables
those engaged in experimentation at small scales—the replanting of for-
ests or reconstructing of wetlands—to learn across multiple experiments.
The ability of actors from different levels of governance who are engaged
in experimentation and learning to bridge from community to higher lev-
els of social organization provides a means for what begins at a small scale
to spark transformational change at increasingly wider scales (Folke et al.
2010). However, given barriers to transformational change embedded in exist-
ing policies and power structures (Pelling and Dill 2009), the challenge for
proponents of greening’s transformative potential continues to lie in under-
standing the processes and sources of resilience and adaptive and transfor-
mative change at multiple levels. Although at times critiqued for its broad
notions of social-ecological processes (Brand and Jax 2007), the growing
body of resilience scholarship provides an important avenue for gaining such
an understanding through sharing results of experiments, observations, and



reflections among an international network of scholars and practitioners con-
cerned with social-ecological system change (EImqvist 2014).

Despite the many examples above and related arguments by schol-
ars writing about major disturbances and the environment (cf. Dabelko and
Conca 2002, Machlis and Hanson 2008), in most cases policymakers dealing
with conflict have expressed little interest in trees or other green infrastruc-
ture, except perhaps as a commodity (Jonnes 2011). In stark opposition to
notions of how greening may provide space for adaptive governance, novelty
and learning in post-crisis, and thus may open up opportunities for self-orga-
nized and collaborative transformations to emerge, municipalities and gov-
ernments often respond with increased rigidity following a disturbance. We
see this often when law enforcement agencies refuse to allow citizens to enter
public parks and green spaces after a crisis, such as after Hurricane Sandy
(beaches; Chan et al. 2015) and Hurricane Katrina (green spaces; Deflem and
Sutphin 2009).

While reestablishing order post-disturbance is critical, greening can
be a next step in opening up possibilities for transforming a system that has
collapsed or been severely damaged. Engaging people in meaningful and col-
lective action that draws on their knowledge and experience in growing things
and their capacity as local leaders, and that provides opportunities to partic-
ipate in local governance, to express biophilia and topophilia, and to trans-
form often degraded ecosystems, may be an overlooked source of resilience
in post-conflict and post-disaster settings.

What challenges do members of the policy-making community face in
considering green infrastructure, and perhaps more importantly the act of
greening, as components of recovery efforts following war, disaster, or other
sudden and large-scale perturbances? We can identify at least five major bar-
riers and related opportunities regarding how practitioners might change the
policy landscape in response and recovery efforts.

Similar to how social-ecological systems can be resistant to change, the pol-
icy-making “system” itself may be subject to its own resistant feedbacks and
traps (Tidball 2016, Tidball et al. 2014, Tidball et al. 2016). Thus, one might
envision a particular policy-making community as either a subsystem or
“basin” characterized by certain features within alarger landscape of multiple
policy options or basins, or as a meta-system itself containing multiple options
or basins. Asis the case in social-ecological systems, barriers to moving from
one policy option to another are not easy to overcome (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Policy barriers as ridges in a stability landscape, based on Tidball et al. 2014 and Tidball

etal.2018.
Image by Keith G. Tidball, used with permission.

Though ubiquitous, these stability landscapes, or ball-in-cup diagrams,
are useful metaphors and heuristic devices for visualizing multiple system
states (Tidball et al. 2017). Keeping this metaphor in mind, and following
Pelling (2003), who has described feedback cycles as both “opportunities
and barriers to building adaptive potential” in red zone contexts, we outline
five barriers that limit rethinking of post-disaster policy options to incorpo-
rate greening, as well as how the insights garnered from the “Greening in the
Red Zone"” book might help address those barriers. These barriers—and relat-
ed opportunities for rethinking policy options—fall into the following general
categories:

Humans are of, and part of, nature (Krasny and Tidball 2015). This view is in
contrast to notions of humans as being exempt from universal rules govern-
ing ecosystems—i.e., as a distinct group of beings who are outside of and have
complete control over nature (see Tidball 2016 and Tidball and Stedman 2013
for further discussion on the problems of human exemptionalism and human
exceptionalism). Greening in the Red Zone presents research-based evidence
for the healing power of nature, and explicitly links psychological, sociolog-
ical, and cultural understandings with biological, physiological, and genetic
explanations for why humans might turn to nature in red zone times and places
(Tidball and Krasny 2014a). Whereas humans engage with nature in a variety
of ways during such taxing times the act of greening in whatever form, whether
planting trees or producing food, recreating wildlife habitat or restoring wet-
lands, is a further means of experiencing the healing potential of interacting



with the rest of nature.

Moving from individuals to local communities, Stedman and Ingalls
(2014) argue for the importance of attachment to places—or topophilia—
in the well-being of red zone and other communities, and importantly, in
the willingness of people to participate in greening and other civic renewal
activities. Whereas civic renewal efforts centered on rebuilding the physical
infrastructure play an important role in red zone communities (Kelling and
Coles 1996, Vale and Campanella 2005), greening efforts go one step further
by integrating the psychosocial aspects of humans’ relationship with nature
with other components of civic engagement. Greening also may reinforce
or restore a positive sense of place through such mechanisms as provid-
ing continuity with past customs and values related to growing vegetables,
herbs, and trees (e.g., of rural people who have moved to cities; see Shava
etal.2010).

Yet, people’s relationship to nature and to place is largely absent from
the policy conversation despite the paramount role it plays in the psychol-
ogy of residents and the success or failure of virtually all efforts in troubled
regions. The policy-making community has a tendency to focus on things and
people, deemphasizing relationships, and often ignoring the value of place.
The implications of these tendencies for policy and program design are pro-
found. Although creating an identity through association with place, as cap-
tured in the notion of topophilia, need not explicitly include greenness, the
added existential quality of greening brings with it an unusual power to pos-
itively affect the psychology of those involved, precisely because it reaches
something fundamentally present in the human psyche. Further, greening
reinforces and restores a sound sense of place. This occurs not only through
reinforcing a fundamental human connection to nature but also through
“remembering and reifying” past traditions related to use and stewardship of
green space (Tidball et al. 2010). Thus, for individuals and for communities,
including those that have been incrementally decaying over decades and sink-
ing into the complete chaos of the red zone, continuity with the pastis rebuilt,
and a sensation of the unbroken created, through greening. The “broken-
ness” is undone and a sense of balance returns to a community.

The natural resources and international development policy-making
communities have recognized past failures of single-objective policies
that reflect so-called policy silos (Peirce 2009, Staley 2009) or stovepipe
thinking (Johnson-Freese and Nichols 2011). Social-ecological systems (SES)
perspectives, which emphasize the connections among people, their actions,
and other components of the environment, offer a promising alternative



(Berkes and Folke 2002, Folke et al. 2002). In particular, this literature high-
lights two fundamental aspects of a social-ecological systems approach to
healing troubled or disaster-wrought people and places.

First, the nature of post-disaster environments demands recognition
that individual elements and processes within that environment have some
relationship to each other, whether through feedbacks, networks, or some
other mechanism. These systems are ecological not because they are green
or natural—though they may be—but because they are characterized by lay-
ers upon layers of relationships that ultimately link the fate of all parts of the
system, importantly, including the people within them (cf. Carlock and Fenton
2001, Jamshidi 2009, Kotov 1997, Luskasik 1998, Pei 2000, Sage and Cuppan
2001, Tidball et al. 2008).

Second, SES are dynamic. As we have seen above, the SES resilience
framework presents several heuristics, including feedbacks, vicious and vir-
tuous cycles, and basins of attraction, that help us to understand the nature of
change and resistance to change in systems over time. An understanding that
systems are dynamic, and that policies can be designed around expectations
of change rather than of stability, is fundamental to SES resilience thinking
but has not yet been well integrated into planning nor applied by the policy
community in post-conflict and post-disaster response contexts.

In contrast to the focus on dynamic systems among SES researchers, the lex-
icon often used by government agencies and first responders to crisis situa-
tions reflects a dominant view of these kinds of places as static. That lexicon,
which is stamped into plans and evaluations, also overwhelmingly emphasizes
conditions over characteristics. A condition, such as stability, describes how a
place is doing at a given point in time, whereas a characteristic, such as resil-
ience, expresses the nature of a person, place or SES over varying time and spa-
tial scales ( Cutter et al. 2008, Werner 1995). The problem with setting stability
as a policy objective is that systems are highly dynamic, and their condition is
impermanent. Relative to dynamic characteristics such as resilience, stability
is easier to understand, simpler to design for, and therefore more likely to find
its way into operational plans. This emphasis on stability rather than resilience,
and the unrealistic treatment of stability as a permanent state, is symptomatic
of acommand and control mentality thatimagines policy and programs directly
steering a place and its people towards afinal objective (Holling and Meffe 1996).

In contrast, the examples in “Greening in the Red Zone”, and in this
volume, suggest the presence of nascent processes of transformation—of
initial attempts to break out of vicious cycles and move into more positive
basins of attraction. Such processes beg us to consider a different role for



the policy-making community—one of catalytic enablers for locally derived
transformations that are already underway. Although examples from gov-
ernment agencies may be harder to come by given the prevalence of top-
down approaches, they do exist. For example, Svendsen and Campbell (2014)
describe how the USDA Forest Service developed a national registry and oth-
er means to support self-organized greening efforts that emerged in commu-
nities across the United States as part of the 9/11 healing process (Svendsen
and Campbell 2005, 2006).

This example is notable in two respects. First, it was directed by
Congress, the members of which may have more freedom than career gov-
ernment employees to engage in “out of the box” thinking. Second, the Living
Memorials project was facilitated by a small, nontraditional and perhaps
adaptive team of urban social scientists working within the Forest Service.
This and several other “Greening in the Red Zone” cases suggest how, at
times and places where nascent efforts exist that have the potential to cul-
tivate virtuous cycles on a landscape characterized by vicious cycles of vio-
lence and degraded spaces, the policy-making community can step back
from top-down approaches and instead develop means of enabling self-dis-
covered modes of healing and rebuilding. Such a shift in approach will require
an expansion of the policy lexicon to incorporate notions of changing charac-
teristics, self-organization, and resilience.

Despite the universality of human-nature connections, the role of nature in
how people absorb shock and exhibit resilience in the face of dire conditions
varies widely. All the cases presented in the “Greening in the Red Zone"” book
reflect the unique attributes of place. As such, they present opportunities for
further learning about how greening efforts vary depending on place. Perhaps
they also will stimulate seeking out other such cases, as well as attempts to
understand theirimplications and potential for developing policies at the local,
regional, and nation-state levels. In contrast, a culture that focuses exclusive-
ly on comparing cold statistics across different conflict or disasters settings
without regard to context—such as numbers of deaths, number of injured, and
number of rapes—may inhibit disaster and first response professionals from
considering greening in crafting approaches to healing a traumatized commu-
nity. Such thinking also may lead the policy-making community to deempha-
size relationships among people, between people and nature, and importantly
between people and local place.

Further, many members of the policy-making community may not have
opportunities to observe or take part in community greening activities and



thus may not see greening as alocal asset. One means to ground policy deci-
sions in attention to place and to a role for greening is to draw on existing and
facilitate new connections to local place and nature, as well as with commu-
nity, among members of the policy-making community. In one such effort, the
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture launched the People’s Garden initiative, chal-
lenging all USDA facilities across the United States to implement a garden
on-site or to become engaged with a local community garden. The response
was overwhelming, perhaps reflecting a longing for engagement with nature
and community. For example, within 45 minutes of sending an email calling
for volunteers to help at the USDA headquarters garden in Washington, D.C.,
over 75 employees had responded, and within a year of launching the nation-
wide program, over 400 gardens had been established at USDA facilities.!
Regardless of the agency for which they work, many government bureaucrats
likely garden at home and are aware of the role gardening and other nature-
based activities play in their everyday mental health and in recovery following
personal hardship. Proponents of greening in red zones working in agen-
cies and first response organizations might leverage these social-ecologi-
cal memories and draw on such activities and awareness to create a culture
of understanding of the importance of the role of local greening in recovery
and resilience.

In pursuing policies that leverage existing self-organized, place-based
practices and local assets, development professionals will be forced to
devolve substantial design control to recipients of aid, even as they fund such
efforts. The ability of members of the policy-making community to trust those
who they intend to help requires a readiness to accept risk, patience, and a
willingness to wait and see what green emerges from red and how they can
best reinforce the positives of what emerges. This entails asking what sorts of
nascent transformations in social-ecological systems are already underway,
and whether it is desirable to see that change continue. Further, it requires
asking if, and what sorts of, interventions are in fact needed to move the mar-
ble in the direction of a different basin. This thinking is challenging, given
the political pressure on development professionals for rapid progress cou-
pled with limited resources, and thus we recognize the challenges they face
vis-a-vis our calls for recognition and facilitation of self-organized practices
and assets.

The approaches we call for also place greater burden on potential recip-
ients of aid, who are being called upon to act and to form more equal part-
nerships, rather than remain passive recipients of outside assistance. Such
approaches require that local people recognize how much of their identity,

health, and resilience is dependent on nurturing their
active relationship with nature. These approaches may



also call on local people to engage in monitoring the results of their efforts,
thus contributing knowledge as a kind of feedback that can be used in adapt-
ing resource management practices (Tidball and Krasny 2012). Animportant
sign of resilience in a community and among individuals is the emergence or
reemergence of healthy behaviors and relationships without prompting from
outsiders, including actively engaging with nature. “To green” is a verb, not
anoun, and it is the act of greening, not just the bearing of witness, that rein-
forces self-sufficiency, sense of community, and attachment to place.

For most of the cases detailed in the Greening in Red Zone volume, leadership
comes from the nongovernment sector. Nobel laureate Elinor Ostrom referred
to “polycentric systems” of governance characterized by “multiple governing
authorities at differing scales” (Ostrom 2010), and a similar concept, “overlap
in governance”, is one of 11 attributes of resilient systems outlined by Walker
and Salt (2006). These notions reflect governance arrangements in many of
the red zone greening cases in this book, where local residents, grassroots
community groups, NGOs, government agencies, and sometimes university
researchers form partnerships that span from neighborhood-scale greening
practices to national and trans-national nascent networks and policies.

For the policy-making community, this implies embracing new,
more agile forms of governance in place of more rigid notions of govern-
ment. An example of where this is already happening comes from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, which has adopted a multi-institution
partnership model, including partners that engage communities in hands-
on stewardship, in addressing control of nonpoint source pollution and other
intransigent resource problems where more adversarial and command-con-
trol regulatory policies have proven ineffective (Sirianni 2009). Such polycen-
tric governance approaches that incorporate human and nature interactions
could be expanded to encompass planning for and responding to red zone
situations, and are consistent with the notion that multiple efforts acting in
partnership are needed to reduce the barriers between vicious and virtuous
basins on alandscape.

The recommendations that follow are difficult, may take a long time to bring
about, and demand courage from those involved. We recognize the challenges,
but we firmly believe that avoiding some of the mistakes of the past will entail
taking responsibility for fully confronting the existential quality of our personal
and of humankind’s relationship with nature.



The case has been made for the impact that green and greening has on lives both
individually and collectively. Whether we are rich or poor, live an urban or rural
existence, or are at war or peace, there is no disassociating ourselves from our
relationship to nature or our dependence upon the services nature provides to
us. We do not have the liberty to walk away from nature for the simple reason
that we are anintegral part of it. Innately we understand that our place in nature,
our relationship to it, is existential. Our physical and psychological survival is
ultimately dependent on the degree to which we recognize and embrace how
we relate to the natural world that feeds us, slakes our thirst, cleanses our air,
and calms our spirit. Things “green” and by extension the act of greening are
an absolute national security imperative for every nation on earth, but particu-
larly for those whose population density and behavior demand the most atten-
tion. Numerous other authors have made this point through discussions of food
and energy security (Gleick 1990, Kobtzeff 2000), and of conflicts over natural
resources (Machlis and Hanson 2008, Machlis et al. 2011). Still others have talk-
ed about a role for trans-boundary parks and conservation in peace-making
(Dabelko and Conca 2002). In this volume, we add to these literatures a consid-
eration of the importance of engagement in hands-on greening with the intent
to build resilience in individuals, communities, and ecosystems impacted by
conflictand disaster.

Identify and address system characteristics, such as resilience and trans-
formability, rather than focus more narrowly on achieving static conditions.
Such an emphasis on dynamic processes is consistent with systems thinking.
Previous work by Tidball and Weinstein (Tidball and Weinstein 2011, Weinstein
and Tidball 2007) suggests how an environment-shaping strategy provides
a path for applying such thinking in post-conflict and post-disaster develop-
ment contexts.

Inrare instances torture victims, disaster survivors, or former combatants con-
front policymakers directly. Such events are momentarily galvanizing if only
because they are so dramatic and the audience so unprepared to manage and
effectively internalize what they are witnessing, and they may be instrumental
in sparking discussions about changes in policy. But what is the role of human
experience in more rational policymaking? And what is it that is meant to be



secured if not peoples’ abilities to enable positive experiences and to limit
bad ones? We ignore the psychological and social impacts of our decisions at
our peril. Only now, for example, is the U.S. military fully confronting the mag-
nitude of psychological impacts of repeated deployments to combat zones,
which reach far beyond military institutions deeply into our communities.
Greening should be an important part of the multifaceted human experience
thatis considered in policymaking.

One of the defining characteristics of a dynamic system is that by definition,
it is constantly changing, usually in unpredictable ways and at unpredicted
magnitudes, and for unforeseen reasons. We live in complex systems, and thus
imagining that we are in control may not reflect reality. And yet, policy and pro-
gram design—not just in military domains but also environmental, economic,
social, and virtually all other domains as well—is dominated by acommand and
control mentality. The analogies of holding a shallow pan of water or riding a
bucking horse are apropos. The harder one holds on the more certain the water
will spill or the rider will crash to the ground. Attempts at absolute control vir-
tually ensures failure, whereas adaptation to an enabling and constraining
role substantially improves our odds at making a meaningful difference, relies
heavily on existing resilient qualities of the system, and by extension reduces
the likelihood that we will contribute to comprehensive system failure.

Similarly, policy solutions based on the inherent assets of a place and
its people are more likely to take hold and influence substantial change than
those that are developed in a vacuum without input. Grassroots or bottom-up
solutions may be neglected because they challenge “expert” opinion, reduce
command and control, or may not conform to “regular” practice. The par-
ticipatory approaches that are required of an asset-based strategy to policy
and program design take time and a willingness to accept that the role of the
professional is not only to educate, but also to listen, absorb, understand, and
then translate that understanding into the actionable.

Allowing systems to transform takes time. Trust renews over generations, and
collectively recognizing shared interests takes years. While people and polit-
ical systems are highly impatient, long-standing strategies culled from the
world of participatory project management make it possible to demonstrate
continual progress by designing incremental but meaningful gains over the
course of an otherwise slow process.

The policy-making community is therefore challenged not to make deci-
sions between little and quickly on the one hand, and big and slow on the



other, butinstead to seek a better understanding of the relationships between
local communities’ identities and institutions, and those of nations, and the
contributions immediate short-term efforts can have in lowering or height-
ening barriers to the whole system shifting from one basin of attraction to
another. In this respect, we suggest a perspective that emphasizes multiple
vertical and horizontal interactions over hierarchies—that a particular level
of action be treated not as a point lower or higher up in a hierarchy, but rather
as anode in a network of relationships.

Addressing seemingly categorical issues, such as environment, security, edu-
cation, or economic well-being, requires policymakers to work across multiple
functional areas. This is made difficult through highly bifurcated implementing
bureaucracies, i.e., agencies and departments charged with implementing pro-
grams that choose not to collaborate. However, innumerable opportunities exist
tointroduce greening into existing efforts, even if they are not yet fully connected
to other programs or policies. Community-based land and resource manage-
ment, for example, may be incorporated into school curriculaand out-of-school
environmental education programs (Krasny and Tidball 2009, Krasny and Roth
2010), and micro-lending and micro-economic development programs can favor
or even explicitly encourage effective bottom-up resource management or com-
munity farming/greening efforts. Judicial and legal oriented reform projects can
highlight environmental and land issues such as property rights and land use.

Community development and organizing efforts can use community
greening as building blocks. Eventually enough greening-related programs
will reside in multiple components of the development puzzle so that tying
them together into a self-reinforcing web will not be such an impossible task
after all. Greening, or the environment more broadly, may serve as a theme
that roots each of the disparate sectors in holistic approaches to develop-
ment post-disaster or conflict. A critical factor in incorporating greening into
development strategies will be adding an individual with environmental
and greening expertise onto inter-disciplinary teams in post-disaster and
post-conflict settings.

We call upon policymakers to consider the role of participatory natural
resource management—or of greening—in responses to red zones. We may
look to the insights of the resilient Japanese, who have transformed their soci-
ety in the 20th century to become a model of democracy and efficiency, and



who are now facing perhaps an even greater challenge in the 21st century
to rebuild and transform in the aftermath of disaster of almost unimaginable
scale. Yet policymakers in Japan from the very highest levels are listening to
scholars and experts as well as farmers and fishermen who are encouraging a
visionary approach to rebuilding after the great East Japan earthquake, tsuna-
mi, and nuclear catastrophe (Global Environmental Action 2011). Policymakers
are seeking counsel from scholars of Satoyama and Satoumi (Morimoto et al.
20009, Shidei 2006, Takeuchi et al. 2003), who are encouraging aremember-
ing and areconnection of the Japanese culture’s deep historical connection to
nature. They are seeking new ways of thinking about themselves in relation to
nature in the 21st century, they are reflecting societal concerns regarding safe
and sustainable renewable energy alternatives, and they have invited conver-
sation specifically about greening in the red zone. They have, simply, decided
to embrace transformation, to think big about greening and sustainability.

Greening in the red zone, as a way of describing human-nature interac-
tion after disaster and war, and as a policy approach, requires a kind of sus-
pension of disbelief, and also a pragmatic understanding of the limitations
of such an approach. Certainly greening and its attendant multiple benefits
are not a magic wand to be waived over tragic circumstances to green-wash
away the grim realities of disaster and war. Yet, the preponderance of empiri-
cal evidence and anecdotal corroboration as presented in this book and else-
where regarding the value of greening in the red zone merits attention by the
post-disaster and post-conflict planning and response communities. If plant-
ing trees, or caring for habitat, or gardening can restore both human morale
and ecosystem service provision, and these things can happen in emergent
and participatory ways with relatively minimal investment and transaction
costs, and can catalyze and reinforce positive feedbacks and virtuous cycles
in such tenuous and fragile periods, why wouldn’t one add this arrow to the
quiver of disaster planners and response practitioners?

This is what we hope to accomplish with this volume—to shed light
upon the virtues of greening in the red zone, and to encourage adaptation
and adoption of this approach as soon as is practicable. In light of inevitable
climate change and future shocks, adding new approaches to the menu of
options is the order of the day. But as important as quivers of new arrows are,
the most important element is the knowledge and willingness to use them.
We are boldly suggesting that the post-disaster and post-conflict response
communities be bold, to think big like Roosevelt in his day, to accept the chal-
lenge of transformation following the lead of Japan today, to affirm fundamen-
talinclinations like urgent biophilia and restorative topophilia, and to reap the
multiple benefits of virtuous cycles and social-ecological services provided,
via greening in the red zone.
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