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Abstract 
 
As a result of public governance paradigm shifting towards the empowerment of 

citizens for the co-creation of solutions to complex societal problems and grassroots 

initiatives emerging as a response to failures of local governments to tackle societal 

problems experienced in the city, recently literature has investigated the intersection 

between literature urban governance and social innovation. 

The purpose of this research is to contribute to such recent body of knowledge by 

investigating the nature of collaborative governance arrangements between local 

government actors and social innovators for the production of public value. More 

precisely, we research the way urban governance arrangements between state and 

non-state actors can be designed as to facilitate the diffusion of a social innovation.  

To this end, we will use a methodological approach that constantly combines existing 

theory with qualitative primary data retrieved from in-depth interview and secondary 

data contained in public municipal documents. 

Urban community gardening initiatives in the city of Copenhagen, taken as a case 

study of social innovation, illustrates that collaborative governance arrangements 

themselves may not suffice to support the diffusion of a social innovation at a city level 

and that specific challenges may require a different focus of collaboration (e.g. hands 

on activities vs political activities) from the side of the local government or a different 

collaborative governance design. 

On the basis of literature on social innovation, network theory and public governance, 

enriched by our empirical investigation, we elaborate a framework which identifies 

variables that come into play when analyzing governance arrangements among social 

innovators and state actors in an urban context. Specific to our case study, we find that 

lack of resources and formal policy support are strictly connected and in turn impair the 

development of capabilities necessary for diffusion, as well as the institutionalization of 

social innovation. On the other hand, networks of actors and their social capital are 

found to partially compensate for lack of resources and policy support and we 

recommend that they should be leveraged further for the diffusion of social innovation 

at the city level. Another significant element that can be leveraged for the diffusion of 

social innovation in the city is its contribution to the city branding.  
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1. Motivation 
 
According to the United Nations, in 2050 more than 66 percent of world’s 

population is expected to be living in urban areas1. As a result of this historical 

shifts, the need to design and develop cities as so to accommodate human 

needs’ and make them desirable places to live has become a paramount 

concern for cities worldwide. The concept of ‘sustainable cities’ is increasingly 

gaining political momentum worldwide. As evidence of this, UN includes it 

among the seventeen Sustainable Development Goals, published and adopted 

by its members in 2015. In particular, as mentioned by SDG 11’s core objective- 

“make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable”- 

there is a growing need to support positive economic social and environmental 

links between the urban and rural areas through strengthening local and 

regional development planning. The presence of some key indicators, including 

the proportion of cities with direct participation structure of civil society in urban 

planning and management, as well as, the proportion of population living in 

cities that implement urban and regional planning and management provides a 
further evidence of the surging concern for the future development of cities2.  

Municipalities find themselves under pressure to expand their city boundaries 

as to accommodate the growing need for housing. At a strategic policy level, it 

is widely acknowledged that there is a need for further research regarding urban 

planning for green spaces, especially considering that the majority of the EU 

population is already urbanized and this urbanization trend is expected to keep 

reinforcing (European Commission, 2013). Urban development and urban 

densification seem to threaten the livability of cities, the availability of green 

spaces and public recreational areas. Copenhagen, European Green Capital in 

2014, is currently experiencing a dramatic increase in its urban population, with 

an average of 1.000 new residents every month3. While the urban densification 

                                                
 
 
1http://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/urbanization/the_worlds_cities_in_20
16_data_booklet.pdf (last access: 02/05/2018) 
2https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg11 (last access: 02/05/2018) 
3http://www.statbank.dk/statbank5a/default.asp?w=1440 (last access: 02/05/2018) 
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accommodates the increasing need for new housing close to the center of the 

city, it also challenges the municipality’s reputation of green and livable city.  

This study goes in the direction of the UN Environment document, Weight of 

Cities 2018, which proposes an entrepreneurial model for urban governance, 

aimed at favoring the transition towards a sustainable and conscious 

urbanization and urban development. The suggestions laid out in such 

document include, among others, the implementation of approaches to urban 

innovation that involve government, business communities and local 

communities in the design of the future city. Moreover, investment within city 

networks, e.g. city labs, as well as inter-city networks (e.g. sister city initiatives) 

are recommended as a way to accelerate the horizontal dissemination of 

knowledge and innovation at different scales. Institutional innovation and 

government support are hence crucial in promoting inter and intra city networks 
and scaling up sustainable solutions. 

Finally, our thesis builds up on and goes beyond the Green Surge project, a 

European study which explores the potential innovation in the development of 

links between green spaces, biodiversity, people and the green economy with 

urban communities in order to tackle the major environmental, social and 

economic urban challenges. The study uncovers trends towards innovative and 

more flexible governance arrangement adopted for the management of urban 

gardening projects in the form of networked governance as well as self-
governance. 
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2. Introduction  
 
As individuals and businesses become increasingly aware of environmental and 

social issues, a growing number of social and environmental initiatives led by 

the civil society have started to developed independently of the local or regional 

government bodies. These so-called ‘grass-root’ or ‘bottom-up’ initiatives, have 

emerged as a response to the difficulties encountered by (local) governments to 

tackle major societal issues, including, among others, climate change, rising 

inequalities and migratory fluxes. Some of such responses can be grouped 

under the definition of social innovations. In this paper, we have defined social 

innovation as novel concepts (i.e. products, activities and services), social both 

in their ‘ends’ and their ‘means’, developed and diffused by organizations, with 

the intent to solve unmet societal problems or improve existing living conditions 
where public and market actors have so far failed to do so. 

To face complex global challenges, growing attention has also been given to 

innovation in the public sector, aimed at generating solutions to societal 

problems that affect urban communities. In this new scenario, the public sector 

is seen not only as the ‘top-down’ initiator and leader of innovative welfare 

services and programs, but also, as stimulator and facilitator of social innovation 

initiated bottom-up by the civil society. The rationale behind this being that 

solution to urban problems can be developed closer and more effectively 

targeted to actual needs of citizens. In line with this, the literature on social 

innovation has suggested that the new role of public managers is not solely to 

produce public innovation in-house but rather to open up, institutionalize, and 

manage an arena for collaborative interaction with other relevant and affected 
actors (Nicholls et al., 2016). 

Based on the elaboration of the existing theory, we argue that through re-

designing collaborative governance arrangements that favor co-production/co-

creation of welfare services by institutional actors and civil society, the public 

sector could incorporate social innovation initiated by the civil society into 

broader public welfare agendas. This could potentially lead to a scenario where: 

(I) the public sector taps into the innovative, creative potential of citizens, and 
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(II) in a process of institutionalization, the social impact deriving from social 

innovations, gains larger scale beyond its initial supporting network of actors. 

However, the social innovation movement literature suggests that the 

institutionalization of social innovation might come up against vested interests 

and, because of its novelty, can encounter obstacles in legislation that has not 

yet accounted for it (Nicholls, Simon & Gabriel, 2016). Furthermore, it is 

suggested that lack of policy support can have significant consequences in 

terms of access to resources that the social innovator might need to develop 
his/ her project. 

The City of Copenhagen has recently witnessed the surging of multiple urban 

gardening initiatives, initiated as part of urban renovation projects by the 

municipality or autonomously led by the local citizens. Such projects, which are 

often coupled with activities complementary to gardening that augment their 

positive impact on society, are an example of social innovation that aims at 

simultaneously solving problems related to urbanization, such as, among 

others, lack of nature in the city, segregation of minorities and lower income 

citizens, low connection of citizen with food and nature. However, in certain 

circumstances, such initiatives face the threat of urban densification and 

development, encroaching upon public land as well as challenges related to 

lack of policy support and formal legal permissions. Therefore, the choice of 

urban community gardening as single-case study for social innovation in an 

urban context, helps us appreciate the complexities associated with social 
innovation and the obstacles to its diffusion at the city level. 

 

2.1 Problem formulation  
 
As our research aims at analyzing the manner through which social innovation 

is diffused and institutionalized at a city level, we investigate upon the diffusion 

of urban gardening initiatives within the city of Copenhagen. The rising number 

of these scattered urban gardening initiatives, constitutes an example of a 

social innovation that is scaling out, namely it is imitated by different actors in 

different ways throughout the city and, despite performing acknowledged 
welfare services, struggles with gaining formal legitimacy i.e. scaling up. 
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2.2 Research question 
 
In dealing with these complications, the following research question has been 

derived: 

How can urban governance arrangements between state actors and 

non-state actors be strategically redesigned as so to facilitate the 

diffusion of social innovations? 

As the analysis will show, the current collaborative arrangements between civil 

society and local government contain elements that are useful when analyzing 

the way social innovation(s) develops and diffuses in other urban contexts. 

Therefore, urban community gardening initiatives in Copenhagen serve as an 

appropriate case study for this research to answer the research question 

directed to the diffusion of social innovations in an urban context more in 

general. Further sub-questions are formulated in order to guide the reader 

throughout the research:  

(I) What benefits could be unlocked by expanding the impact of 

urban gardening initiatives? 

(II) How are governance arrangements currently devised? How 

can they be re-designed as so to facilitate and accelerate the 

diffusion of these initiatives? 

(III) What are the challenges hindering the scalability of urban 

gardening initiatives? 

To answer our question, we will borrow from the literature on social innovation 

and urban governance and propose a framework which will help analyze the 

governance mechanisms underpinning the diffusion of a social innovation. 
 

 
2.3 Structure of the thesis 
 
In order to facilitate the readability of this thesis, we have illustrated it in figure 1 

here below. After briefly reviewing the literature of urban gardening, we are 

going to introduce our theoretical framework, based on three thematic pillars 

(social innovation, urban governance & public innovation). This results in the 

creation of a new theoretic model that attempts to frame the way a social 
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innovation can be strategically diffused in an urban governance context. 

Subsequently, we are going to discuss the methodology adopted for our 

investigation (Section 5). Following that, we are going to process the data 

gathered and proceed to the analysis of the findings (Section 6). Their 

discussion will follow in Section 7, and it will lead to the revision and 

modification of the framework previously elaborated. Finally, the last three 

chapters will be devoted to the conclusions, (Section 8) managerial implications 

(Section 9) and limitations & suggestions for further research (Section 10).  

 
Figure 1: Thesis structure (own creation) 
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3. Urban gardening initiatives – A 
literature review   
 

In the following section, we are going to review the literature relating to urban 

community gardening in order to provide our research paper with a thorough 

definition and subsequently the underlying reasons that have led urban 
gardening initiatives upsurge in their popularity.  

Within the context of a ‘green turn’, characterized by a resurgence of interest in 

greening cities and urban green spaces, we have been recently witnessing the 

booming of urban gardening activities and practices across different cities 

throughout the world (Tornaghi, 2014:560). As previously mentioned in the 

motivations of our study, the resurgence of interest in urban gardening is 

representative of these shifted meanings and functions of green space within 

the sustainability agenda and its predominating paradigm of urban densification 

(Nikolaidou et al., 2016).  

 

3.1 Defining urban gardening initiatives 
 
Despite the growing body of literature, there seems to be no single definition 

describing, in an exhausting manner, all the characteristics, activities and 

approaches to the phenomenon of urban gardening. Ernwein (2014:78) broadly 

defines urban gardening as all the practices related to the cultivation within 

inner city allotments. Colding et al. (2013:157) refer to urban green commons 

instead, emphasizing the collective management of an urban green space in 

urban settings. The author, further underlines that ownership per se is not 

relevant, since the land might be owned by the government, the municipality or 

by some private citizens, rather the practical management aspect is. Okvat & 

Zautra (2011:374) distinguish urban community gardening activities from top-

down efforts by government organizations to create green spaces, such as 

botanical gardens. As a result of the contribution of urban gardening initiatives 

to urban resilience, Van der Jagt et al. (2016:265) further characterize them as 

“multifunctional green interventions” delivering upon the social, economic and 
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environmental pillars of sustainable development, and, providing adaptive 

management solutions to complex socio-ecological challenges. 

Bearing in mind these multiple definitions, we built our own definition of ‘urban 

gardening initiatives’. We characterize urban gardening initiatives as community 

based efforts to collectively cultivate land within a spatial urban setting in such a 

way to deliver upon the multiple pillars of sustainable development. Moreover, 

with this definition we aim to include cultivations of food as well as of plants and 

flowers. Hence, we understand urban agriculture as a subset of urban 
gardening activities.   

 

3.2 Proven benefits of urban gardening activities 
 
In this section we will first analyzing the proven benefits of urban gardening 

activities, while in a second phase we will review the potential benefits that 
might follow over the long term. 

A first set of benefits relate to an enhanced physiological and psychological 

health of the individuals taking part in urban community gardening. In fact, as 

mentioned by Louv (2006), as cities get denser, community gardens may 

provide, in some cases, the only opportunity for residents to experience contact 

with nature and biodiversity. Moreover, as found by Levkoe (2006:94), many 

volunteers in urban gardens mentioned multiple health benefits e.g. stress 

reduction, physical fitness, and an increased understanding of nutrition and 
healthy eating.  

Other authors have highlighted a strong social cohesion among members of the 

community as another significant benefit. Firth et al. (2011) argue that urban 

gardening initiatives provide shared “third spaces” and joint activities, including, 

among others growing, cooking and eating, which allowed people with different 

backgrounds and ages to interact. Furthermore, the green aspect of gardens 

makes them specifically inviting for leisure use (Kim & Kaplan, 2004). As a 

result of the diversity of the people involved, it also makes as an ideal place to 

integrate immigrant communities within the local ones and provides community 
access to locally-grown food (Wakefield et al., 2007). 
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Throughout their research, Krasny & Tidball (2009:473) have highlighted the 

ability of urban community gardens to gather together individuals holding 

diverse practical and scientific knowledge, thereby adding an element of 

knowledge exchange and education to the gardening experience. In addition, 

they emphasize a fostered cross-disciplinary learning, which integrates science, 

environmental learnings, civic action, as well as multicultural and 
intergenerational understanding.  

Additionally, by replacing empty or underutilized areas with green cultivations of 

all kinds, urban gardening initiatives may contribute to an enhanced quality of 

the urban landscape. Within the research carried out by Tappert et al. (2018), 

urban gardening has contributed to the improved attractiveness of the city. 

 
3.3 Potential effects over the long-term 
 
Multiple authors have considering a potential scaling up of the positive impact of 

urban gardening initiatives over the long term as beneficial for society at large. 

Lovell (2010) foresees the re-design of the urban landscape characterized by 

the intentional establishment of physical linkages and cultural connections 

between urban agriculture and rural agriculture. Finally, Colding et al. 

(2013:162) recognize that urban gardening initiatives might play an even larger 

role in agriculture, supporting locally generated food and by consequence 
reducing costs for fossil fuel-based energy transports. 

 

3.4 Limitations 
 
Despite these large number of benefits, urban community gardening still 

encounters some significant limitations. In fact, as the investigation carried out 

by Strunk & Richardson (2017:18) demonstrates, immigrants often encounter 

significant cultural and language barriers to integration, and long-term residents 

have notably resisted new cultural practices in gardens and other areas. 

Furthermore, Veen (2015:173) agrees upon the fact that social cohesion is 

strengthened, but emphasizes that this does not necessarily trickle through to 

the wider neighborhood as these gardens fulfil the role of ‘third place’ for active 
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gardeners only. Finally, the continuation of these gardens is often an issue 

(Veen, 2015:172). As such, Firth et al. (2011) suggest embedding garden 

activities with other community organizations and institutions as to increase 
their vitality and longevity. 
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4. Theoretical framework 
 
In the following section we will develop and combine the two main foundations 

for our theoretical framework: theories of social innovation and urban 

governance. The arguments brought forward throughout this section, are to be 

considered the cornerstones of our thesis, in that they will structure our 

theoretical argumentation and will inform our interview guide as well as the 

subsequent analysis of the empirical findings. In a third section, the two streams 

of theories will intersect, thereby contributing to the creation and building of new 
knowledge.   

In the first part, we shall proceed by exploring the literature of social innovation. 

In particular, we will elaborate the definition of social innovation that will be used 

throughout the paper. We will continue by briefly describing the different 

developments of social innovation with particular focus on the diffusion stage as 

it is the most relevant to our case. We will delve deeper into the organizational 

capabilities that contribute to the diffusion of the impact of social innovation as 

well as the into the role of government support for scaling up social innovation. 

In the second part, instead, we will review and analyze the multiple layers that 

have contributed to the development of the New Public Value Management 

paradigm of governance and its underlying characteristics. Finally, we will argue 

that it is through innovative, collaborative governance arrangements between 

citizens, social enterprises and local government that social innovation can not 

only be generated and diffused but also incorporated within broader city-level 
framework.  

The intersection of the literature of social innovation with the one of urban 

governance will provide the theoretical foundation to our model, which will in 

turn inform our empirical investigation as well as the analysis of the data 

gathered. 
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4.1 Urban gardening as social innovation 
 

4.1.1 Social innovation in context 

Much of the initiatives and movements for social innovation that are recently 

gaining momentum, are part of a broader movement that leans towards a social 

economy. Such new economic paradigm combines elements of the currently 

prevailing economic models together with new elements, such as the emphasis 

on collaborative agreements, a strong reliance on relational capital and, 

ultimately, an emphasis on enhancing the quality of human relationships (e.g. 

community-building and social cohesion) (Moulaert & Ailenei, 2005). Moreover, 

the recent interest on social economy departs from the acknowledgment that 

the classic government policies and the pure market incentives, typical of the 

traditional economic paradigm, are insufficient to tackle modern societies’ 

complex problems, such as, among others, climate change, inequalities and 

migratory fluxes. As demonstrated by the presence of sustainability-related 

issues within the agenda of most Western governments as well as 

supranational organizations’ agendas, individual citizens are increasingly aware 

of the social, economic and environmental present and future challenges (Hajer, 

2011). As a consequence of a such heightened interest in societal issues, civil 

society has increasingly taken a determinant role in the provision of welfare 

services at a group, neighborhood or city level, to respond to the failure or 

inactivity of government or market actors in addressing such issues. This 

translates into a considerable number of socially innovative activities initiated by 

autonomous citizens, social enterprises, innovative companies, local NGOs, all 

aiming at taking action in highly diverse development circumstances often 

without waiting for local government’s official permissions or collaboration (Van 

der Steen et al., 2015). 

 

4.1.2 Social innovation defined 

In this paper, we adopt the definition of ‘innovation’ understood as the 

development and practical realization of new and creative ideas to produce 

some value (Hartley, 2005). Though innovation may not be successful in adding 
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value, it is in principle intended to offer added value with respect to already 

existing goods, services and practices and generate better solutions. Taking as 

starting point the above definition of innovation, Mulgan, Tucker & Sanders 

(2007) define ‘social innovations’ as novel products, activities and services 

originating with the intent of meeting social needs, developed and diffused 

through organizations whose primary purposes are social. Moulaert & 

Mehmood (2014) further argue that through new models of empowerment, 

engagement, and political mobilization, social innovation initiates alternative 

social models and lifestyles where private sector market failure, public sector 

lack of commitment, and fragmentation of civil society initiatives give rise to 

socially suboptimal outcomes (e.g. inability to provide basic universal welfare 

services, failure to seize opportunities to improve existing living conditions). 

Lastly, Nicholls et al. (2016:2); characterize social innovations as new concepts 

initiated by state as well as non-state stakeholders, which often explicitly rely on 

not only but also, non-market dimension such as community building, social 

inclusion and reciprocity economies.  

Based on the elaboration of the above definitions, we adopt the following 

definition of social innovation: novel concepts (i.e. products, activities and 

services), social both in their ‘ends’ and their ‘means’, developed and diffused 

by organizations, with the intent to solve unmet societal problems or improve 

existing living conditions where public and market actors have so far failed to do 

so4. 

From the above definition(s), two relevant aspects of social innovation can be 

inferred: (I) social innovation transcends sectors (private and public) and can be 

initiated by different type of actors (e.g. associations, social enterprises and 

grassroots initiatives as well as public officials) and (II) though it is not excluded 

that the entity involved in social innovation is committed to economic besides 
social returns, social innovation does not per se involve a commercial interest. 

                                                
 
 
4 See section 2  
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4.1.2.1 Three levels of social innovation 

Nicholls & Murdock (2012) distinguish among three levels of social innovation. 

The first being ‘incremental innovation’ in goods or services, aiming at 

addressing social needs more effectively or efficiently, while the second being 

‘institutional innovation’, whose aim is to harness and reconfigure current or 

prevalent social and economic structures to generate new or extra social value 

and social benefits. Lastly, ‘disruptive innovation’ consists in a radical system 

change. Strictly related to such types of innovations, are the concept of social 

entrepreneur - the inventor or replicator of a new or better good, service or 

model and of the institutional entrepreneur - actor or group of actors who 

attempt at changing the broader framework- e.g. institutions and or institutional 

arrangement- so that the social innovation can be diffused and a larger impact 
can be created (Maguire et al. 2004: 657). 

We specify that throughout the paper we will refer to social entrepreneur, 

irrespective of their commercial orientation, as those individuals and 

organizations, who, as described above, invent and/or replicate new or better 

good, service or model than existing ones, to unlock new/better social value. 

4.1.2.2 Phases of social innovation process 

Only a few socially innovative solutions emerge fully-fledged, implementable 

and scalable.  The majority of them needs to be validated and experimented 

with in order to be adjusted and finally implemented (Mulgan et al., 2007). When 

an idea proves to work in practice, it is subsequently scaled and diffused. In the 

following section, we are going to review the innovation process as well as the 

enablers for its diffusion. 

Borrowing from the terminology and literature of innovation in complex systems, 

Westley and Antadze (2010) identify the main stages of the social innovation 

process as spanning from recognition and understanding of the social problem, 

to the development, scaling and diffusion of the innovative solution. Social 

change and impact are understood as the ultimate stage of such process, and, 

hence, the result of imitation or adoption of an invention by others (Ogburn, 
1969:64). 
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As reviewed above, social innovation often originates from spotting a societal 

problem and/ or need which have not yet been addressed by the state or the 

market and that can be met by innovative ideas. Scholars refer to ‘invention’ 

stage to describe the phase of the innovation process when an innovative idea 

is born as a response to an existing problem and, as a result of recombination 

or adjustments of already existing ideas, produce newer outcomes (Mumford & 

Moertl, 2003). The invention is followed by the ‘development of the idea’, the 

stage where the initial idea is configured and refined according to its context 

and aim. At this stage of the social innovation process, Olsson et al. (2006) 

highlight the role of niches and shadow networks - i.e. groups of individuals who 

collaborate to develop an idea that proposes innovative product, programs or 

processes - in preserving the innovation during its growth phase before it 

becomes mainstream. Lastly, the institutionalization stage, where the innovators 

need to get support and access opportunities from outside their shadow 

network, is essential for the innovations to successfully diffuse and establish 
itself at a larger scale. 

 

4.1.3 Diffusion of social innovation 

In the conceptualization of the diffusion of social innovation, the progressive 

adoption of an innovative solution is depicted through the classical S curve 

(Mulgan et al., 2007), with an initial phase of adoption characterized by a few 

early supporters (a shadow network) and subsequently a phase of take-off, 

where innovation is spread over more rapidly. It is precisely at this stage that, 

according to Tarde’s (2009) study of innovation diffusion, new social practices 

that were originally discovered or imitated at the micro-level, are disseminated 

by specific actors or networks of actors that open up new opportunities for 

larger-scale adoption or even for institutionalization of such social practices. 

Furthermore, Moore & Westley (2011) distinguish between two modes of 

diffusion: ‘scaling out’ and ‘scaling up’. The two authors define the scaling out 

process as the replication and diffusion of innovation across social boundaries 

while scaling up as the process of bringing the innovation forward to embed it 

within a larger system and realizing the benefits of social innovation by linking 

opportunities and resources across scales. To illustrate better, an example of 
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scaling out could be the process of enlarging the network of social innovators in 

different locations within a certain geography, while an example of scaling up 

could be the change in legislation or policies to institutionalize it. 

However, in their research upon the chasm that separates the implementation 

of local solutions from the creation of larger-scale impact of social innovation, 

the authors observe that the majority of social innovations are initiated and may 

thrive confinedly, but ultimately fail to scale and diffuse. While sometimes social 

innovations succeed in spreading to other individuals or organizations, through 

a process of simple diffusion or as consequence of implementation of a 

deliberate strategy, in the majority of instances the failure to scale up social 

innovations results from the inability to mobilize action at a systemic, 

institutional level. 

The following paragraphs will go through some of the factors that previous 

literature has deemed conducive to the scaling out and scaling up of social 

innovation. 

4.1.3.1 Organizational Capabilities  

Bloom and Chatterij (2009), elaborated a framework to analyze organizational 

capabilities that act as enablers for the effective scaling of social entrepreneurial 

impact. The authors define ‘social entrepreneurs’ as those individuals who start 

up and lead new organizations or programs that are dedicated to mitigating or 

eliminating a social problem, deploying change strategies that differ from those 

that have been used to address the problem in the past. (see figure 2 below). 

For the sake of simplicity and relevance to the scope of this paper are 

Communication, Alliance building, Lobbying and Stimulating Market Forces. 

These three capabilities are the most relevant to the study at hand as they are 

the ones that allow us to better analyze the social innovators’ relations with the 

‘outside world’ and best fit with our investigation for governance agreement. 

Staffing, Earning Generation and Replicating are dimensions that are- by Bloom 

and Chatterij’s definitions- more strictly related to the social enterprise’s internal 

governance, management and earning generation structure, which are less 

relevant in our case as, by the definition of social innovation we provided, we 

have assumed away internal governance structure of socially innovative 
organizations as well as their commercial orientation. 
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By Communication the authors refer to the organization’s capability to attract 

investors and stakeholders to their cause or recruit volunteers and have them 

support the initiative. As small organizations cannot afford the advertising and 

publicity, they need creative ways to convey the core benefits the organization 

is seeking, and hence attract media and public attention. Especially because of 

the initial smaller scale of social organizations, social innovators significantly 

rely on social and relational capital, by seeking allies for unified efforts, and 

engaging in collaborative agreements with others actors driven by shared goals. 
The latter is referred to as the alliance building capability.  

The lobbying capability in the SCALERS model is defined as the ability of the 

organization to mobilize governments and obtain governance arrangements that 

are favorable to the diffusion of the innovation. While social innovations depart 

from the failure of the government or market to meet social needs or improve 

society, obtaining government legitimization within the framework in which the 

social innovation operates is not only necessary, but also conducive to the 

scalability of social impact. 

Lastly, Stimulating Market Forces is defined as “the effectiveness with which the 

organization can create incentives that encourage people or institutions to 

pursue private interests while also serving the public good”. Bloom and Chatterij 

(2009) suggest that it is facilitated by the organization’s attentiveness to 

economic, social, cultural, and political trends, which may create business 

opportunities. Therefore, this capability is to be understood as the capability to 
develop products and services that satisfy present or latent demand.  

Staffing The effectiveness of the organization at filling its labor needs, including its 

managerial posts, with people who have the requisite skills for the needed 

positions, whether they be paid staff or volunteers. 

Communication The effectiveness with which the organization is able to persuade key 

stakeholders that its change strategy is worth adopting and/or supporting. 

Alliance building The effectiveness with which the organization has forged partnerships, 

coalitions, joint ventures, and other linkages to bring about desired social 

changes. 

Lobbying The effectiveness with which the organization is able to advocate for 

government actions that may work in its favor. 
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Earning generation The effectiveness with which the organization generates a stream of 

revenue that exceeds its expenses. 

Replication The effectiveness with which the organization can reproduce the programs 

and initiatives that it has originated. 

Stimulating market 
forces 

The effectiveness with which the organization can create incentives that 

encourage people or institutions to pursue private interests while also 

serving the public good. 

 
Figure 2: Illustration of the SCALERS model - Adapted from Bloom & Chatterij (2009) 

 

4.1.3.2 Social Capital and Networks 

The findings of Lettice and Parekh (2010) are consistent with the claim, 

discussed in Alliance Building, that social capital constitutes an enabler for the 

scaling and diffusion of social innovation. From their interviews to social 

innovators, it emerges the importance of being part of a network of innovators, 

building alliances and participate to peer-to-peer support in the light of shared 

challenges. The underlying rationale is that through the creation of alliances, 

every member contributes to the scaling effort, which would be impossible to 

undertake individually. In this configuration, individual groups utilize network 

relationships strategically as so to develop community engagement and 

leverage their collective power (Ghose & Pettygrove 2014). Furthermore, 

Partanen et al. (2011) emphasize that formal or informal networks, by virtue of 

participation in a social structure and by leveraging social capital, provide actors 

within the network with greater ability to access new opportunities, funding, and 

credibility, which are necessary at the early stage of innovative enterprises for 

further expansion. Therefore, the quality of an innovator’s contacts and their 

network ultimately affects the ability to access resources from outside the 

organization (Cowan & Kamath, 2012). Moore and Westley (2011), building on 

Granovetter’s (1973) Theory of Networks, propose that coalitions and networks 

spanning organizational and administrative boundaries, through formal or 

informal links, are crucial for the scaling up of social innovation and for its 

potential impact to be realized, in that they represent vehicle for accelerating the 
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adoption of innovation among actors across scales. Bearing in mind the 

definition of institutional entrepreneurship given above5, Moore and Westley 

(2011) propose that institutional entrepreneurship can leverage social capital to 

mobilize networks, e.g. by bridging networks of non-state actors with networks 

of state actors, thereby accelerating the dissemination of social innovation 

across scales and, ultimately, its institutionalization. This leads us to the next 
considerations on diffusion: the institutional aspects.  

4.1.3.3 Institutionalization 

Besides the organizational aspects, research within the field of diffusion of 

social innovation has also focused on the institutional aspect of achieving scale. 

Recalling Westley et al.’s research, the role of institutional entrepreneurship 

consists in diffusing social innovation across sectors as well as in contributing to 

its institutionalization. Using the metaphor of the bees (i.e. small scale socially 

innovative organizations, grassroots movements and individuals) and the trees 

(i.e. larger organizations or governments), Mulgan et al. (2007) claim that for 

social innovation to reach a systemic impact, new ideas have to be 

disseminated through the support of larger players, who subsequently have the 

scale for contributing to its implementation at a larger level. Alliances between 

the “bees and the trees” are seen as enabling factors for the intended outcomes 

of social innovation to realize. It is in this latter phase that the government 

involvement in the diffusion of social innovations has revealed to be crucial. 

Most importantly, Westley et al. (2011) point out that social innovation is unlikely 

to achieve a significant scale and impact unless it is supported within the 

frameworks in which it operates. In other words, cross-scale interactions among 

different sectors and actors, such as social entrepreneurs with institutional 

innovators and governments among others, is therefore needed for a systemic 
diffusion to take place and larger social impact to be realized (Dorado, 2005).  

In many instances, social innovation has even led the centralized government to 

retreat from the direct involvement in certain welfare service provision and 

                                                
 
 
5an innovation initiated as an attempt to change the broader framework, e.g. institutions and or institutional 
arrangement, to create the favorable conditions for social innovation to diffuse and create larger impact. 
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delegate it to civil society, to engage in new partnership with the private and civil 

society sector or to reform public policies as to support social innovation 

enacted by non-state actors and incubate it within government agendas 

(Nicholls et al., 2016). The involvement of civil society in the management of 

public value and the institutional arrangements governing the interaction 

between government and the civil society will be the subject of the next 

sections. 
 

4.2 Transforming urban governance 
 
Throughout the last century, a continuous evolution from a bureaucratic and 

static system towards the direction of a more inclusive and dynamic system has 

been witnessed. As a consequence, it is necessary to review the pillars of such 

an evolution as so to understand the underlying motives which will subsequently 

help us answer our research question. In a first part we are going to investigate 

the multiple layers that have led to the formation of the different governance 

systems. Subsequently, the concept of urban governance will be reviewed. 

Finally, bearing in mind the first two parts, we are going to examine the possible 
models of collaborative governance within an urban context. 

 

4.2.1 From government to governance 

The ‘traditional Public Administration paradigm’, intellectual heritage of Wilson, 

Taylor and Weber, describes the ‘government’, as an administration in the strict 

dictionary sense, under the formal and centralized control of the political 

leadership, based on rigid hierarchical model of bureaucracy and staffed by 

officials not contributing to policy, but merely administering those policies 

decided by politicians (Hughes, 2012:44). As observed by Torfing & Triantafillou 

(2013:11), through its ideological and theoretical framework, the paradigm in 

question has deeply shaped the predominant modes of governing in Western 

countries throughout the Twentieth century, characterizing them as classical 

public administration systems, where the role of public administrations was 
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perceived as crucial in carrying out decisions made by democratically elected 

assemblies. 

As a result of the wave of liberalization that took place within the 1980s, there 

has been a progressive shift towards a new model, often denominated as the 

‘New Public Management paradigm’ (Hughes, 2012). Many experts however do 

not actually consider it as a proper paradigm, but rather as the introduction of 

new principles and mechanisms of governing that supplemented and created 

tensions with respect to the classical system of public administration (Torfing et 

al., 2013:14). As further mentioned by Torfing et al. (2013:12), this new 

paradigm is characterized by some “key principles”, including among others, a 

strong focus on performances measurement and enhancement of competition. 

Following this perspective, the authors further argue that policy formulation and 

public service production, are to be improved by increasing “agentification, 

competition and choice”. In other words, only by opening up the production of 

public value to external market actors, public service production and the drafting 

of public policies can be improved and fit adequately a dynamic environment. 

As the focus moved towards finding the most efficient and cost-effective way to 

execute a given service, public servants are increasingly required to change 

their relationship with the ‘outside world’ and start engaging with external 

stakeholders who are presumably better at generating a given service. In this 

scenario, attempts are made by governments to identify and utilize external 

stakeholders’ knowledge, to build institutional capacity and increase the public 

sectors’ competitiveness by involving first the private sector, and more recently 

the voluntary and community sectors, in governing activities and decisions. 

As a consequence of the above mentioned decentralization in favor of non-state 

actor’s participation, decisions that previously were merely taken by politicians 

and executed in a top-down fashion by public servants, now require multiple 

actor to engage in the process for the resolution of problems, opening up to 

concept of ‘governance’.  

As defined by Plumptre (2007), founder of the Canadian Institute of 

Governance, the latter consists in “the process whereby societies or 

organizations make important decisions, determining whom they involve and 
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how they render into account”. Tacconi (2011:240), builds on this definition by 

further arguing that the concept of governance involves “the formal and informal 

institutions, rules, mechanisms and processes of collective decision-making that 

enables stakeholders to influence and coordinate their independent needs and 

interests and their interactions with the environment at different scales”. Even 

though it can be argued that every government relies on an institutional design 

and structure that operationalizes governance principles, in this paper we 

perceive governance as an ongoing interaction between the government and its 

external stakeholders leading to the production of public value following a 

decentralized pattern (Stoker, 2006).  

As a consequence of the growing recognition of the concept, multiple authors 

have been arguing for the transition towards new paradigms. Among others, 

Osborne (2006) and later Torfing et al. (2013) and Sorensen & Torfing (2016) 

have been claiming for the emergence of a new paradigm, rooted within 

organizational sociology and network theory. Contrarily to the New Public 

Management paradigm, the latter, often denominated as the ‘New Public 

Governance’ paradigm, has a strong focus upon inter-organizational 

relationships rather than intra-organizational processes. In fact, by 

acknowledging the increasing fragmentation and uncertainty of public 

management in the Twenty-first century, it posits on both the formation of a 

plural governance, which is composed of multiple independent players 

contributing to the delivery of public services, as well as of a pluralist 

governance, which is defined by the plurality of policy-making processes cutting 

across politico-administrative levels (Osborne, 2006). New Public Governance 

aims at promoting a collaboration culture based on a sustained interaction 

through which, a plethora of actors aim at finding a common solution to shared 

problems (Sorensen et al., 2016:154). Other authors such as Stoker (2006), 

denominate the new paradigm as ‘Public Value Management’ characterized by 

a strong emphasis on dialogue and exchange among multiple stakeholders- the 

foundation of networked governance. This approach to governance rests on the 

premises that people are motivated to participate in the delivery of public value 

services and policy-making by virtue of their membership in networks and 

partnerships. Therefore, building such networks is deemed to be crucial for 
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public managers to elicit more bottom-up approaches to decision making and 

initiatives for the attainment of public value.  

However, the new paradigms described above do not mean to completely reject 

the two previous paradigms; as in the case of New Public Management, it rather 

builds over them by embracing the regular voting for assemblies and the 
enhancement of efficiency among others (see figure 3 below).  

The ICT revolution and the progressive evolution towards e-government 

This shift towards a more external looking paradigm of governance has been 

further deepened by the Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 

revolution that began in the last two decades on the Twentieth century, which 

saw a profound transformation in the economies of many countries (Hughes, 

2012:273). As Bellamy and Taylor (1998) explain, “the patterns of 

organizational change, which are commonly associated with the information 

age, are remarkably consistent with the patterns associated with current forms 

of managerialism in public administrations”. However, as Layne & Lee (2001) 

argue, there are different stages of adoption in the development of ICT in 

governments and the development of ‘e-governments’, spanning from 

information function to the actual delivery of public services and interaction 

between citizen and corresponding government body. However, despite the fact 

that many democracies claim having reached the last stages, many e-

government policy statements still highlight the problem of silos-based 

bureaucracies, which are lacking sufficient focus on the needs and the 

conveniences of their clients, as well as fail into identify critical political changes 

and changes in the organizational culture that must be taken alongside e 
introduction of technology to achieve the desired changes (Schnoll, 2015). 

Given the stability of long-established practices and culture of the administrative 

arm of the government in many of the Western democracies, this transition 

towards a decentralized and inclusive decision making system is far of being 

achieved. In fact, as highlighted by Fountain (2001:90), the presence of the 

Internet and more generally information technologies, might lead to a “tendency 

of some institutional actors to deploy these new technologies in ways that 

preserve the already existing social or network relationships”. Thus, there 
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seems to be a need for a much more radical and profound change to 

encompass e-government as well as e-governance more generally. As such, 

Janssen & Estevez (2013) proposed a novel paradigm for the operating of the 

e-government, the so-called “Lean Government” (see Figure 3 below). The 

latter, recognizing the increasing downward shifting of power towards the 

citizens, aims at introducing flexibility to a higher degree through the use of 

socio-technological systems connecting technology, users and policy-makers as 

well as to tap into civil society’s active contribution to public value. The means 

adopted to make such interaction happen, consist in the so-called ‘collective 

intelligence platforms’: virtual spaces, usually that are setup in order to allow 

people to come together to work on common problems in ways that require the 
mobilization of knowledge and creativity (Nicholls et al, 2016). 

 

Figure 3: Paradigm evolution across time (own creation) 

Having reviewed the evolution from Public Administration to a new paradigm of 

Governance, we will dedicate the subsequent section to the analysis of how the 

new paradigm takes shape in the urban context. 

 

4.2.2 From urban government to urban governance 

In the face of economic globalization involving global capital investment, world-

wide industry clusters and competition, inter-urban competition for attraction of 

investments has resulted in cities engaging in initiatives of city branding and 

becoming more entrepreneurial to pursue economic development (Kearns & 

Paddison, 2000). In line with the inter-urban competition argument, if on the one 

hand cultural homogenization is needed to attract tourism and foreign direct 

investments, on the other hand, cities are also prompted to carve out their 
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distinctive niches in order to differentiate and attract business investments. In 

this increasingly competitive scenario, decentralization from the national 

government has been advocated as a response to cities’ peculiar challenges 

and needs, and policy making that would favor urban innovation and 

differentiation from city to city. Such a phenomenon has progressively resulted 

in increasing delegation of tasks from the government to local bodies, from 
national to municipal government (Ohmae, 1995).  

However, the emergence of an entrepreneurial and competition-oriented urban 

politics has not risen without tensions. As the attempt to enhance the economic 

value of urban space, attract mobile capital in the name of economic growth 

happened at the expenses of local welfare the new urban politics has been 

countered by local communities to protect their city’s identity and land 
(Anttiroiko, 2016).  

The new model of government, progressively leaning towards local governance 

and self-organizing networks, has come to prevail as a response to the need of 

establishing stronger connections with civil society, neighborhoods and 

communities. In other words, local governance does not only aim at better 

fulfilling citizens’ demands, but also at leveraging the power of citizenry for the 

attainment of public value (Van der Steen et al., 2015). As a consequence of 

the above mentioned decentralization of power in favor of stakeholder’s external 

to the public sector, decisions that previously were merely taken by politicians 

and executed in a top-down fashion by public servants, now require multiple 

actors to engage in the process for the resolution of problems, opening up to 

concept of ‘urban governance’. The latter implies that for governing the city, city 

politicians and administrators should not aim at solving all the problems in the 

city but rather empower urban systems to co-produce commonly shared 
solutions (Landry, 2006). We shall return to this theme in Section 4.3.3. 

 

4.2.3 Models of governance 

Bearing in mind all the elements mentioned within the previous two sections, 

governance is believed to thrive on the involvement of stakeholders in the 

process of decision making as well as in the realization of the policies. As 
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conceptualized by Van der Jagt et al. (2016), there are different manners 

through which stakeholders are involved within the process of decision making: 

they are said to be characterized by multiple “modes of participation” and 

multiple “means of governance”. In order to better understand and describe the 

role of participation by external non-governmental actors, we will follow the 

model elaborated by Van der Jagt et al. (2016) which describes different 

aspects of co-governance, involving both state and non-state actors (see figure 

4 below). From the intersection of these two dimensions, the resulting matrix is 

especially useful in mapping initiatives for the attainment of public value in a 

given context, and hence get a deeper understanding of how a system of 

governance can be re-designed as to provide a potential answer to our 
research question. 

 

Figure 4: Two-dimensional matrix depicting clusters of participatory governance practices by mode of 

governance and means of participation. Van der Jagt et al. (2016). 

 
The first dimension, “modes of governance” has been derived from Ambrose-Oji 

et al.’s (2011) theoretical framework, which spans among different levels of non-

governmental actors’ engagement in decision-making. The left side of the axis 

goes towards a so-called “leading” role of the government, where the latter 
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solely involves external stakeholders in order to provide them with information 

and views about plans for decision-making processes. Contrarily, the right end-

side of the graph goes towards an “enabling” role of the government, where it 

rather empowers external non-state actors, for example by granting the 

ownership of a given project. The second dimension, “means of participation”, 

has been derived following the claim brought by Van der Steen et al. (2015) 

about the different degrees of influence the civil society can play. In fact, these 

roles can be classified not only according to the degree of participation (relative 

to government actors’ participation) in the subject matter, but also with respect 

to the means of participation, namely the way in which participation in the 

subject matter is operationalized. As is it noticeable on the table below (figure 
5), seven main clusters can be distinguished: 

Cluster Definition 

(I) Outsourcing The government outsources some predetermined activities, to a non-

governmental actor, following a process of public tendering. Even though 

these given activities are operated by external actors, they are usually 

regulated and managed by the local government. This can be especially 

observed in the case of the Public Management Paradigm, where activities 

are outsourced to actors in function of their efficiency. 

(II) Consultation The government seeks the views of non-governmental actors in relation to 

the planning of some specific project. Even though the degree of consultation 

can vary a lot, it usually remains rather limited concerning the case of green 

spaces, and the entirety of decision-making power still remain detained by 

the local government. 

(III) Strategic 
involvement in 
policy making 

Unlike consultation, strategic involvement in policy making is characterized by 

a delegation of powers to non-governmental actors. Even though citizens are 

granted the opportunity to participate in the preparation of the strategic plan, 

they still face the obligation of complying with some specific conditions laid 

down by the local government. 

(IV) Co-operative 
forms of 
management 

It involves joint decision-making as well as sharing of rights, responsibilities 

and power between city officials and non-governmental actors regarding the 

management of a public project. The division of these rights and 

responsibilities varied between projects, with some given projects almost 

independently managed by non-governmental actors while some others as 
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partnerships between community groups and NGOs or enterprises. 

(V) Formalized 
community-led 
management 

It is characterized by non-governmental actor management of public green 

spaces through a formal agreement with the local authority. Unlike the 

previous cluster, in this case external actors are granted the power to engage 

in decision-making about a public space in complete independence. 

(VI) Informal 
attempts to 
influence 
decision-making 

This category covers those initiatives in which non-governmental actors seek 

to resist existing management approaches or spontaneously suggest 

alternatives to it. 

(VII) Unauthorized 
management 

It covers groups spontaneously engaging in unauthorized management of 

green spaces. 

 
Figure 5: Elaboration of the 7 clusters of participatory governance. Adapted from Van der Jagt et al. (2016) 

To summarize, the progressive inclusion of multiple non-state actors within the 

process of decision-making can be translated into multiple models of 

collaborative governance, each characterized by a different degree of non-state 

actors’ participation and involvement from the local government. Bearing in 

mind these elements, in the next section we are going to investigate how 

collaborative governance approaches in an urban context can nurture 
government's’ ability to innovate and strengthen the production of public value.  

 

4.3 Public Innovation 
 
Until the early 1990s, the focus was mainly placed on how the public sector 

could foster innovation taking place within the private sector (Lundvall, 1992). In 

fact, public innovation was assumed to be incompatible with institutional inertia 

and excessive bureaucracy of the public sector as well as with the absence of a 

profit incentive. As previously mentioned, with the advent of the New Public 

Management movement in Europe, the focus shifted from making conditions 

favorable for innovation in the private sector, to improving efficiency and 
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dynamism of the public sector itself by exploring, among others, increased user 

orientation, contracting out, public entrepreneurship (Nicholls et al., 2016). 

Only recently, researchers and policy makers have started considering how 

public innovations can be stimulated as a response to globalization, 

demographic and societal challenges. As a consequence of this, the attention of 

public innovation has shifted from process and organizational innovation aimed 

at increasing efficiency of the public sector, to service and policy innovation 

aimed at enhancing the production of social and public value. In this landscape, 

social innovation6 has significantly contributed to the expansion of the public 
innovation agenda.  

 

4.3.1 Civil society and public innovation. 

As reviewed in paragraph 4.1, the heightened interest in societal issues has led 

the civil society to take an increasingly determinant role in the provision of 

welfare services, often without waiting for local government’s official 

permissions or collaboration (Van der Steen et al., 2015). However, the lack of 

a centralized structure has resulted in a increasingly fragmented environment 

for social innovative movements to organize. As a consequence of their small 

size, and, in some cases less professionalized structure, many grassroots 

movements struggle to get a voice within the current political debate in order to 

establish larger advocacy campaigns within the legislation they belong to. 

Therefore, civil society by itself remains often too fragmented to take innovative 

solutions from inception to scalability and impact. 

However, Nicholls et al. (2016) emphasize the role of the civil society in the 

stimulation of innovation processes at city level, suggesting that such innovative 

potential among individuals and organizations can be turned to the collective 
advantage if tapped into by the public sector. 

                                                
 
 
6 We remind the reader of the definition of social innovation adopted throughout the paper: Novel concepts 
(i.e. products, activities and services), social both in their ‘ends’ and their ‘means’, developed and diffused 
by organizations, with the intent to solve unmet societal problems or improve existing living conditions 
where public and market actors have so far failed to do so (see section 4.1.2) 
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In urban studies, much of the research on social innovation revolves around the 

innovation in the interactions among multiple urban stakeholders. Literature has 

explored models of mixed provision, co-production and co-creation through the 

establishment of partnerships between grassroots and communities of citizens 

and local government as so to foster citizen initiatives which will contribute to 

higher quality of urban lifestyle (Buijs et al., 2016). That is ultimately what our 
study also wants to investigate. 

 

4.3.2 Collaborative innovation 

Mariello’s (2007) research findings suggests that multi-actor collaboration 

improves all phases of the innovation process, starting from problem 

understanding up to the diffusion of innovations. Tarde (2009) highlights that 

since any invention is embedded in a dense network of actors, access to 

‘wisdom of crowds’ and ‘multi-stakeholder dialogue’ is needed to elicit the ideal 

outcomes of social innovation. Literature on social innovation in the context of 

public innovation also tends to emphasize the need to include multiple 

stakeholders as input providers for initiation, design and implementation of 

innovative policies and services aimed at benefiting society at large (Sørensen 

and Torfing, 2013). The multitude of inputs coming from different set of 

stakeholders and the representation of their different interests are deemed to 

enrich public innovation outcomes on the grounds of an improved 

understanding of unmet social needs, fostered mutual learning, and shared 

ownership of solutions. In light of the latter, collaborative innovation in the 

context of public innovation debate is often dealt with alongside with the 
concept of collaborative governance.  

However, as pointed out by the literature on public governance and social 

innovation (Eggers and O’Leary, 2009; Nicholls et al, 2016), public innovation 

continues to be driven mainly by public actors whose reliance on own 

professional expertise often prevents the public sector to tap into the power of 

citizenry to generate new knowledge and ideas. Authors refer to such 

phenomenon as “silo trap”. Some authors have suggested the need for 

innovative governance arrangements that aim at facilitating collaborative 
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innovation processes and ongoing interaction among public and private actors 

in order to find solution to common problems by leveraging on mutual 

interdependence, trust building and common agenda setting (Archer & 
Cameron, 2008; Torfing et al., 2012; Nicholls et al, 2016).  

Furthermore, authors have stressed the importance of an environment that is 

conducive to the co-production/ co-creation process, such as policies supportive 

of collaborative innovation processes, the institutionalization of a public figure, a 

policy entrepreneur, that promotes the collaborative innovation initiatives 

through funding or managerial skills as well as the degree of autonomy given to 

the initiators (Voorberg, Bekkers & Tummers, 2015). 

Co-creation and co-production 

Literature on the co-creation and co-production in the public sector sees citizens 

as end-users as well as active partners in the innovation process to redesign 

public services. From these general premises, Voorberga, Bekkersa & 

Tummers (2015) identify three main approaches to co-production/co-creation, 

that differ from one another in the degree of citizens’ active participation. As the 

social innovation aims at meeting the needs of citizens when the production of 

public services fails to do so, citizens partake in the social innovation process 

as ‘co-implementers’ of public services - previously performed by the public 

sector - where citizens implementation tasks are crucial for public services to be 

ultimately performed, citizens as ‘co-designers’, where the initiative for an 

innovative public service is taken by the public sector but the way it is 

operationalized is decided by citizens, and the citizens as ‘initiator’ and the 
public sector acting as facilitator or follower. 

Other authors have stressed that the role of public managers is not to produce 

public innovation in-house but rather to open up, institutionalize, and manage 

an arena for collaborative interaction with other relevant and affected actors 
(Nambisan, 2008; Nicholls et al.,2016).  

Therefore, alongside with identifying the role of the citizens in the process of 

social innovation, the role played by the public sector with regards to its 

interactions with the civil society will also need to be re-examined. 
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4.4 Conclusive Remarks and Theoretical Framework 
 
Ultimately, there is a need for reframing of the governance system which at the 

same time empowers and mobilizes citizens, and canalizes their creativity by 

offering them the opportunity to co-produce public value. In line with the Public 

Value Management Paradigm (see chapter 4.2.2), based on networked 

governance, social innovation would be the result of smart arrangements with 

citizens and enterprises that favor a more ‘bottom-up approach’. Having 

reviewed the ICT revolution and its potentials as well as concerns in regards to 

e-governance, and co-creation with citizens, Bolivar and Meijer (2016) advance 

the concept of the smart city governance as one that favors new forms of 

government departments collaboration as well as human collaboration through 

the use of ICT, for the maximization of socio-economic and ecological 

performance of cities, resilience to external pressures as well as ability to depart 

from bureaucracies of the past to face the evolving needs of the citizens. 

In other words, social innovation consists in harnessing the power of networked 

civil society and its creativity in order to achieve the production of additional 
public and social value through collaborative governance arrangements.  

To consolidate what has been discussed so far in the literature review, we 

propose a final framework summarizing the main aspects developed above. 

This final framework, which is going to inform the empirical investigation and the 

analysis of the case at hand, is developed with the aid of the Policy 

Arrangement Approach. The Policy Arrangement Approach proposed by Arts, 

Leroy & Van Tatenhove (2006) constitutes an ad-hoc analytical lens, which, 

through its multiple dimensions, enables to fully grasp the dynamic aspect of 

governance and the power-knowledge issues that are built within it. The authors 

identify policy arrangements as the “temporary stabilization of the content and 

organization of a policy domain” (Arts et al., 2006:99). By capturing a snapshot 

of the policy arrangements at a given point in time, the researcher is given the 

ability proceed to the analysis of the respective governance mechanisms. The 

Policy Arrangement Approach is therefore a multidimensional approach 

visualized as a tetrahedron in which each of the four corner represents a given 
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dimension. As it can be noticed within the figure 6 here below, all the 

dimensions are interconnected with one another: any change happening within 

one of the dimensions, will alter the entire shape of the figure (Buijs et al., 
2016). 

 

Figure 6: Policy arrangements visualized as a tetrahedron. Adapted from Arts et al. (2006). 

● Discourse can be understood as “the specific ensemble of ideas, 

concepts, categorizations that are produced, reproduced and 

transformed in a particular set of practices and through which meaning is 

given to physical and social realities” (Hajer, 1995:44). In other words, it 

consists of the concerns and interests shared among the actors involved. 

● Actors or networks of actors indicates all the individuals and 

organizations involved in a specific area and able to exercise influence. 

● Resources consist of all the types of tangible and intangible assets that 

can be mobilized to achieve certain outcomes. Among others, can be 

found financial resources, knowledge, skills, as well as social and 

relational capital e.g. networks. Strictly related to the Resources 

dimension is the concept of Power intended as the mobilization, division 

and deployment of resources. Most importantly, it is the power relations 

among actors that largely determines the influence actors have on the 

issue being analyzed. 

● Rules of the game can be either formal or informal and determine 

opportunities and barriers to act. In other words, rules refer to the 

institutional context in which initiatives are embedded as the internal 

regulations and the accepted practices. 
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Therefore, following this model, we depict governance arrangements as a group 

of actors that, influenced by the institutional context, organize themselves in 

particular ways as to adequately deal with the content of a particular policy 
domain. 

As we described in the introduction, this research deals with a case of social 

innovation that is undergoing the development stage and has scaled out, 

namely it has been adopted by multiple formal or informal organizations and 

group of individuals but is encountering obstacles in the process of scaling up, 

namely, it is not institutionalized yet. In the next paragraphs we are going to 
elaborate on our version of the tetrahedron (see figure 7 below). 

The ‘discourse’ of our tetrahedron will be the diffusion of social innovation at 

the city level. In other words, the concerns, interests and views of the multiple 

actors involved in terms of diffusion and modes of diffusion of social innovation, 

challenges to diffusion and approaches adopted to overcome these challenges. 

An important aspect of the discourses is also the benefits that actors would 
derive from the diffusion of social innovation and the realization of its impact.  

As the focus of this thesis is on the interaction between non-state actors and 

state actors and the latter are deemed crucial for the expansion of social 

innovation across scales, the ‘actors’ dimension of the tetrahedron will be 

social innovators and their formal or non-formal networks (e.g. shadow 

networks7), facilitators of the diffusion of social innovation as well as the actors 

that will be affected by the social innovation. These are broadly categorized into 

state and non-state actors even though in the specific case of some actors, the 

two categories might happen to overlap. Examples of this and particularly 

important in this dimension of the framework, are the previously mentioned 

‘hybrid’ figures: the institutional entrepreneur, bridging the gap among state and 

non-state actors through mobilizing his/her networks and the policy 

entrepreneur, promoter of the collaborative innovation process between state 

                                                
 
 
7 We remind the reader of the definition we previously gave of ‘shadow networks’: groups of 
individuals who collaborate to develop an idea that proposes innovative product, programs or 
processes. 
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and non-state actors, enabling citizens (understood as co-implementer, co-

designer or initiators of programs or public services) to innovate within the 
existing policy framework.  

The interactions among the different actors partaking in the process of social 

innovation can be analyzed through the lenses of resources and power. Arts 

et al. (2006) identify as resources all the types of tangible and intangible assets 

that can be mobilized to achieve certain outcomes (e.g. financial resources, 

knowledge, skills, as well as social and relational capital). We add to this 

dimension of the tetrahedron the “organizational capabilities” we reviewed in 

section 4.1.3.1. i.e. Communication, Alliance-building, Lobbying and Stimulating 

Market Forces. We also dealt extensively with the institutional aspects of 

scaling. In a social capital perspective, government support becomes a 

resource to the non-state actor social innovator. According to the model 

discussed in paragraph 4.1.3, power can be exerted by social innovators by 

mobilizing networks of urban actors and to obtain governance arrangement that 

are more conducive to the diffusion of social innovation. Also, networks and 

their inherent social capital can be considered as resources worth leveraging for 

alliance-building in the face of shared challenges (e.g. the needs that social 

innovation aims at meeting) or objectives (e.g. the intended positive outcomes 

of social innovation). To such end, communication is seen as a crucial means to 

attract actors to the cause advanced by social innovators and to make them 

contribute to its diffusion. From the perspective of the state actors, a resource is 

constituted by the knowledge and the creativity of the civil society and its 

capacity to innovate that can be used to produce public value.  

The power relationships among actors and the way power is distributed are also 

determinant to analyze the interactions among actors, the governance 

arrangements adopted to manage it and, ultimately, how the diffusion of social 
innovation in the urban context happens.  

To complete our framework, we will focus on the rules of the game, the 

institutional context in which the social innovation is embedded. In this research 

we are interested in the formal or informal arrangements governing the social 

innovation process at the city level taking into account the interaction and 
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collaboration between state and non-state actors. As we reviewed, social 

innovation can be co-created and co-produced by state and non-state actors in 

a collaborative regime, and decision making related to social innovation can see 

the active participation of the civil society. This will take different shapes as the 

focus of the participation moves from a predominance of governmental 

regulations to self-governance of the civil society and from a focus on hands on 
activities to a focus on political activities (see figure 4). 

To conclude, we argue that it is by striking an ideal balance among these four 

dimensions and by strategically designing the governance arrangements among 

state and non-state actors, that potential benefits of social innovation can be 

unlocked to the benefit of the urban community at large. The elaborated 

framework is going to guide our empirical investigation and will help us visualize 
the four dimensions and their interplay in the context of the chosen case study.  

 

 

Figure 7: Final framework - adapted from Arts et al. (2006) (own creation) 
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5. Methods & methodology  
 
Throughout the next section, we are going to elaborate on the methods and the 

methodology used within this paper. In order to gain a deep understanding of 

the effects of the methodology choices and establish a holistic perspective on 

the issues to be considered within the data collection and data analysis phases, 

we are going to follow the research onion model elaborated by Saunders, Lewis 

and Thornhill (2016:124). This model distinguishes between six different “onion 

layers” (see appendix 1), where the decisions regarding the philosophy of 

science and the research approach are represented the two outer layers.  

Subsequently, the layers dealing with the research strategy, the methods used 

and the time horizon are to be found. Finally, the last layer includes both the 

techniques to be used for the data collection process, as well as the data 

analysis procedures. This model will therefore be used as framework for the 

structure of this section, which we will guide us from the outer layers to the core. 
 

 

5.1 Philosophy of science 
 
As defined by Saunders et al. (2016:124) the term philosophy of science refers 

to a “system of beliefs and assumptions about the development of knowledge”. 

Establishing a clear philosophy of science is therefore of crucial importance in 

guiding the analysis and the interpretation of findings within this paper. Different 

authors have been arguing on the existence of multiple paradigms defining 

different worldviews. For the sake of simplicity and relevance, in this research 

we will be considering what Guba & Lincoln (1994:109) perceive as the two 

ends of the spectrum: scientific positivism and social constructivism (also called 

interpretivist paradigm). More specifically, the two authors distinguish the 

paradigms in terms of the assumptions about the nature of reality, namely 

‘ontology’, and the assumptions relating to the validity and legitimacy of 
knowledge, namely ‘epistemology’.    

Within a positivist paradigm, it is assumed that an “apprehendable reality” exists 

and is driven by “immutable laws and mechanisms” (Guba et al., 1994:109). As 
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a consequence, in order to achieve some valid and legitimate knowledge, it is 

necessary to perform a ‘one-way’ scientific inquiry, whereby the researcher 

strives to study a given subject without influencing or biasing the future results.  

On the other hand, the social constructivist paradigm perceives reality as “rich 

and complex” and characterized by a dynamic and participant-constructed 

nature (Guba et al., 1994:111). Therefore, the investigator and the object of 

investigation are assumed to be interactively linked and findings are the result 
of the interpretation of the investigator. 

Bearing in mind these respective characteristics, a philosophy of science based 

of social constructivism is perceived as being more adequate for our paper for 

the following reasons. First of all, as previously mentioned in the problem 

formulation section (see section 2.2), the aim of this research is not about 

testing or verifying a given hypothesis as so to establish the truth, but rather to 

reconstruct the reality, by considering all of the different perspectives of the 

actors involved in the social innovation analyzed in our study. Furthermore, a 

positivist approach would not allow for an informal and personal relationship 

between the researcher and the participant, which instead is central for the 

establishment of the dynamics between the researcher and the different 

stakeholders. Finally, we believe that researcher’s interpretation is necessary as 

so to fully grasp the richness of individuals and their individual circumstances, 

and hence striving to re-establish the discourses through which the individuals 
give meaning to physical and social realities.  

 

5.2 Research approach  
 
A research approach defines the way the theoretical framework and theory 

previously developed will be utilized subsequently in the analysis of findings. 

Bearing in mind the research question (see section 2.3), an abductive approach 

has been chosen for this paper. Opting for abduction rather than deduction or 
induction can be justified by the following reasons.  

First of all, abduction starts from an observation of facts in reality and 

subsequently by the assertion of plausible theories on how this could be 
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occurring (Saunders et al., 2016:145). This largely fits our specific case, as 

during the preliminary study we have noticed that despite the positive societal 

impact created by urban community gardening and acknowledged by both local 

politicians as well as local communities, such initiatives struggle to gain formal 

legitimacy and formal policy support (i.e. scale up). Furthermore, this seems to 

hinder the ability of social innovators to scale out. This is consistent with the 

social innovation literature, suggesting that institutionalizing social innovation 

might come up against vested interests and, because of its novelty it can 

encounter obstacles in legislation that has not yet accounted for it (Nicholls et 

al., 2016). It is also suggested that the lack of policy support can have 

significant consequences in terms of access to resources that the social 
innovator might need to develop his/ her project. 

The plausible explanation that emerged from our preliminary study would be the 

unfavorable institutional framework, hindering the ability of the social innovation 

in question to be diffused at a larger scale in the urban setting. Therefore, we 

argue that by redesigning urban governance arrangements, better results in 

scaling could be achieved. We are neither making a generalization from the 

general to the specific nor from the specific to the general, but rather we are 

generalizing from the interaction between the specific - i.e. the case of urban 

gardening in the city of Copenhagen - and the general - i.e. the theories of 
social innovation and urban governance.  

Secondly, throughout our research journey, we have constantly exposed 

ourselves to the ‘outside’. In other words, in order to get a deeper insight of the 

subject-matter, which is still underexplored by the literature, we participated in 

urban gardening workshop and generally exposed ourselves to the case under 

scrutiny. In particular, we have been carrying out some preliminary interviews 

with some social innovators operating across the city. This is consistent with the 

abductive reasoning adopted, as contrary to other research approaches, it 

perceives data collection as central as so to “explore a phenomenon as well as 

identify themes and patterns”, which will be located in a conceptual framework 
and subsequently tested (Saunders et al., 2016:145). 
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Finally, by attempting to propose an answer to our research question, we are 

aiming at generating new theory, and not verifying the veridicity of a given 

theory as in the deductive approach. Even though it might be argued that an 

inductive approach also aims at building new theories, abduction does it in such 

a way to incorporate existing theory where appropriate (Saunders et al., 

2016:145).  

 
 
5.3 Research strategy 
 
In this chapter we are going to elaborate on the research strategy to be 

undertaken within this research. We will argue for the application of an 

exploratory research design that takes the form of a case study. 

 

5.3.1 Exploratory research  

According to Denzin & Lincoln (2011) a ‘research strategy’ can be defined as 

the methodological link between the philosophy of science adopted - in this 

case social constructivism and abduction - and the subsequent choices of 

methods to collect and analyze data. More specifically, a research strategy 

comprises the elaboration of a framework detailing the procedures necessary 

for obtaining the information needed to structure or solve the given problem, 

also called the ‘research design’ (Malhotra et al., 2012). Depending on whether 

the investigation aims at providing insights and understanding of the nature of 

the phenomena or seeking to test specific hypotheses and relationships, the 

research strategy adopted is going to vary accordingly. Therefore, both an 

exploratory and conclusive research designs can be understood as two different 

research strategies (Ibid, 2005:56), even though Saunders et al. did not mention 
it explicitly within the onion model. 

Bearing in mind our previous choices and our research question, we believe 

that a research strategy based on an exploratory research design will be more 

appropriate for our research. This can be justified through the following 

motivations. 
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Firstly, it is believed that the understanding of the subject-matter is still not deep 

enough and literature does not provide us with the adequate tools as to proceed 

towards a conclusive research. In order to explore the phenomenon under 

scrutiny, we are going to reconstruct an example of social innovation within a 

specific context of urban governance. As a consequence, a strategy allowing us 

to explore, and not test or merely describe, is more adequate to our specific 

case. In addition, explorative research designs are often characterized by their 

high degree of flexibility and adaptability to change. As previously mentioned, 

we are adopting an abductive reasoning, meaning that we are continuously 

confronting our data to our theory and vice-versa. For example, our preliminary 

study which consisted of interviewing a few social innovators, informed our 

choice of the specific academic literature and documents that were needed to 

develop our theoretical framework. Throughout these preliminary interviews, we 

have been continuously reassessing the validity of the research question and 

reshaping the choice of literature used within the investigation. The second 

stage empirical investigation, will be carried out following such framework, but 

will help us validate, integrate or modify it according to the input received - i.e. 

empirical evidence.  A research design granting flexibility to our investigation is 
therefore crucial and fully consistent with our previous choices. 

 

5.3.2 Case study 

As part of our research strategy, a case study will be applied. Once defined and 

determined the boundaries, a case study consists in an in-depth inquiry into a 

topic or phenomenon and its dynamics within its real-life setting (Yin, 2014). By 

‘dynamics’, we refer to the interactions between the subject of the case and its 

corresponding context. Unlike other research strategies, case study research 

does not aim at controlling contextual variables, but rather at fully understanding 

them, as so to enable the researcher to achieve rich and empirical descriptions 

throughout the development of theory (Yin, 2014). Bearing in mind the 

exploratory character of our research, a case study seems to be the most 

appropriate approach. Moreover, the application of a case study for an 

investigation of social innovation makes sense considering the difficulty of 

assessing whether a social innovation has been actually delivering the intended 
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benefits, since (I) the benefits are the fruit of individual perception of the 

different involved actors assessing them, and (II) the actual impact on society of 

the social innovation is usually understood only in hindsight when it has had the 

time to develop beyond its initial “shadow network” (Olsson et al., 2006) e.g. it 
has already “scaled out” (Moore and Westley, 2011).  

Considering the matrix developed by Yin (2014) (see appendix 2), we believe 

that the choice of an embedded single-case design is the most suited for our 

thesis, whereby the case is defined as urban gardening initiatives within the city 

of Copenhagen. More specifically, the units of analysis are defined as the 

different projects taking place within the field of urban gardening in the territory 

of Copenhagen. As a result of the scattered and fragmented nature of these 

projects, we believe that the best way to proceed to their analysis is by 

investigating upon their relative stakeholders. The case study helps us gaining a 

deeper understanding of the phenomenon of diffusion of a social innovation in 

an urban governance framework as well as challenging these theories by 

confronting the new theoretical models. However, as highlighted by Yin 

(2014:38), the fact that we handle a case study does not undermine the 

importance of theory development. In fact, “some theory development as part of 

the design phase is highly desired” and should not be considered as a 

“formality” (Yin, 2014:37-38). Rather, it should be developed with the objective 

of establishing a blueprint for our investigation, which is, in our case, the 

theoretical framework developed before proceeding to our case study analysis 
(see section 4.4).  

 
 
5.4 Research methods  
 
Once the philosophy of science, the research design and the research strategy 

have been defined, it is necessary to determine what research methods should 

be used for the investigation. Two broad typologies of research methods have 

to be distinguished: qualitative and quantitative. The former aims at providing 

“depth, insight and understanding”, whilst the latter focuses on “quantifying data 

and applying measurements and statistical analysis” (Malhotra, et. al, 2012).  
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Considering the previous choices, a qualitative approach seems to be more 

adequate for our thesis. In fact, since the researchers need to make sense of 

the subjective and socially constructed meanings expressed, qualitative 

research is often associated with an interpretative philosophy (Denzin et al., 

2011). In other words, qualitative methods are better suited to grasp the 

underlying motives concerning the potential benefits of urban gardening that 

can be unlocked and the architecture of the current governance arrangements 

among others. In particular, we are going to perform a multi-method qualitative 

analysis, employing two different data sources: semi-structured in-depth 

interviews and document analysis. In the following two sections, we are going to 

present the two different qualitative methods that are going to be applied in this 
investigation and comment upon our choices.  

 

5.4.1 Semi-structured in-depth interviews  

As illustrated by Saunders et al. (2016:390), interviews may be highly 

standardized and structured, using standard questions for each research 

participant, or they may be informal and unstructured conversations. We believe 

that having rigid-structured interviews is going to hamper our ability to grasp the 

socially constructed meanings of each respondent. In our case, it might hinder 

the ability to understand the perceptions and views of the different actors on the 

four dimensions of Policy Arrangement tetrahedron previously mentioned (see 

figures 6 & 7): (I) the analyzed social innovation (‘discourse’), (II) the 

relationships and interactions among other actors (‘actors’), (III), the resources 

at their disposal for diffusion of social innovation as well as the power linkages 

among actors (‘resources’) and lastly,  (IV) the collaborative governance 

arrangements, co-creation and co-production of social innovation (‘rules of the 
game’). 

However, unstructured interviews in which the interviewer is given the 

opportunity to talk freely about events, behaviors and beliefs, could distract 

ourselves from the primary focus of our research, hence leading to the 

accumulation of unnecessary data. Bearing in mind the specificity of our topic of 

research, it is rather unlikely to come up on a spontaneous conversation where 
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the respondent is given no direction. Therefore, we have opted for semi-

structured in-depth interviews, where the key themes to be covered are drafted 

beforehand, under the form of an interview guide. In this instance, the 

interviewer is given the freedom to omit, vary, reshuffle the order of the 

questions in order to maintain the flow of the conversation while at the same 

time ensuring the discussion is going towards the intended direction. We will 

dive more specifically into the different questions and topics included in the 

interview guide in the subsequent inner layer, which deals with the practicalities 
of our data collection process.  

 

5.4.2 Document analysis  

As mentioned within the theoretical framework section, government bodies, 

including local ones, are increasing their digital footprint and progressively 

shifting towards e-government platforms. As claimed by Linders (2012:449), this 

also increases the ability of governments to become more transparent and open 

towards citizens. Within such a context, the municipality of Copenhagen is 

highly committed towards increasing its transparency by enabling any individual 

to access official documents and materials relating to the vision, goals and 

strategy of the municipality for the upcoming years. Bearing in mind the purpose 

of our research, the availability of such material and the interpretivist approach 

adopted, we believe that a document analysis will be extremely helpful in 

integrating the body of data gathered from our in-depth interviews. As such, 

Bowen (2009:33) characterizes document analysis as a form of qualitative 

research in which documents are interpreted by the researcher to give voice 

and meaning around an assessment topic. Later, in section 5.6.2, we will review 

more in depth the methodological considerations concerning the collection and 

systematic analysis approach that will be adopted within this thesis.  

 

 
5.5 Time horizon 
 
This thesis applies a cross-sectional time horizon. In other words, our research 

is going to provide a ‘snapshot’ of the phenomenon under scrutiny taken at a 
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particular time. Adopting a cross-sectional rather than a longitudinal time 

horizon, enables to deeply study the horizontal relationships among the 

stakeholders embedded within their institutional framework in the context of 

urban gardening initiatives. The data collection process will be carried within a 

time span of one month. For the sake of simplicity and feasibility, we assume 

that there will be no significant change in terms of relationships and changes in 
perceptions within that month.  

Furthermore, as previously mentioned, we have been opting for an abductive 

approach that enables the researcher to ‘go back and forth’ between the theory 

and the data. In particular, as already mentioned in the initial phase of our 

research we have conducted a preliminary study by interviewing initiators of 

grassroots urban gardening initiatives in the area of Copenhagen. As a result, 

some of interviews have been conducted at two different points in time. 

Recalling the previous assumption and the intent of our study, we envisage no 

reason to perceive it as an element that could potentially impair the validity our 

final findings. In a process of reiteration to re-construct the ‘truth’, the 

respondents of the interviews conducted in the preliminary study, have been re-

interviewed in the light of the theoretical inputs that enriched the complexity of 
our investigation. 

 
5.6 Techniques and procedures  
 
Bearing in mind the choices previously made, in the next section we are going 

to deal with the last layer of the onion: the techniques and procedures 

concerning the data collection. First of all, we are going to consider the case of 

primary data - i.e. semi-structured in-depth interviews - while subsequently the 

case of secondary data - i.e. official document. 

 

5.6.1 Primary data: in-depth interviews  

As previously mentioned, semi-structured in-depth interviews consist in loosely 

structured interviews in which the researcher is given the opportunity to unfold 

complex processes while at the same time maintaining the focus on its 

predetermined objectives. In order to adequately approach in-depth interviews, 
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the researcher has to (I) establish the sample of respondents and its relative 

characteristics; (II) proceed to the drafting of the interview guides (also called 

scripts); (III) recall the considerations and precautions for the data collection 

process; (IV) finally proceed to the drawing of the data analysis approach. This 

four-steps approach enables the researcher to ensure a systematic and 

methodological rigor throughout the investigation. 

5.6.1.1 Sample 

In this research, we aim at reconstructing the interactions between the different 

stakeholders, as so to analyze them in depth and, if necessary, propose a new 

governance architecture which would enable to systematically diffuse the social 

innovation and enlarge the scope of its social impact. As previously mentioned, 

we have opted for semi-structured in-depth interviews with the different actors 

involved in urban gardening activities within the city of Copenhagen. Bearing in 

mind the peculiarities of our case study and the diversity of every stakeholder 

present, we have decided to divide them into two main samples, whereby each 

of them represent one category. As it is noticeable on figure 8 here below, we 

have distinguished among two main samples: ‘state actors’, and ‘non-state 

actors’. By state actors we mean formal members of the local government, 

which in our case consists of the municipality of Copenhagen. The second 

sample instead is characterized by independent actors involved in the 

implementation, management and/ or practice of the social innovation, in our 

specific case urban gardening initiatives in the city of Copenhagen. Having two 

distinct samples allows us to contextualize the stories of the respondents and to 

reassemble reality through their social constructions. By tailoring our approach 

to their specific characteristics, we expect more focused patterns within a broad 

and complex phenomenon to emerge, hence increasing the reliability and 

validity of our research findings.  

Sample Approximate Size 

Sample 1 State actors -  i.e. formal members of the municipality 1-3 

Sample 2 Non-state actors - i.e. individuals involved within urban 
gardening initiatives and that are not part of the 
municipality 

5-10 

Figure 8: Samples’ characteristics and relative sizes 
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Moreover, the approximate sizes of each of the samples considered varies 

accordingly. The first sample has a smaller size due to its relatively smaller 

population - i.e. individuals involved in the municipality. However, allocating 

each of the respondents into one of the two samples can be sometimes 

problematic. In fact, some of the respondents would fit simultaneously into two 

different categories. This is due to the fact that these samples are not endowed 

with mutually exclusive characteristics. For example, a respondent might be an 

state actor (i.e. working within the municipality) and be involved in urban 

gardening initiatives. Furthermore, the choice of two non-mutually exclusive 

samples is also consistent with our final framework (see chapter 4.4), where the 

two sets of actors identified in the diffusion of the social innovation overlap. 

Figure 9 below helps us illustrate better our stance: the figure (a) on the right 

represents three mutually exclusive samples, whereas the figure (b) on the left 

represents two samples with the possibility of overlapping. Therefore, recalling 

the above-mentioned reasons, we are going to keep two samples, but will be 

acknowledging the possibility of overlapping as in figure 9 (b).  

 

 
Figure 9: Samples’ graphic representation (own creation) 

 

Prior to every interview, we have been carrying out in-depth researchers about 

each respondent. We have summed up our findings in appendix 3. As to 

preserve the privacy of the respondents, the list has been turned into 

anonymous (read more in section 5.6.1.3).  
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5.6.1.2 Interview guides  

Once the information needed to answer the question is specified and the type of 

interviewing method decided, the next step is to determine individual question 

content (Malhotra et al., 2012). Since we have been distinguishing two samples, 

we have drafted two different interview guides tailoring to content in function of 

the characteristics of each of the sample. As previously mentioned, we 

acknowledge the fact that respondents might fit simultaneously into multiple 

categories. Therefore, the interviewer is going to adapt the structure of the 

conversation to accommodate the unique features inherent to each of the 

respondents. In practical terms, this would translate in the researcher gathering 

as much information as possible regarding a specific respondent (see appendix 

3), as so to understand exactly its position on figure 9 (b) above, and thus 

adapting the scripts accordingly. Moreover, in order to reflect the dynamic and 

thematic dimensions into account, the interview guides have been drafted in 

such a way to easily identify the thematic of be taken into account during the 

interviewing while at the same time ensuring the usage of precise and 
theoretical language (Kvale, 2007:58). 

Despite the large differences among the three interview guides, they all share 

the same introduction to the subject. In fact, prior to starting the interview, the 

researcher is going to remind the respondent that there is no right or wrong 

answer, which is supposed to give the respondent a feeling of trust towards the 

interviewer. Subsequently, the interviewee will be briefed about the context of 

the research and the purposes of the study as so to make the respondent 

aware of the type of information needed by the interviewer. Finally, the initial 

briefing should be followed by a time ensuring he/she provide unbiased 

answers to the first broad questions (Kvale, 2007:56). Once the interviews is 

over, the initial briefing is followed up by a ‘debriefing’ whereby the interviewer 

ask the respondent if he/she has anything else to add and concerning his/her 

experience of the interview (Kvale, 2007:56).  

Questionnaire design for state actors  

The interview is divided into five different parts, as so to facilitate the 

interactions between both parties and to help the interviewer maintain a clear 
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frame in mind of the thematic and objectives of its research (Kvale, 2007:56). 

Under each of the sections, several semi-structured and open-ended questions 

coupled with some probes options, are listed. The interviewer is thus given the 

ability to ask further questions in the case the respondent has not yet answered 

them during the dialogue and encourage the interviewee to describe their points 

of view on its life and world (Kvale, 2007:46). Moreover, the interviewer can 

suggest examples in order to support the questions and enhance the 

respondent’s answer strength. For every section of the survey, the key 

intentions and objectives to achieve have been drafted as to ensure the efficacy 

of the interviews. As is it noticeable from figure 10 here below, the intentions of 

each section do not overlap: this is made in such a way to foster as much as 

possible the breadth and depth of the interview. For the complete version of the 
interview guide see appendix 4.  

Section Intention 

Section 1: General information Understand the role of the specific department within the 
context of urban gardening initiatives 

Section 2: Actors involved Understand the manner through which the department relates 
with the outside – choice & relationship with partners, types of 
projects etc. 

Section 3: Urban gardening 
initiatives as partners 

Understanding the specific partnerships with urban gardening 
grassroots organizations and check whether there is a special 
focus. 

Sections 4: Relationship with the 
municipality department 

Check whether there is the perception of a strategic approach 
& support from the municipality towards such specific activities 

Section 5: Conclusion & further 
questions 

Check about further implications or hints by the respondent 
involved 

 
Figure 10: Questionnaire design for state actors (own creation) 

 
 

As shown in figure 10, the first set of questions deals with the understanding of 

the role of respondent’s department. As previously mentioned, each 

respondent’s interview guide has been tailored to their specific characteristics 

based on prior research. In particular, questions regarding the specific roles, 

focuses and embeddedness of the department within the Municipality 

organizational setting will be suggested. This will help in getting understanding 
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of the focus of the municipality towards the development of green initiatives 

within the city.  

Subsequently, the second set of questions, relates to the manner the 

municipality of Copenhagen interacts with the ‘outside world’ and the underlying 

governance mechanisms. In particular, the questions relate to the manner 

through which partners get selected, the relationship taking place among them 

and, the kind of support provided by the Municipality towards these external 

organizations. Through this set of questions, we will attempt to understand 

whether any mechanism coming from the municipality is in place as so to 
support external grassroots organizations.  

The third section specifically focuses on the relationship with urban gardeners. 

This section aims at identifying the specific partnership with urban gardeners, if 

any. In addition, it would enable us to understand the way the concept of urban 

gardening is perceived and if it is seen as a component for the identity of 
Copenhagen as ‘a green city’.  

Finally, the fourth section helps us discern what the respondent personally feels 

about the general attitude of the Municipality towards these kinds of initiatives 

and whether there is or not the presence of a strategic approach.  

Questionnaire design for non-state actors 

As previously mentioned, we understand non-state actors, also called social 

innovators, as the leaders or leading members of any type of organization - both 

for profit and not for profit - which, formally, is lead autonomously from the 

municipality of Copenhagen. In this case the questionnaire has been divided 

into four main sections (see figure 11 below). For the complete version of the 

interview guide see appendix 6. 
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Section Intention 

Section 1: Urban gardening: a 
social innovation? 

Understand the linkages between the activities carried out and 
social innovation. 

Section 2: Relationship with other 
grassroots urban gardeners 

Understand the inter-relationships among the different 
grassroots organization as so to get a glimpse of the structure 
of the network. 

Section 3: Relationship with the 
municipality 

Understand the relationship with the municipality of 
Copenhagen, the types of supports the latter grant to these 
initiatives and degree of influence in decision/policy making 

Section 4: Conclusion & further 
questions 

Check about further implications or hints by the respondent 
involved 

 
Figure 11: Questionnaire design for non-state actors (own creation) 

 

The first section aims at gaining a deep understanding on the way each 

respondent perceives its activities relatively to the concept of social innovation. 

In other words, we try to understand what is the perception every interviewee 

has of the organization he or she belongs to, what are the aims of their activities 

and whether interviewees perceive themselves as social innovators. In fact, we 

are striving at understanding whether the respondents perceive their activities 

as intending to create/ effectively creating social impact. More specifically, the 

respondent is confronted with questions about the type of service delivered by 

the innovation, the mission of its organization, and the perception that the 
related stakeholders have of the organization and its initiatives.  

Subsequently, the relationship with the other grassroots organizations will be 

analyzed. Through these questions, we are aiming at identifying the presence of 

ties among the different grassroots organizations as so to have an overview of 

the underlying network. Consequently, the questions drafted aim at identifying 

the content flowing within the ties as well as their thickness - i.e. how strong the 
relationships are.  

The third set of questions aims at under covering the manners through which 

grassroots relate to the municipality. As in the case of the previous section, the 

questions aim at identifying the type of content flowing among the ties as well 

as determine their thickness. More specifically, the questions asked within this 

sections also contribute in assessing the current state of governance and the 
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degree of inclusiveness perceived by non-governmental actors. As a result, the 

questions asked are going to tackle the frequency and the reasons bringing the 

grassroots to get in touch with the local government body, the current state of 

the relationship and the weight they have concerning the drafting of policies 
within their field of action. 

We remind the reader that he full transcripts of the interviews are to be found, 

anonymous, in appendix 6. 

5.6.1.3 Data collection & ethics  

As the name of the method adopted suggests, in-depth interviews entail going 

deep into the minds of the respondents. Even though there is no ideal means of 

conducting them, the interviewer must ensure some fundamental conditions are 
satisfied.  

First of all, the interview must take place in a quiet and comfortable environment 

for the respondent. In our case, the interviews have been mainly take place 

within the offices of the respondents, in quiet meeting rooms or cafés. This will 

guarantee spontaneity in the conversation and ensure that the process is 

creative and meaningful to both the interviewer and the interviewee. 

Furthermore, the interviewer must listen carefully and observe which issues fire 

enthusiasm of the participants (Malhotra et al., 2012:211). The questions and 

probes the interviewer puts to the participants should follow the interests and 

logic of the participants as so to make them feel motivated to respond in a 
manner that suits them.  

Within this research we will be following the best-practices guidelines 

elaborated by ESOMAR8 as so to ensure the research ethics are respected. 

Before starting the interview, the interviewer will ensure the informed consent of 

the interviewee of being recorded. Furthermore, the interviewer will be stating 

the principles of confidentiality, anonymity and privacy lying behind the 

investigation (Malhotra et al., 2012:894). Finally, as our investigation entails the 

performance of interviews with public servants, such participants will be given 
                                                
 
 
8https://www.esomar.org/what-we-do/code-guidelines (last access: 04/05/2018) 
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the option to reflect upon what they have been saying at the end of the 

interviews as so to ensure to not divulge information that might harm the public 
interest.  

 

5.6.2 Secondary data: official documents analysis  

Despite the large availability and the increased transparency of organizations 

(both governmental and non-governmental), document analysis has not been 

extensively elaborated in neither textbooks nor actual research contributions 

and is instead only considered in a fragmented manner. The main reason lying 

behind this trend is the assumption of documents being self-evident, and hence 

with no need to further elaboration and methodological reflections (Karppinen & 

Moe, 2012:2). However, by analyzing policy documents, strategic plans and 

annual reports among others, it is possible to uncover forces of interests, or 

determinants, behind policy development, relating to urban gardening initiatives 
in our specific case. 

Starting from the selection of documents to be analyzed, we have decided to 

solely consider documents whereby the Municipality of Copenhagen is among 

the authors and are still currently retrievable through the website of the 

municipality of Copenhagen (see appendix 7 for specific references). This 

criterion has been established in order to ensure the maximum validity and 

reliability of the data and insights furnished by such documents. In fact, we 

believe that because of the official nature of such documents, the information 

contained has been thoroughly reviewed and assessed by multiple actors (e.g. 

consulting firms; other departments etc.). In figure 12 here below, we have 

listed the documents selected for the analysis, along with their titles, year of 
publication and authors of the documents. 
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Title Year Author(s) 

A Metropolis for People 2009 Technical & Environmental 
Administration 

A Greener & Better Everyday Life - Local Agenda 
21 Plan for Copenhagen 

2013 Technical & Environmental 
Administration 

The City of Copenhagen’s Business and Growth 
Policy 2015-2020 

2014 Municipality of Copenhagen 

Copenhagen Solution for Sustainable Cities 2014 Copenhagen CleanTech 
Cluster; State of Green; 
Municipality of Copenhagen 

ByNatur i Kobenhavn strategi 2015-2025 2015 Technical & Environmental 
Administration 

C40 Cities - The benefits of Sustainable City 
Projects 

2015 C40; Municipality of 
Copenhagen; Realdania 

CPH 2025 Climate Plan - Road Map 2017-2020 2016 Technical & Environmental 
Administration 

Copenhagen Climate Projects 2016 - Annual 
Report 

2016 Technical & Environmental 
Administration 

 
Figure 12: Official documents analyzed (own creation) 

 

Before proceeding to the analysis of the documents, some crucial steps have 

been undertaken by the researchers in order to ensure the credibility of the 

analysis. In particular, we have firstly performed an evaluation of the initial 

purposes of the document and of the audience targeted, while subsequently we 

have assessed the completeness of the documents (e.g. how selective and 
comprehensive the data is). 

The analysis of these documents provide us with the ability of gaining access to 

a large data coverage, which could provide us with some guidance and 

complementary information for the analysis of the primary data collected 

through the in-depth interviews. Moreover, through its ‘behind-the-scenes look’, 

it allows us to gaining a deeper understanding of the social, cultural, political as 

well as economic context. As the content of the documents require the 

interpretation of the researcher in order to become valuable tool for the 
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analysis, we are aware of the potential subjective biases that could hamper the 

validity of our final findings. In addition, despite the official nature of the 

documents, we still maintain a critical perspective and acknowledge the 

potential presence of inaccurate, incomplete or inconsistent information 

(Karppinen et al., 2012). Therefore, throughout the analysis, we aim at 

establishing the meanings of the multiple documents and their contribution to 
the issues being explored. 

 

5.7 Data analysis approach 
 
In order to gain a deep understanding of the social phenomenon under scrutiny 

and its related dynamics, while at the same time maintaining a methodological 

rigor, we have been adopting the thematic network analysis described by 

Attride-Stirling (2001), both for our in-depth interviews and official documents. 

The thematic network analysis consists in a ‘web-like illustration’ summarizing 

the main themes constituting a piece of text in such a way to explore the 

understanding of an issue or the significance of an idea. In other words, by 

dividing the text into different themes, interlinked the ones with the others, 

allows the researcher to identify the structure and the depiction of these 

themes. At the same time, such technique emphasizes the fluidity and 

interconnectivity throughout the different themes, resulting in an effective 
interpretation of the text. 

The chosen approach starts by dividing the text into a three-levels themes 

structure, starting from the lowest towards the highest (see appendix 8 (a)). At 

the most basic level, multiple ‘basic themes’ can be found. The latter represent 

sets of simple premises characteristic of the textual data, which do not 

necessarily make sense by their own but contribute towards the general 

understanding of superordinate themes. Together, the basic themes represent 

the ‘organizing themes’, which instead consist in clusters of signification that 

summarizes and dissects the principal assumptions previously highlighted in the 

basic themes. Finally, the highest level, ‘global theme’, encompasses the 

principal metaphor of the text as a whole and aims at making sense of the 

lower-order themes. As mentioned by the author, “each global theme is the core 
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of a thematic network” (Attride-Stirling, 2001:389), meaning that in an analysis, 

depending on the purpose and scope of the research, there might be different 
global themes and by consequence different thematic networks.  

 
5.8 Limitations  
 
Every methodological choice entails trade-offs in terms of strengths and 

weaknesses that must be carefully evaluated bearing in mind the context of 

application. When conducting the analysis, the following three sets of limitation 
need to be considered 

First of all, in-depth interviews enable the researchers to gather a large portion 

of data for every single observation, enabling the researcher to operate on a 

smaller sample compared to other techniques. As we previously argued, 

adopting such a method is pertinent considering our research question and the 

aim of our research. However, having such a reduced sample size and specific 

context, especially in the case of state actors, might hamper the generalizability 

of our findings.  

Furthermore, as the data require the interpretation of the researcher to get a 

meaning and reconstruct the reality perceived by the different respondents, the 

findings might be biased. Despite the fact that investigators’ biases are always 

going to persist, the investigator must strive at adopting an objective 
perspective on facts by acknowledging and be aware of his or her own biases.  

Finally, for the sake of consistency with the international nature of our study 

program and simplicity given our nationality, the interviews have been held in 

English. Even though solely respondents fluent in English are going to be 

interviewed, we acknowledge the fact that English may often not be the native 

language of the respondents. As a result, the meaning for the words chosen 

might not be the one actually attributed by the respondents. As a consequence, 

when handling the interviews, the interviewer has to identify correctly the 
meaning of each word given to the context. 
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5.9 The Research Onion applied  
 
Figure 13 here below shows our application of the Research Onion elaborated 

by Saunders et al. (2016) summarizing our choices. In green are to be found 

the methods selected as well as some of our additions to the existing model.    

 

 
Figure 13: The Research Onion Applied. Adapted from Saunders et al. (2016) 
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6. Findings & analysis 
 
As anticipated in the methodology (chapter 5.7), we have opted for a thematic 

network analysis to organize our qualitative data, to summarize the main 

recurring and relevant themes of the text at different levels and unearth the 

patterns and elements, that will be preparatory for our analysis and 
interpretation of the empirical results. 

We would like to emphasize that different perspectives of different set of actors 

(i.e. state and non-state actors) have been gauged and explored throughout the 

empirical investigation and that the themes resulting from the thematic network 
analysis are the synthesized reflection of such complexity.  

In this chapter we will uncover the ‘global themes’ that have emerged from the 

two sets of texts we have analyzed (i.e. interview transcripts and official 

documents). These will be then unfolded through their main components, the 

‘organizing themes’, and subsequently into the ‘basic themes’. The latter are 

derived directly from the text and will be nuanced with the help of direct 

quotations from the interview transcript or analyzed official documents. The 

direct reference to the texts will contribute to the signification of the super-
ordinate themes. 

The coding framework (see figure 14 below) has been devised as a 

combination of the theoretical interest guiding the research question (i.e. 

discourses, resources and rules of the game) and of recurrent issues arising in 

the text itself (i.e. co-creation and co-production, challenges in diffusion and 
perceived role of the municipality). 

 
Figure 14: coding framework (own production) 
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The entirety of the transcriptions of the performed interviews are available within 

appendix 6. As mentioned in section 5.6.1.3, we remind the reader that the 

transcriptions of the interviews have been made anonymous. By consequence 

to each respondent has been associated a number and will be referred to as 

‘respondent X’.  

 
6.1 Multifunctional benefits  
 
The global theme ‘multi-functional benefits’ has been identified as one of the 

main recurring themes. The respondents, i.e. state and non-state actors, have 

highlighted the different positive impacts that urban community gardening have 

created from a social, environmental, aesthetic and well-being perspective in 

the different areas of the city. These four main categories of benefits represent 

our organizing themes: ‘urban regeneration’, ‘environmental resilience’, ‘social 

resilience’ and ‘well-being’ (appendix 8 (b)).  
 

6.1.1 Urban regeneration 

Within the organizing theme of ‘urban regeneration’, we have grouped all the 

answers suggesting that urban community gardening contributes to the 

requalification of areas of the city.   

Such requalification might happen as a contribution to beautification or 

improved aesthetic to create a sense of respect and place. 

(1) “we have converted an anti-terrorist wall into a beautiful bench on top, that 

is pleasant to look at” [...] nobody wants Copenhagen to be transformed in a 

concrete jungle” (Respondent 11); “we make the city greener and more 

beautiful” (Respondent 10; Respondent 9). 

Or as an intervention to the socio-economic deterioration of an area which 

presents poor conditions for public spaces and public life e.g. affected by crime, 

vandalism, unemployment and homelessness among others: 

(2) “with drug addicts we wanted to create a sense purpose in their lives” 

(Respondent 11); “after we started this gardening program, less criminality has 

been noticed in the area [...] it is really easier to talk to homeless people when 

all are working in the garden and ask each other for advices” (Respondent 4); 
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“the gardening project in Tingbjerg started in a ‘ghetto’ in Nordvest that it is 

very well known for the criminal activities but it gained a lot of success among 

the residents” (Respondent 7). 

 

6.1.2 Environmental Resilience 

In ‘environmental resilience’ we have grouped all the benefits resulting from 

engagement in urban community gardening e.g. spreading environmental 

awareness, contribution to climate change adaptation and mitigation etc. 

Among them, some relate to promoting and introducing nature and biodiversity 

in the city and reconnecting citizens to food and nature, both geographically and 

through education to environmental sustainability and sustainable agriculture.  

The multiple ecosystem services performed by urban gardening have been 

acknowledged by the different social innovators and entrepreneurs as well as 

the members of the municipality: 

(3) “the urban farmers provide people with new connections to food and 

environment” (Respondent 1); “the municipality loves what we are doing for 

the city and they are well aware of the immense potential of urban farming for 

the environment” (Respondent 9, Respondent 11, Respondent 10). 

The mere engagement in gardening or farming is in itself a leisure activity for 

the participants, but also an opportunity to expand knowledge about food and 

environment. As some respondents highlighted: 

(4) “we want people to learn about plants and animals so they can start taking 

care of it now and in the future” (Respondent 7); “gardening and contact with 

nature and learning about it, changes people mentality for the better” 

(Respondent 11), “We get people the chance to grow things so they become 

knowledgeable [...] our product could be seen as a small supplement to our 

diet” (Respondent 6).  

The majority of urban gardening initiatives engage in ad-hoc projects with 

schools in the area and see that investment on children for environmental 

education is necessary for a sustainable and resilient society of the future: 

(5) “we are also involved in some school projects, where we can combine our 

knowledge with the school curricula enriching the classroom experience 

through hands on learning” (Respondent 10; Respondent 7; Respondent 11; 

Respondent 3). 
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The majority of respondents have mentioned a willingness to reconnect people 

living in cities with the food they eat, by getting production of food closer to 

where it is going to be finally consumed: 

(6) “we place our production where customers and resources are, so we don’t 

use transportation: it is much healthier, fresher and you get it directly supplied 

to you [...] the climate impact it has is so huge!” (Respondent 3); “I give my 

recipe to make pesto out of wild herbs that can easily be found in the urban 

nature, so people can make it at home” (Peter). 

Finally, urban gardening and multifunctional green areas, more 

generally, seem to be used as nature-based solution for climate 

adaptation purposes. The professionalism of some leaders of experts in 

urban gardens have co-designed and consulted the municipality for 

climate adaptation plans for specific areas of the city: 

(7) “City gardens ensure a comfortable climate in the city” (Bynatur Strategi 

2015-2025); “I was involved and I got to cooperate with Østergro and many 

other stakeholders to the climate adaptation plan for the St. Kjeld’s 

Neighborhood, where plants and gardens would be the solution to flooding 

caused by cloudburst” (Respondent 11).  

 

6.1.3 Social resilience 

The development of a sense of togetherness, respect for each other, common 

identity and trust seems to be, for the majority of respondents, a key benefit of 

engaging in urban community gardening. Some participants, mentioned that 

urban gardening activities played a crucial role in transforming the 

neighborhood into a: 

(8) “close community of people living in the area, by favoring social 

interactions and engagement in common projects” (Respondent 5; 

Respondent 4; Respondent 2).  

Another ‘basic theme’ that has frequently emerged relates to the strengthening 

of an already existing community. Both state and non-state actors mentioned 

that activities collateral to gardening such as “communal dinners” are potentially 

as important as the gardening itself to make the community members bond. 

Moreover, other respondents related the same theme to the business context to 

an education context: 
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(9) “I see my clients becoming more cohese, more patient and respectful 

towards one-another” (Respondent 11); “in schools, kids learn how to work 

together to achieve common results, learn that we depend from one another 

and need each other” (Respondent 10). 

Finally, the last basic theme relating to social resilience concerns the aspect of 

community creation. Some respondents further mention the high degree of 

demographic, social, and ethnic diversity of the people frequenting the gardens. 

They portray as a place of integration, and inclusion for different minorities: 

(10) “It is open to everybody, there is no fence as you can see [...] we want everyone in 

principle” (Respondent 7); “it is a nice mix of people [...] some Afghan and Somali 

women are also part of the community [...] we work often with homeless and people 

with drug difficulties” (Respondent 4). 

 

6.1.4 Well-being  

Lastly, urban gardening activities are seen as responsible for promoting a sense 

of well-being. This might result from, among others, a sense of accomplishment 

and skill development,  

(11) “we really want to empower people, to learn some new abilities” 

(Respondent 10), “we give them a sense of responsibility towards something 

other than themselves” (Respondent 11); “we feel that with our initiatives we 

contribute to improve our society and we can already see the direct impact on 

our neighborhood” (Respondent 4, Respondent 6)  

As well as socialization:  

(12) “kids are not used to talking to elderlies in their daily lives, but the 

elderlies see kids and they just want to hug them” (Respondent 7); “this is a 

place where we want everybody to feel welcomed and accepted [...] our recipe 

is to always create a fun and friendly atmosphere, therefore it is very important 

to always bring some good cakes or coffee” (Respondent 10).  

The feeling of wellbeing seems to also be linked with the healthy and 

environmentally conscious lifestyle promoted through the implementation of 

urban gardening initiatives:  

(13) “people are tired of busy lives and to eat things that are produced God 

knows where, [...] through gardening they learn to develop patience and learn 

how to exercise care” (Respondent 11), “a while after starting to garden in 
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communities you realize that people want to start eating organic and enjoy 

living “slow”” (Respondent 11, Respondent 10). 

 

Reflections 

Overall, urban gardening initiatives seems to result in multiple benefits which 

are recognized by different set of actors. However, as we will discuss later, two 

respondents have also highlighted the by-products of the beautification aspect 

of urban gardening. 

Also, when discussing their perspectives on diffusion of their social impact, a 

clear distinction emerged between not-for profit and for-profit actors. The former 

either do not have the possibility or the willingness to grow but engage in 

education projects and open up the garden to external visits. The for-profit 

actors instead are also interested in growing organically (geographically, 

enlarging the customer base, diversifying their social business) as they believe 

their business expansion will also increase their “social returns”. 

 

 

6.2 Limited resources 
 
Another identified ‘global theme’ relates to the limited resources available to the 

single social innovators. In fact, whether the social innovator is part of a social 

enterprise or a not-for-profit organization, resource scarcity seems to be an 

equally important factor, for starting up urban gardening projects, sustaining it 

and/or expanding it over time. We have identified four major clusters of 

answers, each of them relating to a different category of resources: financial 

cost, space availability, expertise and time (appendix 8 (c)). 

 

6.2.1 Financial  

The first group of answers refers to the challenge of accessing funding to start 

or expand their projects: 

(14) “we wanted to set up an educational program attached to the garden, but 

we got only half of the necessary funding, so we decided not to proceed with it 

further” (Respondent 3, Respondent 6); “money is needed to set up the first 
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meetings, talk to people and organize the first projects, we have that extra time 

and extra money to make things happen, but citizens do not normally have 

such resources” (Respondent 2), “the main services, like repairing, 

maintenance and soil are funded by the municipality” (Respondent 4); “I am 

working here part-time on a voluntary basis [...] I would like to dedicate my 

whole time to it but unfortunately I do not get paid for this and that’s why I need 

to keep my other job on the side” (Respondent 10).  

 

6.2.2 Land 

The limited availability of land for setting up urban gardening initiatives has also 

been extensively mentioned by the different sets of actors. In fact, as a result of 

the compelling need to construct new buildings for housing, there seem to be 

difficulties concerning the occupation of unused or underutilized publicly-owned 

land. Even though the interviewed municipal actors express a favorable attitude 

towards social projects that involve occupation of public land, the progressive 

development of the city and the always rising degree of urbanization of the area 

constitute a challenge for the long-term viability of urban gardening projects and 

the limited expandability of the project. At the same time, social innovators who 

are granted temporary permission to occupy public soil often risk future 

dispossession:  

(15) “we are currently in need of new houses for all these new 1.000 

inhabitants coming to live in Copenhagen every month and this clashes with 

the making of new green spaces - the Municipality is actually trying to buy land 

back” (Respondent 1); “the municipality is not open for making new urban 

gardening initiatives because every municipal area is under new housing 

pressure” (Respondent 9); “One-third of this garden is meant to be a parking 

house one day” (Respondent 4).  

As a potential solution to the limited land availability on public soil, some of the 

interviewees have explored the possibility to occupy privately-owned soil, by 

establishing agreement with commercial activities and private residential 

buildings, such as rooftops or backyards, among others:  

(16) “We only operate on top of private buildings that have a commercial 

activity underneath, like supermarkets and shopping centers” (Respondent 3)”; 

“The best solution to start an urban garden is on private land, or in church 

gardens, which usually have huge pieces of unused land” (Peter).  
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However, the occupation of private soil also come with limitations: 

(17) “the inhabitants of some buildings have been discussing for years whether 

to grow things in their courtyards, but they never came to an agreement” 

(Respondent 11); “in Copenhagen most of the buildings are not flat and it is 

hard to persuade developers to design new buildings that can sustain the 

weight of an urban farm” (Respondent 9).  

 

6.2.3 Expertise 

A third set of responses deals with the limited legal, technical or organizational 

expertise of social innovators. 

Some interviewees have pointed out their lack of managerial and/or 

organizational skills: 

(18) “most of the organizations I have been working for have been struggling in 

raising funding to keep their activities ongoing” (Respondent 5); “what we do 

as municipal actors is also helping the local communities identify where their 

resources are and how to exploit them” (Respondent 2). 

Other interviewees instead, have highlighted that social innovators lack the 

knowledge of the legislative and regulatory landscape, and thereby have 

resorted to support from municipal actors: 

(19) “we did not had any knowledge of the legislations and regulations 

surrounding our business and the municipality helped us with an entire team” 

(Respondent 3); “as project manager, what I bring to these grassroots 

initiatives is my professional knowledge, experience and know how” 

(Respondent 2, Respondent 1).  

 

6.2.4 Time  

Finally, the last cluster of responses relates to the challenge of dedicating time 

to other activities than keeping their social project running or business grow. In 

particular they have emphasized the lack of time to develop a fully-fledged 

‘communication’ strategy to increase their outreach to external stakeholders 

and/or a formal ‘collaboration’ strategy with other social innovators to build 

capacity to collectively expand their positive impact in the city:  
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(20) “I am very busy in establishing my market and since we are very small we 

can’t dedicate time to make up a collaborative strategy with other urban 

gardeners, though I often collaborate with other social entrepreneurs for 

specific projects ” (Respondent 11); “I am too busy, I am not gonna make up a 

strategy by myself, it has to come from another place” (Respondent 9). “I 

would like to focus more on communicating externally our projects and our 

work, but we are not too many and it is such time consuming activity, therefore 

we tend to focus more on other practical things” (Respondent 10); “a lot of 

associations struggle in keeping their members involved and engaged, 

because the time resources available to people are small” (Respondent 4). 

 

Reflections:  
Each single social entrepreneur seems to suffer from the lack of resources 

necessary in order for the survival or growth of their projects. However, in order 

to compensate for such missing resources, actors have mentioned that there 

exists an informal network of social innovators who exchange resources and 

knowledge between each other as so to compensate for such a lack.  

 
 

6.3 Participated decision making and solutions 
 
The global theme ‘participated decision making and solutions’ refers to the 

approach adopted by the social innovators and state actors with regards to the 

societal problems that ‘require’ the social innovation. The texts abound with 

terms in the domain of ‘co-creation’, ‘collectivity’, and ‘engagement’. 

(20) “the concrete implementation of social projects will be as much as 

possible the reflection of a top-down decision that is combined with bottom-up 

initiatives already started by the citizens [...] in my experience the final product 

is much better when we cooperate with citizens for the final solution” 

(Respondent 2, Respondent 1). 

Both state and non-state actors recognize the importance of working to find a 

common alignment between the mission of the social innovators and the 

municipality’s different strategies. Among the organizing themes the main 

clusters of answers have been identified as revolving around ‘dialogue and 

coordination’, ‘political activities’ and ‘hands-on activities’ (see appendix 7 (d)).  
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6.3.1 Tailored approach 

Both state and non-state actors have expressed the need for a tailored 

approach to finding solutions to the persistent, and yet unmet, societal 

problems. Customized solutions are said to be elaborated on the basis of, 

among others, the area where the social problem exists, the specificities of the 

problem at hand and/ or the individual preferences and interests of the actors 

involved. The final solution is obtained through an approach that is centered on 

dialogue among the different involved parties,  

(21) “We talk to people and ask them about the issues in their areas, their 

dreams and aspirations [...] it is about listening, feeling and observing” 

(Respondent 2) 

and attempt to coordinate their different interests, 

(22) “when we start an urban renovation project to requalify areas of the city 

we engage in dialogue with the residents and create solutions together [...] 

often residents live by their own side and do not act coordinately [...] having 

my colleagues in the municipality agree with one another and support common 

initiatives is also part of my job” (Respondent 2). 

Finally, the issue of ‘trust’ seems to play a significant role within the 

establishment of a collaborative environment among state and non-state 

actors in the social innovation process. In fact, as the interviewed state 

actors stress, gaining trust from the different actors they deal with when 

collaborating on a project, is a crucial step for the success of the project: 

(23) “We have to listen to the idea of social innovators, in the limits of what the 

regulations impose, and execute it as much as possible similar to original one, 

otherwise they are not going to be enthusiastic about it any longer [...] they can 

trust me with supporting their project and not destroying their idea, leaving 

them the maximum autonomy” (Respondent 2, Respondent 1). 

 

6.3.2 Modes of participatory governance: hands-on & political 
activities 

As reviewed within the theoretical framework, ‘modes of participation’ in 

decision making can be analyzed following a spectrum of options spanning from 

a focus on ‘hands-on activities’ towards a focus on ‘political activities’ (section 
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4.3.3). Bearing in mind that these two focuses are the two extremes of a 

continuum, they will be dealt with within the same Organizing Theme. 

The majority of participant has made specific reference to the fact that political 

solutions are often the result of dialog and negotiations between state actors 

and non-state actors: 

(24) “Sometimes social entrepreneurs need to be open to minor adjustment 

[...] then I try to convince my colleagues that the project of the social 

innovators makes sense and convince them to go on with it [...] the 

municipality is starting to realize that not everything can be done according to 

our rules, [...] however sometimes rules are not set by us but rather 

superimposed and we just cannot change them, so we help social 

entrepreneurs overcome unfavorable rules, if they constitute an obstacle to 

their activity (Respondent 1). Given the local plan, then I can negotiate with the 

municipality to start my activity by interpreting the law, if it constitutes an 

obstacle [...] and it is a lengthy process” (Respondent 9). 

All the social entrepreneurs seem to be struggling with getting 

permissions for starting their gardening activities. However, in multiple 

instances, the municipality has proven to be significantly flexible in 

accommodating the needs of social innovators through informal 

agreements, 

(25) “the municipality acknowledges that what we are doing a  fantastic job for 

them too, so we are getting a very special treatment” (Respondent 9); “If you 

don’t want to hear “no, you can’t put an urban garden here”, just don’t ask, just 

do it” (Respondent 2); “sometimes we just need to turn an eye blind on some 

initiatives that on paper would breach the law, only because some obsolete 

rules would prohibit them, but if we recognize that the rationale behind the 

initiative is good the only way is that we can ignore the rule, we certainly do 

not want to interrupt a project that is doing good to people” (Respondent 1) 

or through the settlement of temporary formal agreements: 

(26) “we have a new strategy on the way for temporary social projects and that 

could be used when an area or allotments is temporarily free and will not be 

built over in the next 10 years.” (Respondent 1); “urban gardens often start as 

temporary places but people come to love them, I think they are temporary 

because the municipality is afraid of giving out permanent permissions” 

(Respondent 4).  
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A recurring and desirable solution to the problems encountered by social 

innovator in relation to the lack of resources or the legal hurdles, is found in 

resorting to mutual help among the different members of a network of social 

innovators, and independently from the municipality: 

(27) “in Nørrebro, there is a tight network of urban gardeners which often 

collaborate with one another” (Respondent 4); “we have a good network and if 

they can help us with anything I think they would be happy to contribute” 

(Respondent 9); “I think the networks among social entrepreneurs are already 

there, my job is to take their initiatives to a higher level, these guys already talk 

to each other and help one another” (Respondent 1). “This Finish guy is like 

the glue in these urban gardening projects. He has started in Sundholm, he 

knows TagTomat, and he used to work here before I even started, he knows a 

lot of people and want to create connections among all of them. He got a bit of 

money from different places and then spent them in getting projects started 

here and there” (Respondent 7). 

Generally, for what concerns the practical implementation of the projects or the 

possibility to expand the positive impact of their social innovation, social 

entrepreneurs have highlighted the substantial helps received from the 

municipality: 

(28) “municipalities should have the role of enablers... Here, the municipality is 

in a proactive mindset to support our initiatives, which they definitely are, I 

have to say” (Respondent 10). “It is probably thanks to the municipality that 

Dyrk is still alive” (Respondent 6); “it is also a lot about coordinating and 

engaging the employees in the municipality into co-producing with the citizens 

and dedicating resources to social projects that are worth pursuing” 

(Respondent 2). 

As highlighted in the section 6.2.3, the municipality also contributes to social 

innovation projects with organizational and managerial expertise, 

(29) "we do not only listen to people and do whatever they want, because they 

sometimes they lose the bigger picture and you need that to keep a common 

project going” (Respondent 2) “we sometimes need to give these projects a 

rational structure” (Respondent 1), 

as well as with social capital, through the setting up of networking events and 

opportunities for match-making between interested investors and other social 

entrepreneurs 
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(30) “we organize social and networking events where we gather and connect 

all the social and environmental actors and everyone who want to do good 

with their business come” (Respondent 1). 

A recurring basic theme also relates to the alignment between the mission of 

social innovators and the strategic objectives of the municipality e.g. city 

branding or the creation of a green business cluster in Copenhagen, as well as 

the livability of the city itself. It is on the grounds of this alignment that the 

municipality of Copenhagen seem to have engaged in publicity and visibility 

activities for the initiatives of social innovators:  

(31) “the new mayor of the technical department, had her campaign photos 

taken up here, so not only she supports us, but also she gave us visibility [...] 

when they go out in the world and they tell China and Italy about what we are 

doing, we reach an audience outside Copenhagen and here come a lot of 

tourists to eat at the restaurant” (Respondent 9); “I really like that the 

municipality uses our projects for branding of the city because that makes 

people learn about us” (Respondent 10).  

 

Reflections:  

Overall, there seems to be a common intention, from both state and non-state 

actors, in involving each other within the decision making process, as so to 

foster the likeliness to achieve a common alignment and thus devising 

successful tailored solutions. Nevertheless, the collaboration among actors 

happens mostly at a hands-on level. In addition, the crafting of such participated 

solution seems to be characterized by the presence of informal networks among 

the different actors, leading to continuous interaction and exchange of 

information and resources. Finally, further analysis is needed as so to uncover 

the network dynamics and trust mechanisms of the actors playing the role of 

linkages between the municipality and the civil society. 
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6.4 Common interests and needs  
 
We have divided ‘common interests and needs’ into four organizing themes: ‘a 

growing green trend’, ‘a cultural heritage’, ‘the performance of welfare services’ 

and finally ‘a political and economic focus’ (appendix 8 (e)).  

 

6.4.1 A growing green trend  

Urban gardening initiatives seem to be spreading across the city of 

Copenhagen as a result of inter-twined trends. In this cluster we have grouped 

the answers that advance the idea that urban gardening initiatives fit within a 

rising global ‘trend’. We have identified three main, partly overlapping trends, all 

connected with the general idea of sustainability.  

The first identified trend is to the concept of ‘organic food’:  

(32) “the food we grow on our rooftop is completely organic, giving also an 

environmental value to our project” (Respondent 6); “we often organize 

workshops to spread permaculture and organic practices across the city” 

(Respondent 10). 

Subsequently, we have identified a growing attention of the public to the 

concept of ‘farm-to-table’, the act of producing food where it is consumed: 

(33) “Locally produced food is a huge trend right now [...] consumers want to 

know who is behind the business, who is producing it, what is the origin and 

the story behind the product” (Respondent 3) 

Respondents further add that an increasing number of business and 

supermarket owners are interested in urban gardening:  

(34) “owners of the supermarkets themselves are asking for more locally-

produced food and are searching for people to grow food on top of their 

buildings” (Respondent 3). 

Finally, the third trend concerns the increasing popularity of ‘green and 

responsible tourism’, intended as a low impact and small scale alternative to 

standard mass tourism.  

(35) “tourism around the park has been increasing so much since I have been 

started working year over 6 years ago [...] in the summer months I feel there 

are more tourists than danes”; “i there are so many green activities to do here” 
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6.4.2 A cultural heritage 

Multiple respondents have called attention to the fact that the recent growing 

appreciation of urban community gardening initiatives is deeply rooted within 

the Danish tradition of growing plants and flowers:  

(36) “Unlike in other culture where being able to grow your food is synonym 

with survival, in Denmark grow things satisfies the highest needs in the 

pyramid - the self-actualization need” (Respondent 11); “in Amager we have a 

lot of ‘colony houses’ and growing things is in the DNA of this area” 

(Respondent 3; Respondent 1).  

 

6.4.3 Performance of welfare services  

In section 6.1.1 we have analyzed the multifunctional social benefits of urban 

gardening initiatives. Some of the respondents have argued for the crucial role 

of urban community gardening in the provision of welfare services. This aspect 

is also related to the sections 6.1.2 & 6.1.3 that see the work and interest of 

social innovators and municipal actors aligned in the enhancement of solutions 

that positively contribute to the creation of public value  

(37) “social entrepreneurs make us save a lot of money for social and 

environmental project” (Respondent 1). 

In this section, we first consider the intersection of municipality-led specific 

projects and civil society-led initiatives that complement and enhance solutions 

to societal problems already partially addressed by the Municipality: 

(38) “the garden is mainly run by the Activity Center a project of the 

municipality, where social workers work with homeless people or people who 

have difficulties with drugs and stuff like that. Then, we, as a volunteer-based 

organization we manage the other part of the garden, thereby creating a nice 

mix of people” (Respondent 4); “on top of the Climate Quarter Adaptation Plan, 

started by the Municipality, we have built this rooftop garden to spread the 

word about the benefits of producing food where it is consumed. Besides 

running our restaurant, we do a lot of activities in the broader sphere of 

environmental and food education” (Respondent 9); “all these activities of 

urban gardening have such a big education potential” (Respondent 1). 

Within this category of welfare programs, we include also ByOasen, a municipal 

playground which was originally initiated to improve the lives of elderly people 
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living in De Gambles By9, by engaging them in open air gardening activities. 

With the help of volunteers and the participation of schools, the playground has 

become a meeting point for people from different age groups, tourists and 

residents, elderly and young, as well as an open-air workshop for environmental 

education. 

While in the first category we included activities carried out by social 

entrepreneurs that augment the social impact of state-provided welfare 

services, in this section we consider services performed by the civil society in 

complete independence from the municipality that aim at solving issues not yet 

covered by direct municipal action.  

Thereafter we provide two examples: 

(39) “Through our rooftop farm we aim at providing after-school green jobs for 

young people on the edge of society aged between 12 to 16 [...] we believe 

that like this they will be more likely to get a job in the future” (Respondent 3; 

Respondent 10)”; “we offer our garden as an opportunity to learn interactively 

and outside the classroom. With all these new families and kids moving in the 

area they are constructing new houses but not new schools, and kids do not 

have sufficient room in classrooms- I see that with my son - so you need to 

find alternatives and get them outside those tiny buildings” (Respondent 3). 

 

6.4.4 Political and economic focus  

From the interviews it emerges that urban gardening initiatives seem to attract 

the attention and interest of politicians and other state actors. In fact, many 

respondents have explicitly mentioned that urban gardening perfectly align with 

the strategic political and economic focus of the city.  

In particular, urban gardening is adopted as a climate adaptation/mitigation 

strategy, as previously mentioned in section 6.1.2. As the latter is a crucial 

concern in the City of Copenhagen, state actors are promoting green 

businesses and innovation and integrating solutions that come from the civil 

society in municipal agendas. As mentioned within Bynatur i Kobenhavn 

document: 

                                                
 
 
9 In English “The Old City” - neighborhood of Copenhagen 
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(40) “nature in city has positive effect on temperature, air quality and noise: it 

helps create shadow, light and air circulation [...] it also plays an important role 

in the work of climate adaptation” (Bynatur i Kobenhavn). 

In addition, another document released by the municipality and directed to 

foreign businesses and entrepreneurs, highlights the positive externalities that 

can emerge from such green solutions: 

(41) “the city’s green environmental profile and will to demand and implement 

solutions to global societal challenges such as climate, demographics and 

chronic illnesses, support the businesses’ innovation power and opportunity to 

develop solutions for a world market” (Business & Growth Policy).  

Finally, there also seems to be an alignment concerning the positive impact of 

urban gardening solutions on city’s branding, both from the perspective of the 

municipality and the urban gardeners. In fact, both municipal actors and social 

innovators interviewed commented on the positive opportunities such a 

branding might lead to  

(42) “urban gardening also gives a lot of opportunities for the green branding 

of the city” (Respondent 1) ;“urban gardening projects are also a great thing for 

the municipality, because it has some positive impacts on its branding” 

(Respondent 6). 

 

 

6.5 Different needs and interests 
 
The benefits of communal urban gardening initiatives are however not without 

their limitations. In chapter 6.4 we discussed the fact that social innovations in 

general, and urban gardening initiatives more specifically, often have missions 

that if realized would align with the welfare objectives addressed by the 

municipality or cover those problem areas that remain unaddressed by the 

public sector.  

In this section we are going to uncover especially those aspects in the relation 

between social innovators and municipality, different departments in the 

municipality as well as different citizens' interests, that are problematic, in 

relation to urban community gardening. This section is subsequently divided 
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into the following organizing themes ‘different citizen needs’ and ‘governance 

issues’ (see appendix 8 (f)).  

 

6.5.1 Different citizens’ needs  

As pointed out by Respondent 6 and Respondent 4 and further confirmed by 

one of the documents issued by the municipality of Copenhagen, multifunctional 

'green' interventions aiming at regenerate specific urban areas, as well as the 

green city branding, seem to have a positive impact over the prices of real 

estate properties as the area becomes increasingly appealing to prospective 

inhabitants. Therefore, in welfare countries, endowed with a strong tradition for 

affordable housing and low degrees of inequalities, the theme of increasing 

housing prices could become especially controversial.  

(43) “Several studies also show that proximity to green areas has a positive 

influence on property value and a major importance for urban life in nearby” 

(Bynatur i Strategi 2015-2025); “Beautification somehow contributes to 

increasing housing prices and driving out lower income residents (Respondent 

6). 

Furthermore, as mentioned by Respondent 5 and Respondent 6, in the context 

of unregulated housing markets, the social consequences of this trend are often 

related to gentrification and segregation of lower income inhabitants. In both the 

cases of the areas of Nørrebro and Nordvest in Copenhagen, some 

respondents have also mentioned the risk of progressive loss of identity of the 

neighborhood, facing a transition from an affordable and culturally diverse area 

towards a rather ‘gentrified’ and ‘homogeneous’ area which conforms to  

middle-class tastes. 

Among the consequences of this, is to be found the exclusion of ethnic 

minorities and socio-economically disadvantaged people in specific areas of the 

city has been pointed out. However, urban community gardening in such 

‘sensitive’ areas of the city have been set to tackle precisely the issue of 

‘ghettoization’: 

(44) “Tingbjerg Gadeteam is a gardening project like ours. It is a place in 

NordVest that is famous for its criminal activities and they made this place 
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safer by engaging the resident community in a common project” (Respondent 

7). 

As often came out from the interviews, social project might yield positive results 

over time, but they require a lengthy preparatory phase. However, in other 

instances the proposed social interventions might lead to unexpected reactions 

from the local residents who have not been included in the solution-finding 

process. Emblematic examples of such issues are Sundholm’s urban garden 

and ByOasen’s playground: 

(45) “the young guys with other ethnic background, who have lived here all 

their lives before the project started, feel very much that this is their place, 

they’re dealing and driving fast, they want to be seen [...] that is a problem for 

kids and parents who visit ByOasen, because they get scared” (Respondent 

7); “I think the problem was that we didn’t involve people enough… so some 

kids thought it would be fun to do vandalism [...] they thought of it as foreign 

space, but it was actually meant to be for them” (Respondent 2). 

In both instances, it is the very same stakeholders who were not consulted in 

the project design phase that might sabotage such projects and prevent the 

expected positive social impact from being realized.  

 

6.5.2 Governance issues  

In the previous sections (6.2.2) we discussed land as a limited resource. 

Relating to that, multiple references have been made to the municipality being 

under pressure for the compelling need to build new houses, which in some 

instances goes at the expenses of green areas in the city and spaces for 

gathering and leisure. In the perspective of the urban gardening communities, 

urban development is often responsible for land expropriation: 

(46) “I definitely wish that urban gardens could be taken more seriously and 

not be only viewed as temporary projects. Down the garden, they are going to 

build this parking house with on the lower floors some boutiques and stuff like 

that. This was part of the plan before the garden was established. But now a 

lot of people have come to love the garden so much and they don’t want 

someone to build over it. I think that is a bit the thing with urban gardens, they 

often start as this temporary places but people come to love them and now no 

one wants this parking house. We tried to talk to the municipality and I think 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 81 of 181 
 

that is what we are going to keep on doing, along with the local councils” 

(Respondent 4). 

Different approaches have been adopted by the municipality to accommodate 

the different needs of citizens, including housing needs, the need for green 

areas and community activities in public land among others. As Respondent 1 

revealed, the municipality is currently in the process of buying back land as to 

ensure that residents can enjoy nature in the city, also state actors have helped 

urban gardeners in negotiation for land acquisitions and opened direct 

negotiations to review future urban development in the favor of specific projects. 

Considering the case of Copenhagen, with an increasingly recognized “green” 

and “livable” reputation, the other interest at stake is to maintain the city 

branding through an urban planning that accounts for green spaces and for 

support of green initiatives: 

(47) “It is our ambition to ensure good and easy access to greenery areas in 

urban development areas [...] We therefore need a targeted strategy that does 

not only aim to maintain the status quo on existing green areas, but sets a 

common direction or the city center in Copenhagen.” (Natur i Byen, strategi 

2015-2025); “Copenhagen wishes to be a core partner and customer for socio-

economic businesses” (Business and Growth Policy); “Copenhagen is 

continuously pursuing a strategy of close involvement and collaboration with 

businesses, industry and knowledge institutions, investors, building owners 

and citizens to develop the best tools to tackle the climate challenge” 

(Copenhagen Climate Projects). 

 

6.5.3 Silos-ed municipality departments 

The last theme groups the answers relating to the lack of cross-departmental 

coordination in the municipality itself and silos-thinking: 

(48) “My job is trying to convince my colleagues that we should support 

common initiatives and create agreement among different departments is also 

part of my job [...] with advocacy we are trying to create new paths within the 

different municipality’s department which have different priority to create 

shared solutions” (Respondent 2); “We tried to make a rooftop farm in the 

Carlsberg site and some of the buildings are ideal to make a farm.. but that is 

a preserved building, it’s the state’s. They don’t want us to make a farm on top 

of the preserved building, because urban farming isn’t part of the history of this 
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building [...] Regulations obstacle what the people and the municipality itself 

want. Basically there’s a lack of coordination between different departments 

within the municipality” (Respondent 9). 

 

Reflections: 

Different interests and needs of different urban actors result in critical trade-offs 

that require the compelling action of the municipality to coordinate them and 

prioritize among proposed solutions. Moreover, the multitude of inputs and 

representations of interests are deemed to improve the understanding of unmet 

social needs, foster mutual learning, enrich public innovation outcomes and 

contribute to shared ownership of solutions, eventually suggesting the 

compelling necessity of different governance arrangements according to the 

different preconditions and actors involved. However, what clearly emerges 

from the interviews is the flexibility of the municipality in handling the 

bureaucratic hurdles encountered by the social innovators in an unsystematic 

way, e.g. informal permissions, temporary permissions, interpretation of the law, 

help in negotiations.  

 

 

6.6 City branding  
 
The theme of ‘city branding’ has already been mentioned within sections 6.1 & 

6.5 as organizing or basic theme. Nevertheless, considering the extensive 

reference to it throughout the documents and in-depth interviews, we believe 

that this topic deserves further development. By ‘city branding’ we refer to all 

the activities carried out by the municipalities or its related stakeholders, 

engaging into communication activities of a given image of the city. The 

organizing themes associated are a ‘livable city’, ‘green business cluster’ and 

‘international reputation’ (see appendix 8 (g)). 

 

6.6.1 A livable city  

Throughout the analyzed interviews and documents, it is possible to notice an 

extensive coverage of the notion of ‘livable city’, characterized by both the 
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provision of green areas and other open air recreational infrastructures. The 

livable city narrative is also often used when mentioning the “green city” identity 

of Copenhagen and the related branding attached to it. This organizing theme 

summarizes two distinct basic themes: ‘nature in the city’ and ‘city for the 

people’.  

Firstly, in multiple documents issued from the Municipality of Copenhagen and 

available on its website, we have noticed the recurring theme of nature in city, 

that strengthens the perception of Copenhagen as a green city: 

(49) “nature will have to thrive in unexpected places, resulting in a multitude of 

smaller patches of green and blue” (Co-creating Copenhagen); “the green & 

blue areas of the city positively impact health and general well-being of the 

city’s residents and provide framework for social communities and 

generations” (Municipal Plan 2015).  

A second recurring theme is the one related to the inclusivity and open 

approach adopted by the municipality. As mentioned by one of the municipal 

actors within one of the interviews 

(50) “the municipality ultimately wants Copenhageners to engage in the 

discussion on the future of the municipality” (Respondent 2). 

This pattern is also confirmed by the document Co-creating Copenhagen, 

published by the municipality in 2015, whereby the municipality engages into 

the creation of more green infrastructures for and with the citizens: 

(51) “urban spaces must provide a secure and functional framework for a wide 

range of activities: transport, work, relaxation, sport, meetings, celebrations, 

markets, culture, debates and much, much more”; “everybody who uses the 

city - e.g. commuters, residents, companies, civic society etc., is invited to play 

an active part in developing the city and bringing it alive” (Co-creating 

Copenhagen). 

 

6.6.2 Green business cluster  

A second organizing theme deals with the intent from the side of the 

municipality to build and promote a ‘green business cluster’ within the area of 

Copenhagen, hence further alimenting the branding of the city and its 

international reputation. In fact, it seems that the municipality is currently fueling 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 84 of 181 
 

multiple green business initiatives within a ‘smart cities’ context, an expanding 

‘Clean Tech cluster’ and a developing ‘tested in Copenhagen’ label.  

By ‘smart city’ one of the respondents alluded to the efficient exploitation of 

resources that are already present within the city:  

(52) “It is about unlocking the smart city potential, by efficiency exploiting all 

the resources of the city” (Respondent 3).  

This definition is further confirmed by the majority of the documents analyzed, 

which leverage a smart use of green spaces in order to create a growth 

potential for the city: 

(53) “we should think on how to make smart use of urban green spaces” (A 

Greener & Better Everyday Life); “to realize Copenhagen’s ambitions, the city 

must act smarter and greener, opening up to new growth opportunities” 

(Climate Roadmap).  

A second basic theme emerged is the one of the  creation of a cluster of 

technologies aiming at mitigating the effects of climate change and strive at 

tackling upcoming environmental challenges. As mentioned within one of the 

official documents, targeted to a foreign business audience: 

(54) “our aim is to cluster collaborations with targets for growth and 

employment creation by solving the huge societal challenges within 

environment/climate and welfare technologies” (Business & Growth Policy).  

It further emphasizes the strong and unique position of the city within such a 

cluster: 

(55) “Copenhagen wishes focus especially on the positions of strength we 

have within the Clean Tech, health and welfare technologies and in the 

multiple creative clusters” (Business & Growth Policy). 

Ultimately, through the promotion of this green business cluster, there is also 

the emergence of the ‘tested in Copenhagen’ label when speaking of 

innovations within the domain of sustainable cities. As indicated from the 

Copenhagen Climate Projects document,  

(56) “Copenhagen is continuously looking to test and develop new smart 

technologies for monitoring and managing everything [...] if the test is 

successful, then it will be eventually exported in cities elsewhere”.  
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Moreover, the Climate Road Map document also further develop this aspect by 

leveraging the fact that Copenhagen became the first metropolis with a carbon 

pledge  

(57) “the new solutions being developed and tested in Copenhagen present a 

unique export potential to cities all over the world which also require solutions 

to reducing energy consumption and CO2 emissions and improving the 

environment”. 

 

6.6.3 International reputation  

Finally, the third organizing theme detected concerns the aim of reinforcing the 

international profile and reputation of the city of Copenhagen. More specifically, 

there seems to be an intent to become a major source of inspiration for and 

other major cities around the globe and further strengthening its ‘green tourism’ 

position.  

The city of Copenhagen seems to be very prone at promoting its cluster and 

lifestyle worldwide as to become a real point of reference for everything 

concerning ‘sustainability’. In fact, as mentioned within different documents, it 

clearly emerges an ‘international outlook perspective’,   

(58) “we are proud of Copenhagen, and with good reason, the city fuses 

quality of life at local level with a global outlook. It is internationally renowned 

for its innovative approach to the climate and the environment” (Co-creating 

Copenhagen); “Copenhagen is world-renowned for the green profile: a target 

on carbon neutrality [...] our good urban environment help us to attract 

international attention” (Municipal Plan 2015); “with a sustainable energy 

supply, low-energy buildings, and some of the best conditions for cyclists in 

the world, North Harbor will be Copenhagen’s sustainable city district and 

showcase for Smart City technology” (Sharing Copenhagen). 

In addition, the development of a tourism linked to its green initiatives also 

seems to be a priority and a way to leverage its position. From two of the 

documents analyzed, it emerges that through the implementation of touristic 

activities around the city’s sustainable landscape, the city seems to have 

improved its external attractiveness to foreign travelers. 

(59) “some visiting programs for professionals, tourists and citizens with focus 

on city’s unique sustainable solutions, design and architecture” (Sharing 
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Copenhagen); “improve urban areas’ attractiveness and enhance tourism” 

(Copenhagen Solutions for Sustainable Cities). 

 

Reflections:  

On the one hand it appears that the social innovators contribute towards the 

reinforcing of the ‘green’ identity brought forward by the city of Copenhagen 

through the provision of practical evidence of the implementation of diverse 

multi-functional green initiatives. On the other hand, the municipality seems to 

be providing social innovators with increased credibility, hence attracting 

potential complementary organizations and clients. However, this seems to 

affect for-profit and not-for-profit differently and resulting in diverse 

repercussions over their members. 
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7. Discussion: 
 
As mentioned in the introduction (section 2.1), the increasing rate of 

urbanization is pressuring local governments to develop cities as “inclusive, 

resilient and sustainable”10 for current and future inhabitants. Setting 

municipality’s agendas as to meet such needs has often translated in an effort 

to involve citizens in the process of co-creating commonly shared solutions to 

the yet unmet, evolving challenges that a constantly developing city might 

encounter. The findings of our investigation confirm such trend and further show 

a consistent and sustained effort of the Municipality of Copenhagen to address 

such needs through (I) welfare programs, (II) supporting the development of 

grassroots initiatives carried out as a response to societal issues that have not 

been tackled yet by municipal action. 

In the next subsections we are going to discuss in detail the findings of our 

investigation. We shall start by discussing the different welfare services 

performed by the analyzed social innovations. Subsequently, we shall proceed 

to the discussion of the different modes of diffusion employed by social 

innovators to scale their positive societal impact. In the third part, we are going 

to deal with the obstacles that hinder the diffusion of the analyzed social 

innovation. Finally, in the last subsections, we shall tackle the intersection 

between social innovation and public innovation and subsequently revise the 

theoretical framework developed in section 4.4 and refine it in light of our 

findings.  

 
 
7.1 Performance of welfare services and stimulating 
market forces  
 
The literature about urban community gardening (section 3.2), has pointed out 

the diverse societal benefits that can derive from the implementation of such 

initiatives. Some of the benefits of such initiatives have also been extensively 
                                                
 
 
10 UN Sustainable Development Goal 11  
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mentioned by the different sets of interviewed actors. Nevertheless, such 

benefits do not come without challenges or conflicting interests but these will be 
dealt with in section 7.3. 

In this section, instead, we emphasize that the contribution of urban community 

gardening to environmental and social resilience, also simultaneously 

contributes to the realization of the local government’s official climate agenda11 

as well as to the green and livable city branding strategy of Copenhagen12. 

The entirety of respondents has reported the contribution of urban gardening to 

increased attractiveness of specific areas of the city, re-qualification of 

previously left-behind areas and improvement of the city’s built environment 

through introduction of multi-functional green areas. The latter aspect is 

coherent with the findings of Tappert et al. (2018), which indicate that recreative 

green areas are increasingly valuable to residents who face the threat of urban 
densification. 

Among the welfare services performed by urban community gardening in 

Copenhagen is also an acknowledged significant contribution to the 

environmental resilience of the city, in the form of introduction of biodiversity in 

the built space, climate change adaptation, mitigation and environmental 

education. Some respondents have also mentioned an aspect of ‘skillification’, 

whereby, while developing ‘green’-related capabilities and competences people 
are empowered to start their own project in the future. 

Contribution to urban social resilience by creating and strengthening urban 

communities is also a widely recognized benefit of urban gardening projects. As 

previously mentioned in the findings section, local residents engaging in such 

activities appear to constitute a more cohesive community, they are more 

trustworthy towards each other, as well as more prone towards the integration 

of diversity. Therefore, by seeking to improve the wellbeing of the local citizens, 

urban gardening initiatives in Copenhagen are reported to positively affect the 

                                                
 
 
11 See document Copenhagen 2025 Climate Plan 
12 See quotation (31) 
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livability of the city, consistent with the findings of Louv and Levkoe 2006, as 

well as Zanella, Camanho & Dias (2015).  

Therefore, social innovators appear to have found an effective way to foster 

environmental and social resilience in the city, while at the same time 

reinforcing the city’s green and livable identity. Consistent with the findings of 

Tappert et al. (2018), who argue that greening strategies aimed at reshaping 

the urban space, have become a new powerful tool for cities to showcase their 

involvement in environmental and social causes, we noticed an abundance of 

verbal and visual references to urban community gardening in official municipal 

documents such as “The City of Copenhagen Business and Growth Policy” and 

“CPH 2025 Climate Plan” as well as in campaigns for election. Despite their 

small scale, the interviewed social innovators have reported increased visibility 

of their projects to outside stakeholders thanks to the fact that the Municipality 

uses their projects for own green city branding. As one could expect increased 
visibility is valuable especially to the non-state actors with commercial interests.  

Seen through the Resource, Capabilities and Power dimension of our 

theoretical model, the dynamics we just described can constitute an exchange 

of resources between actors and non-state actors on the grounds of which 

collaborative arrangements and alliances between “bees” and “trees” and can 

be negotiated (see revised theoretical model - figure 17). Also, to integrate the 

literature on the institutionalization of social innovation we suggest that the 

capability of the social innovators to fit into the City branding narrative and the 

ability of local government to use social innovation projects for own branding 
can be leveraged to obtain formal policy support for the social innovation. 

Another relevant finding is that he interviewed social innovators have registered 

a recent and rapid increase in number of ‘green’ tourist visits as well as 

increased demand, from other businesses and private buildings. for their 

products and consulting services related to community gardening13. The latter 

phenomena are evidence of a high capability of the analyzed social innovation 

to create product and service offering that satisfy the growing demand for 
                                                
 
 
13 See quotation (32); (33); (34) 
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organic food, farm-to-table restaurant and green tourism, while largely 

contributing to the production of public value – i.e. what Bloom & Chatterij 
(2009) define as Stimulating Market Forces. 

Having reviewed the multifunctional benefits of urban gardening and their 

alignment with the public objectives on the grounds of public value creation and 

“livable”, “green” city branding, we are going to delve deeper in the argument for 

their expansion (see section 6).  

Recalling the literature previously elaborated, through the diffusion of a given 

social innovation, social innovators should be able to increase the social returns 

deriving from it (Moore et al., 2011). More specifically, by growing both 

‘organically’ as individual organizations, and collectively as a larger social 

innovation ‘movement’, social innovators should be able to spread their social 

impact and -by consequence- the social returns. Previous literature has 

attributed the failure to scale up social entrepreneurial impact to the inability of 

the social innovation to mobilize action at a systemic level. Therefore, it is 

compelling to analyze how modes of diffusion vary according to the different set 

of actors (section 7.2) as well as the challenges to diffusion (section 7.3).  

 

7.2 Different modes of diffusion 
 
From the elaboration of our findings, we have ascertained that overall, the 

majority of social innovators is striving at taking an active role in the ‘horizontal’ 

diffusion of the social innovation. It is to be noted that, while the different actors 

share similar goals, such as, among others, maximizing the social value 

created, the diffusion is performed by employing different ‘modes of diffusion’14. 

In light of our research findings, in order to analyze the modes of diffusion we 

will also need to refine the ‘actors’ dimension of our theoretical model by 

distinguishing between ‘state actors’, ‘for-profit non-state actors’, and ‘not-for-

profit non-state actors’. 

                                                
 
 
14 See section 4.2.3 for further elaboration 
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In the literature review among the modes of diffusion we have mentioned 

scaling out and scaling up understood respectively as the replication and 

diffusion of innovation e.g. in different geographies, and, as the process of 

embedding the innovation within a larger system e.g. the change in policy 

required to institutionalize the innovation.  

Based on our empirical investigation we add to these two modes of diffusion, a 

‘scaling deep’ strategy, which, by modifying people’s values and cultural 

practices, manages to increase the legitimacy of a given social innovation and, 

consequently, fuel its future expansion (Riddell & Moore, 2015). Scaling deep 

strategy is often enacted through environmental education delivered in the 

garden. Also, some respondents have mentioned skillification programs as a 

means to empower citizens to start their own project in the future while 

developing green skills and competences. We argue that the latter is a hybrid 

mode of diffusion between scaling out and scaling deep. We shall see in the 

rest of the discussion that the analyzed social innovation is not scaling up but 

informal permissions are occasionally granted to urban gardens to develop their 

projects. 

 

7.2.1 Not-for-profit social innovators 

Not-for-profit (often based on voluntary participation of members) communities 

appear to be mainly concerned about maintaining their projects alive and 

members engaged. Their contribution to the diffusion of social innovation mainly 

happens through knowledge dissemination (i.e. scaling deep) or by inspiring 

and empowering others to set up their own socially innovative organization (i.e. 

scaling out). From the perspective of not-for-profit social innovators, organic 

growth does not seem to be neither an interest nor a possibility. In fact, as 

previously pointed out, limited financial resources as well as limited land 

availability and voluntary participation of community members seem to be, 

among others, significant obstacles for the mere survival of the initiatives15.  

                                                
 
 
15 See 6.2.1 & 6.2.2 
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In addition, multiple respondents have indicated that growing in size and/ or 

increasing membership size could be weakening the ties within the existing 

community, as well as members’ engagement in the project - a crucial factor for 

the survival and evolution of the community. This is consistent with the findings 

of Agger, Roy & Leonardsen (2016), whereby the social capital built among the 

members of the community significantly affects the success of an area-based 

initiative, such as urban community gardening. It is interesting to note that 

respondents have reported a high degree of cross-pollination among different 

urban community gardening projects (irrespective of commercial orientation) 

around the city. Such cross-pollination happens either in the form of knowledge 

exchange among members of the different communities, or through frequent 

transfer of ‘human capital’16 from one community to another.  

 

7.2.2 For-profit social innovators 

In literature, this set of social innovators has been referred to as ‘integrated 

social enterprise’, whereby the social programs enacted by the organization 

overlap with the enterprise’s commercial activities, hence providing a funding 

mechanism to support operations and mission activities simultaneously 

(Dawans & Alter, 2009).  

For instance, the main ‘profit center’ (i.e. the activity producing financial returns) 

of the social enterprise are activities related to and consistent with the ultimate 

mission of the social innovators rather than the accomplishment of the mission 

itself. The relationship between the business and social activities do not come 

as dichotomous, rather they are said to be synergistic, adding value - both 

financial and social - to one another. Through the performance of commercial 

activities that are consistent with the social mission of the organization, for-profit 

social innovators manage to attract citizens to their main cause thereby 

increasing their span of positive societal impact (scaling out) and to subsidize 

                                                
 
 
16 We define ‘human capital’ as “all of the knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics 
of an individual that can be valuable resources for an organization” (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011). 
See quotations (4) & (5) 
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the maintenance of community gardening projects as well as the educational 

programs carried out with neighboring schools (scaling deep). For instance, 

Østergro’s profit center is its restaurant. By offering dishes based on raw local 

products, Østergro manages to attract citizens and tourists to the concept of 

urban farming, environmental education etc. 

In principle, the creation of a revenue mechanism that is able to sustain the 

financial needs of the organization, provides incentives to the for-profit social 

innovators to scale out and scale deep as to achieve greater social impact.  

For-profit social innovators seem to be contributing to the diffusion of the social 

innovation in question, by organically growing the scope of their organization. 

This can be achieved by expanding the geographical reach of the organization, 

increasing customer base and collaborating on new projects with other social 

entrepreneurs (i.e. scaling out) as well as through environmental and food 

education (i.e. scaling deep). 

  

7.3 Obstacles to diffusion  
 
In the previous section, we have analyzed the different modes of diffusion. 

Hereafter, we shall review the challenges encountered by non-state actors that 

prevent the social innovation in question to disseminate on a larger scale. The 

challenges will also be analyzed in the light of the Resources and Capabilities 

and Power dimension of our theoretical framework. In the first two subsections 

we are going to discuss the external and internal obstacles faced by social 

innovators.   

 

7.3.1 External obstacles 

Documents published by the Municipality and the interview texts express the 

deeply felt concern of city development encroaching upon public land and 

threatening the livability of the city – i.e. green areas and nature in the city, 

public spaces for leisure. Furthermore, a large part of the respondents identifies 

urban densification as the major external threat to the long-term existence of 

urban gardening initiatives. Urban densification and city development also limit 
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the availability of land for potential expansion of urban community gardening17. 

As a consequence, many actors envision that the future of urban community 

gardening initiatives will be on privately-owned land, such as private courtyards 

or flat rooftops of privately-owned buildings. A portion of social innovators have 

already started the expansion of their activities within the private domain. 

However, as multiple actors have emphasized in the interviews, expansion in 

privately-owned soil does not come without challenges: it often requires both a 

great effort to persuade building owners and boards of cooperatives 

(bestyrelse) about the potential benefits that could be achieved, as well as 

compliance with some often “obsolete” development plans, which often do not 

account for the instalment of urban gardens on private buildings. Despite 

benefiting local areas economically, socially and environmentally, some urban 

gardens initiatives still struggle to get policy support and, facing adverse local 

legislations, often cannot be granted permissions to exist nor scale out 

elsewhere. These findings confirm what the social innovation movement 

literature suggests, namely that the institutionalization of social innovation often 

comes against vested interests - in our case the interests of private developers- 

and that, due to its novelty, the social innovation might encounter significant 

obstacles in terms of legislations, which has not yet accounted for its existence 
(Nicholls et al., 2016). 

As reported by the interviewed state actors, to all these set of obstacles the 

municipality is responding by buying back land from private developers, by 

granting social innovators temporary permission to occupy public land before it 

is built over, or by granting informal permission to occupy land, even though it is 
not provided for by government laws nor local area plans. 

Furthermore, in the interview texts we find evidence that lack of policy support 

can have significant consequences in terms of access to resources that social 

innovators might need to develop or scale their project (Nicholls et al., 2016). 

Especially the for-profit actors lament that the lack of institutionalization of their 

social innovation significantly limits their ability to expand elsewhere (scale out), 

                                                
 
 
17 See quotation (46) 
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and as a consequence, also the scale of their social impact and of their 

business. As we shall discuss in the coming section, the small scale of the non-

state actors can impair also the development of organizational capabilities for 
scaling social entrepreneurial impact described by Bloom and Chatterji (2009). 

 

7.3.2 Internal obstacles 

As we reviewed in section 6.2, social innovators have often pointed out that the 

lack of their organization’s internal resources constitutes an obstacle to the 

diffusion of their social innovation. In fact, the majority of respondents has 

emphasized that the lack of sufficient time and financial resources is among the 

main causes preventing social entrepreneurs from focusing on activities that go 

beyond working for the mere survival or expansion of their own social project. 

This provides us with a plausible explanation to the fact that non-state actors do 

not resort to the formation of any formal alliance-building nor lobbying activity, 

as they are not endowed with sufficient time resources to build and maintain 

alliances. Therefore, time and financial resources scarcity compromises social 

entrepreneurs’ Alliance-building and Lobbying capabilities discussed in our 
theoretical framework. 

Bloom and Chatterji (2009) also refer to the Communication capability as 

necessary for the diffusion of social entrepreneurial impact. As defined within 

our theoretical18 framework, Communication capability consists in the ability of 

social innovators to attract investors and stakeholders to their cause or recruit 

volunteers and subsequently have them support the initiative. The majority of 

actors have mentioned the use of the traditional social media channels and 

platforms, such as Facebook and Instagram, among others, as main 

communication vehicles. However, due to the tight time resources, respondents 

have acknowledged the difficulties in devoting sufficient time to communication 

and to the maintenance of an ongoing interaction with the outside world19. In 

                                                
 
 
18 See section 4.1.3.1 
19 See quotation (20) 
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addition, as a result of the financial resources scarcity, social innovators have 

reported that they cannot afford large expenses in advertising and publicity. 

Therefore, the lack of resources negatively affects also the communication 

capability and thereby the ability to gain enough visibility among the city 

residents. Nevertheless, such challenge in terms of visibility is partially offset by 

the media attention that the municipality, for its own branding and campaigns, 

gives to socially innovative projects started by local entrepreneurs.  

 
7.4 The power of networks 
 
Having reviewed the major challenges to diffusion encountered by non-state 

actors, we now discuss the role played by social capital in partially mitigating 

the effects of such challenges.  

Findings from Pelling et al. (2008) reveal that by bridging organizations and 

creating reservoirs of knowledge and ideas, networks should increase the 

potential to foster innovation and social learning and therefore would constitute 

a potential vehicle to diffuse social innovation at city level. Partanen et al. 

(2011) emphasize that by virtue of participation in a formal or informal network 

and by leveraging their social capital, actors have greater ability to access new 

opportunities, funding, and credibility, which are necessary at the early stage of 

innovative enterprises for further expansion. Therefore, the quality of an 

innovator’s contacts and his/her network ultimately affects the ability to access 

resources from outside the organization (Cowan & Kamath, 2012).  

In our case study, these theories are partially confirmed as the respondents 

have mentioned the presence of strong but informal network of social 

entrepreneurs that support one another and occasionally collaborate on 

common projects. The actors belonging to this network also support one 

another for the diffusion of social innovation, mainly through knowledge sharing, 

social and human capital exchange. As a result networks and social capital of 

the social innovators can potentially constitute a compensation to social 

innovator’s lack of own resources or capabilities (Adler & Kwon, 2002). 
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Furthermore, Moore and Westley (2011), propose that coalitions and networks 

spanning administrative boundaries, through formal or informal links, are crucial 

for the institutionalization of social innovation. As also reported by respondents, 

the social innovation in question shows no signs of being institutionalized. 

However, our findings reveal that the diffusion of social innovation- being 

initiated by non-state actors- is often facilitated by the presence of specific 

‘hybrid’ actors who cover ‘brokerage position’ between the municipality and the 

civil society. Such hybrid actors- which the literature refers to as policy 

entrepreneurs- are in fact appointed to strengthen linkages between state and 

non-state actors, local government and local communities (Van der Steen et al., 

2015). In our case study, the policy entrepreneurs also act as the coordinator of 

different citizens’ interests throughout the social innovation process that leads to 

the solution of a specific community problem. Therefore, the policy 

entrepreneurs are also a broker among otherwise disconnected networks of 

non-state actors (see figure 15). 

 
Figure 15: Illustration of the policy entrepreneur as a broker (own creation) 

According to Burt (2004), brokerage position often entails a preferential access 

to “good ideas”, as direct ties provide resource-sharing and information 

spillovers benefits. Furthermore, the actors in the brokerage position enjoy a 

larger overview than the rest of the nodes within the network. However, having 

many direct and indirect ties does not always result in an advantage for 

members of the networks connected via the broker. In fact, the broker’s 

advantageous position, increases the risk of the broker behaving 

opportunistically. The prospect of such risk could potentially lead actors 
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connected by the broker not to trust him/her, and hence, inhibit their 

collaboration through the broker (Ahuja, 2000). 

These theoretical findings are very relevant to our case. In fact, the policy 

entrepreneurs benefit from a unique position at the intersection of networks that 

would not otherwise be connected and the advantageous position enables the 

policy entrepreneurs to access “reservoirs of knowledge and ideas” that come 

from multiple networks.  and, subsequently, to leverage them in order to create 

further innovative solutions. Also as emerged from the interviews, the policy 

entrepreneurs, who enjoy a “larger overview” than the rest of the nodes within 

the network creates dialogue and linkages among different sets of interests and 

needs between civil society and municipality as well as among different 

otherwise unconnected networks of non-state actors20. 

Following the argument of Ahuja (2000), the lack of trust in the policy 

entrepreneur and the prospect of his/her opportunistic behavior could result in 

an obstacle to the diffusion of the social innovation at the city level in two ways: 

(I) the municipality would not be able to tap into the innovative potential of civil 

society for enactment of public welfare programs and (II) non-state actors would 

not be able to access the social capital and resources embedded in the 

networks opened up by the policy entrepreneurs. Therefore, when developing a 

collaborative milieu between state and non-state actors that- through co-

creation and co-production of innovative solutions- aims to enhance public and 

social value, it is necessary to provide adequate pillars to foster trust 

development among the multiple actors as so to improve collaboration routines 

and willingness to share knowledge and resources. 

 

7.5 Social innovation as public innovation 
 
In the literature review we have reported that public governance literature has 

recently focused attention on collaborative governance between state and non-

state actors during the public innovation process. New approaches to public 

innovation are deployed by cities, whereby solutions to societal problems 
                                                
 
 
20 see sections 6.5.1 & 6.5.3 & figure 15 
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affecting local communities are generated by combining public sector’s ‘top-

down’ approach and bottom-up citizens’ initiatives (Nicholls et al., 2016).  

Evidence of this approach are found also in our empirical investigation. As 

revealed by the majority of the respondents, when the municipality initiates local 

projects of urban renewal following a “top-down” fashion, it attempts to 

empower local residents in the process of public value production, by involving 

them within the co-designing and co-implementing phases of such local 
solutions. 

There is widespread consensus among respondents that the state actors are 

endowed with the ability to identify local problems from above and spot 

underperforming urban areas on the basis of welfare parameters (e.g. high rate 

of crime, vandalism, unemployment etc.). Subsequently, a municipal actor is 

appointed to enact commonly shared solutions that align the different interests 

of local residents and the objectives of the municipality. The process leading to 

the innovative solution entails again an exchange of resources among state and 

non-state actors, whereby the residents contribute their creativity and direct 

knowledge and experience of local problems, the policy entrepreneur 

contributes his/her time, financial resources as well as legal, organizational and 

managerial expertise. Normally, the policy entrepreneur, with “micro-

adjustments”, structures and gives larger scale and legitimacy to already 

existent grassroots initiatives. 

More generally, we noticed that the support of the municipality to the diffusion of 

social innovation takes place on the grounds of an alignment between the city’s 

welfare objectives and the social innovators’ contribution towards the fulfillment 

of social, environmental, aesthetic and wellbeing citizens’ needs. In fact, as we 

discussed above, the initiatives of the urban gardeners, often complement and 

enhance social and environmental solutions already implemented by municipal 
welfare programs or make up for the absence of direct municipal intervention.  

In addition, such alignment in objectives is reinforced by the contribution of the 

civil society to the sustainable, green and livable image of the city. In turn, 

through public documents and political campaign displaying images of projects 

carried out by the social innovators, the Municipality contributes to their positive 
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reputation-building and marketing efforts. Lastly, the interviewed state actors 

acknowledge that the realization of the benefits of the social innovation spares 

the municipality financial and time resources that could then be allocated to the 
implementation of welfare programs of utmost priority.  

 

7.5.1 Collaborative arrangement for public innovation 

At the end of our theoretical framework, we have proposed that collaborative 

governance arrangements between state and non-state actors, can be 

designed in a way that favors both the co-creation of solutions to tackle yet 

unmet societal problems, and the diffusion of social innovation at different 

scales (scaling up). Hereafter, we are going to review the nature of collaborative 

governance arrangements between state and non-state actors our case study.  

By supporting social innovation projects, state actors contribute to the 

development of solutions to yet unmet societal and environmental problems. 

Support from the municipality is operationalized in different ways according to 

specific needs of each social innovator (“tailored approach”), and mainly takes 

place through the provision of funding, legal and organizational expertise, as 

well as granting of temporary or informal permissions. In addition, the 

municipality provides support in terms of brokerage, linking networks of the 

social entrepreneurs with larger networks of investors, clients, municipal 

actors21. However, even though collaborative arrangements between state and 

non-state actors are ensured by policy entrepreneurs, the social innovation in 

question does not appear to be in a process of institutionalization. The state-

actors themselves acknowledge the limited power of the Municipality to modify 

or influence policy in order to make it more supportive of urban community 

gardening (e.g. land occupation), since such regulations are often the preserve 

of national governments. As an alternative to the institutionalization of the social 

innovation, local governments occasionally grant temporary or informal 

permissions to social innovators. Temporary or informal permissions, in turn, 

                                                
 
 
21 See quotation (20) 
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have two main characteristics that are worth pointing out. On the one hand, they 

acknowledge the existence of social the social innovation, but on the other, they 

do not represent a commitment of the municipality to their long-term 

existence22. Reportedly, the adoption of such solution endows the municipality 

with a large degree of flexibility when accommodating the different needs of 

urban stakeholders e.g. urban gardening communities, private developers, need 

for new housings etc. 

Notwithstanding the lack of intention to institutionalize the social innovation, it is 

doubtless that the Municipality has an interest in such projects existing in the 

city. In fact, almost all the actors doubt their projects would have survived hadn’t 

the municipality supported them with funding. 

Considering all of the above, we have reasons to believe that collaborative 

governance arrangements aiming to favor the diffusion of social innovation exist 

but are significantly project-dependent, not institutionalized. Witness to this 

claim is figure 16, which maps the urban community gardening projects 

analyzed in our empirical investigation according to modes and means of 

participation. The characteristics of the analyzed projects with respect to the two 

dimensions of the matrix helped us match the different projects with the different 

categories identified by Van der Jagt et al. (2016) and explained in chapter 

4.2.3. As it is noticeable, there is no single manner through which collaborative 

governance arrangements are occurring. Also, the projects scattered 

throughout the graph are evidence of the lack of an unsystematic approach. 

The higher concentration on the upper part of the matrix indicated that the 

collaboration between state and non-state actors mainly happens for ‘hands on’ 

activities. Moreover, none of the analyzed social innovation project was eligible 

for the category ‘strategic involvement in policy-making’, as no significant 

delegation of power from state actor to non-state actors took place at a ‘political 

level’ besides mere ‘consultation’.  

                                                
 
 
22 See section 6.2.2  
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Figure 16: Two-dimensional matrix depicting clusters of participatory governance practices by mode of 

governance and means of participation. Adapted from Van der Jagt et al. (2016). 

By and large, governance arrangements significantly differ for each project, but 

in the majority of cases the collaboration among state and non-state actors 

happens for hands-on activities. 

The low incidence of projects in the bottom part of the graph shows low 

participation and influence of non-state actors in political activities, which, in 

turn, impairs the scaling up, and institutionalization of the analyzed social 

innovation. We also believe that lack of institutionalization is responsible for the 

fragmented, small-scale projects of the analyzed social innovation. As we 

reviewed in 7.3.2 the small size of such projects and lack of resources, 

negatively affects the alliance building and lobbying capabilities.  

 

7.6 Revised final framework 
 
The following model (see figure 17 here below) summarizes and incorporates 

the content discussed throughout our discussion, whereby the theoretical 

framework elaborated in section 4.4 has been enriched by the research 
findings.  
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Even though our final model does not take the shape of a tetrahedron, the four 

dimensions described are reflected on the model below and have been 
distinguished by different colors (see caption below). 

 

 
 

Figure 17: final framework - revised (own creation) 
 
 

Starting from the left side of the model, we suggest that scarce resources and 

social capital are factors shaping the organizational capabilities of social 

innovators i.e. communication, alliance building, lobbying and stimulating 

market forces. Such capabilities, in turn, shape the ability of social innovators to 

institutionalize their social innovation. Lastly, based on our reflection on the 

case at hand, we suggest integrating the SCALERS model framework with the 
capability of the social entrepreneurs fit into the city branding narrative.  

Looking at it from the right side, instead, we suggest that resources and social 

capital shapes the ability of local government actors to tap into bottom-up social 

innovation. In addition, we suggest that when the social innovation is aligned 

with the broader agenda of the municipality, actively supporting the diffusion of 

the social innovation results in strengthened city branding. Therefore, on the 
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one hand, social innovators are endowed with creative social innovations and 

are seeking support in terms of scarce resources and social capital. On the 

other hand, state actors, endowed with larger portion of scarce resources and a 

wider social capital, are seeking for new ways to tackle yet unmet social 

problems and produce additional public value. This will potentially give room for 

what we refer to as “exchange of resources”. 

On the premises of aligned objectives, collaborative governance arrangements 

have to be in place to allow resources to easily flow from one set of actors to 

the other. Such collaborative governance arrangements can be established 
through a network broker i.e. the policy entrepreneur.  

In the next section, we shall uncover the elements of the proposed model that 

are peculiar to our case study. Based on these specific characteristics, we shall 

then propose an answer to our research question in the conclusion. 

  

7.7 Institutionalizing the social innovation – an 
alternative way 
 

Hereafter we summarize the findings of our investigation, related to our case study: 

(I) A vicious cycle 

The analyzed projects, highly land-dependent, are generally small-scale, and 

often lack necessary resources as well as formal policy support to scale out. 

The lack of resources also negatively affects the development of capabilities 

that are seen as essential for scaling social entrepreneurial impact. 

However, social innovators’ social capital appears to partially compensate for 

lack of resources and capabilities. Also, the analyzed social innovation is 

gaining momentum as it caters to increasing demand for nature in the city and 

sustainable lifestyles (stimulating market forces). 

(II) Alignment of objectives and exchange of resources 

By advancing their social entrepreneurial missions and solving local problems, 

social innovators perform welfare services and by fitting in the narrative of 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 105 of 181 
 

‘green’ and ‘livable’ city they actively contribute to city branding. Through its 

own branding the municipality positively affects the communication capability of 

social innovators. 

Also the social innovators contribute to the formation of the green business and 

tourism cluster, which the municipality is investing on building. 

Citizens’ knowledge and experience of local problems and creative problem 

solving are exchanged, through the policy entrepreneur, for municipality’s extra 

financial and time resources as well as managerial and legal expertise.  

In addition, the municipality has proven to be effective in providing intra as well 

as inter-city networks of tourists, clients, investors for for-profit social 

entrepreneurs.  

(III) Collaborative arrangements: a hands-on focus  

Interactions between state and non-state actors take place through 

collaborative governance arrangements, which are mainly focused on hands-on 

activities and significantly vary in nature according to each specific project, 

witness of the lack of a common centralized and institutional framework. Neither 

non-state actors, nor the municipal actors have the power to modify policy 

arrangements that constitute an obstacle to the diffusion of social innovation. 

Alternatively, the municipality reaches a compromise by granting temporary of 

informal permissions. These however, result in a landscape of scattered 

initiatives that struggle to scale out and gain institutionalization.  

Overall, this scenario appears to be consistent with the scenario described by 

Nicholls et al. (2016), whereby the lack of a centralized structured to 

institutionalize social innovation results in multiple social innovation projects 

than are too fragmented to take innovative solutions from inception to 

scalability.  
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8. Conclusion: institutionalizing 
or not? 
 
At present, collaborative governance arrangements between state and non-

state actors are generally characterized by a hands-on focus and a significant 

degree of project specificity (figure 16). In the face of legislative challenges that 

neither social innovators, through alliance building or lobbying, nor the 
municipality are able to overcome,  

How can urban governance arrangements between state actors 

and non-state actors be strategically redesigned as to facilitate 

the diffusion of social innovation? 

In the light of a widely acknowledged “extra capability” of the local government 

to monitor and identify urban issues “from above” and coordinate action, we 

suggest an interpretation of the role of the local government as an ‘orchestrator’ 

(Janssen et. al., 2013). 

In line with the lean government paradigm, we propose a solution that makes 

use of what the literature has referred to as socio-technological platforms 

designed as tools to connect citizens and policy-makers for the solution on 

complex societal problems. Given the impossibility of modifying policies that are 

preserve of the national government, we propose that the re-design of 

governance arrangements should happen through the institutionalization of a 

multi-sided, open platform that maps existing social projects within the city, 

sorted by specific location and thematic. 

On such platform collaborative exchange of resources among urban actors are 

facilitated and networks of urban actors are empowered to self-organize for new 

socially innovative projects23. In fact, as summarized in point 1) of the previous 

section, networks of actors are found to partially compensate for the lack of 

resources and capabilities necessary for the diffusion of social innovation. 

                                                
 
 
23 already some interviewed social innovators have reported expanding their businesses on 
private land 
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In this scenario, the institutionalized arena would act as a ‘matchmaking 

platform’ between social innovators, i.e. actors enacting solutions to local 

societal problems - and ‘action seekers’ - i.e. actors willing to contribute their 

resources to support the causes of social innovators. In our case study, this 

match-making function is already partially performed by the policy 

entrepreneurs who acts as a network broker. It also has precedents in the 

literature about civic action brokering (e.g. Hansen & Bertot, 2014). In fact, the 

latter authors specify that the broker, by virtue of its position in between 

networks, has a comprehensive view of the different actors and resources. As a 

result, by delegating social capital maintenance and network formation to the 

broker, individuals and organizations can devote their scarce resources to the 

survival and/ or development of their projects, while simultaneously remaining 

connected to one another via the broker. In addition, the broker can support the 

organization of collective actions and collaborative exchange of resources 

among actors. Therefore, we suggest that said digital platform should take on 

the brokerage role currently performed by the policy entrepreneur. Unlike the 

individual policy entrepreneurs, a digital platform could potentially connect 

infinite number of nodes. The policy entrepreneur, instead, could provide 
monitoring and focus on on-site support for priority projects. 

Therefore, this could result in an increased ability of the local governments to 

tap into civil society’s active contribution to public value and to mobilize 

knowledge and creativity in the face of common problems (Nicholls et al, 2016). 

Also, by virtue of its open access the platform could result in positive knowledge 

spillovers benefitting the different platform users. Ultimately, we argue that by 

strengthening networks of urban actors, through an institutional and transparent 

platform, the municipality can more effectively (I) support the diffusion of social 

innovations at a city-wide level and (II) crowd-source innovative solutions to 

urban issues from non-state actors (see figure 18). Furthermore, such platform 

labeled as ‘tested in Copenhagen’ could be used as tool for city branding 

purposes and an example of experimentative, innovative way to support social 
innovation and sustainable city development. 
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Figure 18: Platform as a broker for social innovation (own creation) 

  



 
 
 
 
 

Page 109 of 181 
 

9. Limitations & suggestions for 
further research 
 
The elaboration of the framework in figure 17 constitutes our main contribution 

to the theory concerning the diffusion of social innovation in an urban 

governance context. The final framework allows to analyze collaborative 

governance arrangements between state and non-state actors according to 

variables that influence such collaboration. Furthermore, if used as analytical 

lens, the framework allows to identify weaknesses of the current governance 

arrangements or potential aspects, that if leveraged on, could give rise to better 

outcomes in the institutionalization of social innovation by redesigning 

governance. However, our final framework has been elaborated on the basis of 

the data gathered through a single case study.  

The chosen case study i.e. urban gardening initiatives in Copenhagen, 

elucidates the underlying dynamics specific to the social innovation in question, 

and to the political, cultural and social context in which it develops, hence 

limiting the generalizability of our findings as well as of the proposed solutions. 

For example, a transparent and public platform, institutionalized and monitored 

by the municipality that facilitates urban actors to self-organize in socially 

innovative projects would be hardly imaginable in societies that display low-trust 
for the government and high power distance24. 

Also, as the chosen social innovation fits within the current ‘green’ branded 

identity of the city and the general narrative surrounding it, one of our main 

findings that contributed to our final framework was the exchange of resources 

among social innovators and state actors. However, we expect that had we 

analyzed a different social innovation that fits less with the promoted city 

branding and identity, the alignment of objectives that trigger collaboration 

among state actors and social innovators could be weaker. Furthermore, the 

                                                
 
 
24https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison/italy/ (last access: 09/05/2018); 
https://www.oecd.org/denmark/sag2016-denmark.pdf (last access: 09/05/2018) 
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very project-specific approach adopted by the municipality when collaborating 

with urban gardeners25 could be due to to the fact that the analyzed innovation 

is significantly land-dependent. In fact, land is to be regarded not only as a 

scarce resource, but also as a highly regulated asset. The latter implies that for 

the social innovation in question, institutionalization and formal policy support is 

crucial for the diffusion of the social innovation. This might not be the case for a 

social innovation that is in nature less dependent on highly regulated assets or 

contended resources such as public land in the context of increasing urban 
densification/ development. 

Therefore, we believe that a conclusive study with a larger sample of social 

innovators working in different policy domains should be performed in order to 
test the generalizability of our elaborated framework.  

A second main limitation of our investigation concerns the proposed conclusion. 

As previously mentioned, we recommend the implementation of an open 

platform regulated by the municipality and conceived as an arena for 

collaborative exchange of resources, with the precise objective of strengthening 

ties among the different actors in order for social innovation to diffuse. Although 

such platform is suggested to redesign current governance arrangements in 

order to support the diffusion of a social innovation, further research would be 

required as to gain an in-depth understanding of the characteristics of this 

platform (e.g. incentive for usage, architecture, design) and empirically 
experiment its actual adoption and usage. 

 

 

 
  

                                                
 
 
25 See section 7.5 
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Appendix 
 
Appendix 1: The research onion, by Saunders et al. 
(2016). 
 

 

 
Appendix 2: Yin’s basic types of designs for case 
studies (Yin, 2014) 
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Appendix 3: Profile & preliminary information of the 
respondents  

# Interviewee 
name & 
function 

Organization Pre-interview profile 

1 Respondent 
1 Hartmann 
– Project 
Manager at 
Sharing 
Copenhagen 

Technical & 
Environmental 
Administration, 
Municipality of 
Copenhagen 

Sharing Copenhagen is a framework for 
green partnerships between the City of 
Copenhagen and the city's many 
environmental stakeholders. It aims at 
collaborating with Copenhagen's many 
innovative players on exciting initiatives and 
events connected to sustainability issues. 
Sharing Copenhagen was established as a 
brand for partnerships on the development of 
Green Copenhagen in connection with the 
appointment of Copenhagen as the Green 
Capital of Europe in 2014. 
Being a partner in Sharing Copenhagen, you 
become part of a strong brand for green 
Copenhagen. You will be given the 
opportunity to come close to Copenhagen 
City's strategies for sustainable development 
of the city, and specifically, the partnership 
opens up for: Insights into the strategies and 
plans for the development of a greener 
Copenhagen, participation in joint 
conferences, sparring with professionals and 
use of Sharing Copenhagen’s communication 
channels and network. 
  
Source: https://www.kk.dk/artikel/sharing-copenhagen 

2 Øystein 
Leonardsen 
– project 
manager at 
Sundholm 
road quarter 

Technical & 
Environmental 
Administration, 
Municipality of 
Copenhagen 

The respondent participated as municipal 
body within the urban renewal of Sundholm’s 
area and implementation of urban community 
garden. Moreover, the respondent is a 
researcher & external lecturer at Roskilde 
University within the urban development, 
traffic planning and civil society creation 
fields. 
  
Source: LinkedIn 
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3 Respondent 
3 Enge – 
director 

Refarmed Refarmed is a 500 m2 horticulture on a 
publicly accessible roof terrace in the Fields’ 
shopping center in Ørestad, Amager. The 
surplus heat from Bilka in the building's 
ground floor will heat the greenhouse 
throughout the year and local rainwater will 
provide an aquaponic production of fish and 
plants. Bio-waste will also be used for 
composting. The food is sold locally, 
preferably to Bilka two floors below the 
greenhouse. 
The project will be a development and 
demonstration platform for solutions that will 
contribute to the climate-friendly food 
production and supply of the future. 
  
Source: http://refarmed.dk/ 

4 Respondent 
4 Hammer – 
chairman 

Byhaven 
Sundholm 

Sundholm is an urban community garden 
located in Amager and that has been part of 
the urban renewal project of the Sundholm’s 
area. 
  
Source: 
https://www.facebook.com/AktivitetscentretSundholm/ 

5 
  

Respondent 
5 Chodorkoff 
– external 
lecturer, 
department 
of people 
and 
technology 

Roskilde 
University 

Currently a researcher at Roskilde University, 
she is originally from the US where she has 
been engaged into urban gardening projects 
in the US (e.g. Slow Food, Greyston, New 
York Restoration Project). Specifically, she 
was in charge of the management of 
partnerships with local institutions and 
oversaw over 50 community gardens in NYC. 
In Copenhagen, she got part to the social 
enterprise Bybi as social programs intern, to 
Absalon Folkehus as founding member, and 
to Refarmed as social impact consultant. 
  
Source: LinkedIn 

6 Rebecca 
Rutt – board 
Member 

Dyrk Nørrebro Dyrk is an urban garden located on the roof 
of Blågård School, in Nørrebro, one of 
Copenhagen’s most diverse districts. The 
garden has been established in 2010 by 
Marikka Møller Stenak. 
The respondent is also a researcher within 
the environmental justice and urban green 
spaces fields. 
  
Source: Linkedin & https://www.facebook.com/dyrkNørrebro/ 



 
 
 
 
 

Page 122 of 181 
 

7 Respondent 
7 X - project 
manager 

Byoasen Byoasen is an open activity center in 
Nørrebro, which started as local 
environmental initiative. Members can grow 
vegetables in raised beds and interact with 
the animals. The location is part of Old 
People’s Town, which constitute a large 
opportunity for different generations to 
interact. It also organizes events throughout 
the year for everyone (members and non-
members). 
  
Source: http://www.kobenhavnergron.dk/place/byoasen-i-de-
gamles-by/?lang=en 

8 Peder 
Clement – 
volunteer 

Miljø Punkt 
Indre By & 
Christianshavn 
– Agenda 21 

Miljø Punkt is part of the broader Agenda 21 
network. It is a self-governing fund with its 
own board and management. Its mission is to 
make Copenhagen greener by supporting 
and developing local environmental works 
together with local citizens, volunteers, 
institutions, professionals and local 
environmental bodies. 
  
Source: http://a21.dk/om-os/ 

9 Respondent 
9 Skaarup – 
co-founder & 
co-manager 

Østergro Østergro is a 600 m2 ecological roof garden 
started in 2013 on the top of Copenhagen’s 
oldest car auction house. 
  
Source: http://oestergro.dk/ 

10 Respondent 
10 Aertebjerg 
– head of 
Board 

Omstilling 
Denmark 

Omstilling Danmark (Transition Denmark 
Denmark) was founded shortly after COP 15 
(Copenhagen 2009) when some constructive 
energetic Danes decided that we cannot wait 
for the politicians to make the right decisions 
– we have to act ourselves. It has over 500 
members and is part of a broader 
international network originating from the UK. 
Their goal is to show and inform about 
positive constructive projects to inspire others 
to start their own local projects; to inform 
about transition towns, to support local 
initiatives, and to help individuals who want to 
start a new local initiative. They also contact 
politicians to inform them about our view of a 
necessary change of priorities. 
  
Source: https://transitionnetwork.org/ 
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11 Respondent 
11 Boserup 
Lauritzen - 
founder, 
architect & 
urban farmer 

TagTomat TagTomat was founded in 2011 in a 
backyard in Nørrebro as so to fulfill the desire 
to create green fellowships. TagTomat 
creates the framework and inspires green do-
it-yourself and do-it-together and relies upon 
the following principles: 

● The community is at the center and 
there must be room for everyone 

● Simple but effective self-propelled 
cultivation methods 

● Open Source - share our knowledge, 
learn from each other and grow in 
community 

● Cultivate based on ecological 
principles 

 
Source: https://www.tagtomat.dk/oprindelse/ 
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Appendix 4:  Interview guide for state actors  
 
Before we start I would like to remind you that there are no right or wrong answers 
in this interview. We are interested in knowing what you think, so please feel free 
to be frank and to share your point of view. It is very important that we hear your 
opinion.  
 

● Interviewer briefly introduces himself 
● Brief introduction of the topic  
● Authorization of the respondent to be audio-recorded 

 
Section 1: Introduction  

1) What is that your department deals with? 
a) What is its mission?  
b) What is your department ultimately trying to achieve? 

2) Does your department have a focus on some specific areas within the 
given context of action? E.g. green & liveable cities etc. 

3) What is the relationship your relationship with the rest of the 
municipality? 

a) How is it embedded?  
b) How much autonomy is granted? 
c) Decision-making power for policies that favor green initiative? 

4) Does the municipality of Copenhagen/ your department actively support 
already existing initiatives (e.g. Østergro, tagtomat, byoasen). How? 

5)  What do you do to promote social cohesion at a neighborhood level in 
order to enhance bonding and bridging of urban social networks? 

a) To strengthen civic engagement in local neighborhood 
development and local politics? 

 
Section 2: Partners selections  

6) Selection of partners (criteria) and project → Do you help in specific 
projects or also for the expansion of their activities 

a) E.g. do you have specific areas of action? 
i) We noticed strong focus concerning the harbour 

7) Relationship with partners (only funding and visibility or co-joint, co-
managed projects) 

a) What degree? 
8) What kind of support? 

a) Does it merely help projects getting off the ground and give them 
visibility? 

b) Does it also act as intermediary between partners and municipality 
from the policy making point of view in order to green initiatives in 
general e.g. granting permissions? 

c) Does a collaboration go on after a project has been completed to 
create a sort of community of green initiative? 

 
Section 3: Urban gardening  

9) Is any urban gardening part of partnership? 
a) Urban gardening = alignment with 2025 carbon neutrality?  
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10) What is the involvement of your department in urban gardening project? 
11) What are the main challenges encountered by the projects? 

a) How do you help solve them? 
 
Section 4: Municipality  

12) Do you feel there is a strategic approach in incorporating the expansion 
of urban gardening activities in the agenda of the Municipality to make 
the cities greener? 

13) Does the municipality provide any kind of support for the promotion of 
these initiatives at the city level?  

i) If yes, what kind of support? E.g. fundings etc. 
b) Does the municipality involve urban gardeners in the design and 

planning of further urban development of the city of Copenhagen?  
c) Does the municipality actively involve urban gardeners in green 

spaces management in the city of Copenhagen? 
 
Section 5: Conclusion & final remarks 

14) Do you have any further remarks?  
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Appendix 5:  Interview guide for non-state actors 
 
Before we start I would like to remind you that there are no right or wrong answers 
in this interview. We are interested in knowing what you think, so please feel free 
to be frank and to share your point of view. It is very important that we hear your 
opinion.  
 

● Interviewer briefly introduces himself 
● Brief introduction of the topic  
● Authorization of the respondent to be audio-recorded 

 
 
Section 1: Urban gardening: a social innovation? 

1) What are the services provided by your organization?  
a) What would you say is the ultimate purpose of your organization?  
b) Would you say your organization has a ‘social’ purpose? Why? 

2) How do you perceive your organization? As a non-profit? As a social 
enterprise? A grassroot organization? 

a) What are the factors you have been taking into consideration in 
order to make such a claim? 

3) Would  you consider your initiative as an innovation? What about a social 
innovation? 

a) What are the reasons behind that? 
4) Would you say also your external stakeholders i.e the people outside the 

organization with whom you interact with and have somehow an interest 
in you - would consider your organization as such?  

a) How do you communicate it?  
b) How do you make yourself visible to the outside? 

 
Section 2: Relationship with other grassroots urban gardeners  

5) Have you ever got in contact with any other grassroots organizations 
within the urban gardening landscape? 

a) If yes, within what field? With who in particular?  
b) What reasons/ occasions brought you to interact with other 

organizations?  
i) Did you a have to collaborate for a common project - i.e. for 

the establishment of an alliance?  
ii) Did you have some common interests?  

6) How would you describe your current relationship with them? 
a) Did you have ever encountered any difficulties or obstacles in your 

relationship? 
b) Would there be any way it could get improved? 

 
Section 3: Relationship with the Municipality of Copenhagen and local 
government bodies 

7) Are you currently interacting or you have been interacting in the past with 
the municipality or some other local government bodies?  

a) With whom in particular? 
b) How frequently?  
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8) What are the reasons that brought your organization to make such a 
connection? 

a) Availability of fundings?  
b) Other bureaucratic reasons e.g. occupancy of the public soil/ 

authorizations?  
c) The commission of a given project? 

9) How would you describe your current relationship with the given 
government body?  

a) Did you have ever encountered any difficulties or obstacles in your 
relationship? 

b) Is there any way it can be improved/ fostered?  
10) Do you perceive any strategic approach from the side of the municipality 

towards your field of operation -i.e. Urban gardening? 
a) Why? 

11) Would you say the Municipality of Copenhagen helps your organization, 
or generally urban gardening activities, to expand their impact at a larger 
scale? 

a) Is there any specific obstacle hindering your ability to expand? 
12) Do you have any voice or impact concerning the way policies are laid 

down within your field? 
a) Have you been involved by the municipality of Copenhagen in the 

policy making process that regulates urban gardening activities?  
b) To what degree? I.e. information, consultation, active participation 

etc. 
c) Would you like to get more influence, despite not being part of the 

municipality? 
 
Conclusion & wrap-up  

12) Do you have any questions or remarks?  
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Appendix 6:  Interview transcripts 

Q: What is the role of Sharing Copenhagen? 
A: In Copenhagen, we support social innovation and we support what will make our city 
greener and we want citizens to take part in making Copenhagen a greener city. We 
want citizens to be part of creating this green city portion of the money of the city that 
we are sharing with small social entrepreneurs and we had a special focus on urban 
gardening last year and green spots in 2016 and 2017 blue nature – e.g. city harbours. 
Private people, businesses and small companies that want to make some kind of area 
more green, it is also new ways of using green areas or public spaces. And we have a 
very broad scope where we can work and this gives us the opportunity to hand pick the 
projects that we think are best and that involve more people and for us it is important 
not just the final result but also what it takes to get to there so in the case of urban 
gardening what is relevant to say is that the social element is at least as important as 
the environmental one or the actual farm e.g. co-creation, community garden, people 
taking care of it. The important aspect is that if we can take part in making it together 
with the citizens, because we want to show that we want to make Copenhagen 
together with copenhageners. 
  
Q: In what form do you support these initiatives? 
A: With some money, publicity, communication. But also, speaking of østergro, which is 
a project we followed in 2016, they are not supposed to be in that roof, but the 
municipality loves so much what they are doing that even though they do not have the 
permission to occupy it we allow it. No matter how much we like the projects there is a 
local area plans that describes exactly what that area can / must be used for, and when 
we wrote that plan 20/25 years ago we did not know that some crazy urban farmers 
would build an urban garden up there. So that plan does not allow that so while it has 
been there we have allowed them to still exist. And since there has been such a great 
political interest we have started making a new area plan for that area. 
  
Q: Can you tell us more about it? 
A: Local area planning that regulates what kind of building you can construct and what 
you can use the building for so for example for residential use or for liberal, commercial 
activities and now we are making a new plan that includes that you can make urban 
gardening and restaurant and this is a lengthy process and the fact that we have 
started making a new local plan for that area really shows our commitment to Østergro. 
I would say that they are getting a very very nice special treatment because what they 
are doing is fantastic. Kabell the former mayor was very very happy about that. 
  
Q: Sharing Copenhagen is 100% municipality funded? Is it an autonomous 
body? Or public private partnership? 

Respondent 
1 

Respondent 1 Hartmann: project manager at Sharing 
Copenhagen (Technical & Environmental Administration - 
Municipality of Copenhagen) 

Date 05/03/2018 
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A: Sharing Copenhagen is me, and my role is to be an ambassador a link between the 
social entrepreneurs in Copenhagen and the Municipality, but yes, formally it is part of 
the Municipality of Copenhagen, under the Technical and Environmental 
Administration. 
  
Q: What is your decision making power in the city of Copenhagen? Do you make 
recommendations for policy-making? 
A: It is a big task, yeah I can make recommendations, to some degree, but I am the 
one fighting with my colleagues to make social entrepreneurs get their projects off the 
ground even though they do not have a favourable legislation for their activities to run 
and exist. I can influence the city mayor for the project and tell them what the project is 
about. I cannot decide anything but I can present these cases and influence the people 
in power and then see if we can translate that into an action plan from their side. 
What I do is if these start-up have some problems to start then they come to me and I 
tell them who to speak to and then if they have problems I can go to a meeting with 
them so that means I am on the entrepreneurs ‘ side so I am in between my colleagues 
and them but I want to help entrepreneurs through the city bureaucracy. It has been my 
work for a while to facilitate and be social entrepreneurs’ ambassador. 
With sharing Copenhagen we support projects that are cultural and sustainable form 
the social and/or environmental point of view so that means we can create a lot of 
value for the municipality because it creates value on different levels and my 
experience is that it becomes a much better final product when you cooperate like that. 
We organize social and networking events where we gather and connect all the social 
and environmental actors and everyone who want to do good with their business come. 
  
Q: What are the requirements and criteria, measurement? What is the degree of 
autonomy that you leave to them? 
A: Nearly 100%. So we like to trust people, we are giving 20.000 dkk per project it is 
not a lot so I like to give it to people and show me what they have done afterwards. I 
want to see what they have built. But if we want to support social entrepreneurs they 
should go on with their own idea as much as possible. 
  
Q: Is there a strategy or overall framework for urban gardening? 
A: No there isn’t but that doesn’t prevent us from having projects. Nature not urban 
gardening in Bynatur. Urban gardening is going to provide the city with social networks, 
experiences a new connection to food and the environment. It makes us save up for 
social project, social connectivity, enjoy being in town and growing things, but we are 
not doing this for the food. It gives us opportunity for city brand. 
  
Q: All these social entrepreneurs have their struggles, don’t you think that 
having a more comprehensive framework would make their job easier than 
following projects one by one to create the better social connectivity that you 
were mentioning? 
A: I think the networks that are there that we need to have are already in place, these 
guys already talk to each other and help one another. There is one project that is 
specifically aimed at creating these kind of network and it is called natur I byen it is a 
well-funded project which is about providing a network with regards to urban gardening 
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and nature in town. They’re spending a lot of money in making the network and less on 
the practical aspect of it. More political focus would make a better strategy for urban 
farming and more money to implement the strategy. 
  
Q: Does sharing Copenhagen or the municipality of Copenhagen do anything to 
promote urban gardening at the household level? 
A: No, actually not. Respondent 11….. is also offering consultancy to households and 
private buildings to start their community garden. He does a lot more by himself than 
any municipality strategy can do. 
  
Q: Do you think that it would be easier if the public soil could be occupied for 
urban gardening activities? Would more people take part in it? 
A: Denmark has a big tradition for “colony houses”, this small gardens, allotments, with 
a small house. 
Also there is so little left in Copenhagen in terms of green public spaces because we 
are trying to maximises every square inch to build new houses. We have a new 
strategy on the way for temporary things and that could be used when an area or 
allotments is going to be built but it will not be built in the next 10 years time, So that 
could be used for project on that land and then people can use it for something 
constructive in the meantime. But it has to be something that they have to submit a 
proper project with an end date. We will have to listen to their idea and execute it as 
much as possible similar to what their original idea is, otherwise they are not going to 
be enthusiastic about it any longer. It is all about supporting people’s original idea and 
they can trust me with supporting their project and not destroying their idea, then in my 
experience is that they’re open to minor adjustment. And if they’re open to those, than I 
can go back to the system and say that the project is creating value for the urban 
community and then we create a dialogue and a common alignment for the social 
entrepreneurs’ mission and the municipality’s different strategies. So micro-adjustment 
should not undermine the original idea. I can convince the municipality on the grounds 
that these projects are advancing our strategies in multiple aspects. But also we are 
starting to realize that we cannot decide everything, that everything should be done 
according to our rules. So we have a strategy called fællesskab kobenhavns about co-
creating the city that we have to build a resilient and sustainable town and with that we 
are trying to educate our colleagues that we are co-creating with people not on top of 
people. But having said that there’s too many regulations that we cannot change and 
that prevents us from do everything that we want. 
  
Q: What about parking lots or unoccupied surfaces? 
A: We are trying to do that in Vesterbro. In fact, there’s a guy that every time he sees 
that there’s a tree with a bit of soil, he tells a family to take care of it... This guy is called 
Felix and was running it by it own, but I don’t know if it is still running it. Also, you know 
there is an increasing need to build more houses and to create new urban areas, and 
this clashes with urban green spaces!  
Now we are buying back land, to make new green areas. And people are demanding it. 
Everybody is talking about urban gardening at the moment, new green spaces, not 
necessarily with vegetables growing in there. There was a big housing organization 
that had a green corner with a fence around it, and a lock on it. So they asked us for 
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support to cut the corners and make it into a space for interaction, instead of remaining 
locked and unused. 
All these activities are good because of the social and environmental education 
potential and also for social cohesion especially with 1.000 and more new people 
coming to live in Copenhagen every month. 
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Respondent 
2 

Respondent 2 Leonardsen: project manager at the 
Environmental & Technical Administration (Municipality of 
Copenhagen) 

Date 23/03/2018 
 
Q: What is the Municipality of Copenhagen doing in order to promote urban 
development projects aiming at promoting social cohesion such as urban 
gardening? What is the role that you play in that? 
A: We have a variety of initiatives, the municipality as such is very much into co-
creation and co-production. Last year or two years ago, I can’t remember, we launched 
‘Copenhagen “Together”, a local strategy about co-creating Copenhagen. And we as 
urban regeneration initiatives we are a part of that. There are also a lot of other things 
going, if you take the Climate Adaptation Plan, of course you can’t discuss that water is 
running somewhere, that is just water doing its business, but we can discuss how to 
handle water locally, so the master plan of the storm water stipulates where do we 
believe the water will flow and where do we have to act. But the concrete 
implementation locally, will be a co-production with local actors. So, you will have an 
example there of how you make something top-down and bottom up and where those 
two strategies meet. When we engage in the urban space and we get to implement 
some urban planning initiatives, there will always, obviously there are some exceptions 
to that, a local dialog. There will always be some kind of local committee, local 
engagement in discussing it. We have locally ten local councils, which are elected 
locally or appointed I would say, since it is not an election in the traditional way, but it 
takes place every four years. More specifically, the members of the local organizations 
attend a meeting, so it is open in that way, and there they decide who is going to sit in 
the council for the next four years. The local councils manage the dialog with the local 
municipalities and the local communities. They also have some sort of governance or 
possibility for the Copenhageners to engage themselves in the discussion on the future 
of the municipality. They get to discuss not only the urban space or traffic, but also 
cultural, social or other kinds of initiatives. So, there are a lot of things going on!  
 
Q: Speaking of this, what was the strategy that you have been adopted when 
managing the urban gardening project in Sundholm? More specifically, did you 
identify a problem and then got the project started through a process of co-
creation as you were mentioning beforehand or you tapped into something that 
was already existing and then helped in professional way as so to add expertise? 
A: I guess it’s a bit of a combination. At Sundholm, or in any other place for that matter, 
we don’t come to a desert country, there will be always someone doing something. So, 
what we do first is sort of to talk to people about what is going on and what do they 
think could be changed. So, it’s not like we are saying there is a problem and we want 
to solve this, we are talking with people asking them, “what do you see?”. We also, as 
professionals, can see things. So it is not like we are just listening,  we are also 
pointing out “You see this, I see this - does make any sense?”. So, when it came to 
Sundholm, one of the things we observed was that there was a lot of access without 
people talking to each other. “Isn’t it strange? Should we talk to each other?”  was one 
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of the first things we asked. So, that was the first part of it, there were a lot of things 
going on but that were not coordinated, and people didn’t really talked to each other, 
cause people were all living by their own side, very classical.  Then, we talked to 
people and we asked what were the issues surrounding Sundholm. One of them was 
for instance vandalism, homelessness, unused land, there was a lot of issues. So, we 
thought about collecting issues and then group them up together and present them 
saying “we have been talking to all these kinds of people and these are the major 
issues, do you recognize them?”. Then we started prioritizing which of these issues 
were most important and what were the possibilities that they solved. We could then 
see the things we should try to work with. So that is how the process works.  
 
Q: Were there already some actors trying to solve these issues in their own 
‘little’ way? 
A: Oh, yes! There would be no “idiots” around! There might be different perspectives, 
but no idiots. And it would not be like people do not see who they are. It is very easy to 
come, look and say “these stupid people they don’t see problems and what they do is 
wrong”. This is very much about asking questions and listening what makes more 
sense for the entire community! 
 
Q: Ultimately, did you manage to bring all this people together?  
A: Of course, that is the whole point! Talking to people, and sort of saying “your 
problem is also addressed over here and your dream is also addressed over there, let’s 
sit together”. And since we have that ‘extra resource’, ‘extra money’ and that ‘extra 
time’, makes it possible to make people sit together. It’s not like they have more spare 
time and, again, they are not idiots that they don’t know that if they talk to others things 
could happen, it’s just that it is not part of their job or part of their function! So, that is 
what we are bringing to the table: extra resources to set the meetings, talk to people 
and also provide fundings for some of the initiatives. Again, at Sundholm, the activity 
center, knew they had this problem but they did not have the resources to do anything 
about it! So, that was what we could help by bringing resources and saying “okay, we 
spend some money here”. There is also the case of the social enterprise Bybi, where 
we could fund some of their start up costs and start their business there in Sundholm’s 
activity center. Slowly, everything started working.  
 
Q: The reason why you started was that you as members of the Municipality 
have noticed this problem already or someone from that area just came at you 
and asked for help? 
A: Well, the decision that we were to work at Sundholm was a Municipality decision. 
So, our central office is constantly monitoring Copenhagen and which areas are sort of 
under performing, such as they have high degree of unemployment, high feeling of 
unsafety and so on, so every year we launch a new initiative somewhere in 
Copenhagen. So there are always 6-8 going on. That is not a local decision. You 
cannot locally surveil Copenhagen and prioritize Copenhagen, that is not possible from 
a local perspective. So, we make the monitoring of the city centrally and every year, 
they pick an area and say “this area needs an initiative for the next 6 years” and then 
we start the bottom up process.  
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Q: The fact that in Sundholm you went on an urban gardening initiative among 
others was something that you had an idea about as Municipality or since you 
noticed that a lot of people were into that kind of activities then made you decide 
“let’s go for that one”? 
A: That is exactly the point! From the Municipality, we can see that Sundholm has 
issues. But “how to solve them” is a local answer. We are talking to people, listening, 
feeling, sensing what could be the possibilities. We are also working following that 
framework called Asset Based Community Development. The whole point here is that: 
not talking to people about their issues but about their dreams and their aspirations. 
What are their resources, where are them. Again, I don’t believe we impose us in 
people, but we can enhance dreams and we can combine resources. So, no, we didn't 
knew that urban gardening would be such a massive success. We knew it existed and 
that it was part of the palette, and of course, it was inserted in a more global 
municipality agenda.  
 
Q: Were you aware of the proven benefits of urban gardening initiatives?  
A: That is where our professionality plays a role. Yes, we do sort of keep our antenna 
out to get to know about the best practices carried out and what is trending in other 
cities in Europe or elsewhere. But also how can we sort of enhance the local solutions 
with our professional knowledge. We do not only listen to people and do whatever they 
want, it is also us giving feedback “yes, this sounds great, we know this and that and 
we could try this as well”.  
 
Q: You mentioned monitoring and spotting problems here and there, is there any 
common framework that you apply for social innovations that happen or are 
proposed at a city level as so to support them and get them started? Let me 
explain myself better. We have been previously interviewing Sharing 
Copenhagen and they were talking about their project-based approach as so to 
evaluate their feasibility, however, when reading some of your researches, in 
particular the one dealing with ABI, it is clearly stated that there needs to be a 
sort of platform - so is there any link/ bridge that you create in order for them to 
consult? 
A: You could say that the weak point of being place-based. The weak point is that 
thematics do not have a magnitude. For instance, thematics produce ‘silos’ and silos 
are strong. So, everybody around the city talking about urban gardening get together 
and reinforce the silo and as such they don’t see that there are other things! There are 
a lot of people outside these urban gardening communities that cannot and would not 
understand that you should use all of the empty urban space into urban gardens. So 
that is the limitation about thematics, they tend to get silo and narrow-thinking. Place-
based, that is sort of the weak point, that is we are taking whatever is around the place, 
meaning that we cannot sort of discriminate thematically. So, we do not produce a very 
strong thematic, we produce something that is strong globally. We did connect people 
and we asked them about whether they wanted urban gardens as a sort of 
development project. Those in the central administration that support urban gardening, 
they know of this and they can use this to create strong urban gardening communities.  
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Q: When we were talking to urban gardeners, we realized that sometimes they 
struggle with permissions. However, when talking to other members of the 
municipality, we have been told that even though they do not have all of the 
permissions requested, they are usually allowed to go on. What are your 
thoughts on that? 
A: If you don’t want to hear the answer, just do not ask! So, if you don’t want to hear 
“no, you can’t put an urban garden here”, just don’t ask, just do it. Of course, you 
cannot do it on publicly-owned land, but you can do it on privately-owned land. I would 
also add that the municipality is a complex machine, so when we are talking about 
citizens’ involvement, we are also talking about municipality’s involvement. So, most of 
my time is spent trying to also make the municipality co-produce. Again, that it is the 
other side of things: people that are handling parking for example, would not see a 
place for urban gardens or kids playing football. If they could see everything, they 
would not see anything. So, it is also a lot about coordinating and engaging the 
municipality into co-producing. So, that is what people like me do and I would call 
myself as the ‘community key account manager’ within the municipality. So, advocacy 
and trying create new paths within the municipality is also part of my job.  
 
Q: We have seen this in literature, it is called policy entrepreneur… 
A: Yes! That’s also a part of ‘meta-governance’. But I think now it is time to wrap it up… 
 
Q: Is there any further remark then that you would like to add, or any question 
that you might have? 
A: Well, maybe that if what we do was easy, then it would have been done. As I said in 
the beginning, there are no idiots, but there are different perspectives. You cannot have 
them be both place-based and have a holistic view and a thematic view. There would 
always be some kinds of trade-offs between the holistic and the thematic, or sort of an 
unsolvable problem and that what complexity is all about! An easy conclusion for your 
report might be that the municipality should be more attentive, more flexible and should 
listen more, and that is just too simplistic because that is what we are doing all the 
time!  
  



 
 
 
 
 

Page 136 of 181 
 

 
Respondent 3 Respondent 3 Engen: co-founder & director at Refarmed 

Date 10/04/2018 
 
Q: What is the ultimate mission of Refarmed? 
A: Our main mission is to integrate sustainability in people’s everyday life and in the 
way individuals get to consume everyday. 
 
Q: What do you provide exactly with your rooftop? What are the services that 
you provide? 
A: Well, our rooftop is still under construction, but currently we are aiming at providing 
vegetables to supermarkets, large kitchens and hotels and other places like that.  
 
Q: How will your rooftop be run? Are you thinking of getting volunteers to help 
with the work? 
A: As I have previously mentioned, we haven’t started our production yet, but we are 
currently closing a partnership with an organization called “Frak”, which is a 
Friditsakaemi, in English “Leisure Academy” and basically what they do is provide 
green jobs for young people. They are also a social enterprise and their philosophy is 
that you have to catch the people that are socially fragile and that are aged between 
something like 12 to 16 years old, from trouble areas or trouble families. What they 
want to do is catch them and give them some after school jobs within the green sector, 
because they think that if you get a job at that age than you are much more likely to get 
a job later in life.  
 
Q: What kind of partnership is that? Do you pay them or they do it on a voluntary 
and non paid basis?  
A: Yes, we would be paying them and the guys that are going to be working for us are 
going to get a salary for their work, so I would say it’s kind hiring them. The greenhouse 
production instead is run by a professional gardener, because it is a very high-tech 
production and we really need someone that has precise knowledge on that field.  
 
Q: So the young people that will be working with you are part of a social program 
with a community purpose? Can they get the food you produce?  
A: No, they can’t get the food they produce, because this is for the commercial 
production. Our products in fact are totally targeted to fulfill a commercial production, 
such as supermarkets. What we are trying to develop is a supermarket-integrated 
farming concept. So, we place our production where the resources are and where 
customers are, so we don’t use transportation. Also we are there where the residual 
resources are, like heat, so we can produce with that residual heat from the 
supermarkets and we use a local water as well.  
 
Q: Was the integration of individuals coming from fragile backgrounds in your 
mind since the beginning of Refarmed? 
A: We started our project basing ourselves on the Triple Bottom line of sustainability as 
a broader perspective in creating value for our business. So we wanted to be totally 
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social, and for instance we had this girl, Lisa, working for us, to try to create a social 
impact strategy. As things evolved, we thought that now we are not able to follow on all 
of our initial plans. For instance, we also wanted to implement and integrate an 
educational program and we also got some fundings for it, but now we are very much 
focused on building up the commercial part of our business. Once we are going to be 
established, then we will look more in-depth to this social ‘dreams’ of ours. At the 
beginning we want to just start and have some kind of ‘employees’ through Frak. 
People are so busy nowadays that working in the social economy is really hard work! 
We have then realized that if we wanted to make our dream come true, I mean our 
concept is super sustainable and the climate impact is so amazing, and we can’t 
compromise that and jeopardize our all business because we also want to have a 
social aspect to it. We think this would have a social aspect because people get in 
touch with their food instead of buying something from the supermarket. It is much 
healthier, fresher and you get it directly supplied to you, so I mean there is a social 
aspect in that.  
 
Q: Would you then consider your project as an innovation? A social innovation? 
A: I would say it’s definitely a social innovation, because we are producing the food in a 
way that is totally different and totally new. I mean, it’s a sort of going back to 
something we used to do up to 80 years ago and combine the countryside, where now 
we produce food, together with the city, all merged together. Now that we have gone in 
this super technological era of the human history, suddenly it doesn’t make sense 
anymore because food production is so high tech anyways, so we might as well exploit 
the resources we have from buildings and industries instead of putting them far in the 
rural areas. You don’t need farmland to grow vegetables or have a greenhouse. You 
need electricity, you need heat and you need water, which are all things you can find 
easily in the city.  
 
Q: Have you gotten in touch with some other grassroot organizations, like urban 
gardeners or urban farmers? I mean, to get inspiration from them on the way 
they produce food? 
A: yeah! Everyone has been visiting everyone here in Copenhagen. It’s interesting to 
see what other people are doing and the way they are doing it.  
 
Q: Have you been specifically partnering up with one of them? Maybe to reach a 
common objective, interest or gain more bargaining power for example? 
A: No, actually we haven’t, or at least not really. Very early on we got some fundings 
and very commercial partnerships, such as the one with Field’s, the shopping center in 
Orestad. We have also Bilka as a partner and hence we have very different interests 
from the rest of the scene, which is rather very focused on community support. There is 
one guy operating in North Harbour who wants also to produce for supermarkets 
through vertical farms. We have been talking a bit to him about our project, but that’s it.  
 
Q: Besides commercial partners, do you have any relationship with the 
municipality?  
A: Yes, we did and we still do! We actually had a whole team at the Municipality, more 
specifically within the Technical and Environmental Administration department! They 
helped us so much to get to know all the legislations and all the other things that could 
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have been a problem for us. For instance like the approvals we need and other stuff 
like this. They were extremely helpful!  
 
Q: Have you ever been in contact or have you ever heard of Sharing 
Copenhagen? 
A: Yes, we have been in contact with them and they also helped us a lot with applying 
for fundings, even though at the end we didn’t managed to get them.  
 
Q: What kind of fundings did you apply to? 
A: We have applied for fundings at Realdania, a private association which supports 
philanthropic works in the realm of or urban planning and architecture, and we got 3.4 
million dkk from them. We have applied to another private fund to finance the 
educational program I was telling you about beforehand, but they only gave us half of 
the money we needed, so at the end we haven’t proceeded to that specific project we 
had in mind at that time. We needed 450 thousands dkk and they gave us something 
like 200 thousands dkk and we would have needed to fundraise more than that.  
 
Q: What was this educational program exactly about? 
A: It was for school children and we actually also had a dialog with the Municipality 
about that. It’s something we have already drawn up and planned and it’s still 
something we could launch at some other times! We have now some commercial 
partners that are also very interested in having educational programs and maybe it 
could be financed like that. Here in Copenhagen, we are very interested in having 
education out of the classrooms, because we don’t have enough room in the 
classrooms! We currently have a building boom, so there is not enough room in the 
schools. For example, in my son’s school they have five classes per year and they are 
in tiny old building! You can’t make more room for these children and therefore you 
have to find alternatives for them to have interactive education. We therefore thought 
about having some different subjects, such as science, biology, physics and geography 
as well. There is a lot of knowledge in the system like ours. For example, how can we 
take cooling liquid that is 60 degrees hot and transport it to the roof of a greenhouse, 
heat it up and deliver it back 30 degrees which then goes back to the refrigerator where 
you can pick up the food. It is so much mathematics and physics things! And there is 
also that geography aspect, where food is transported and so on. There are so many 
things to talk about and it is really in a Smart City potential that the municipality wants 
kids to learn about. It is not much about making kids getting their hands in the dirt, 
because they already have so much about it, especially here in Amager: we have 
AmagerFalleds, Sundholm community garden, I mean we have so much around here! 
So it is more about how you can exploit this smart city potential.  
 
Q: Well, I guess if there is an housing boom, there it is very likely to also have a 
children boom… 
A: Yes, totally! I mean here in Amager they are literally constructing new buildings and 
new houses everywhere, but no new school has been built yet… I mean there is still 
only one school here in Christianshavn!  
 
Q: Coming back to your relationship with the municipality: you get some help 
regarding very practical stuff, such as the rules you must respect and take into 
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consideration, but do you get any influence concerning the way they actually 
craft the policies themselves or on the way local legislations are laid out, 
obviously the one merely concerning your business? 
A: What the municipality help us with is about finding gaps in the legislation, but I 
mean, it is very difficult to change the legislations and it is also not something the 
municipality themselves have not the power of doing too much… it is very difficult to 
change things.  
 
Q: What we have been observing is that in all the documents furnished by the 
municipality, like Climate Roadmap for carbon neutrality, they never really 
explicitly mention neither urban farming nor urban gardening in them. They 
maybe put pictures up, like in the case of Østergro or Bybi. Would you like, as 
grassroot organization, have more impact on that? Would you like to be taken 
more seriously at a more strategic level? 
A: No, not really. I don’t really feel it’s something missing here in Copenhagen as so 
many initiatives in this areas are starting out! I mean, maybe it’s because I live in 
Amager, and there are so many urban gardens that are getting started! Concerning our 
specific project, we have had a really closed contact with Miljo Punkt here in Amager. 
They are literally doing urban farming everywhere! If there is an empty spot, they would 
get it for sure to build some beds!  
 
Q: Talking about Miljo Punkt Amager, what kind of relationship do you have with 
them? 
A: Our own company actually started from down there, so I came there and I wanted a 
job and I actually never got to work down there, I only got to work on my own project! 
They got me the contacts for Field’s and several other contacts. Everything actually 
came out with my relationship with them.  
 
Q: So they were mainly providing you with some sort of social networks rather 
than funds? 
A: yeah, they were getting us some precious contacts! They were also helping us 
setting up meetings and brainstorming on where we could have gotten the funds to 
start up our project.  
 
Q: How would you then characterize the role played by Miljo Punkt? 
A: I would say it was a sort of an incubator of our project. Also I would like to add that 
Miljo Punkt Amager is very unique. I mean I had a bit of contacts with Miljo Punkt 
Nørrebro, but they are not as good as the one in Amager. The leader, Claus, is really 
good and they really get a lot of things done!  
 
Q: Do you feel the center in Nørrebro is not as good as a the one in Amager 
because of their social network? 
A: I think it is more of a mindset thing. If you are doing something so community based 
like that. You need people that listen to you! I mean Lise, one of the project managers 
thereat Miljo Punkt Amager, she is absolutely amazing! They all go super deeply into 
the projects they are into and they work with the community to really make things 
happen. It’s just about finding the right people, really! There is also a somalian woman 
working there, and she can connect you to other communities or also there are some 
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young hipster danish boys… it’s extremely diverse! We also have a lot of ghettos 
around here and they are really striving at creating real communities around gardens! A 
lot of things in Amager come from the community around growing. Also here we have 
the ‘colony houses’ and growing things it is really in the DNA of this area, so many 
people around here have a little allotment, I have one myself! 
 
Q: How did you think about the project? Was it something you had already in 
mind before getting to Miljo Punkt or did you get inspired by their practices? 
A: I started the company with my husband, and we have been scouting to find a place 
to do our project. We wanted to do some kind of local food production and we were 
very keen on that. So, we were out scouting and we have been talking to a lot of 
people in Nørrebro. So, we went to Miljo Punkt Amager with this vision in mind and the 
leader was like “oh well, I know the guy from Kvickly down here and he has a roof 
where he wants to grow something”  and then we talked to him and then we used his 
contacts and we became more aware of this ‘commercial’ dimension for this. It is like 
the owners of the supermarkets are asking for it! They are asking for more local food 
and he is wanting someone to grow food on his rooftop! Then we thought “if they are 
really asking for it, then we are going to do it”.  
 
Q: Why do you think they are asking for it? They think it’s nice and beautiful or 
commercially viable? Do you think the government or the municipality is giving 
them some sort of incentives? 
A: Yeah, I mean it is a huge trend! It is all about branding, I do not think the reason is 
because the municipality gives incentives on that! It is mainly about differentiation. In 
fact, Denmark is the country in Europe with highest number of supermarkets per 
person. So it is very difficult for them to differentiate themselves! It is about a very 
unique branding! I mean, you would literally have your own foodline from right here and 
I mean “locally produced food” is the biggest global trend right now and I think it is 
going to be forever like this I think, at least until we have this digital development! Also 
consumers now want to know who is behind the business, who is producing it, people 
need to know what is the origin of things.  
 
Q: Lisa was telling us about how it was difficult to engage such a complex 
community as the one that lives Field’s - would you say it is also another reason 
that brought you towards Frak? 
A: We definitely had that feeling, when we were out in these urban gardening 
communities here in Copenhagen, that we all believe in a sustainable transition, but 
you know, if you want to make an impact, we won’t sit here and grow carrots to each 
other, we need to target that customer segment which doesn’t get yet to the idea of a 
green transition. So, as I was saying before, our vision is really to bring sustainability 
into everyday’s consumerism. Bilka for example, is probably the hypermarket chain that 
is the least connected with the idea of sustainability, it is like overweight people buying 
junk food, a lot of meat… it is so different! We wanted to integrate our vision with 
different customers’ segments and bring value to them!  
 
Q: Denmark is really special on that aspect, as a foreigner I feel everyone here 
can afford some sort of healthy food… 
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A: I think it is mainly here in Copenhagen, but it is not like this in the rest of Denmark! 
Already if you go 10/15 kilometers away from Copenhagen, there are people living on 
diet coke and french fries… 
 
Q: As a social enterprise, are you planning on expanding your impact?  
A: We have plans with Bilka that we are going to launch this with all of the shops. In 
fact they have something like 120 shops in all of Denmark and on 115 of them we can 
build on it! Also Field’s is a very large company, and it is part of a larger french group 
which owns a lot of shops all around Europe and they are already talking about 
Emporia in Malmo as the next shopping center they want to place our farm on! We are 
very busy with the big commercials and there is a huge demand for this and this is 
amazing because we can make such a huge impact like this and we are also really 
getting to consumerism to change that really negative impact it has! 
 
Q: Thank you so much for you insights! Do you have any further remarks or 
question for us? 
A: No, not really I think!  
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Respondent 4 Respondent 4 Hammer: chairman at Sundholm Urban 

Garden 

Date 29/03/2018 
 

Q: Could you tell us a bit about Sundholm and the community garden?  
A: So, the garden is mainly run by the Activity Center and they are from the 
municipality. They  have social workers that work with homeless people or people who 
have difficulties with drugs and stuff like that. Then, we, as a volunteer-based 
organization we manage the other part of the garden. So, half of the boxes are 
managed by the Activity Center and the other half by us, the neighbors of the garden. 
By neighbors I mean all the people living around the garden. Initially, when the garden 
was founded, it was part of a renewal project of the city of Copenhagen. In fact, every 
year, the municipality selects an area in Copenhagen that need some development, 
and Sundholm was part of that. They then established to make the garden and 
implement this cross collaboration between people from the area and then Sundholm 
Activity Center. So, it’s kind of an interesting project mixing all sorts of people and for 
now I think it worked out really well. I became part of the garden approximately one and 
a half years ago.  
 
Q: You mentioned that it is mainly people from the neighborhood that get 
involved in the garden’s activities, is it because they are the only one knowing 
about it?  
A: Obviously we have signs just out of the garden with written on “if you want to join, 
write to us” and other stuff like that. We also have internal agreements that participants 
should be people living close to Sundholm. This way, we ensure it remains a 
neighborhood project. It’s not people living in Nørrebro or other places in Copenhagen, 
it’s only people living close by.  
 
Q: Why is that rule in place? 
A: This rule was already in place when the garden got established, because it was part 
of making the neighborhood a stronger community between the people living in the 
neighborhood and seeing each other on a regular basis.  
 
Q: Is it free to join your urban gardening community? 
A: Every year, every member is supposed to pay a membership fee of 150 dkk and this 
is an annual payment. However, we have some members that don’t pay because they 
don’t want to have a plant box and they don’t want to be too much part of the 
community. So, there are some free members, but then they don’t have their own 
planting box. For example, I have a box for myself and I can grow food and other stuff 
in there. Then we have the greenhouse, which is shared by all the members. We have 
just decided to have a ‘greenhouse group’ who will be mainly managing the 
greenhouse and organize some ‘open days’ for the other members during the season. 
It is also an area with some vandalism, this is why we need to keep a lock on things.  
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Q: Is this also related to some questions of accountability? 
A: Yes, we have just decided to have a private group for the greenhouse so not 
everybody can enter in there. However, we still try to have open days and open hours, 
so people feel welcome to come.  
 
Q: Since there are also other community gardens across the city, do you get 
somehow  inspiration in the way you manage your organization from them?  
A: Well, I might be a special case, because I was actually part of Dyrk Nørrebro, a 
rooftop urban garden in Nørrebro. Within Nørrebro, there is a very good network 
between the urban gardens. For example, there is a urban garden festival where you 
can go from one garden to another and visit them. They have a kind of network and 
collaborate a little bit. For example, ByHaven 2200 had some sprouting at Dyrk’s. Here 
in Amager, I don’t sense the same collaboration between urban gardens, but it could 
be interesting to have some sort of connection as so to get inspired. I would say that 
our members mainly find inspiration from the gardeners who work for the municipality 
and the social workers. They sometimes give us tips and tricks.  
 
Q: Have you ever been looking to examples of urban gardening initiatives in the 
US like in Detroit or Seattle? 
A: I have been studying urban gardening initiatives as well for my master thesis, so of 
course I do! But I don’t think it’s something that members usually do. Then again the 
purpose of each garden and the way they are run are really different and I think the 
social experiment or aspect of this garden in particular is really important.  
 
Q: Going back to what you were mentioning before, by “activity center”  what do 
you mean exactly? Is it by any chance related to the Agenda 21 network? 
A: No, it is not related to the Agenda 21, or at least I am not sure about it because the 
activity center have multiple workshops, including creativity groups among others and 
when the garden came up, it also became one of their activities for homeless people or 
people with other difficulties. I don’t know whether it is part of a bigger agenda, other 
than the social work. So the agenda of the Activity Center is of course to help this 
people move on in their lives, or at least something to do everyday. I mean, the garden 
was founded in this discourse of climate debate, green cities and stuff like that, so this 
way it has been easier to get the agreement on putting the money into the gardens in 
Copenhagen. I am not sure of the Agenda 21 though. Otherwise, I think it relates to the 
Social Administration of the Municipality of Copenhagen.  
 
Q: So you are not related to Technical & Environmental Administration? 
A: Actually, I think that the Technical & Environmental Administration has been initially 
funding the project, but now we depend of the Social Administration through the Activity 
Center.  
 
Q: How are you getting funds then?  
A: Ours is a voluntary group, so we are funded by our own membership fees. The main 
services are funded by the municipality through the Activity Center. This is actually why 
we can afford to keep the garden nice, because they are the ones cleaning the garden 
from the trash and investing in getting new soil, repairing if anything is broken and 
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other stuff like that. So, that’s mainly how the garden gets funded. We then use our 
membership fees to buy some soil from the Activity Center and organize some social 
activities for the neighborhood and stuff like that.  
 
Q: Do you have a board deciding upon the expenses and taking major 
decisions? 
A: Yes, I am actually the chairman of the board and we have two/ three other members 
and some substitutes.  
 
Q: As a board you interact with the municipality as well? 
A: We don’t really interact with the municipality. I think that is what the Activity Center 
runs. We interact with the other institutions placed in Sundholm and work together with 
them, along the Activity Center. These institutions include schools, some of the day 
care institutions, the police and stuff like that. We have monthly meetings. One of our 
roles is also to speak up for the garden, for the users of the garden. Right now, one 
third of the garden is meant to be a parking house and they are probably going to start 
building next year. So, that has been an issue for us to speak up about and take some 
meetings with the company that is going to build the complex and try to collaborate with 
them in making the damages to the garden as small as possible. Otherwise, we are 
just serving our members.  
 
Q: So from one side, the municipality is kind of fueling the garden with some 
resources, but on the other, it is also giving the authorization to the private 
developers to construct?  
A: I think in 2010, before the garden was set up, a plan for the development of the area 
was made. In this plan, they wanted to build more houses, because new apartments 
were needed. If new houses are built, then it also means there would be a need for 
some parking spots. So, down the garden, they are going to build this parking house 
with on the lower floors some boutiques and stuff like that. So, this was part of the plan 
before the garden was established. But now a lot of people have come to love the 
garden so much and they don’t want someone to build over it. I think that is a bit the 
thing with urban gardens, they often start as this temporary places but people come to 
love them and now no one wants this parking house. We tried to talk to the municipality 
and I think that is what we are going to keep on doing, along with the local councils.  
 
Q: We heard other urban gardening initiatives here in Copenhagen are 
experiencing very similar problems! 
A: I think it’s because the municipality is afraid of giving out permissions, because then 
it would not be anymore something temporary, but rather permanent. Now, they can 
ask them to leave whenever they feel like it. Luckily two-third of this garden will remain 
untouched, it’s just the other third that we have been borrowing since no one was using 
it. It is not like the whole garden is going to be vanished, but a part of it will. I mean, we 
have this meeting with the construction company and Bybi is also in the project and is 
going to have a “bee laboratory” in this parking house. They have a lot of visions for the 
project and they don’t want it to be this grey parking house that looks bad, they want it 
to be alive and interacting with the garden. My concern is that the clientele, or the 
people who they want to attract with this house, it’s like people like myself, or in other 
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words, highly educated people, wealthy. They are not speaking to the homeless ones. 
This will make this people be even pushed forward. I think it happened the same thing 
with ByHaven 2200, but I think there still are some homeless people hanging out 
around the garden.  
 
Q: Let’s return back on how the Sundholm project started: you previously said 
that with the excuse of being a green city it was easier for you to get funds… 
A: The first year was really about making a community around the garden, and then 
they established a real association with the people interested in the garden. That’s 
where the association started, so later than when the garden got first opened.  
 
Q: So, the municipality generally helps in the setting up, under the condition of 
being something temporary? 
A: yes, I guess you could say so, but I am not sure of what the plans were at that time. 
I think they wished they could be something permanent and I mean now it’s almost six 
years the garden is running, so I think now it got pretty permanent. We don’t have any 
intention of closing for the time being and I see no reason why we should not keeping 
on going on. It was definitely the municipality that has helped getting a lot of gardens 
get started. Obviously, there have been also some other gardens that have been 
independently started by volunteering people, such as Dyrk.  
 
Q: Do you feel like grassroot organizations like yours, with some kind of social 
or environmental purposes should be included into the process of urban 
planning? 
A: I would definitely like to get more included, especially now with this parking house. 
So, I definitely wish that urban gardens could be taken more seriously and not be only 
viewed as temporary projects. Sometimes it is also good to be temporary, because 
people can also lose interest and then there is no more need for garden, but rather for 
something new. I definitely think that when a garden works, and works well, I think it 
should be taken more seriously. I think ByHaven 2200 is taken more seriously in a way 
that the municipality as been keeping on funding it and not only for the first few years, it 
is a kind of permanent finance of the activities.  
There are so many reports speaking about how much urban gardens mean so much to 
communities and how popular they are. But I mean, an urban garden does not fix 
everything, and it is not always the solution. You really need to engage the people who 
is going to build it and move it on. When the municipality left Sundholm after the 
second year, members felt somehow weak and with not enough resources to fund an 
association and they had really big difficulties in establishing this engagement that was 
there when the municipality was involved. That is also a big thing when you make this 
projects, so how do you teach and make sure that the people left with the project are 
able to keep it going? 
 
Q: The reason why is was garden and not something else was it because a lot of 
the local people thought it would have been a good solution that would have 
make everybody happy?  
A: I am not sure how it was decided that it should have become an urban garden. but , 
you know, before the garden was setup, there was a greenhouse where the 
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municipality used to grow up there flowers for the city. Then the greenhouse kind of 
vanished and the area remained unused for a while. So they kind of wanted to do 
something in the area, I think that it could be this collaboration, but how they came up 
with the urban garden I am actually not sure, because it was before I have started 
taking part to it. I think the agenda was to make it a safer place where people felt more 
safe and wanted to go and walked through and open up to the public.  
 
Q: Do you need some other improvements besides less criminality in the area? 
A: I know from some people that have been taking part to the project since the very 
beginning that they really felt like that this area has been lifted up in some sort of ways. 
So many nice and great stories, people encountering and meeting each other in the 
garden. I think the focus of the Activity Center is to work, but they still chat with the 
people that come in the garden. Sometimes it is easier to talk with some of the 
homeless people when you are both working in the garden and asking each other for 
some advices! I also myself met some really nice people and it’s really nice to know the 
other people from the area, it makes it feel more like a community, even though you 
live in a big city. Apparently, the social workers also say they have been noticing less 
criminality in the area. I think that is a good thing.  
 
Q: would you say the area has a lot of diversity in terms of ethnicities, cultural 
and social backgrounds? 
A: It has a lot of diversity! In the beginning there were also a lot of women from 
Afghanistan and Somalia who just immigrated here in Denmark. Also with the student 
housing  just nearby, there is a nice mix of people. In my own building it’s almost all 
danes, but in the building around I see a lot of different people and is so mixed. It is a 
very interesting neighborhood. In the garden itself you can also notice it. I think also the 
size stayed pretty much the same since the garden was established. Each member of 
our association has a planting box and until now all the planting box are taken and we 
have around sixty planting boxes. We do have people leaving and people coming, but 
it’s flowing okay and it’s not that we get really small or really big. But I guess the people 
that are very engaged and come to park quite frequently are definitely a smaller sub-
group. I think this is what a lot of association struggle with, so how do we keep the 
members engaged and how do we get them to come to the local activities.  
 
Q: Have you ever thought about further expanding and getting larger?  
A: No, I think we are good the way we are at the moment. We are a good amount of 
people and I think if we get larger than that it gets too big and it might get out of hand in 
relation to coordinating and keeping a good personal relationship with the people there. 
It is nice to recognize people! Also I don’t think we can get any bigger, maybe just a 
little bit!  
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Respondent 
5 

Respondent 5 Chodorkoff: researcher at Roskilde 
University 

Date 28/03/2018 
 

Q: We saw that you have been engaged as consultant and volunteer into multiple 
urban development projects, both here in Copenhagen and in the US where you 
originally from. Could you tell us a bit more about your experience with urban 
gardening initiatives? 
A: When I was in college I helped getting an educational program getting started in a 
community garden nearby. The garden was running it self and I have worked for them 
for three years and tried to integrate college students into that program. Through that 
process, I have met a lot of very strong community leaders who knew how to organize 
and how to get people excited about being involved in a community. It was a very 
transformative space for me. After college started working for this organization called 
Slow Food, which in the US is perceived as a very “élite” thing. From a ‘food justice’ 
perspective, what interested me was how they could get poor communities get access 
to healthy food. In America there is sort of a dissonance: if you are rich you can get 
whatever you want and hence get access to fruits and vegetables, a good way of 
eating and living. But if you are not and you are not living in a nice area, that access is 
not that obvious. So, my take on it is a lot based on that ‘food justice’ movement in the 
US, trying to get to communities of color and communities in the ghettos a say and a 
voice and so that the space itself become a self-organizing tool. For example, all the 
community gardens around New York City are self-organized: if you have a vacant lot, 
it is very likely to people will use that space for growing things for example. It is a very 
organic process, because there is all this ugliness around and it is kind of a necessity 
to create a space to gather. So the aim of Slow Food was to create community gardens 
in  those underprivileged areas around New York City. However, it was a bit weird, 
because you had all these white and wealthy people going in poor neighborhoods and 
sometimes it was pretty problematic. Then I got involved in another project that was 
about planting a million trees in the city and was run by the celebrity Ben Mittler and 
they also had a small community garden program. In fact, they noticed that a lot of 
small communities had started community gardens in vacant lots, but the municipality 
wanted them to move away to get some new houses. This organization would then buy 
all these gardens to save them, but when they were buying them, they would also 
recruit some ‘cool’ designers to make them look nice or better, and this was also 
problematic, cause these spaces meant something to people and they made in a 
certain way because that was what they needed. There were a lot of designers coming 
and repeatedly saying “that is just ugly, let’s turn this into something nice” and would 
transform it into something fancy with not enough soil to make people actually plant 
food for example and hence would become forgotten. My job was to deal with those left 
out spaces and try to get them re-involved in some capacity with all kinds of activities. 
And then I moved here in Denmark!  
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Q: Did you move here in Copenhagen because of its ‘green city’ reputation and 
you knew somehow that there would have been a lot of ‘fertile ground’ to 
develop your activities and skills? 
A: No, not at all, I moved here for personal reasons. Still it’s nice that you can bike 
around here and there are a lot of parks! The context here in Denmark is very different 
from the one in the US. Specifically, the way the environment is envisioned is 
completely different.  
 
Q: Could you elaborate more on that?  
A: I see very much a sort of ‘green design’ element, which is sort of essential for all the 
projects here in Copenhagen. There a lot of community gardens, but they do come 
from privileged communities, like a ‘social justice’ movement. It is a more community 
building aspect rather than a food one. It is challenging, because they are different 
needs! Also when the effort to propose these initiatives comes from the municipality 
and the local councils, it is likely to have less meaning, so you have to think of a way to 
make people actually care about it.  
 
Q: Considering the projects you have been involved here in Copenhagen, such 
as Bybi or Refarmed among others, what was the relationship you had with the 
Municipality? Were they helping you? You can also make some comparisons 
with your experience in the US if that makes it easier for you. 
A: In America there is absolutely no relationship with the municipality, because it is not 
where the money comes from at all. It mainly comes from NGOs and the municipalities 
only want to make money. America is very different: the government is not working 
towards supporting those spaces at all and so it is a fight all the time to keep those 
spaces alive.  
 
Q: Does this mean that the local municipalities do not see the benefits of those 
urban community gardens? 
A: Community gardens started in the 1970s in the US and they were highly linked with 
activists movements. But now, they made these ‘beautiful’ gardens, and people like 
them and want to live near them! So the communities that used to take care of them, 
they have been pushed out because they can’t afford the rising housing prices and 
hence the area gets gentrified. So the communities organizing them, started 
questioning themselves whether urban gardens were the ‘right call’, because the initial 
intent was to make social housing, so that people could stay in the neighborhood. I 
think it is a very interesting discussion, because once you make something pretty, then 
people want to live there and it becomes a desirable space and this has upsides, but 
also downsides.  
Here in Copenhagen I have been working in this project called Re-farmed which aims 
at making a ‘green urban roof’ on top of Field’s, one of the largest shopping centers 
here in Copenhagen. Field’s is a very complicated community. It is a very diverse 
group of people that live and use the shopping center. It was sort of like “these are the 
people that come here, how do we get them involved?” that is what I have been helping 
them for.  
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Q: Who were the main actors involved in this project? Was the municipality 
playing somehow a role in that? 
A: I don’t think there is a lot of support from the municipality, because I remember they 
were always struggling in getting funds, but I think they have been recently getting a 
big grant. I would suggest you to directly talk to them though!  
 
Q: What about your experience with the social enterprise Bybi? 
A: They receive some support from the municipality, in the sense that they get a space 
from them. They also get some other kind of support. They really aim at becoming a 
real social enterprise and make money on the side, while incorporating social 
processes.  
 
Q: When you were participating into these projects, were you also collaborating 
with other grassroot organizations or getting inspired by their best practices?  
A: I would say that most of the influence they were getting was definitely not from 
projects based here in Denmark. They were mainly looking to the US.  
 
Q: Indeed, from the literature we have been noticing that cities like Detroit or 
Toronto are really much far on relating to these kinds of initiatives than 
Copenhagen… 
A: In Detroit there are so many farms and they are actually producing a lot of food in 
the city.  One of the benefits of dealing with urban gardening initiatives in the US is that 
there is absolutely no social support, and you just have to pool things as so to make 
them happen. For instance, there is a unused random roof and you can just use it, 
without having to involve anyone. It is a more organic process. You don’t have to work 
with the state, you don’t have to be formalized.  
 
Q: Would you then say that the fact the state is so present here in Copenhagen 
and Denmark more broadly hinders the ability of these initiatives to take place? 
A: I think so. I actually brought a bunch of my students from Roskilde University to see 
this community center started by some skaters in the early 2000s. There were a bunch 
of social projects running out and their big concern is this obligation to innovate every 
two years and the lack of time to actually develop the community that you are working 
with and invest in that community as so to fully understand it. So, in general I feel here 
it too planned and controlled and does not make initiatives emerge in a spontaneous 
and organic way.  
 
Q: What do you mean by ‘innovate’? 
A: You have to prove to founders all the time that you are changing and that is about 
something new and cool. But sometimes, you just have to get deeper in what you 
already have! It is sometimes good to have new things, but I don’t think it is necessarily 
something inherently good! It is just new! Sometimes that pressure is not that helpful 
for creating spaces like community gardens which are based on working in a 
community in a real way and creating solutions as a whole, and not confusing people 
all the time with new programs and new initiatives.  
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Q: From your experience, do you feel it is also hard to keep those urban 
gardening community awake?  
A: it all depends on who is there and why. When I was in the US, the main thing I was 
always looking for in my work were some local community leaders, because I do not 
have the skills or knowledge to understand local communities coming from the outside. 
I don’t know how to knock on people’s doors and then get to come to the space. You 
need a person who is invested in the community and knows how to attract people! For 
example, in one of the community gardens I worked for in the US, there was this 
amazing community leader and if no one was at the garden that day, she would run 
around and scream at all the people to get to the garden to keep up with the program! 
This would be completely inappropriate here in Copenhagen. A mistake that a lot of 
people make is that they say “I am going to activate this community!”, but you cannot 
do that without first analyzing and know what is actually going on.  
 
Q: Would you then also say that the degree of formalization is also a factor 
discouraging people to participate? 
A: Recalling that community leader I was talking about before, I remember she was 
taking care of the fundings and the organization and it was always very hard to set up 
that formal structure. All of the sudden, she had to count the number of people at each 
meeting and be accountable for how much impact they were actually making, and that 
is a good thing to pay attention to that. But also, in that particular community, there 
were a lot of illegal immigrants, who were really scared to have their names down in a 
piece of paper or any sort of formality around. That discouraged a lot of people from 
coming, only because there was a piece of paper. I don’t think I am able to fully assess 
the struggles urban gardens go through here, but I guess this huge formality can make 
them go through hard times.  
 
Q: As a researcher in this specific field, do you feel that having a more 
formalized framework like here in Copenhagen can or could make you more 
involved somehow in the policy-making process? 
A: I have never really thought about it that way, but maybe because I haven’t really 
found myself in such a situation. I mean, I am leaving in Denmark since four years and 
I do not feel empowered here yet, but I would say that, despite Roskilde University 
claims of being a super hands-on educational institution, it’s also very bureaucratic and 
people are very involved in their own research and often does not affect policies. I don’t 
see it as an ‘action’ university, or at least in my department. I feel sometimes I come 
with some sort of ‘energy’ and then I get confronted with all this bureaucracy and 
disorganization and I get discouraged. I think that combination of the two is crippling on 
people, and people that have been striving to get stuff done for over ten years do not 
think is anymore possible. I feel I am always like “what about this” and getting always 
the same “we have tried and doesn’t work” answer. I am not sure of the scale of that 
attitude, but I don’t see that hands-on policy and if there is some, it’s with rather private 
organizations, like Bybi, rather than with the public sector.  
 
Q: Do you any other remark you would like to add?  
A: [...] When speaking of the possible reasons when I have not got involved in that 
many community garden projects here as I was in the US, it might also be due to the 
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way people socialize among each-other. In the US, we are much more social than here 
in Copenhagen, thus making it much easy to get spontaneous initiatives down! It is 
also hard to visualize this idea of community, because here people do not need each 
other. As such, I have been helping setting up Absalon in Vesterbro. In fact, there are a 
lot of people eating alone at night, being so lonely and seeing their families only three 
times a year and we just thought about how we could create a community and creating 
people recognizing they need each other.  
 
Q: Would you then say that these kinds of initiatives would fulfill better those 
unmet needs of society with respect to urban gardening initiatives? 
A: I don’t think it is an ‘either’ or an ‘or’, I think, this might be the case! I mean, it has 
been received super well, so I am sure there is a need for it! Also, the season is so 
short for urban gardens here and people tend to not have a lot of time and an actual 
‘need’ for healthy food, cause they already have access to it most of the time. So 
maybe we should not oblige everyone to undertake into urban gardening initiatives - 
also other can be as effective and better suited to their context.  
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Respondent 6 Rebecca Rutt: board member at Dyrk Nørrebro 

Date 15/03/2018 

 
Q: What is Dyrk all about?  
A: Dyrk is an association that help spreading the message of a greener Copenhagen. It 
is a roof farm/ garden, where members come and help maintaining it on a voluntary 
basis. We are located on top of a school, on a public building, in the inner part of 
Nørrebro.  
 
Q: Would you consider urban gardening as a social innovation? 
A: I am still trying to understanding the analytical value of innovation in all of this. I 
mean, people have been growing food for thousands and thousands of years, so I did 
my masters in urban agriculture and local innovation. I am curious sometimes about 
what is that all about: is it about capturing finite resources? I mean there is only that 
much money to go around and so much attention that we have to give, so we are all 
striving at getting our piece. I am saying all of this because I am really interested in 
environmental justice and urban food justice. For example I use our urban garden as a 
place where I can bring students on and teach them about urban food justice.  
 
Q: Would you then say that the language of “innovation” is often used to divert 
the attention from the real problem? 
A: I think it very often used as catch word, but it is inherently something that draws 
attention. I am just reflecting on the fact that when I was a master student, over twelve 
years ago, I was also talking about “local innovation” in urban farming and I am sure 
there is still relevance for it, but it just spams me off a little bit that tension… More 
specifically I have been talking about resources allocation at the municipal level, so 
where money goes, where problems are still massive and ignored in public debate and 
that kind of things.  
 
Q: Thank you for sharing such memories! What we intend by social innovation is 
actors, not necessarily involved within the governmental system that decide to 
tackle unmet societal problems... 
A: But what is actually the system? How do you define it? 
 
Q: I think the definition proposed by the EU which has been built upon by other 
authors is very pertinent to our case - and to be more specific we mean a social 
innovation that is social its ends and its means. What do you think? 
A: Sometimes I ask myself though whether the municipality is handing on tasks to 
these social innovators so that they can, you know, get their objectives done with the 
minimum outlay.  
 
Q: Do you perceive this as something negative?  
A: I believe it is all context-specific. In some cases I would say it is great! But you will 
always have people arguing that the municipality should be more hands-off and should 
hand over more power to people. However, some others will always say that the 
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municipality should provide more inputs, more extension services, they should provide 
more money, they should provide more regulations on this and that. You know, there is 
always this debate and types of arguments that will come up… so that is why I think, of 
course, you always have to think about the dynamics of that specific place, because 
they will be mixed!  
 
Q: What about your specific case at Dyrk? 
A: Let’s make first a comparison with Byhaven 2200, in order to get you a better 
understanding. So, urban gardening and farming projects have been and still are a 
great thing for the Municipality of Copenhagen. It is a green city, it is new agricultural 
revival for the city and so on. But who benefits from that? What does the city gets out 
from this kind of branding? What do the volunteers that dedicate their time to these 
projects get? Do they actually get resources or the support that they want? That is the 
things that I always ask so to better understand the direction that will get here at Dyrk.  
Obviously we are very different from Østergro, they have a real business model! Dyrk 
for instance is very small scale, is a little “supplement” to our diet, like extremely little 
and the project is all about getting people a chance to grow so that they can take up 
that knowledge with them. So this is the sort of mandate, or mission if you want to call it 
that way, that Dyrk has. It is a space for people who come up, and get to do something 
with their hands. It is not about food, because the amount of food produced is way too 
small to be considered. It is also completely organic, so there is also another value 
pushed in there and it is also completely communal, which is also another value. So 
the Dyrk group values the communal aspect, even to the extent that sometimes food 
goes to waste, because it gets rotten in the meantime and no one knows if they are to 
pick it, if they should pick it or to the extent that things are not managed really well, 
because it is kind of a “massive beast” to be managed and not everyone that comes 
over know what they are doing - me included! But I am definitely good at bringing in 
money. I have been organizing some fundraising events for the group by bringing up 
people with money up there… but I really wish I was better at growing food!  
 
Q: Talking about fundraising, does the municipality provide you with some kind 
of resources?  
A: So I would say that up to now, the municipality has probably been the main actor 
that helped keeping Dyrk alive. They have all this little grants that you can apply to. In 
particular, Marikka, the founder of Dyrk, has been dealing a lot with that and has been 
driving a lot of applications over the years. The municipality gives money to these little 
initiatives and that is basically how Dyrk has managed to stay alive. Especially in the 
early periods, where there was still no membership fee and there was not any other 
way for the money to come in and since we are using organic moisture and seeds, it is 
expensive! So yeah, the municipality has definitely kept Dyrk alive! 
 
Q: Could you be more specific about the projects you have been applying to? 
Have you ever heard about Sharing Copenhagen? 
A: I am not sure, but Marikka would definitely know more about it on that, but 
unfortunately she is very pregnant at the moment. However, I know we have been 
applying for Snabslaten, is for people under 30 living here in Copenhagen to get 
money. More specifically, it is targeted to initiatives within taking place in the cultural 
sphere. It is a very cool team and they have been very precious supporters of Dyrk!  
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Q: When you get in touch with the municipality, do you usually get in touch with 
someone in particular?  
A: No, not that I know. Snabslaten is a fund that goes through the municipality, but it is 
independently run and focus on initiatives lead by people under 30. In addition, it is for 
under 10.000 dkk projects. They are very liberal and generous with the money. But you 
can obviously find more details online. Having said that, I do not think with have one 
person in particular we work with.  
One story that might interest you is that when Dyrk was few years old, we applied to a 
big grant opportunity with Nykredit, which is a big danish bank, and the proposal that 
Dyrk sent in was to totally change the layout of the roof, both in a physical way and to 
integrate it much more with the school below the roof. At the moment Dyrk operated 
and still operates separately from the school, it has nothing to do with the school, 
besides occupying the roof above. And, the idea was that the students and the 
teachers could come up and integrate their school themes, not just you know 
agriculture, like math, art or whatever. They could use the garden and somehow 
incorporate their school tasks with what is happening up in the garden. So it was a very 
beautiful idea - but also very expensive. In fact, there were some walls up there that we 
wanted to knock down and open up, and it needed a bit more infrastructures. So, 
Nykredit granted the money and it was a couple of millions danish krones and it was 
literally amazing! However, this would have taken place under the condition that the 
municipality co-financed and regulated it. Indeed, we are on a public building and a 
public school nevertheless. So the municipality was supposed to co-finance and also 
regulate it. Unfortunately, the municipality said no, and the rational they used, as I 
understood it, was that Dyrk was too young and they did not really know whether they 
could have trusted Dyrk on this. Obviously it was a massive disappointment as 
everyone put so much effort into making this work out and after the approval from 
Nykredit, everyone thought we would have been able to carry out the project. But after 
few more years, we hindsight, we understood that the Municipality has actually been 
taking a good decision, maybe we were not ready yet at that time and would have been 
asking so much from all of us as volunteers.  
What we have also seen is that in the membership, people come in once and then they 
disappear. They think it is a great idea, but then they are gone.  
 
Q: What do you mean exactly by membership? People that volunteer in Dyrk?  
A: The terms of membership obviously depend on each garden, and they can be so 
different the ones from the others. Dyrk terms of membership for example have been 
changing a lot over time. It used to be free membership, so you could just show up and 
it was super open. However, by being on the top of a public schools meant that we had 
to restrict the access for safety reasons. Now we have installed a key box through 
which you can only get access to if you proved to be an actual member showing up 
regularly and you signed some basic rules of compliance. But at that time we had an 
internal Facebook group and some members started arguing about what a membership 
should actually look like to.  
 
Q: Why people started arguing? Was there something wrong in the way it was 
before hand? 
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A: Some members argued that there were not enough committed members for actual 
volunteer work. For example, some people were not showing up to get the stuff done 
and so it was too slow. We then asked ourselves how could we get volunteers more 
invested? The same voices argued that we should have started charging money to 
become members, so we could also have some resources that we could use and be 
more financially independent. There were all these different opinions about how many 
members are reasonable, how many should be charged some amounts, how much and 
so on. And of course this leads to some very interesting discussions about justice, so 
when to restrict access to a place that is supposingly being communal and that kind of 
stuff. Every decision is a trade off. At the moment, we now have open access and open 
membership again and we tend to have a constant amount of 20 active members. At 
the beginning we were supposed to have hundreds of members, but still no one was 
actually showing off to work! We restricted the access to 25 people for a while and we 
had some waiting lists and nwo we are open back again.  We still charge some money, 
I think 300 dkk per year, which is not a big commitment. I think for Østergro at the 
moment is something like 1000 dkk, I am not sure though… but it is definitely 
something quite more substantial. Once you are member of Dyrk, what you get is some 
tasks, some responsibilities and some benefits, like you can hang out on the roof or 
you can go up there to read, to study or just chill. We do some communal dinners from 
time to time in the spring or summer, obviously trying to use as much as possible our 
raw products. When you are working and you see something ready, you are 
encouraged to take a picture of it and share it on the Facebook page, so people know 
that some stuff are ready and so a few others can come up and get some! So these are 
kind of the rules of engagement, a bit of responsibility and a bit of benefit.  
 
Q: Can you tell us a bit more about some interactions you might have had with 
the municipality? 
A: This relates a bit to what I am currently writing about, so how associations should be 
running, and not only here in Denmark, but more broadly speaking. What does 
institutional structure look like, what should it look like? These are norms right? They 
are context specific. Some people in the group would like to have flat democracy, no 
board, no leadership, everyone is on the same level and the same opportunity to 
engage. Other people instead think it is important to have a board. They think it is 
important because they see that sometimes decisions that have to be made. They think 
it is also important because, indeed, the municipality requires you to have a board, if 
you want to get support or if you want to apply for grants. It is the imposition of a norm 
of governance, if you want to call it that way. Because at the end of the day it is what 
shapes and reshapes the identity of those spaces. What I have seen, is that it affects 
sometimes who participates. It aligns better with certain people’s visions.  
 
Q: What about issues of accountability, do you think a board would be useful on 
that? 
A: yes, definitely. It is definitely a way through which accountability can be established. 
However, spaces differ among each other and ours is not for example a controversial 
place, so I don't really feel there is such a need for accountability.  
 
Q: Going back to the point where you mentioned that certain configurations 
attract certain kinds of people - what do you mean by that more specifically? 
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A: Well, there are many different kinds of people, and some of them share the same 
norms on how the things should run. For instance, people who tend towards flat 
democracies are people that lead more towards anarchies - so do those who feel 
comfortable and welcome up in the roof? Does the fact that there is a leadership, a 
board and hierarchy exclude them to the extent that they are not there anymore? What 
does this mean for Dyrk? These are questions we can ask.  
 
Q: How do you get other people know about your initiative and related activities? 
Do you communicate it somehow? 
A: We have an  external Facebook page which we try to update on a constant basis, 
with some pictures and news about the roof. We also have an Instagram account!  
 
Q:  You previously mentioned Østergro - would you say you generally relate to 
other urban gardening initiatives? 
A: Yes, definitely! For example, with Byhaven 2200 we have been hosting their 
sprouting on the roof. Of course there are always some small tensions around all of us 
because we can’t get along all of us well together. It is normal, we can get frustrated by 
some things and they can get frustrated by some others. Occasionally, it is not a 
perfect symbiosis where everyone helps each other, because indeed, people conflict. 
In fact, one of the most valuable things that Dyrk has been teaching me so far is not 
about putting my fingers in the dirt, but rather how these spaces work, especially here 
in Denmark since I am a non-dane.  
 
Q: Could you elaborate more on that please? 
A: It is very helpful to get a glimpse, as American, on the way Danes deal with each-
other. Some things are at a more societal level, including how these kinds of 
organizations run. I am using this as an opportunity to learn much more about 
Denmark.  
 
Q: You previously mentioned about our fight against scarce resources, could 
you elaborate more on that? What did you mean exactly? 
A: I meant gentrification! We are now in this phase where all kinds of green spaces are 
getting now the attention of the middle class. I remember in New York City that was a 
big controversies relating to an urban farm located in Central Park. A group of people 
wanted to grow food there, but some residents around the park, that are the élite of the 
élite said “hell no!”. It was more of class-clash more than anything else! Here in 
Copenhagen people welcome it, they say it is part of their sustainable lifestyle and they 
are very proud of it indeed, like in many other European cities. I am definitely very 
happy and thrilled about it, I don’t want to live in a grey city! But also, urban agriculture 
projects, urban parks, in a context of an unregulated housing market makes housing 
prices go up! Just like the highline in New York! This is another great example of how 
urban green spaces have been raising housing prices so much and driven out lower 
income residents. I am myself, living here in Nørrebro, very happy of this beautification 
aspect, but putting in myself in the shoes of people searching for affordable housing, 
good luck! In six years, since I have been moving here in Copenhagen, prices are been 
moving up so much! I am not saying that it is mainly due to urban gardening projects 
that housing prices are blowing up, but they definitely contribute. What do we do? How 
do we address those problems? Furthermore, this morning, when I looked outside of 
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the window, there were a dozen of homeless people standing outside of the church. 
Why? Because the church opens up its doors during winter months for people to sleep 
and stay warm, especially when the shelters area are overfilled. Therefore, sometimes 
I feel that yeah some projects should be dedicated to the beautification of the city but 
there should be also more projects including those homeless people. It is a finite 
amount of money!  
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Respondent 7 Respondent 7 Andersen: employee at Byoasen 

Date 06/04/2018 
  
 
What is Byoasen? 
It started as an environmental project in 2008, between elderly people and Miliopunkt 
Nørrebro, part of the Agenda 21. They started the project and they collected money 
through fundraising, but since it got expensive with the money that we had to collect to 
buy new things, we asked the Municipality of Copenhagen if we could become a 
playground. From 2014 until now it has been a playground where the Municipality of 
Copenhagen pays for our salary and for the maintenance needed for the playground. 
The things we do is a lot of activities for elderly young people and kids from the school 
which come here for the animals or can be a part of a group called hojbesklubben (?) 
which is the raise beds outside and they come every tuesday to grow vegetables and 
flowers. 
 
Who are the people who come here? Students, internationals, families, tourists? 
It is open for everybody, there is no fence as you can see we want more rich people to 
meet with poorer people, danes and foreigners, people who have always lived here, 
local residents and tourists. We like to do activities to favour intergenerational 
exchanges but also among people who do not know each other, mostly is around 
animals. 
In the autumn we make festivals, music playing, where we make apple juice from the 
trees.  
But most of the time is Danes and 10% non-Danes. 
The purpose of this playground is that people learn about nature and animals and kids 
to start taking care of the nature and do so also in the future. We do a lot of activities 
with garbage sorting and recycling and transform this into a game for them so that 
when they do it with their parents they already know how it works at the recycling 
stations.  
We cooperate with schools and kindergarten in the area and if they want to do special 
projects with us concerning the things that we are able to provide and the knowledge 
that we have then we try to get the project started as much as possible.  
 
When you are working with schools: are they coming here in the garden or you 
go to schools and teach? 
We answer questions about raise beds, even if other spaces in the area want to make 
their own they can ask as about the signs we have on the boxes, why we have 
designed them like that, or if they want to do make their own chicken run then the 
animal keeper can advise them to do it but yeah we provide consultancy just in small 
scale. And the other playgrounds if they want to do it, they come here because we 
have done this for a long time. A lot of people also come here just for a guiding tour in 
the area, to understand what this “de gamles by” or “old city” in English.  
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Does it happen often that people come here and ask for advice on how to start 
their own gardens? 
I would say 5-8 times a year. But we always stay here we do not go out and consult 
and help in their own garden because we are employed to be in the playground.  
 
Do you have any contact with other similar initiatives e.g. Sundholm in Amager? 
There’s a Finnish guy called Jans who is like the glue in these projects, he has started 
in Syndholm, he knows Tagtomat, he has started here before I even started working 
here, he knows a lot of people and want to create connections among all of them. He 
got a bit of money from different places and then spent them in projects here and there.  
The group I have on Tuesdays hobeskobe, we try in the summertime to go and see 
how people do their things. We go to TagTomat, Kogens Have, Tingbjerg, and his 
name is Jesper and it is a gardening project like ours. It is a place in NordVest that is 
famous for its criminal activities and they made this place safer for the mums and it got 
a very good success but it was very difficult to get more money. But they are a 
grassroot activity and got external funds.  
 
How do you communicate your activities? 
In the gardening there is a lot of elderly people, sometimes we call them up, or write 
them emails, otherwise we meet tuesday. And then we have a Facebook page for our 
playground and a common page for all the playgrounds. In both platforms we write if 
we have some activities that people can come to. We have boards in the entrances to 
the park and we put up the activities and it is very very simple. 
 
What is the relationship between this park and the naturevejeleder forening? 
That is a national association that has as an aim to spread the good word about nature, 
to make people take care of the nature and to make activities that people in the city 
want to join and thereby take care of the environment.  
 
Are you often in touch with the municipality e.g. for starting new projects, buy 
something new for the playground? 
There is a certain budget that we are free to use, we make a lot of things ourselves by 
helping one another also people from the neighborhood are willing to help or people 
from the gymnasium. But if we want to buy something extra that exceeds that amount i 
need to ask for permission, same goes for establishing a cooperation with somebody 
that does something different than the things that we do. If i want to say something 
public I need to ask for permission and there is a specific procedure also to talk to 
politicians that I need to follow. 
 
Peter from the miljopunkt in indre byen has told us that according to him 
gardens owned by churches are the perfect surfaces for new projects like 
Byoasen to get started, since sometimes it is difficult to get permissions to get it 
started in public spaces and then if developers want to build new houses... 
 
Exactly… I know that is quite a problem for gardening communities… that turns out to 
be only a temporary projects. 
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Yeah I totally understand what Peter means, I have always thought about it too, 
because it is land that is just there, the loans outside the churches and are rarely being 
used for other purposes. But we have never done it as we are confined, we are 
employed to work in this playground. In this place we cannot expand with more raise 
beds because people need to be able even to just sit down and I think it is nice when 
there is a little of a lot of things. The pure leisure, gardening, animals… 
 
Have you encountered any challenges along the way in Byoasen? 
I think the worst challenge is the young guys with other ethnic background who have 
lived here all their lives before the project started. They feel very much that this is their 
place, they’re dealing and driving fast, they want to be seen. That is a problem for kids 
and parents because they get scared but I talk a lot to them about it because I think 
that the dialogue is a better weapon than filing complains to the authorities. Bu that is 
the way, when we don’t have a fence you have to allow everybody to come and use 
dialogue if something does not go the way you expected, in principle we want 
everybody to be here.  
 
Do you have volunteers? 
There are two coming almost everyday, helping with smaller or bigger things. Last year 
it was 40 approximately.  
 
Is there any scheme? Contract? Membership agreement for volunteers? 
No, we have talked a lot about this with the Kobenhavns Kommune because they want 
to make contracts for all the volunteers but we don’t like it that much because they 
come here as volunteers they don’t want the contract they want to come when they 
want to come, not because there is a binding contract. If we introduced the contract, 
they wouldn’t come anymore. But in Copenhagen we have borneattest, if you work with 
kids you have to write down that you haven’t done anything with kids. That’s the only 
thing they have to sign at the end of their “shift”. 
 
Does it happen that the Municipality comes here for taking pictures and uses the 
area for city branding purposes? 
Yeah, actually it happens pretty often. Now there is a young lady who wrote me an 
email because she wants to make a short film for Wonderful Copenhagen including 
also this place. Wonderful Copenhagen is an organization whose purpose is basically 
to increase tourism in Copenhagen as much as possible. I saw recently on TV that they 
want 1 million tourists to come here in Copenhagen, and they want to achieve this 
through big cruises of tourists. 
Anyways I am a bit skeptical about having this place displayed on the short film for 
Wonderful Copenhagen, because we like this place to be a little unknown. some 
playground have become so well known, that now the quietness disappears. Instead 
we want to preserve it. But we report our activities with pictures and descriptions 
periodically to the municipality of copenhagen to show them our progresses and what 
we are doing.  
 
How much has the tourism increased here in Byoasen? 
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Oh it has increased a lot!!! I’ve been working here for 6 years now and first there was 
no tourist, the second year little and now a lot of tourists, tourists coming everyday, 
when danes are on holiday, or summer time tourists are even more than danes. Once I 
asked some italian tourists why do so many tourists come here all of a sudden? 
“Because we rent apartment on AirBnb and in the list of things to do and see in 
Copenhagen that the landlord gives us they recommend that if we have kids we should 
go to ByOasen” they told me. I like that tourists come and then talk about how they see 
copenhagen and it is nice to see them converse. This is the aim of the place here.  
 
Has it ever happened that people from other countries or cities have come here 
and asked you how to make a similar thing in their own country/city? 
Yeah a city in Julland has come and also some people in China, for the elderly people 
and how to include them in the green activities. 
 
How is the relationship between kids and elderlies? 
It’s a good relationship, but we have to help them, it seems to me that kids don’t talk to 
elderly in their daily life but the elderly see them and they just want to hug them, but 
then they might get scared. So we try to facilitate the interaction and it most often 
develops around animals. 
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Respondent 8 Peder Clement: volunteer at Miljo Punkt 

Date 14/03/2018 
 
Q: What is your role at Miljo Punkt? 
A: I would like to make people in the city experience nature similarly to what happened 
to me, as I was brought up in the countryside. I would say that the aim of Natur i Byen 
and more broadly Miljo Punkt, is to intersect the countryside and the city. I grew up in 
the countryside and it was the biggest playground, beautiful nature and nice neighbors 
and I feel sad about the youngsters who don’t have the same opportunities as I have 
had. We could make a little bonfire at the beach with the wind and we learn about the 
wind and the weather, if there was ice in the fiords you were not allowed to go there 
before the fishermen had caught their fishes. So you learned about the nature and 
respecting the other members of your neighboring community. It was all about 
exchanging favours among neighbors. 
Here, I have worked at a project in Nørrebro, in a building constructed for the elderly 
around 100 years ago with a very big garden, and, in old days, you were supposed to 
be self sufficient with as much as you could with apple trees, and pears, fruits and 
vegetables. So we planned to make a little oasis, Byoasen, with goats, rabbits and 
chicken, and all sorts of vegetables growing. We had to make a green seminar! 
It was all fenced before but now a lot of people can go there freely, kids and families it 
is a very popular place, where trash sorting is organized by the Kommune, there are 
exchange tables where people can place their things and swap it with others, favouring 
interactions among people living in the area. It is now a playground supervised by 
grownups. 
A couple of years ago the government of Denmark, the ministry of food and agriculture 
sponsored the kitchen garden in Kogens Have. It was supposed to be lasting just one 
year and they sponsored a big greenhouse. TagTomat was hired to make the boxes 
and I was volunteering and another lady was hired to come and supervise every day 
for a couple of hours but a lot of things got stolen, my pumpkin got stolen, other tools. 
There was a lot of vandalism, and then the idea was to show up once a week to water 
the plants. But it was initially designed as a project to have people acquire knowledge 
about nature and agriculture. But too many people not only do not have the knowledge 
and also they do not understand that you need patience to grow food. But growing 
things is very very important to take it as an experience for wellbeing. Sometimes 
people see these urban gardening communities all around the city and they wonder if 
there could be any business in there… 
Forget about it! You cannot make money out of them, but you can certainly create 
communities and increase your knowledge of plants and natural resources that’s for 
sure. 
I once lived at a farm and there was a big vegetable garden. In terms of quantity we 
could sell a lot but with all the process of packaging and everything we end up not 
making money on it. 
In the past all these happened by exchange among the locals one would produce 
honey, one had vegetables and so on. 
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Q: What do you do in Natur i Byen to get people more used in growing their own 
food, besides this Kokkenhave project? 
A: At the moment we do not have any real activity relating to that specifically as we are 
working for greening the facades of building, we are campaigning for people for them to 
plant roses in their facades. There have been problems of rats nesting in facades 
planting because when they get too big and high and thick. The Kings’ Garden they 
have moved all the bushes, because a lot of rats nested in there. The problem there is 
there is a lot of people in summer time who leave their garbage there, and hence it 
becomes  the paradise for rats. We have to be careful. 
 
Q: What is the relationship of this organization with the municipality? 
A: Miljo Punkt is entirely funded by the municipality, we are the outcome of Rio and 
Tokyo agreement about cleaner and better cities and everybody who has signed those 
agreements where supposed to make an office like this and then before that, all the 
different districts in copenhagen (Osterbro, Nørrebro, Amager) they have some kind of 
local office. Here, in the board we have one politician from the God house (17.20) and 
there are also different organizations in the board a lot of different people representing 
different interests, and we are sponsored by those local communities, so we are 
connection between municipality and people.  
The municipality is fuelling money into our organization. We, I have a lot of in depth 
knowledge of nature and its process and in exchange for that the municipality gives us 
money to carry out our projects. Also I consult and advise the municipality for bigger-
scale projects they may want to undertake, we discuss new initiatives also with people 
living in the area where the projects will get started. The department we are mainly in 
dialogue with is the Technical and Environmental Administration.  
 
Q: What are the challenges you have encountered during your projects? 
A: We normally have to ask for permissions to the town hall. There was a garden 
project in Nørrebro where they have to ask permission and often they are given 
allowance and the process is almost never smooth. Lately, the city has been a lot more 
open so it takes normally about two months. Most of the time the solution for starting 
community gardens without the troubles of permissions and obstacles, is to use private 
land, and also the churches for example have huge pieces of land and they can be 
used to start community gardens.  
 
Q: Your colleague mentioned before that you take people out in the nature for 
guided tours. How do these activities work? 
A: We gather in the city and I take the participants out in the nature in the city or in the 
countryside right outside the city and tell them about the plants. My specialty is to give 
them the recipe for a wild danish pesto, with wild herbs, so they can make it at home 
with the herbs that they have picked on the trip. 
 
Q: Do you also provide guidance on how to start community gardens, support 
already existing projects with your knowledge? 
A: No they have to find out by themselves. I have seen so many projects in public or 
private gardens, those community gardens the majority of them is just a failure 
because people like different things and they end up arguing because they cannot 
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keep the project going. But still it is good to see that people are interested in it, the 
problem is that they do not know much about how to keep the garden alive.  
The only advise that I give them is to read some specific books and recommend them 
to read them but no, I do not assist them during the project. Because the issue is that 
people lack the patience and the dedication to look after their plants. They go on 
holiday, they come back and their garden looks like a desert.  
People need to have some serious argument before I decide to give them my 
availability for help e.g. a good, long-term project. At that point I can give out my 
knowledge because I know it is for a good cause. In Stor Kogens Gade there is a 
backyard at number 108, everybody can just get in, they out two roses in the backyard 
and now they’re up to 6 floors. Everybody around this courtyard are willing to pay to 
have these roses bloom every year.  
 
Q: How much does the municipality use your project to brand itself and to share 
knowledge and inspire other cities in the world? 
A: The landscape architect of the municipality asks as to point out all the iconic trees, 
or special activities to do in the nature in the city of Copenhagen or biodiversity spots, 
and then they have translated with a map of the entire city that every citizen can 
consult. We also have professional photographers taking pictures of the most beautiful 
natural spots in the city or in the closer countryside. And often we put up open air 
exhibitions of them for people to know about what our beautiful city can offer and find 
themselves those spots.  
 
Q: Thanks for your insights! Do you have any further remark or question you 
would like to ask us? 
A: No, not really I would say.  
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Respondent 9 Respondent 9 Skaarup: co-founder & co-manager at 

Østergro 

Date 24/02/2018 
 
Q: What is the mission of Ostegro? 
We have a three-fold mission, where we want to supply individuals with freshly 
harvested vegetables, get kids to learn about nature and food production and finally to 
bring back raw ingredients that used to be part of the Danish tradition, but have been 
forgotten by people due to the mainstream food system. We find ridiculous that when 
you ask some kids “where do you think the milk comes from?”, they answer “from the 
supermarket”. Here in our cool rooftop, we welcome people to just chill out in good 
company.  
 
Q: What is your relationship with the municipality? 
A: Good and bad. The communication with the municipality is very good because they 
support us and they think it’s good what we are doing, we are building communities 
and we are making the city greener and they also use that for their own branding of the 
city, they go out in the world and they tell China and Italy about what we are doing and 
the city architect, Tina Saaby, supports us. She was the one who wanted us to open 
the place and she was also the one who wanted us to have a ceremony. So, it’s a very 
good collaboration! They also tell a lot of people about Østergro, which is good for us, 
so we can have customers in the restaurant, our main source of revenues, and people 
come and visit us. So I would generally say that we have a very good reputation within 
the Municipality of Copenhagen.  
But the situation is that everytime you build something in Copenhagen, you have to ask 
for a permission to the municipality. For example, when you make a building like our 
kitchen, or a greenhouse or a toilet. Even though this is a private building, this is a 
private building owned by Nelleman. We still don’t have the permission, and it’s gone 
one for two years now.  
So, there are two sets of problems: first, there is a local plan for this neighborhood. 
And,  especially in this “matrikle”, all the buildings have been drawn: so you can have a 
company here and here and stuff like this. You can ask for a permission for having an 
addition to the local plan, for services such as what we do or a gym, say, but you have 
to first get it approved. 

 
Q: When was the plan drafted? 
A: That was many years ago. A new local plan is developed for any newly built local 
areas, which often includes how many square meters of green park and green areas, 
height of buildings and stuff like this. Given the local plan then you can negotiate with 
the municipality to start your activity in that area. 
In our case they have agreed that they can grant us with a permission and changed the 
local plan so we can have Østergro, because they have seen that that is what the 
citizens in this neighborhood want. That takes time, but it’s not our time that is spent, 
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it’s the city developers sitting and drawing and amending the description of the plan. 
Then it needs to be set in a hearing so that the citizens around can have a say and if 
they don’t have a say it would be implemented. 
 
Q: What about your second problem you were previously mentioning? 
A: The second problem we have with the municipality is that in this "matrikle”, the plan 
says that there should exist twenty-nine parking spaces. The courtyard which is also 
part of the "matrikle” I can fit 10/11 cars, and since this is an old car auction house, 
they can fit here the remaining 18/19 up here. And then we come here with our 
buildings and soil, and obviously, there’s not space for cars anymore. And we cannot 
ask for a dispensation because if it was remissible parking spaces that wouldn’t 
constitute a problem but there’s something certain about these parking spaces, 
because they’re state-owned.  
The parking spaces don’t exist and never have existed, it’s parking spaces that would 
never be taken into use because it’s on the third floor of a building, you cannot come as 
a private citizen and say. Practically the issue is not existing but it’s existing on paper.  
The municipality has agreed that we have a restaurant up here but they haven’t given 
us a permission for the buildings that we have made and the soil before we have found 
19 parking spaces within this "matrikle” and we have to find them. We have drawn a 
map so we can put some in the basement six or seven cars and we just can’t find the 
remaining ones we don’t know where to put them. They care so much about this 
spaces because that’s what the plan says, and the bureaucracy is what is hindering us 
from occupying this place. They care a lot about it but they try and help us as much as 
they can because we have a good reputation and the city has been branding itself a lot 
on this project that cannot exist if you ask their lawyers.  
So that is a big problem for them and for us. We have a mayor for it all and then we 
have one mayor for culture and social and environment. We have the techniken mayor 
and he has been here and after his meeting he has asked -he is a politician- his 
department what he could do to make this problem go away, which is a big help for us. 
But still there’s a limit and it can end up that we have to pay for some other parking 
spaces elsewhere in the city if we can’t fit it in this “matrikle”. Which would cost us 
50.000 dkk per parking space. Which is also a burning topic at the moment because 
the municipality keeps taking away parking spaces but people don’t drop their cars and 
people are furious they don’t have parking spaces close to where they live. 
This problem here in Osterbro is also exacerbated due to the stadium and the frequent 
football matches and concerts - people need more parking spaces. We are currently 
working on that with the municipality. Parking spaces can only put into action by 
Nelleman, the owner, but the company does not have interest in it. But there is nothing 
we can do. The solution would then be to find other parking spots or otherwise leave 
this place. 
Another example reflecting our relationship with the municipality relates to our project, 
“ilshale projecter”, a not-for-profit initiative to build community and to make the city 
greener. We are working on it with the municipality, and the same issue continues with 
every project you want to start. We tried making a farm in the Carlsberg site and some 
of the buildings are very nice and flat on top and would be perfect to make a farm but 
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that is a preserved building, it’s the state’s - the heritage department protects it. It’s 
good that that department exist because if we didn’t have it a lot of buildings would be 
torn down, something new could be built and easily resold it. However, they don’t want 
us to make a farm on top of the preserved building, combine urban farming with this. 
They don’t see the urban farming as part of the history of this building, but it won’t be 
visible from the street. Because the rule goes that if you want to make something on a 
preserved building you have to make it look as if it was still the same so you have to 
make offices in an old industrial building then you have to be very precocious. Same 
applies with Koby, the “Meatpacking district” - the municipality loves the businesses 
there, they’re good for city branding, for tourism, for the economy, but then a lot of 
things cannot be changed because it’s preserved buildings. Regulations obstacle what 
the people and the municipality itself want. Basically there’s a lack of coordination 
between different departments within the municipality. Rules are unchangeable, so we 
have to interpret the law in a way that we find these spots for parking. 
In Malmo, Hyllie - it’s a new district within the local plan the municipality has said that 
every roof needs to be green (if they are not, they need to get a dispensation). I’m 
dreaming of green roofs that are not just grass and sedum it’s just there for the look, 
but it doesn’t create community- our is thick. Also the 8 figure in Orestad, it just looks 
beautiful! 

 
Q: What about involving private individuals or buildings, like Nieleman, they 
could give you space? What would the municipality say? 
A: The municipality in Copenhagen is not open for making new urban farming initiatives 
because every municipal area in Copenhagen is under a lot of pressure. There’s a 
green available spot over there, actually, if it’s owned by the municipality then they can 
decide to do facilities to play football/ handball where they can make money out of it or 
new apartments there’s 1000 people entering copenhagen every year and there’s more 
people coming in than going out, which puts a lot of pressure on the municipality so the 
municipality needs to make sure that there’s apartment for everybody.  
But at the same time they brand themselves as a green city… I don’t see the possibility 
of making urban farming in a space that is owned by the municipality. 
 
Q: And what about privately-owned buildings? We have read that the value of the 
building itself and the value of the area could increase of around 10%, if urban 
gardening activities could be carried out on top of it, not to mention the value 
created because of the community building aspect of it.... 
A: In the private ones, it would be possible but copenhagen’s roofs are not flat as you 
can see and those that are flat they’re not dimensioned to sustain this weight. 
The developers don’t care about urban farming, so when the local plan says that you 
have to make a green roof that is the cheap as possible, then they go for green 
carpets, then they don’t need the roof to sustain a lot of weight but it’s still green. The 
municipality might be dreaming of an urban garden but what they end up getting is just 
a green rooftop with sedum. So they go for a cheaper building which cannot 
accommodate the weight of an urban farm instead of building one that accommodates 
the urban farm but it’s more expensive and the developer do not really care about the 
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value added of the community around that area that urban farming would generate. 
They need to sell the apartment. And it is harder to persuade the developer to do 
something that is more than just a green rooftop. 
And in private backyard, you’d have to ask the board responsible for making decision 
for the block of apartments. We have so many backyards that we do not use for 
anything which could be easily used for something else, but if it is just a green carpet, 
what would you use it for. Maybe kids can play in it but it is not as if people could grow 
plant in it and engage in collective activities.  
 
Q: Why does the municipality is benefitting so much in terms of city branding 
(the carbon neutrality 2025 goal and the greenest city) and it is acknowledging 
that it would benefit so much, but then there are so many bureaucratic obstacles 
to the expansion of urban gardening initiatives? 
A: Well, definitely if we didn’t have these bureaucratic problems, then we would 
expand, in fact, we have already thought about it. 
 
Q: Do you somehow connect with other urban gardening initiatives in order to 
obtain more bargaining power? 
A: We try but we are not there yet. I know in the US there is the american community 
gardening association (https://communitygarden.org/mission/our-sponsors/). I have 
been to conferences there. That is a big organization that persuades municipality to 
promote urban gardening activities and initiatives in the city. They have conferences 
every year in a new city and I have been to the ones in seattle and new york and I 
guess in detroit urban farming is a lot more developed than here. It’s considered as a 
tool for change to make the city more sustainable and green. The municipality is 
starting to acknowledge that they need to make other kinds of building that people want 
and can sustain urban gardening, but it’s a far away reality here.  

 
Q: Why? Could you elaborate more on that? 
A: We are not big enough and we don’t have the power and time to create that 
community, so strong that we can have a collective power. As single players it is hard 
to persuade the municipality into making other green roof where we can work on and it 
would require money from state or municipality itself and we have tried to ask the 
municipality if they are open for making like a urban farming center where somebody is 
hired to be the person in charge of creating more green spaces but they don’t want to.. 
Not yet. We have asked for it over two years ago. 

 
Q: What about the volunteers that you have here for harvesting and looking after 
your plants, do they also contribute into giving more support? 
A: I am pretty sure they would help us, we have a good network and if they can help us 
with anything i think they would be up for it. 

 
Q: What is your relationship with other urban farmers in town? 
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A: We know Respondent 11 Boserup Lauritzen from TagTomat and we work with him a 
lot.  
 
Q: We have been recently talking with him and it seems he’s also asking himself 
why there is not an urban gardening strategy in Copenhagen... 
A: Yeah, unfortunately there isn’t.  
 
Q: Could you elaborate more on that? 
A: There is this city nature, strategy 2015-2025 and within this book there’s a few lines, 
they didn’t mention us at all. They acknowledge urban farming but not within their 
strategy. 
In the city nature strategy, there’s a picture of Østergro, so they acknowledge the 
project and use it, again, for city branding but they do not take it forward and there’s no 
plan for urban gardening. And I am not going to make the strategy myself… it needs to 
come from another 
place, from the municipality or the state, I don’t think that’s going to happen soon 
though but nevertheless it is very nice that the city architect supports us. And we know 
that the new mayor of the technical department, she had her campaign photos taken 
up here, so she is supports us. So we have help from high above the hierarchy so I am 
feeling confident that we are still being up here. 
And our source of economic sustainability is the restaurant, so we would like to sell 
alcohol, but we need to ask the permission to the police, which would happily give it to 
us but before they do that they have to have a permission for us being here from the 
municipality but we cannot give them that before we are done with the case. And it’s 
taking two years now.  
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Respondent 
10 

Respondent 10 Aertebjerg: board member at Omstilling 
Denmark 

Date 22/01/2018 
 
Q: What is the mission of Omstilling Denmark? 
A: Our mission is to empower the mass to engage in projects that will make the city 
more sustainable and green, that enrich urban communities and create connections 
among citizens in Copenhagen and worldwide. We are working on all kinds of things, 
the “flower Market”, “the Gode Penge” a local currency to make the danish economy 
more resilient and less dependent from international financial markets, as well as in 
projects of social inclusions. We facilitate the process by doing it in a “fun way”, to 
create a friendly and “fun” atmosphere, in order to enhance skills and qualities of the 
participants and hence make them connected with one another. As most of grassroot 
initiatives, we are often built upon flat hierarchies, with at the core some participants 
that are highly involved and a bigger set of participants surrounding them, depending 
on their degree of commitment to a given project. Such a structure enables to gather 
and cathalize the energetic society into initiatives that make people feel more 
empowered. By setting up a structure with too strong leadership you install a so-called 
“blame and fear of failure culture” which makes people lenient on starting projects we 
try to remove the responsibility from the single as much as possible, and instead 
leverage on the interdependence one from the other, to create a sense of common 
ownership and collectivity. We insist on giving everyone the opportunity to participate 
and even for the people who join a project at a later stage we try and get them involved 
in the process smoothly since we are aware that sometimes those who were there from 
the beginning may suffer from the so-called “founder syndrome”. Sometimes projects 
fail because of this actually, those that start them cannot accept that something goes 
wrong or changes the initial direction it had taken and then just do not realize that 
people’s energy flows in an organic way, from one project to another, it might die for 
one initiative but get impetus for another. As long as we keep operating with projects 
that are beneficial for our society we should just be happy and accept that not 
everybody can contribute on a regular basis or with the same amount of energy and 
commitment but it is important that they do not lose the enthusiasm for doing good. 
And that is the reason why we always celebrate our results, in our reunions and 
meetings, to keep people happily in the community. Our organization is mainly based 
on the voluntary participation and it can be difficult to maintain the whole group 
compact as we can never be certain about their presence, and that I would say is the 
major challenge.  

 
Q: What is your current relationship with the municipality? 
A: One of the principles of Transition Network is in fact to engage in a dialogue with the 
municipality and co-create solutions with them. Municipalities should have the role of 
enablers and should be in a proactive mindset to support our initiatives, which they 
definitely are, I have to say. However, most of the time they are in a process of 
learning, which is good, but they tend to “steal” the ownership of the projects set up by 
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the grassroots and imposing the “bureaucratic” and “hierarchical” structure - thereby 
killing the energy that exists in these grassroots and re-inserting the fear and blame 
culture. Sometimes they cooperate with us and then use this initiatives to brand 
themselves, which is fine because this way they give us publicity but on the other hand 
people who have started these projects bottom-up can feel demotivated if the 
municipality takes the merit of it. It should be kept in mind that the energetic society is 
dynamic and organic, with energy coming and going away everytime. As a 
consequence, you can’t expect it to be too much structured - projects get created and 
die all the time.   

 
Q: What is your relationship with other grassroots activities around the city or 
Denmark more generally? 
A: We like to cooperate with other grassroot initiatives, but as I previously mentioned, 
we do not want to take ownership of them or want them to become part of transition 
network. I want them to remain autonomous and keep that energy there. However, I 
would definitely ask them whether they need any kind of help and contribute into the 
building of the project, we are always very happy to contribute in exciting projects! 

 
Q: What is your relationship with other urban farmers such as Østergro? 
A: I know Østergro and I also know TagTomat, and I love them! We have had some 
projects together in the past but I am happy they are independent and manage their 
energy by themselves. If I could do something to support them, I would definitely join 
the effort. Also, recently Floating Cities subscribed to our network, and I am so glad for 
that! We are also often in contact with Praktisk Okologisk, a gardening association 
which aims to encourage organic urban production of vegetables in Denmark. They are 
fighting for “poison free gardens”.  
 
Q: We have been reading that Omstilling Denmark is part of a wider network: 
how do you manage that? How do you strive to maintain a local approach? 
A: Transition Movement is a movement that has a worldwide network and is divided 
into different “hubs”, which can be either countries - as in the case of Denmark - or 
cities - as in the case of London - depending on the number of participants and 
activities supported. In Omstilling Denmark, we operate throughout the country, but at 
the same time we strive to keep the doors open for collaborations with the other 
international hubs and inspire one another. Moreover, every year we organize some 
sort of gatherings in order to get to know the different initiatives that are getting started 
within the different hubs. This allow us to share our knowledge and learn from the 
others. Obviously here in Denmark we are mainly working on danish projects, 
especially outside Copenhagen. However we are always striving to get to do projects 
involving the foreigners as well, as so to have them sharing their knowledge, expertise, 
perspectives. A good example could be a project we have been recently carrying 
out,  Flower Market, where a lot of French people were participating, the results were 
amazing! 
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Q: Do you somehow communicate your activities in order to get more people to 
participate and get involved? 
A: We do some communication activities, but I acknowledge the fact that we do not do 
enough and that we could do much more. Sometimes people need to hear about such 
kind of initiatives and positive example of communities who have engaged in such 
activities and benefitted from them to take part to the movement, so the communication 
part is crucial. We have recently re-activated and updated our web page and Facebook 
page on which we post our events, gatherings, and successes, but we are not too 
many unfortunately and therefore sometimes we tend to focus on the practical things, 
the content, rather than the “marketing” and “communication” of it. However, I think it is 
very important, if not equally important as the project themselves. Having re-opened 
the page is already a big step and very time-consuming to manage. Moreover, we 
currently have in place a network of so called “garden ambassadors” who are in charge 
of spreading the word about urban gardening grassroots initiatives. I also want to add 
that it is not easy! People need positive stories in order to get involved and engaged, 
otherwise they don’t really have the incentives within themselves to get something 
started, or at least, there is just a few of them who would out of passion. But it is fine, 
our movement wants them to join too. Also, we have another brilliant strategy, for those 
that are collaborating in Omstilling, we set up very informal meetings to discuss about 
future plans and projects, and we try to make it open air in common gardens, where we 
can attract other people who are just passing by or in the courtyards of some of our 
members, so that, if possible, we manage to get others interested. Since people are 
often quite skeptical, then it is very important to always make some good cakes or 
coffee, which is generally a good recipe for people attraction! Our motto for transition is 
that we are a party not a protest.  
Many times we have tried to get urban gardens started in courtyards, it would be great 
in Copenhagen for the way it is planned and houses are built. But unfortunately I have 
myself argued with my neighbors quite a lot of times for that. Some people simply are 
not ready yet to understand: ours sound too much like visionary ideas. I was talking to 
a hospital trying to convince them to install an aquaponics system to grow plants, 
patients would love it, seeing nature helps in the process of healing. But this guy 
mentioned that soil is not hygienic for patients… He probably did not even read what I 
told him, since with aquaponics you can avoid using soil.  
We are also involved in some school projects, where we mainly teach the principles of 
permaculture that are beneficial for cultivations of plants as well as for the way our 
societies should be organized. It has a lot to do with the principle of interdependence 
one from another. All plants and animals make up the biodiversity, so it should happen 
with our societies, every kind of person should be included.  

 
Q: What would you say is your biggest challenge? 
A: Our major challenge at the moment is the fact that we are not visible enough and we 
need to get more volunteers or participants involved, so something I am personally 
trying to do is to work with capacity-building of the different projects, to pool them 
together and learn from one another. Going back to what I was telling you before, I 
really like that the municipality uses our projects for branding of the city because that 
makes people learn about us, they only need to learn how to let go and keep the 
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projects autonomously run. That was also an issue they discussed at the “Climate 
Solution Copenhagen” last year. Having said that I am very glad for the support they 
have shown, especially in recent years. 
 
Q: We have seen that there has been an attempt in the past to try and coordinate 
urban farming activities in copenhagen by Agenda 21. What is your relationship 
with them? 
A: They have this program through which they try and connect social entrepreneurs, 
activists and change makers with one another, they make their activities visible at a city 
level, and again this branding benefits both the municipality as well as the social 
entrepreneurs, but they act more as coordinators and those who give the voice to 
smaller initiatives rather than them starting the initiatives themselves.  
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Respondent 11 Respondent 11 Lauritzen: co-founder at TagTomat 

Date 24/01/2018 
 
Can you tell us a bit about TagTomat? What are the services provided by your 
organization? 
Our Open Source project “TagTomat” started on the roof of my garbage shelter in the 
backyard in 2011 with a few “Self Watering Containers” made out of recycled materials. 
The name “TagTomat” is translated directly to English “Roof-Tomato”. Since then, I 
started giving tour of my backyard, at the beginning people were a bit skeptical about 
the initiative, but then they started loving it and come with their family to enjoy 
gardening activities. A few years ago I started as a real business after taking part in 
projects here and there for the municipality.  
We want to create communities, we provide consultancy on how  to start green 
gardens for individuals, neighborhoods and businesses.  
Ultimately we want people to feel comfortable with where they live, or where they work 
and their surrounding. Community gardening seems to be a great glue for people, 
probably even more so in Denmark where the tradition for growing your own food as a 
form of leisure as more or less always been there. We have worked on a lot of projects 
here in the neighborhood (Nørrebro), it is luckily an area of Copenhagen where people 
are very open minded and the most likely to get interested in these new types of 
concepts. While in some other countries you’re almost forced to grow your own food in 
order to survive, here people do it as a way to feel better, it is a self-realization activity, 
i think it is very much related to how tired we are of busy lives, of fastness, of food 
waste and imported food that comes from God knows where. TagTomat is luckily 
having a lot of success, everybody seems to like it. For me what is interesting to notice, 
and an accomplishment of my mission, is that people change their mentality when they 
are working with plants, with nature, when I work with companies to install gardens and 
I see people collaborating to keep the plants in a healthy state, I see teams becoming 
more cohese, I see that people learn how to be patient and respectful towards nature 
and towards one another.  
We started out as a non-profit grassroot organization but now we are social 
entrepreneurs, able to self-sustain economically so basically we make money out of 
selling our boxes equipments and consultancy service, or workshop that people can 
register for. The latter are also great for people to inspire one another and create 
connections. 
  
Q: What is unique and innovative about your organization? 
A: We create connections among people, with our businesses, we use gardening as a 
glue among people, and we continuously design new equipment, accessories e.g. 
boxes to grow fruit and vegetables, cardboard to grow mushrooms in a fun and easy 
way. We are builder and creators. We are continuously involved in projects of 
beautification of the city or social projects e.g. the Kokkenhave was a project for which 
we designed boxes and the aim of the initiative, supported by the Danish Ministry of 
Food and Agriculture, was for people, family, kids, tourists to engage in gardening 
activities in one of Copenhagen’s major public parks. We have also done a project with 
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drug-addicts, which was quite tough because of all the social issues involved but 
definitely we tried to give them a sense of purpose, dedication and wellbeing in life, and 
also another project we started in Nyhavn was one in which we converted an anti-
terrorist wall into a beautiful bench with flower on top that is pleasant to look at.  
We work a lot with the municipality for specific project as well as with other urban 
gardeners in town, most of the time we try to help one another and share tricks and 
suggestions and generation of new ideas and we are also very very busy trying to 
expand, even outside Copenhagen.  
 
Q: Speaking of which, how do you make yourself visible to the outside? 
A: A lot of people approach us because they’ve heard about us, we also collaborate 
with schools for interactive learning and in general we go out there quite a lot to show 
that we exist, we are a very small company but we are growing fast, and also through 
our FB page we constantly update our audience on our progress and our events. We 
also have a website in Danish mainly. Too little resources to write in english yet, but we 
very happily collaborate with anyone who is interested in our work even outside 
Denmark. Urban gardening is gaining so much market traction at the moment, there 
are a lot of enthusiasts and young people like you who are interested in it, from 
agriculture students to landscape architecture student, people who want to create 
communities are recently looking at the case of TagTomat. 
 
Q: What is your relationship with the Municipality of Copenhagen and local 
government bodies?  
A: The municipality really likes what we are doing, and sometimes outsources projects 
for urban renovation to us e.g. The Climate Quarter in Osterbro where we also got to 
cooperate with Østergro. It was a great project where residents were involved a lot in 
the co-creation of the solution for the climate adaptation of the area. In 2011 there were 
big problems with water flooding. In the projects, plants were used as part of the 
solution, to absorb excess water.  
 
Q: What does the municipality like about what you are doing?  
A: We are making Copenhagen greener and more beautiful in my opinion and we are 
creating communities. The Municipality knows the great potential of community 
gardens and they feel more nature in the City is needed as Copenhagen is expanding 
and they don’t want it to be transformed into a concrete jungle. 
 
Q: Yeah, we have noticed that on the Bynatur Strategy Document... 
A: Yeah, only that urban gardening is barely mentioned there, having nature can also 
be just green grass, but we want to go a step further. Sometimes I would just want it to 
be easier to get permissions to start new gardens in unused parking lots, it would be 
great if we could occupy those surfaces for productive land.  
 
Q: What about buildings’ rooftops? 
A: Most of them are not even capable of handling the weight of “farms”, but surely 
backyards and balconies are some of the spots in which we work the most, the main 
challenge is mostly to convince the board of the building that it is worth installing. In 
some common buildings, the inhabitants have discussed for years about it but not 
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everybody agrees. We frequently work on that too actually, when projects of gardening 
start, we care a lot about giving tips to people on how to keep it working. People tend 
not to discuss rules or conditions at the beginning of the project and then they do not 
know how to handle situations of difficulty.  
 
Q: Do you perceive any strategic approach from the side of the municipality 
towards Urban gardening? Would you say the Municipality of Copenhagen helps 
your organization, or generally urban gardening activities, to expand their impact 
at a larger scale? 
A: We certainly help a lot for city projects and for the city branding, but actually I would 
like it if they were a bit more strategic about urban gardening. It contributes a lot to the 
wellbeing of citizens if you think about it, so I would like them to promote it more. It 
would spare me a lot of efforts since I am very busy trying to establish my market by 
myself and we are also a very small team, so we don’t have a lot of time resources, if 
we also want to spend some time with our family.  
 
Q: Since you have mentioned permissions to install gardening boxes on parking 
lots, have you been involved by the Municipality of Copenhagen in the policy 
making process that regulates urban gardening activities?  
A: I wish I could but I am too busy keeping this business going, it is crucial at the 
moment since we are in an initial phase but I think this could definitely come in the 
future.  
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Appendix 7: Official documents references  
 
Title Year Author(s) Link (last access 

09/05/2018) 

A Metropolis for People 2009 Technical & 
Environmental 
Administration 

https://international.kk.dk
/artikel/creating-liveable-
city  

A Greener & Better Everyday Life - 
Local Agenda 21 Plan for 
Copenhagen 

2013 Technical & 
Environmental 
Administration 

http://kk.sites.itera.dk/ap
ps/kk_pub2/index.asp?m
ode=detalje&id=1012 

The City of Copenhagen’s Business 
and Growth Policy 2015-2020 

2014 Municipality of 
Copenhagen 

https://international.kk.dk
/sites/international.kk.dk/
files/uploaded-
files/Business_and_%20
Growth_%20Policy.pdf 

Copenhagen Solution for Sustainable 
Cities 

2014 Copenhagen 
CleanTech Cluster; 
State of Green; 
Municipality of 
Copenhagen 

https://international.kk.dk
/sites/international.kk.dk/
files/Copenhagen%20So
lutions%20for%20Sustai
nable%20cities.pdf 

ByNatur i Kobenhavn strategi 2015-
2025 

2015 Technical & 
Environmental 
Administration 

https://www.kk.dk/sites/d
efault/files/edoc/e5e47b
6b-40d7-4e9e-9199-
1f0f35883f67/e1781813-
1af8-4674-bb6d-
300d9c7f313a/Attachme
nts/13522326-
15251057-1.PDF 

C40 Cities - The benefits of 
Sustainable City Projects 

2015 C40; Municipality of 
Copenhagen; 
Realdania 

https://international.kk.dk
/sites/international.kk.dk/
files/uploaded-files/Co-
Benefits%20of%20Susta
inable%20final%20lowre
s.pdf 

CPH 2025 Climate Plan - Road Map 
2017-2020 

2016 Technical & 
Environmental 
Administration 

http://kk.sites.itera.dk/ap
ps/kk_pub2/index.asp?m
ode=detalje&id=1586 

Copenhagen Climate Projects 2016 - 
Annual Report 

2016 Technical & 
Environmental 
Administration 

http://kk.sites.itera.dk/ap
ps/kk_pub2/index.asp?m
ode=detalje&id=1612 
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Appendix 8: Thematic Network Analysis, adapted by 
Attride-Stirling (2001) 
 
Appendix 8 (a): Thematic Network Analysis - Model 

 
 

 
Appendix 8 (b): Thematic Network Analysis - Multifunctional benefits 
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Appendix 8 (c): Thematic Network Analysis - Limited Resources 

 

 
 

 

Appendix 8 (d): Thematic Network Analysis - Participated decision-making & solutions 
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Appendix 8 (e): Thematic Network Analysis - Aligned interests & needs 
 

 
 

Appendix 8 (f): Thematic Network Analysis – Different interests & needs 
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Appendix 8 (g): Thematic Network Analysis – City Branding 
 

 

 
 

 


