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Abstract

The thesis presents an exploration into the relationship between food and planning in
Helsinki and Stockholm. It looks at the top-down side of planning and the bottom-up side
of urban gardening to investigate how food and urban gardening are taken into considera-
tion in the official planning; how two urban gardening initiatives, Dodo’s Kääntöpöytä and
Trädgård på spåret, are involved in shaping their city; and what the relationship between
the two sides is. The study is qualitative and uses case study approach, netnography,
interviews, questionnaires, planning documents, and observation to answer the research
questions. The literature review includes food systems and planning, urban agriculture,
and planning theory on public participation, urban forms and sustainability. Urban food
planning cannot be said to exist in either city yet, but Helsinki has a relatively recent
strategy that aims to improve the food system and accommodate more urban gardening,
and urban gardening is increasingly allowed in both cities. The gardening organisations,
Dodo and Trädgård på spåret, are involved in planning in different ways, but both wish
to promote urban gardening as a sustainable strategy. The relationship between the two
sides is generally positive, and both initiatives are in line with their city’s goal of becoming
more sustainable.

Key words: urban food planning, urban agriculture, urban gardening, food systems, public
participation, urban forms, sustainability.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Food is one of essential human needs together with air, water and shelter. Historically,
food dictated where settlements were established; cities grew where land was fertile.
Transporting food from far away was time-consuming, difficult and expensive in pre-
modern times, so food was commonly produced within cities and their hinterlands.

Industrialisation from the 19th century onwards with its technological advancements
in particular changed the dependence of cities on their hinterlands and made longer
transportation distances viable (Steel 2013). Especially transportation technology, first
railways and later cars, trucks and aircraft had a great impact on how cities came to be
fed. Although some amount of food has always been exported to far-away locations via
waterways in particular, it is clear that today’s food systems are much more global than
they have ever been. Global food systems are highly complex with elaborate processes
and transportation routes, many interest groups and affected, but few large corporations
in charge of producing, processing and distributing the food.

In recent years there has been a surge of interest in food, for example where, how and
by whom it is grown; how it is prepared; and how it reaches the table. This interest can
be attributed to an increasing awareness on the consequences of food systems on our
own health and the health of our planet. The interconnections between food and wider
issues of population growth, urbanisation, public health, climate change, and biodiversity
loss among others are also starting to become apparent.

Planners are supposed to pay special attention to the interconnections between en-
vironmental, social and economic dimensions, and be interested in improving human
settlements (Pothukuchi & Kaufman 2000: 118). They have traditionally addressed ques-
tions related to other basic needs, but neglected food until recently (ibid.). Similarly, urban
agriculture (UA) has been neglected in planning until relatively recently, although it is a
type of land use, and therefore falls naturally within planning (Howe 2002: 126).

Since 2008, more than 50 percent of the global population live in cities. This means
that cities are the main stage, and what happens in cities has immense consequences on
the future of the planet. Because everyone needs to eat, food is the one thing that con-
nects people to each other as well as to the land that provides our food (Steel 2013). It
is increasingly acknowledged that in order to become sustainable, cities must reorganise
their food systems. This realisation has given rise to a food planning movement, a ‘lose af-
filiation’ of different actors, such as planners, architects and engineers connected in their
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struggle for a healthy and sustainable food system (Morgan 2013: 1). However, planning
is done not just by professional planners, but by the inhabitants of the city, politicians,
companies and other groups through everyday decisions such as what kind of food we
choose to eat (Ladner 2011: x). Planning is also done by urbanites who engage in urban
food-growing initiatives, and that way participate in shaping their urban environment.

1.1 Aim and Research Questions

The thesis explores the relationship between food and planning in two Nordic capitals,
Helsinki in Finland and Stockholm in Sweden, from two different perspectives: the top-
down, official planning perspective represented by city officials and planning documents;
and the bottom-up, unofficial planning perspective represented by urban gardeners. The
former perspective is examined through planning goals and processes in general and the
planning of Central Pasila in Helsinki and Southern Skanstull in Stockholm, while the latter
is looked into via two urban gardening initiatives, Dodo’s Kääntöpöytä in Helsinki, and
Trädgård på spåret (På spåret and TPS) in Stockholm. The focus lies on Helsinki where
most of the empirical work was conducted, but Stockholm offers a point of comparison.

Because the aim is exploratory, formulating one or a select few research questions in
the beginning of the research would have been impossible due to lacking knowledge in
the field. However, as the exploration progressed and more knowledge was acquired, the
following research questions were formulated:

1. How does the official planning of Helsinki and Stockholm take food and urban gar-
dening into consideration?

2. How are the two urban gardening initiatives involved in shaping their city?

3. What is the relationship between the top-down and the bottom-up perspectives?

An underlying question is whether municipal food planning even exists in either city,
which will be discussed conclusively. The concept of ‘urban food planning’ is relatively
new and still emerging in the planning field. Urban planners from the United States and
the United Kingdom in particular have noted the rise of municipal food planning in some
cities of the Global North. However, the situation looks different from city to city, and to my
knowledge, there has been no published research into this topic in the Nordic countries.

Simultaneously, urban planners are starting to reawaken to the existence and impor-
tance of UA, and the topic is making a comeback after having spent most of the 20th
century among regional planners and rural sociologists. While there have been many
publications on UA especially in the past few years, they tend to have a different per-
spective and seldom combine UA with food planning to see it as a part of this emerging
concept. The goal of this thesis is to raise awareness on the benefits and possibilities of
UA to the society as a whole, and to highlight the importance of food systems knowledge
in urban planning practice and education.
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1.2 Scope

Geographically, the study is limited to Helsinki and Stockholm, but in order to understand
the developments in these two cities, it is important to look at the context in the Global
North. The Global South is not investigated here, although it would have been interesting
to compare the North and the South. However, I felt that a global comparison would have
required more time and money.

In terms of time, the content of the thesis is restricted to modern times, particularly the
last few years as well as the present and the near future, but the literature review provides
a glimpse of pre-modern times to show how the food system and thus the production
of food has changed throughout time. Another time restriction is the four months that
could be dedicated to the research and writing process that formed this thesis. Four
months from developing your first thoughts to delivering a finished product is a short time,
especially when the topic is restricted to a few summer months like urban gardening in
the North is.

1.3 Theory

The thesis links to planning theory on public participation. Here Arnstein’s (1969) ladder
of citizen participation provides a tool to analyse the extent of public participation in plan-
ning and decision-making with eight different levels. Sandercock (1998) and Lane (2005)
provide insight into the relationship between planning models and the role of public par-
ticipation. According to Lane (2005) the planning model determines the extent of public
participation, which is why the models are covered in the literature review.

Another theoretical aspect discussed is the relationship between sustainability and
urban forms. Campbell (1996) shows how sustainable development is conceptualised in
the planning field, while Kenworthy (2006) specifies what a sustainable city is made of,
and lists compactness and mixed land use, nature for food-growing and recreation in and
around the city, a well-developed mass transit system, and a network of well-accessible
and viable centres as the four core dimensions of urban sustainability. Land use and
urban form are singled out as the most important determinants of urban sustainability
(Beatley 2003), and it is concluded here that a city striving to be sustainable must strike
a balance between compactness and density, and recreational and food-producing na-
ture. These theoretical frameworks help analyse the results in the final discussion of the
thesis.

1.4 Methods and Material

The study is composed of a literature review and empirical research. The empirical work
employed a qualitative, case study approach and used netnography, interviews, question-
naires, (planning) documents, observation, and field walks as the main data collection
methods. The methodological insights to developing the empirical research came from
Dalen (2005) for interviews, and Denscombe (2010) for case studies and in general. Due
to a lack of existing research on the topic, the research was laid out as an exploration,
and data was collected using many methods to get a holistic picture of the food–planning
nexus. At first I reviewed literature on urban agriculture and the food system, especially
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from the planning perspective, and then continued to include planning theory on public
participation, urban forms and sustainability.

While reviewing literature, I started conducting netnography in order to know more
about the food context and urban gardening in Helsinki and Stockholm. This led me
to choose Kääntöpöytä and På spåret as cases to examine in-depth. Kääntöpöytä is
a gardening initiative by an environmental organisation called Dodo located in a railway
milieu next to Helsinki’s main railways in Central Pasila, just over three kilometres north
of the city centre. På spåret is an initiative by an association that goes by the same name
as the garden (called TPS here) located by unused railway tracks in Southern Skanstull,
Södermalm, approximately three kilometres south of the Stockholm city centre. The case
studies included the gardening projects themselves, the organisations behind them, and
the locations of the gardens. Case study approach was used, because it lends itself
particularly well to studying one or a few naturally occurring, well-defined instances of
social phenomena, for example events, relationships, processes and organisations, in-
depth, and allows the use of several methods (Denscombe 2010).

The urban gardening initiatives are the focus here, and they were selected first.
Kääntöpöytä and På spåret were selected, because they are probably the most promi-
nent urban gardening projects in these cities initiated by citizen organisations, and they
are both located in central areas that will undergo development in the near future. Fur-
thermore, the organisations behind the gardening projects, Dodo and TPS, are to varying
degree involved in the visioning and planning of the area where their gardening project is
located. The planning projects ‘appeared’ after having selected the gardening projects,
as it turned out that both are located in prime spots that will be developed in the near
future. I had not seen either garden before deciding to study them, but coincidentally I
have lived close to both locations in the past.

During this spring, I spent three weeks in total in Helsinki to conduct empirical re-
search. During these weeks I visited the Kääntöpöytä urban gardening centre and walked
around in the Pasila area, conducted four interviews, and attended a presentation on ur-
ban gardening, a discussion on sustainable urban development, two public meetings on
Central Pasila, and a range of other events related to city development and food that
are listed in Appendix 1. I became a member of Dodo, and signed up for their urban
gardening and food production newsletters, but because it was still winter, the gardening
season had not taken off yet, so I did not get to see or experience gardening. After return-
ing to Stockholm I had email contact with four relevant actors (also in Appendix 1), and
made a questionnaire to the City Planning Department in Helsinki and another to urban
gardeners in Helsinki.

In Stockholm, the empirical work started with a discussion with Estelle Conraux who is
a member of TPS board and their gardening coordinator. It then continued with becoming
a member of the association, the first association meeting and later six visits to the garden
throughout the spring. During these visits, I discussed with TPS board members, made
short interviews with 11 gardeners, walked around, took photos, observed the garden
and its users, and helped out with small things. While in Helsinki, I also attended a public
meeting on the planning of Stockholm held by the assistant director of Stockholm’s City
Planning Department.

Most of the interviews were semi-structured, but some were more like discussions.
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The interviews took different amounts of time from 10 to 100 minutes, and had differ-
ent questions depending on who they were directed to. The two face-to-face interviews
conducted in Helsinki, one with Kirmo Kivelä, a Dodo gardener at Kääntöpöytä, and the
other with an anonymous landscape architect and urban gardener were long. Kivelä’s
interview focused on the Kääntöpöytä project, how it was initiated, what kinds of activities
take place there, plans for Pasila, and Dodo’s urban gardening. The second interview had
to do with urban gardening in general and the role of landscape architects in urban gar-
dening and planning. The phone interviews with Ville Purma, a town planner for Pasila,
and Johanna Koskinen, marketing director of Ruohonjuuri, as well as the face-to-face
interviews at På spåret were short. The first dealt with the planning of Central Pasila,
and the second with Ruohonjuuri’s urban gardening initiative in Helsinki. The long inter-
views were recorded and transcribed later, while the short interviews were noted down
and categorised later for analysis. The emails sent to contact persons that could not be
interviewed also had different questions, because every informant had a different role to
fill in the study.

Several more city officials and Dodo gardeners were contacted but to no avail, so at
a relatively late stage I decided to make questionnaires to these two groups. In order to
get some responses at least, I wanted to keep the questionnaires short, but the response
rate was still quite low. The planning related questionnaire (Appendix 2) was sent to 75
planners at the Town Planning Division of the City Planning Department, but received 17
responses. If there had been more responses, they would have been analysed quanti-
tatively, but since there were relatively few responses, they were analysed qualitatively.
The gardening questionnaire had almost the same questions as the interview questions
to the gardeners at På spåret (Appendix 3). The questionnaire was first sent to Dodo’s
gardening coordinator who had promised to send it forward to active gardeners, but after
several weeks and zero responses, it was posted on Dodo’s group page and urban gar-
dening page on Facebook. There is no knowledge of how many people saw the post but
only five responded to the questionnaire. All informants and respondents were urged to
respond in their own words.

As for the documents, the most important ones examined here are Culinary Culture
Strategy, Statement of Community Participation and Involvement in the City Plan Process,
and Central Pasila for Helsinki; and The Walkable City, The Green Walkable City, Vision
Stockholm 2030, and Vision Söderstaden 2030 for Stockholm.

1.5 Ethical Considerations

A researcher is placed between many ethical considerations while doing research. It is
important to be aware of ethical issues throughout the research. Often it is a question
of striking a balance between several legitimate interests (Swedish Research Council,
2011: 10). The researcher should be familiar with relevant legislation of the country
where research is conducted (ibid: 13). Ethical codes dictate what must be considered
before, during and after conducting the research. At the beginning of the research, the
prospective informants must be given necessary information and their consent must be
acquired. During the research, the important ethical considerations have to do with the
design of the study. Afterwards, the focus is on ethics related to publication and archiving
(ibid: 19). In essence, ethical guidelines can be reduced to a few lines: be truthful and
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open about your research, do not cause harm to people, animals or the environment,
truthfully criticise and credit others on their research, and organise your research well
using documentation (ibid: 12). These are similar to the four key principles of ethics in
social research identified by Denscombe (2010: 331): protect the participants and their
interests, make sure participants give their informed consent and take part voluntarily, be
honest and conduct research with integrity, and comply with the law.

Following these instructions, I informed my prospective informants about the purpose
of the study that the information they provide would be used for. After, I gave them the
autonomy to choose whether they wanted to partake or not. By informing them about the
purpose of the study and letting them choose, I was able to get their informed consent. I
strived at all points to be true to the informants’ words and not take them out of context.
Most of the informants are anonymous, but in cases when the position and role of the in-
formant was particularly relevant, I asked if their name could be used. I recorded the long
interviews when it would have been difficult to take notes, but only with the informant’s
permission.

1.6 Terms and Definitions

In the literature on UA, many terms are used to refer to it, ‘urban agriculture’ being the
most common. Agriculture can be defined as “the science, art, or practice of cultivating
the soil, producing crops, and raising livestock and in varying degrees the preparation
and marketing of the resulting products” (Merriam–Webster 2014). Adding ‘urban’ would
restrict it to the urban sphere, although no clear edge exists between the city and the
countryside.

Naturally, different sources define UA in different ways and include different aspects.
UA can be narrowly defined as “the agriculture that happens to fall within or at the edge
of a metropolitan area” (Smit, Nasr & Ratta 2001: 1), or more broadly as “the growing
of plants and the raising of animals for food and other uses within and around cities
and towns, and related activities such as the production and delivery of inputs, and the
processing and marketing of products” (van Veenhuizen 2006: 2).

Another commonly used term is ‘urban farming’. Farming can be defined as “the prac-
tice of agriculture or aquaculture” (Merriam–Webster 2014). Howe and Wheeler (1999)
use the term ‘urban food growing’. There is also the term ‘urban gardening’ in which
‘garden’ would refer to “a plot of ground where herbs, fruits, flowers, or vegetables are
cultivated” (Merriam–Webster 2014) or a container used for the same purposes (ibid.).
In Finnish and Swedish, the terms most commonly used are ‘kaupunkiviljely’ and ‘stad-
sodling’ respectively which both refer to urban cultivation.

It would seem that neither of these terms is perfect in this case. ‘Urban agriculture’
seems too wide and commercial, ‘urban farming’ conjures up an image of a farm with
animals in the countryside, ‘urban food growing’ is too long and impractical despite being
relatively accurate, and ‘urban gardening’ is quite narrow and refers to non-edible flowers
too. Finally, it was decided to use the term ‘urban agriculture’ in the literature review
because it tends to be used in literature, and ‘urban gardening’ in relation to the case
studies, because the examples are much narrower in scope than the former term would
make one think. However, the latter should be specified to refer to the growing and raising
of edibles in the urban space, thus excluding non-edibles but including bee-keeping.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

2.1 Urban Food Planning

2.1.1 The Emergence of Urban Food Planning

Since the beginning of the 20th century, food has not received a lot of attention in urban
planning. Not until Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999) who were perhaps the first to draw
attention to the low visibility of food systems in planning. They claimed that the urban
food system is at least as important as housing, transportation, employment and infras-
tructure, and closely linked to them, but despite its immense importance, it is not getting
the attention it deserves. They identified four factors that could account for this: food is
taken for granted and few see problems related to it; food issues came to be regarded as
rural due to historical developments; the changes in the food system that took place as
a result of technological advancements were not visible in grocery stores; and rural and
urban policy had been institutionally separated (Pothukuchi & Kaufman 1999: 213–214).

The following year, Pothukuchi and Kaufman (2000) studied literature aimed at plan-
ning professionals and students, and conducted a survey of 22 planning agencies in the
US. Their study found that the food system has received little attention in planning liter-
ature, education and practice, except for some classics such as Ebenezer Howard and
Clarence Perry (ibid.). In the title of the article, they called the food system ‘a stranger
to the planning field’. The authors noted that since planners are supposed to have an
interest in improving human settlements and to pay special attention to interconnections
and interdisciplinary aspects, it is perplexing that they have neglected food for so long
(ibid: 118).

Pothukuchi and Kaufman’s calls were heard by the planning community and a food
planning movement started to grow. In 2004 came a special issue of Journal of Plan-
ning Education and Research on community food systems. In the special issue, Hammer
(2004) examined planning education in the U.S. for their inclusion of food system aspects.
In her study, she made inquiries to 68 planning programmes in order to find out if they
offered any community food systems teaching, either as a stand-alone course or as add-
on to an existing course. Her study found that only 13 percent of the programmes offered
or had at some point offered a course addressing community food systems. Her find-
ings corresponded with those of Pothukuchi and Kaufman. That same year, the journal
Progressive Planning also released a special issue on food.
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The ‘puzzling omission’ of food considerations prompted American Planning Associ-
ation (APA) to publish Policy Guide on Community and Regional Food Planning in 2007
as well as a special food issue of the journal Planning as an attempt to make up for
the failure to include food system considerations earlier (Morgan 2009: 341). In 2009,
International Planning Studies joined the good company of planners interested in food
by publishing a special issue entitled Feeding the City: The Challenge Of Urban Food
Planning. In that issue, Morgan (2009) argued that food is very much an urban issue,
because the food system has a multifunctional character that affects public health, social
justice, energy, water, land, transport, and economic development profoundly; and be-
cause of urban agriculture that has never disappeared in the Global South and is making
a reappearance in the Global North (Morgan 2009: 341). He described the food planning
movement as a diverse and multidimensional group including all who work or engage with
the food system and try to make it more sustainable, but mentioned that urban planners
are key players in this, because they can make cities more healthy by promoting safety
and accessibility on foot and by bike; accessibility and affordability of healthy food in pub-
lic spaces; and ability of citizens to be involved in the planning process (ibid: 342–343).

In the same issue, Sonnino (2009) noted that planners and other social scientists
are only just starting to realise the sustainable development potential of food initiatives
(Sonnino 2009: 426), while Pothukuchi (2009) traced the development of food planning in
the US. She explained that although not labelled as food planning, arguments in support
of local food planning came already in the beginning of the 1990s from a wide range
of fields, mostly to protest against the corporate food system (Pothukuchi 2009: 350).
Other factors that supported the development of food planning were a national network
created around community food security, studies from planning and public health fields
on the connection between the built environment and obesity, and food crises related to
the break of E.coli and salmonella (ibid: 351).

The same special issue also took up the role of food strategies and food policy coun-
cils in food planning. Reynolds (2009) focused on analysing the London Food Strat-
egy, while Blay–Palmer (2009) described the history of the Toronto Food Policy Council
(TFPC) created in 1990. The TFPC strives to connect food issues with different agen-
das and make them visible to policy-makers, businesses, citizens, farmers, activists and
others (Blay–Palmer 2009: 403), and as a pioneer of urban food policy, it has served
as inspiration for developing food policy in North America (ibid: 413). Morgan (2009)
mentioned that food planning seems to be on its way to become an important and legiti-
mate part of planning both in the North and the South, largely prompted by ‘the new food
equation’ (ibid.).

‘The new food equation’ presents five pressures on the food system (Morgan & Son-
nino 2010: 209–210):

1. The 2007–2008 price surge of basic foodstuffs that pushed more people into hunger
and malnutrition.

2. The rise in food insecurity throughout the world with many already not getting the
nutrients they need. Due to increasing population and changing consumption, this
situation is only going to get worse, unless food security is better aligned with sus-
tainable development policies.
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3. Food security has become an aspect of national security as shown by the 2009
G8 meeting focused on agri-food issues, and the food riots in over 60 countries,
including many high- and medium-income countries, as a result of the price surge.

4. The threat of climate change impact on food systems in the future.

5. Land conflicts are becoming more common, as rich, food-poor countries are buying
land in poor but fertile areas to secure their own food supply.

The authors singled out cities as the leaders of this equation firstly because the ma-
jority of the global population is now urban and thus cities must function as drivers of
development, secondly because political protests are likely to happen in cities if people
are deprived of their basic needs, and thirdly because cities are obesogenic environments
with an abundance of energy-dense foods and few chances to be physically active, espe-
cially for the urban poor (ibid.).

A few years later, in 2013, International Planning Studies published another special
issue on food entitled “Urban Food Planning”. That issue concentrated on food policies
and strategies.

2.1.2 Food Strategies

Food policies have long been considered a national or global responsibility (Mansfield &
Mendes 2013: 38). However, in the past decade, cities have started to develop policies to
respond to food-related issues. As part of this work, several cities around the Global North
have developed municipal food strategies. A municipal food strategy is “an official plan
or road map that helps city governments integrate a full spectrum of urban food system
issues within a single policy framework that includes food production (typically referred to
as urban agriculture (UA)), food processing, food distribution, food access and food waste
management” (ibid.). The purpose of a food strategy is to add to the existing work on
urban food systems, coordinate and integrate policies and ideas, address shortcomings,
and create a vision for the future (ibid.). Generally, they are integrated into the goals of
sustainability.

Some of the first cities in the Global North to develop a municipal food strategy were
London in 2006, San Francisco in 2009, and Toronto in 2010 (ibid: 43). Each food strat-
egy is unique with different starting points, motivations, and institutional leaders (ibid.), but
they tend to emphasise public health, social justice or sustainability (Morgan 2009: 344).
All three food strategies have the words ‘healthy’ and ‘sustainable’ in their titles (Mans-
field & Mendes 2013: 43). The London Food Strategy, for example, is called Healthy
and Sustainable Food for London: The Mayor’s Food Strategy. Another European city
to have developed a food strategy is Amsterdam, that had a strategy in place from 2007
to 2010. It took inspiration from the London Food Strategy, but was also interested in
re-connecting urban and rural areas with the help of food (Vermeulen 2010).

Mansfield and Mendes (2013) analysed factors that enable or constrain local govern-
ments in their work for integrated food strategies in three cities, and identified challenges
in their food policy work. One challenge present in all three cities was the electoral cy-
cle, because priorities and funding can change quickly as a result of a change in po-
litical administration. Another challenge was the position of food strategies within and
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beyond local governments, where a balance must be found between individual food poli-
cies, broader sustainability goals, and issues that transcend local governments’ power.
Thirdly, it was challenging to integrate food policy horizontally, across local government
departments and other actors. Another challenge was that because so many actors and
professional groups are involved, there is a lack of clearly defined roles. Local gov-
ernments must understand what is directly in their hands and what they can influence
indirectly. ‘Strategic brokers’ that work with local government but are not formally part of
it are important in the implementation of food strategies, but they can also blur the lines
between bureaucrats and volunteers (Mansfield & Mendes 2013: 53–56).

Carey (2013), who has been involved in the Bristol food strategy process, has iden-
tified four lessons that can be learnt from the case of Bristol on addressing food issues.
She argues that in a city that wants to develop a food strategy, there is a need for a
dynamic planning process to develop action plans and enable collaborations between
citizens, NGOs, businesses, key agencies, institutions and decision makers; a decision-
making process that encourages dialogue and shared learning; building on local food
movements and linking them with a place-specific food systems approach; and strong
drivers such as leaders, advocates, visionaries, experts and entrepreneurs (Carey 2013:
125–126).

In conclusion, Pothukuchi (2009) wrote that “food planning is here to stay, and is
poised to deliver significant outcomes related to health, economy, ecology, and equity to
local communities. To make significant gains, however, it will need sustained commitment
of political attention at all levels and resources to match” (Pothukuchi 2009: 366). In
chapters 3–5, we will see how relevant her words are in the Northern European context.

2.2 Food Systems

A food system refers to “all processes involved in feeding a population, and encompass-
ing the input required and output generated at each step” (Goodman 1997 in Colonna,
Fournier & Touzard 2013: 70). It is embedded in the social, political, economic and en-
vironmental context (ibid.), and includes for example activities, actors, infrastructure and
resources involved in producing, harvesting, transporting, processing, packaging, mar-
keting, selling, consuming and disposing of food and food-related products. The term
‘food chain’ was perhaps used more in the past, but it gives an impression of a sim-
ple loop where processes move in one direction. The notion of ‘food systems’ is much
broader and reflects the complex nature of the processes surrounding food.

It has been acknowledged that the food system is to a wide extent global (Morgan,
Marsden & Murdoch 2006: 2). Although the food system has always included global ele-
ments, advancements in especially transportation technology during the Industrial Revo-
lution led to an expansion of global food trade at a scale that had never been experienced
before (Nützenadel & Trentmann 2008: 5). Generally, a distinction is made between the
conventional and the alternative food systems, although the lines are not clear-cut.

2.2.1 Conventional Food Systems

Conventional food systems dominate globally. The main actors in these food systems
are multinational corporations, whose operation is based on profit maximisation and
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economies of scale, and characterised by standardised growing practices, attempts at
control of genetic resources, large-scale chemical-dependent agriculture, high degrees
of food processing, aggressive marketing, long transportation distances, and food mo-
nopolies (Caton Campbell 2004: 344–345). These systems are highly industrial and
mechanised using technological and scientific advancements to provide food as cheaply
as possible to as many as possible.

Indeed, the goal of farmers from the beginning was to produce food as cheaply and
reliably as possible (Steel 2013: 38). It may seem like we have managed, but as Carey
(2013: 112) argues, the current direction of the food system does not make sense un-
less we have a never-ending flow of cheap oil; an equally never-ending supply of new
fertile land, aquifers and mature rainforests; and we ignore the health damage caused by
processed and poor quality food; as well as the damage to exploited labourers.

There are two kinds of stories behind conventional food systems. On one side is
a story of success: how man tamed nature and managed to feed everyone (although
everyone has in no means been fed) by harnessing the great powers of nature — soil,
seeds, sunlight and water. On the other side is a story of destruction: how in the pro-
cess of taming nature, man forgot to take care of nature and provide it with necessary
nutrients to keep it productive (Steel 2013). Conventional food systems are increasingly
associated with high external costs such as biodiversity loss and pollution; obesity and
other health issues as a consequence of eating high-fat, high-sugar and processed foods;
health risks to agricultural workers working with chemicals; and animal suffering. Exter-
nalising costs allows corporations to keep food prices low at the sale point, which in turn
keeps customers buying their products (Caton Campbell 2004: 345; and Kneafsey 2010:
177).

2.2.2 Alternative Food Systems

There is a growing interest in alternative food systems as problems related to conven-
tional food systems are increasingly recognised. Alternative food systems are intellectu-
ally related to regional planners of the 1920s who sought to improve urban life by bringing
urban consumers closer to food producers, similarly to Howard’s Garden City concept
(Caton Campbell 2004: 345). Aspects commonly included in alternative food systems
include local and regional food, sustainable agriculture, organic farming, fair trade, slow
food, farmers’ markets and food cooperatives. Alternative food systems are more often
described in terms of small-scale local food production, sustainable and chemical-free
growing practices, little or no processing, direct marketing, short distances from producer
to consumer, seasonality, and environmental and social justice (Lang 1999: 181).

Alternative food systems are more likely associated with internalising costs than con-
ventional ones, which means that the prices of their products tend to be higher (ibid.).
Sometimes alternative food systems are criticised for being elitist, because not everyone
can afford the higher price. However, the distinction between the conventional and the
alternative is becoming blurred as conventional supermarkets are increasingly interested
in adopting local foods to their selection, and they are already the biggest retailers of
organic food (Morgan et al. 2006: 2).
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2.2.3 Rethinking the Localisation of Food

It is possible to discern several general food trends in the Global North, although different
countries and groups display many differences. These sometimes contradictory trends
include increasing popularity of ready-made foods, decreasing amount of time dedicated
to meal preparation, decreasing proportion of income used on food, price as the main
determinant of food choices, global sourcing that ignores seasons, growing awareness
over the quality and safety of food, and growing interest in local food (Morgan et al. 2006:
1).

Sometimes people refer to ‘re-localisation’ and ‘re-regionalisation’ of food production.
Kneafsey (2010: 181) argues that in some cases it would be odd to refer to a ‘return’ to
regionalisation. In Holland, for example, already by the 17th century, a third of people’s
food came from outside the national borders (ibid.), while in England, local food systems
started to erode 200 years ago due to fast urbanisation and industrialisation which led to
disconnection from the land (ibid.).

She also identifies three impulses towards (re)-regionalisation of food: re-scaling, re-
spacing and re-connection. Re-scaling refers to governance devolving from national to
regional level (ibid: 178). Its advocates claim that regional institutions are better suited to
local needs and can build resilience to compete in the global economy (ibid.). Re-spacing
is similar to re-scaling but driven by changes in the agri-food sector (ibid: 183–4). Its
effects should however not be exaggerated, because the majority of food consumption
still involves conventional, long-distance foods supplied by major retailers (ibid.). Lastly,
re-connection refers to a turn towards local food and is motivated by desires for fresh
and healthy food, anxieties about where food comes from and how it was produced; and
care for people, the environment and the local economy (ibid.). The current attempts to
localise the food system are considered a high-income country endeavour, because low-
income countries have maintained relatively local food systems all along (Field, Masakure
& Henson 2010).

2.3 Urban Agriculture

2.3.1 Classics

Von Thünen was an nineteenth-century economic geographer who is perhaps best known
for his 1826 work The Isolated State. In this piece, he developed a model for agricultural
land use based on four concentric rings around the city. This is of interest here because
his model explained why agricultural land is used the way it is. It explained that foods
that spoil easily, such as dairy products, vegetables and fruit, would be grown closest to
the city, because they must be transported quickly. In the second ring would be timber
and firewood, because they were important as fuel for heating and cooking, but heavy to
transport. Grains and similar crops would be grown in the third ring, because they last
relatively long and are light to transport. The last ring was dedicated to animals, because
they could walk to the city themselves to be sold at the market place. The land beyond the
fourth ring was not considered suitable for agricultural production, because it lies too far
from central city (von Thünen 1966). Although von Thünen’s model was developed before
industrialisation, the invent of the inter-city railway and advanced refrigeration technology
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among other things, it still carries some relevance today. Although it is no longer too diffi-
cult, expensive in terms of money or time-consuming to transport food for long distances,
easily spoiling foods like fresh dairy products still tend to be produced closer to the place
of consumption than more durable products.

Ebenezer Howard was an English urban planner whose idea from 1898 has become
one of the most famous in urban planning. By the 1850s, fast and uncontrolled industri-
alisation had turned English cities into polluted slums as famously described by Engels
(1845). Industries were located in cities, where poor industrial workers lived in crammed
and lowly conditions, while vast patches of countryside were becoming deserted as peo-
ple were moving to the city to find work (ibid.). Howard (1960) had studied the drawbacks
and the advantages of life in the city and the countryside, and came up with a suggestion
that combined the best of both worlds. A Garden City was to be built in concentric rings
on a 6,000 acre agricultural land one-sixth of which would be developed and the rest
cultivated for self-sufficiency. When reaching its intended population of 32,000, another
Garden City was to be developed, and in the end they would be like satellites around a
central city of 50,000 people. According to the idea, a Garden City would for example
combine rich greenery and nature, clean air and water, lightness and brightness from
country life, and social and economic opportunities, and an abundance of amenities from
city life (ibid.). Only a few so-called garden cities have been built, and the concept is
nowadays criticised for being utopian.

Frank Lloyd Wright was an American architect who envisioned the Broadacre City in
his 1932 book and continued to develop the concept throughout his life. His vision was not
so much a city as the opposite of a city: a continuous agricultural landscape stretching
over the American continent, with a density lower than the suburbia’s. Following his
vision, every American citizen would be given a minimum of one acre of land at birth
(Wright 1958: 79). This would lead to decentralisation enabled by the auto-mobile, which
would emancipate the city dweller from slavery (ibid.). With regards to food, he described
cities as huge mouths and the farmer as the “food-master for the great mouth” (ibid: 160).
In Broadacre City, produce would go directly from producer to consumer, all middlemen
would be eliminated for freshness and for the emancipation of the farmer (ibid: 161).
Broadacre City was supposed to have mixed uses, e.g. housing, production, commerce
and culture, but be laid out in a way that is neither like today’s cities, suburbs (Kolb 2010)
or countryside.

2.3.2 Historical Aspects

Agricultural activities have always taken place in urban settings. Historically food dictated
where humans settled. Cities generally grew on or in the immediate vicinity of fertile land
that could be cultivated to provide food for city dwellers (Satterthwaite, McGranahan &
Tacoli 2010: 2815–2816). Most of today’s important cities are those same cities, but their
demand for food has grown well beyond what could be produced in the surroundings
(ibid.). Since the start of industrialisation with its technological advancements related to
transport and refrigeration, food miles as well as the ecological footprints of cities have
increased steadily (ibid.). Simultaneously, food production has almost disappeared from
cities of the Global North (Gorgolewski, Komisar & Nasr 2011: 12). Although urban
citizens were encouraged to ensure their own access to food by cultivating in cities for
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example during WWII, this habit died out quickly after the war and food production was
left to agribusinesses (ibid.).

2.3.3 Characteristics

Urban food production can take many forms: examples include edible trees, bushes
or entire landscapes, horticulture, agro-forestry, animal husbandry, urban bee-keeping,
aquaculture, hydroponics, and aquaponics. These activities can take place in many set-
tings, e.g. community and allotment gardens, edible parks, residential yards, balconies,
rooftops, and urban farms. When UA is practised without permission from the landowner,
the practice is generally termed guerilla gardening. UA can be practised alone as is usu-
ally done in the traditional allotment gardens, or together as in the more recent community
gardening projects. There is no typical urban farmer or gardener, therefore even their mo-
tivations differ. Low-income groups, especially in countries with poorly developed welfare
systems, may practise UA for the sake of subsistence and self-sufficiency, while high-
income groups may do it more for environmental reasons (Björklund 2010). Sometimes
UA is practised commercially.

Compared to rural agriculture, UA is often practised on a smaller scale and more
intensively due to space restrictions (Smit et al. 2001: 2–3). It requires fewer middlemen
than rural agriculture and little need for transportation, storage and packaging, because
the products are generally directed to the local market (ibid.), and can be considered a
complement to rural agriculture, because it produces quickly perishable products, such
as leafy greens (van Veenhuizen 2006: 2).

2.3.4 Time and Space

The existence of agriculture in cities is not temporary; it has always been an integral part
of urban life. However, the spaces occupied by agriculture in a particular city change
over time. UA tends to take place on land that is either vacant, idle or unsuitable for
development. Most commonly, however, it takes place on the household plot (Smit et al.
2001: 2). In places unsuitable for much else farming can be long-term or permanent. In
central areas awaiting renewal or at the edge of urban growth, UA keeps shifting place
(ibid: 4).

Gorgolewski et al. (2011) have identified different types of urban zones and the types
of UA they are suited to. City centres are dense with little and expensive space, therefore,
the most suitable form of UA are edible buildings: buildings that integrate food production
on the roof-tops, balconies, walls, indoors, etc. Traditional urban residential areas are
characterised by medium density with some yards and public green areas: here, the best
way to incorporate UA is with the help of planters and raised beds, rooftop gardens on
new buildings, and farmers’ markets. Former industrial areas may have contaminated
soil, so the best options are greenhouses, raised beds, rooftop gardening and small agri-
cultural businesses. Older and newer suburbs with low density have space for community
gardening, and other types of gardening on both public and private land. Commercial ar-
eas have large parking lots and lawns, which are suitable to horticulture. Peri-urban
agricultural land is suitable to extensive food production with opportunities to integrate
recreation and education with agriculture. “Waste” land adjacent to infrastructure, such
as highways, railways and power line corridors, allows for food production. Solid waste,
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waste water and stormwater can be treated and reused to feed crops. And finally, sites
awaiting long-term development are suited to short-term opportunities for community food
activities (Gorgolewski et al. 2011: 14–15).

Sometimes UA is associated with cities that are losing population, or poor neighbour-
hoods, perhaps because they tend to have plenty of available space. However, even
dense and flourishing cities have spaces that can be cultivated. The main difference is
that these cities require inventive ways of incorporating food production because land
is expensive and in short supply (ibid: 20). Every city has abandoned, underused or
overlooked spaces. “Junk spaces” or “drosscapes” may be adjacent to or under arterial
infrastructure like elevated highways and transit lines that do not contribute to the urban
fabric and are sometimes associated with poverty (ibid: 18–19). In addition, abandoned
industrial zones, riverbanks, ravines, rail corridors, oversized parking lots and residential
yards can be used for growing food. Finding new uses for these spaces can reconnect
isolated communities and improve the quality of the urban environments (ibid.).

2.3.5 Context for Urban Agriculture

Many of today’s pressing global problems, e.g. climate change, obesity, pollution, energy
security, and poverty, are linked to the disappearance of agriculture from cities (Gor-
golewski et al. 2011: 13).

UA must be seen in the context of wider dynamics, as described by van Veenhuizen
(2006). One of the most important city-wide dynamics is urbanisation, because urban
populations are increasing all around the world. Rapidly growing cities have a hard time
coping with this growth. Some of the problems that growing cities encounter have to do
with providing employment, basic services, education, green spaces and waste manage-
ment. These problems often result in poverty and food insecurity. Poverty goes hand in
hand with food insecurity and malnutrition. Urbanisation also leads to urban sprawl and
means that city edges are pushed further and further out towards the rural areas, which
puts ever larger areas under the influence of cities (ibid: 7–9).

Another important city dynamic is city renewal: cities are built, decay and are rebuilt
again in a constant circle. Temporary open spaces are suitable for UA, but when they
get built up, agricultural activities often have to move. Degenerated urban spaces may
lay idle for a long time before new purposes are found. Roads, power lines, and other
infrastructure may have plenty of space around them to allow for extensions in the future.
These kinds of spaces may be suitable for urban food production. Other dynamics have to
do with traffic, industry, new demands, changes in zoning and regulations, and changes
in labour, that all affect UA. In an even wider context, these city dynamics are part of a
larger regional, national and global context. UA cannot be separated from global forces
such as the opening up of markets, and local forces such as the seeking of local identity
(ibid.).

2.3.6 Benefits and Potentials

The many benefits and potentials of UA are mentioned in most of the literature on the
topic. UA has been argued to be a tool to tackle environmental, social and economic
problems (Howe 2002: 126). Some of the environmental aspects of UA include shorter
transportation distances due to the proximity of food production to consumption; reduced
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need for food packaging; less air pollution due to less transportation; preservation of
biodiversity especially when organic methods are used; preservation of agricultural land
in the urban edge; improved air quality because plants absorb pollutants from the air;
prevention of soil erosion; rebuilding of forests in urban settings; improved urban micro-
climate; the use of solid and liquid wastes sustainably as fertiliser; reduced ecological
footprint; and improved city appearance due to greenery on roadsides and vacant lots.
Social aspects include improved food security; poverty alleviation; social integration of
disadvantaged groups; improved livelihoods; prevention of crime and other social prob-
lems; nutritional diversity; improved health through healthier food and exercise; com-
munity cohesion; psychological well-being; and improved recreational and educational
opportunities. Economic effects include support for local economies; income for many
families; vocational training; and fresh fruit and vegetables even in food deserts (see e.g.
Smit et al. 2001; Howe 2002; van Veenhuizen 2006; Gorgolewski et al. 2011; Ladner
2011). In short, UA improves soil, water, air and living environment of cities (Smit et al.
2001: 6).

Some of the consequences of UA have far-reaching benefits. UA is generally linked
with social equity, because it is considered to empower urban residents to take back the
control of their own food supply. It also teaches urbanites about health, nutrition, food
culture and growing food: skills that many urbanites have either forgotten or never learnt.
Growing food oneself or buying from a small-scale farmer reduces the concentration of
food production in the hands of a few already powerful corporations. In the long run, UA
can make cities ecologically, socially and economically resilient.

2.3.7 Technology

An important question in the UA movement is how to connect the food system to other
nutrient systems in the best possible way and whether to use ‘high’ or ‘appropriate’ tech-
nology (Gorgolewski et al. 2011: 23). Ideally, a city should operate as a closed loop
where waste from one activity can be used as input in another. UA is an important part
of closing the loop (Gorgolewski et al. 2011: 22). The pre-industrial city operated much
like a closed-loop system: most of urban waste, liquid and solid alike, was organic, so
it was used to enrich the soil that produced food for the citizens. Industrialisation and
rapid urbanisation changed the way waste was not only perceived and used, but also the
composition of waste changed from mainly organic to inorganic and even toxic. Waste
management systems were created to dispose of waste instead of recycling it (Smit et al.
2001: 16).

Technology is an underlying factor in another key question in UA that asks whether UA
should concentrate on vertical or horizontal designs (Gorgolewski et al. 2011: 23). Some,
like Despommier (2010) argue for vertical farming because cities may have a shortage
of land in the future. He estimated that 30 sq. m of intensively farmed land could feed
a person with current technology. The benefits of his design include zero-distance food
transportation, waste recycling on site, less reliance on weather, all-year food supply, and
economic gains for the city (Gorgolewski et al. 2011: 23). Another vertical farming idea
comes from the Swedish–American company Plantagon. It consists of a 100-metre high
glass structure with a spiral platform for plants. The crops are planted at the bottom of the
spiral and they move up slowly as they develop only reaching the top when they are ready
to be harvested (ibid.). So far neither Despommier’s or Plantagon’s vertical farm has been
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implemented in reality, but the latter is expected to be built in Linköping, Sweden, in the
near future.

Vertical farming has its critics too. Cox & Van Tassel (2010), for example, have de-
livered a long list of criticisms. According to them, vertical farming will only increase our
dependence on energy and industrial farming techniques. While horizontal agriculture
uses sunlight to make plants grow, vertical farming would require huge amounts of en-
ergy, because only the top floor could get enough sunlight. According to the authors’
calculations, providing enough light to produce a year’s supply of wheat in the US with
vertical farming would require eight times as much energy as US utilities generate in
a year. Besides lighting, climate control and air-conditioning would also require energy
(ibid.)

In addition, there would be massive resource requirements including material, en-
ergy and labour for and difficulties of building the vertical farms, producing and dragging
growth media, fertilisers, water, and other resources up to the skyscrapers as well as for
bringing harvests down from them. Conclusively they argue that “...the weaknesses of
the current food-production system have been compensated for agronomically through
greater and greater inputs of fossil fuels and other resources, worsening the ecological
impact; vertical farming would extend that trend”. In their opinion, the way to remedy the
situation is not through ‘technological fantasies’ but through horizontal farming that uses
sunlight, soil, water and nutrients efficiently and takes care of ecosystems that conven-
tional agriculture has destroyed (ibid.). Thus, they support appropriate technology over
high technology, because it uses resources more sustainably and is less vulnerable to
risks.

2.3.8 Planning and Policy Dimensions

City plans and designs up until the early 19th century took food production into consid-
eration and provided space for it (Gorgolewski et al. 2011: 12–13). It was forgotten until
Howard came with his Garden City idea and addressed the need for agricultural land
to be integrated in urban areas again (ibid: 21). Although Howard’s idea became very
well-known, planning continued to develop towards the same direction as before (ibid.).
The concept of modernity placed agriculture in the rural sphere and industry in the urban
sphere (Smit et al. 2001: 6). A modern city became considered an unfit place for agricul-
ture that is seen as backward and outdated. This idea is also ingrained in the planning
concept of ‘city beautiful’ (ibid.).

As a consequence, agriculture became seen as a rural endeavour, and cities became
separated from agriculture. At the same time agricultural policy took a turn towards the
global. Planning laws and regulations came to restrict agriculture in urban settings (Gor-
golewski et al. 2011: 12–13). In many cities around the world, agricultural activities are
limited by strict land-use policies and administration. Planners avoid mixing agricultural
and residential land uses, because today’s agriculture is mostly industrial: noisy, smelly,
and polluting, requiring heavy machinery and generating waste (ibid: 21). Rearing live-
stock is often forbidden, growing crops in public spaces may also be forbidden, and in
some areas home-owners are even forbidden from growing vegetables in their front yards
(Smit et al. 2001: 14).
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There is now a growing attention to UA due to fast urban expansion and the realisa-
tion that urban poverty and food insecurity are growing; increasing research on UA and
food security; growing attention by international organisations; and growing capacities re-
lating to UA at regional and local levels (van Veenhuizen 2006: 6). Authorities are finally
starting to acknowledge UA’s benefits. Many cities are developing plans and projects
that once again take agriculture into consideration (Gorgolewski et al. 2011: 12–13). Al-
ternative farming may be combined with residential land uses in the urban space easier
than conventional farming, because it tends to be less industrial and to not use chemical
fertilisers (ibid: 21). It is important for planners and developers to think about integrating
urban agriculture to existing urban areas and consider affordability, diversity and access
to public transport, so that residents in these areas do not depend on private cars which
would offset the environmental benefits of local food production (ibid: 22).

Policy dimensions that may focus and differentiate policies on UA can be divided
in social, economic and ecological policy (van Veenhuizen 2006: 10–11). Social pol-
icy is mainly about subsistence-oriented UA and livelihood strategies of the poor, e.g.
home gardening, community gardening, and institutional gardens. Economic policy is
related to market-oriented UA of small-scale farms that have an economic impact and
higher profitability, but also more externalities. Ecological policy has to do with UA with
a multifunctional character. In addition to food and income generation, these kinds of
UA provide environmental management, composting, reuse of organic wastes, greening,
micro-climate services, landscape management, opportunities for leisure and activities,
etc. These sorts of UA adopt ecological production methods and link to ecological sani-
tation, and waste and environmental management (ibid.).

UA is ultimately a question of land use and therefore directly relevant to planners.
In an effort to ease the integration of UA into planning and policy-making, a study by
Mendes, Balmer, Kaethler and Rhoads (2008) examined if public land inventories can be
of use, and if they can advance social and ecological sustainability. Their findings suggest
that land inventories do indeed enable integration of UA into planning and policy-making,
and that they help create more sustainable communities.

2.4 Planning Theory

2.4.1 Ladder of Citizen Participation

The ladder of public participation was developed by Arnstein (1969) as a typology to ex-
amine the extent of citizen participation in planning and decision-making. She argued that
citizen participation is “[...] like eating spinach: no one is against it in principle because it
is good for you” (ibid: 234), but that the word is used commonly without explaining what
it really means.

The ladder has eight levels that are further grouped in three. Starting from the bottom,
1) manipulation and 2) therapy are forms of non-participation that serve as substitutes for
real participation with the purpose of educating or curing the so-called participants. 3)
Informing, 4) consultation, and 5) placation are forms of tokenism: the first two allow the
participants to hear and be heard but their possibilities of changing the status quo are
limited, because power holders pay little attention to their views; whereas the last lets
participants even to advise, but decisions are made by the power holders. The higher
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steps entail real citizen power: 6) partnerships let citizens negotiate with power holders;
7) delegated power and 8) citizen control give even have-nots real decision-making and
managerial power (ibid: 235–6). Like any typology, the ladder simplifies reality by forcing
complicated real life into narrow categories, but it is nevertheless a tool for analysing the
extent of public participation.

2.4.2 Planning Models and the Role of Public Participation

Planning as a professional and theoretical field has changed throughout its existence.
The time of existence of the field is often divided into paradigms, schools and/or models.
According to a definition by Lane (2005: 287), “a planning model consists of a set of
principles and assumptions about the planning process that together form the basis of
planning practice”. How planning is divided, how the divisions are called, and how they
are defined depends on the individual and the purpose. Tracing through this planning
theory is important, because it has been argued that public participation is determined by
the planning model, how the planning problem is defined, and what kinds of knowledge
planning is based on (Lane 2005: 284).

Lane (2005) separates between three schools that are then divided into models. He
starts with blueprint planning that he considers having started in the late 19th century
with Howard and Geddes. Within this school, the planner is considered an apolitical
‘omniscient ruler’ (Hall 1992 in Lane 2005: 288). The public is not allowed to participate
in planning except in the strictly restricted form of showing their (dis)approval at election
time (ibid.). For Hall (2001) who distinguishes three planning paradigms, planning was
considered a craft until WWII, and developed into a science in the next period.

Sandercock (1998) divides the modernist planning paradigm into six models of good
planning practice beginning with the rational comprehensive model that dominated for
twenty years from WWII. Here are included Simon’s synoptic planning, Lindblom’s incre-
mentalism and Etzioni’s mixed scanning that were characterised by instrumental ratio-
nality (ibid: 170). The planner is considered the expert, an objective knower that works
in the interest of the public using quantitative methods. It is called comprehensive, be-
cause the planner tries to coordinate even specialised activities (ibid.). For Lane (2005),
the second school is the synoptic one that appeared in the late 1950s and was linked to
the increase of scale that planners had to work with since the rise of private automobile
use. The planning models inside this school included for the first time limited tokenistic
participation and non-governmental actors in decision-making (ibid: 289).

Sandercock’s (1998: 170–172) second model is the advocacy planning model that
emerged in the 1960s, followed by the advocacy planning model from the 1960s, the rad-
ical political economy model from the early 1970s, the equity planning model, the social
learning and communicative action models, and finally the radical planning model that all
developed from advocacy planning. For Hall (2001), the 1960s is when the search for
a new paradigm started, while Lane (2005) considers this as the time of theoretical plu-
ralism and includes here transactive planning, advocacy planning, Marxist approaches,
bargaining and communicative planning. Transactive planning as developed by Fried-
mann is based on dialogue between the planner and the planned and focuses on mutual
learning (ibid: 293).

The idea of advocacy planning was developed by Davidoff (1965) that similarly to
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Arnstein considered different groups to have unequal possibilities to influence planning
and decision-making as well as different interests. He suggested that some planners
function as advocates for the different interests so that everyone gets an equal chance
to influence. He also argued for proactive participation where citizens can propose their
own plans instead of just reacting to municipal plan proposals, which he claimed would
lead to better quality plans and a faster planning process (ibid: 403–405).

Marxist theory emphasises the inequitable distribution of money, status and power
between the social classes (ibid: 294), as well as the inherently political nature of planning
within the capitalist system, arguing that it operates in class interests rather than in the
public interest (Sandercock 1998: 173). Although its purpose was to improve the lives of
the lower classes, it did not consider public participation, because it was too theoretical
to even be used in planning practice (Lane 2005: 294). In contrast, public participation
has a fundamental role in the bargaining model: it establishes planning decisions as the
product of an exchange of views between at least two parties (ibid.).

In communicative planning developed for example by Forester, planning is based on
communication, and cannot proceed without it (ibid: 296). According to Sandercock
(1998: 175), this model is more inclusive than the previously mentioned, but the planner
remains the primary actor and empowerment is not even a question. Lane (2005: 296)
summarises the stance of the school of theoretical pluralism toward public participation
as being recognisant of the political nature of planning, which calls for active participation
of the public; the existence of many interests rather than just one, which allows for more
extensive participation; and the function of participation as fundamental to planning and
decision-making.

It is generally acknowledged that planning has developed from being a strictly top-
down practice led by ‘expert planners’ to a practice that increasingly allows public par-
ticipation in bottom-up, citizen-led projects. On a higher level, this has been described
as a shift from government to governance, where rather than having a central govern-
ment making all the decisions, governments are involving non-governmental actors in
decision-making (ibid: 283).

2.4.3 Sustainability and Urban Form

Sustainable development is an important topic in urban planning. The concept emerged
from environmental concerns raised in the 1960s and became prominent through the
Brundtland Report that defined it as development that “meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (United
Nations 1987: 16). This definition is not universally accepted and alternative definitions
have been made. However, most conceptualisations include environmental, social, and
economic aspects of sustainability.

In planning, Campbell (1996) has conceptualised sustainable development as the
centre of a triangle, where the points of the triangle are the green city (environment),
the growing city (economy) and the just city (equity). Between these three aims, there
are conflicts: the property conflict is about competition over property and exploitation of
human labour between industry and citizens (economy vs. equity); the resource con-
flict is between industry and nature on the exploitation of natural resources (economy vs.
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environment); and the development conflict is about tending to nature and citizens simul-
taneously (environment vs. equity) (ibid: 297–299). The planner’s dilemma is to solve
the conflicts and find balance between the three aims (ibid.).

For Kenworthy (2006), a sustainable city is composed of four core dimensions: com-
pactness and mixed land use; nature for food-growing and recreation in and around the
city; a well-developed mass transit system; and a network of well-accessible and viable
centres. According to Jabareen (2006), the compact city is the most sustainable urban
form. In his opinion, the most important goals for sustainable urban form are to reduce
energy consumption, waste, pollution and car use, to preserve open space, and ecosys-
tems, as well as to create good-quality living conditions (ibid: 48). Similarly, Beatley
(2003: 413) considers urban form and land use to be the most important aspects in deter-
mining urban sustainability. He argues that compared to sprawling cities, compact cities
have lower demand for resources such as energy and therefore lower carbon emissions
and pollution (ibid: 414).

Compactness and density are closely related: the former refers to built structures ex-
isting close to each other, while the latter is the number of residents in relation to the
land area. These are associated with mixed land use, which is about creating heteroge-
neous spaces that include as many functions as possible, including housing, workplaces,
schools, services, shopping and transportation. All three reduce car-dependency and
the distances needed to travel on a daily basis, which contributes to environmental sus-
tainability (see e.g. Newman and Kenworthy 1989), but they also contribute to social
sustainability. High density allows for a big enough population to support local services
and activities that may become threatened at lower densities, and mixed land use also
encourages walking and street life, while increased street life increases the feeling of
safety, thus both contribute to a vibrant urban life (Jabareen 2006: 41–42).

A compact city is the opposite of a dispersed city that seems to continue forever.
According to Kenworthy (2006: 70), a dense and compact city can actually protect nature
by curbing urban sprawl from devouring all usable land that could be used for agriculture
and greenery. Nature within and close to cities has many benefits: it for example prevents
the loss of biodiversity, absorbs pollution-induced particles from the air, functions as an
arena for recreation, and keeps climate extremes in check (Jabareen 2006: 43). More
importantly, if nature is used to grow edibles, it can also provide a local source of food
thus reducing the need for transporting food from further away and making the city more
self-sufficient (Kenworthy 2006).

A study by Holden and Norland (2005) found that compared to residents living in low-
density areas, those living in high-density areas use the private car less in their everyday
lives, so their consumption of energy through transport is lower, but that they travel more
by plane during leisure, so their leisure-time consumption is higher. However, those with
access to a private garden (residential yard, allotment or similar) were found to consume
the least amount of energy through transport including everyday and leisure travel (ibid.).
This leads them to recommend an urban form that is not too dispersed and not too com-
pact (ibid: 2163).

This is in line with Beatley (2003), and Kenworthy (2006). Compactness and den-
sity must not be equalled with skyscrapers, argues Beatley (2003: 414), and offers the
example of Amsterdam as a human-scale city that is nevertheless relatively dense and
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compact. Following Kenworthy (2006), the most sustainable city offers a balance be-
tween compactness and density on the one hand and nature within and around the city
on the other.

The literature review has attempted to point out that the planning field has neglected
food systems until relatively recently, show how the concept of ‘urban food planning’ is
making an appearance after increasing calls for the incorporation of food systems in plan-
ning since Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999), and explain the basic idea of global and alter-
native food systems. The review has also attempted to show why UA is an important el-
ement of cities, and how the relationship between planning and UA has looked. The next
two chapters try to shed light on the relationship between planning and food in Helsinki
and Stockholm with the help of two urban gardening initiatives, Dodo’s Kääntöpöytä and
På spåret, that are seen as portraying aspects of both planning and food. In the final
discussion in Chapter 5, the planning theory on public participation, and sustainability
and urban forms covered in these last parts of the literature review is used to analyse the
results of the empirical study.



27

Chapter 3

Helsinki

This chapter focuses on the empirical research conducted in relation to Helsinki. First,
the planning context with the key challenges and the planning process as well as the plans
for Central Pasila are explained. Second, I will describe the food context and the City of
Helsinki’s Culinary Culture Strategy. The third part is about the results from the planners
questionnaire. Fourth, the urban gardening sphere including Dodo and Kääntöpöytä are
discussed. The final part of this chapter presents the results from the questionnaire to
Dodo’s gardeners.

3.1 Planning Context

Helsinki had a population of just over 610 000 at the end of 2013 (Väestörekisterikeskus
2013). The population is expected to grow to 860 000 by 2050 (City Planning Department
2012); however, the Greater Helsinki Region is expecting at least 400 000 new inhabitants
in the next few decades. This has been the topic of a book by local politicians Kivekäs,
Särelä, Soininvaara and Holopainen (2012) that draws attention to how the new inhabi-
tants will be housed sparsely in suburban areas where their main mode of transportation
will be the private car if urban development is allowed to continue as before. This in turn
will lead to further need to expand the motorways already surrounding and criss-crossing
the city, but the motorways cannot be expanded forever (ibid: 2). Overall, this type of
development is described as economically expensive and ecologically destructive (ibid.).

Besides population growth, Helsinki is growing because large new areas have be-
come available for residential and workplace development. These include the centrally
located former industrial parts of Pasila, Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama. The first has been
the location of railway related activities, while the last two are old ports whose activities
have been moved further from the centre. Helsinki is going through many changes now
as redevelopment and densification are planned for nine other districts as well (Helsingin
kaupunki 2014).

Since 2012, Helsinki has been in the process of developing a new City plan. The old
plan came to effect in 2002 and it needs an update firstly because Helsinki is growing and
the new inhabitants need housing, but also because the City Planning Department has
realised that in order to curb climate change, the city needs to become more compact
and spatially balanced (City Planning Department 2012: 6–7). The report also mentions
that because Helsinki is Finland’s largest centre for jobs, it is important to develop and
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diversify the variety of premises available for businesses. There is also a need to ensure
fast and functional transportation, where rail connections to St. Petersburg and a possible
train tunnel to Tallinn allowing better access to the rest of Europe, and port connections
are mentioned (ibid.). The proposal for the City plan is supposed to be presented to the
City Planning Committee and finally the City Council in 2016 (ibid: 16).

The public is welcomed to participate in the preparation of the new City plan. Par-
ticipation is open to individuals that live, work or study in the Helsinki region, as well as
businesses, organisations, authorities and various communities (ibid: 18). The public
can contact planners directly or leave their opinion during the consultation periods (ibid:
17). Another way to participate is through the informational sessions and discussions on
the official website of the City plan. This spring, several planning workshops have been
arranged at Laituri, the City Planning Department’s own exhibition space in the centre of
Helsinki. These workshops have been open to a restricted amount of interested citizens
who have been able to suggest their own ideas for the future of Helsinki. The citizens’
plans were exhibited at the Pasila 3.0 Exhibition (26 Mar 2014). In addition, the Planning
Department has held meetings where information has been provided, questions asked
and ideas suggested (e.g. Public meetings 20 and 27 Mar 2014). The Planning Depart-
ment says the public’s contributions are heard and documented, but it is unclear how and
to what extent they are considered in the actual City plan.

3.1.1 Central Pasila and the Engine Sheds

Pasila has a central spot in Helsinki as it is located only about three kilometres and five
minutes by train from the heart of Helsinki. Pasila has Finland’s second most important
railway station in terms of passenger numbers where all long- and short-distance trains
leaving and entering Helsinki stop. It is the location for important landmarks such as
the Exhibition and Convention Centre, Hartwall Arena (the largest multifunctional indoor
arena in Finland), and YLE (the national public-broadcasting company), as well as public
institutions, offices and housing.

Pasila is often considered in terms of its many parts (Figure 3.1). Eastern and West-
ern Pasila are physically separated by the railways. Eastern Pasila was mainly built in
the 1970s and is characterised by prefabricated concrete buildings, while Western Pasila
was mostly built in the 1980s and contains more brick, round shapes and greenery. Cen-
tral Pasila is dominated by the railways and associated activities, but parts of the railway
yard have opened up for development since they are no longer needed for their original
purposes. The development of Central Pasila is supposed to bring Eastern and Western
Pasila together, but some people are afraid that it will only create another separate part
(Public meetings 20 and 27 Mar 2014).

Central Pasila is one of Helsinki’s most important planning projects currently. The
work will begin during 2014 with land restoration and base structures, but the actual
building will start in 2015 and continue into the 2020s (Helsingin kaupunki 2014). The
planning and building of the area is supposed to follow some ecological criteria: energy
efficiency, green roofs, bicycle parks, charging points for electric cars, advanced waste
management techniques, and flexible design (ibid.). Central Pasila is set to become
Helsinki’s second centre, and a concentration for business premises, events and activities
(Public meetings 20 and 27 Mar 2014).
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Figure 3.1: Map of Pasila with orientations. Source: Blom, Maanmittauslaitos.

The planning of Central Pasila is divided into three separate detailed plans: the central
block, the northern railway yard and the tower area (City Planning Department 2013). The
central block by the Pasila bridge will be the first to be built. The central block in particular
has the purpose of uniting Eastern and Western Pasila. It will consist of a new railway
station in place of the current one and the Tripla complex including offices, housing, a
shopping and congress centre, a hotel and a multifunctional arena (Helsingin kaupunki
2013b). It is supposed to accommodate 2500 workers and 750 residents (City Planning
Department 2013).

The northern railway yard is located just north of the central block and the bridge,
and it is planned to comprise housing for 3000 residents and premises for 1000 workers
(ibid.). The tower or high-rise area is located south of the central block. Preliminary plans
for this area include around 10 high-rise buildings with 20–40 floors set on both sides of
the main railway tracks. The area is planned to accommodate 2500 workers and 1500
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residents (ibid.). If built, the towers will be some of the highest buildings for offices and
housing in Finland.

To the south of and partly in between the planned high-rises there are parts of 19th
century heritage: two sets of engine sheds and Toralinna, a residential building originally
built for railway workers. The engine sheds and their surroundings, despite being run-
down, are today the location of not only the urban gardening initiative Kääntöpöytä, but a
climbing centre, a pétanque hall, a party facility that can be rented for private events, and
alternative workspaces popular among young urbanites. The Planning Department has
planned to protect them in the detailed plan that will be developed later and preserve them
in their current uses (Personal communication with Ville Purma 26 Mar 2014). However,
the development of Central Pasila and particularly the tower area may raise the land
value, lead to gentrification and push out the current users of the engine sheds and their
surroundings (ibid.).

3.2 Food Context

During the last few years, food and especially food culture seem to be on everyone’s
lips. The Finnish government has produced several food related programmes: Culinary
Culture Development Programme 2008–2011, and more recently Local Food Programme
2020, and Development Programme for the Organic Product Sector 2020 both under the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry. In addition, the Ministry has made a proposal for a
national food strategy in 2010.

Helsinki in particular has experienced a rush of food related events and activities
in recent years. Restaurant Day, a day-long food carnival when anyone can set up a
restaurant or a café is arranged four times a year and has spread all over the world since
it started in Helsinki in 2011 (Streat Helsinki Talks 22nd Mar 2014). The same year,
the University of Helsinki announced that they had nominated Johanna Mäkelä as the
first professor of food culture in the country (Helsingin yliopisto 2011). The position that
started in January 2012 was said to be multi- and interdisciplinary, and the idea was that
food culture could be used as the basis for discussions on both social and environmental
well-being (ibid.). It is an endowed professorship paid for by private and public funds,
among them the City of Helsinki and the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (ibid.). I
had the fortune of hearing her lecture on food culture at the Abattoir as part of Aalto
University’s lecture series on food (9 Apr 2014).

2012 marked the 200th birthday of Helsinki as the capital of Finland. The 200th an-
niversary programme promoted food culture for example by offering the Helsinki Menu, a
menu comprising of tastes from the last two centuries, at local restaurants, and by having
an exhibition on food culture at the Hotel and Restaurant Museum (Helsingin kaupunki
n.d.-b). The same year Helsinki held the World Design Capital (WDC) title. Even the
WDC programme promoted food culture in a number of ways. Among other, it included
cooking workshops for young people; a project to improve food culture at elderly care
homes; Fiskars Design Village project combining food and design, and several urban
food gardening projects. Kellohalli at the old Abattoir complex (Figure 3.2) was the main
stage for WDC’s food and design events from September until the end of the year (Helsin-
gin kaupunki 2013a). This year, Streat Helsinki, a street food festival arranged by the City,
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took place for the first time in March and attracted over 20 000 visitors in just two days.
Both WDC and Streat Helsinki are linked to the City’s Culinary Culture Strategy.

Figure 3.2: Kellohalli at Abattoir, Helsinki’s centre for food culture. Photo: Rosaleena
Luokkala 2014.

3.2.1 Culinary Culture Strategy

The City of Helsinki’s Strategy Programme for 2009–2012 had a goal of developing
Helsinki as a centre for Finnish food and top gourmet (Helsingin kaupunki 2009: 16).
Based on this goal, the City developed a Culinary Culture Strategy for 2009–2012 in
cooperation with culinary businesses; educational institutions; Palmia, a municipal enter-
prise providing catering and other such services for public institutions; and Tukkutori, a
wholesale market for groceries (City of Helsinki n.d.: 1).

The Culinary Culture Strategy strives to promote high-quality, tasty food, while simul-
taneously drawing attention to the need to diminish the ecological footprint of the food
chain to curb climate change. The biggest goal, however, following the City’s Strategy
Programme seems to be placing Helsinki on the world’s culinary map (ibid.). There are
four key parts to the strategy: developing an organic meal programme for children; de-
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veloping food markets and halls, particularly the Wholesale market part of the Abattoir
complex; promoting culinary culture and integrating it into the WDC 2012 programme;
and promoting an edible environment (ibid.).

In order to promote the edible environment, the strategy suggests a range of actions.
The first is creating new allotment gardens and gardening patches around the city, and
allowing kitchen gardens even in residential courtyards. The department that can affect
these processes and is thus mainly in charge of the actions is the City Planning Depart-
ment. Another action mentioned is the economical production of food at a short distance
to residential centres and allowing direct sales in the local area. The third action refers
to improving the information and advice on biowaste recycling and composting, while
the last action highlights the need to clarify which locations can be used for small-scale
cultivation (ibid: 5).

The strategy’s official website mentions that the implementation of the strategy rests
on the shoulders of the City’s departments (Helsingin kaupunki n.d.-a). The strategy
project leader is Ville Relander, but other names are not mentioned. The City’s latest
Strategy Programme does not mention food culture or food (Helsingin kaupunki 2013c),
but according to the project leader, the culinary culture strategy work is still ongoing and
an update is on its way. Lately the focus has been on the Streat Helsinki event and
on developing the Abattoir complex (Personal communication with Ville Relander 5 May
2014).

3.3 Questionnaire to City Planners

As part of the empirical work, I made a questionnaire to planners in Helsinki. The ques-
tionnaire had six questions: one background, two yes/no and three open questions (Ap-
pendix 2). The questions had to do with the inclusion of food systems in planning, and the
City of Helsinki’s Culinary Culture Strategy, but additional comments were welcomed at
the end. The questionnaire was directed towards planners at the Town Planning Division
of the City Planning Department. It was done on Google Forms and the link together with
an introduction letter was sent by email to all the 75 planners identified as town planners
through a planning review from 2013 and the department’s website. After eliminating
those that could not reply due to email delivery failure (5) or being out of office throughout
the response period (3), there were 67 persons that could have replied. However, only
17 planners replied: 16 during the first week and one more after a reminder was sent.

The respondents cover the planning of most of Helsinki, but no planner for Pasila
responded. 15 respondents acknowledged that their work includes aspects that relate to
or influence food or the food system. They mentioned especially the location of grocery
stores, colony gardens, allotments, restaurants and market halls and squares. Eight
mentioned that their area includes urban gardening in some form. Two planners also
mentioned the planning of flexible urban spaces that can shift purpose and be used for
gardening, pop-up restaurants and other spontaneous activities. The two that responded
no explained that they are in charge of areas that are currently ready-built. One added
that detailed planning does not dictate what people can cultivate on their own balconies
though, and that if new developments arise, (s)he may be able to think about the location
of grocery stores and including urban gardening.
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When asked about the Culinary Culture Strategy, 11 respondents were not aware
of it, because they had not been told about it. Out of the six respondents that were
aware of the strategy, two responded that it had not affected their work in any way. Those
planners whose work it had affected all mentioned different things. One knew the strategy
in relation to street food, another in relation to kiosks and outdoor serving areas. Two
mentioned the strategy in relation to maintaining the functional diversity of urban areas,
and the flexibility and openness of urban spaces to food-related activities.

In relation to the possibilities of detailed planning to affect the food system, the re-
sponses were very different. Most referred to the limited role of detailed planning as
explained in the following quote: “[The detailed plan] lays out conditions and prerequi-
sites for building and function. It guides the implementation of the next stage (building
planning) and gives targets and frames it”. Another person mentioned that the City Plan-
ning Department guides and instructs on the detailed planning level, whereas the Public
Works Department does the rest and decides the more specific use of space. One plan-
ner wanted to pinpoint that although detailed planners can allocate spaces for purposes
that they want to encourage, whether or not the spaces are indeed used for that purpose
depends on demand. Furthermore, (s)he added that listening to this demand is a part of
planning, but planners cannot be pulled in all directions. Planners can make suggestions
but the real decisions rest on the politicians’ shoulders, wrote another planner.

Others are slightly more positive towards the possibilities of detailed planning. Six
respondents focused on the positive sides. According to four respondents, a planner
can encourage local food production and urban gardening by permitting small-scale cul-
tivation and bringing up the need in the detailed plan. One planner mentioned land-use
planning as a way to affect, whereas another suggests that planners could do more to
cooperate within the City and beyond. Only one person lamented the lack of knowledge
about the food system.

In the comments section, there were naturally many types of messages, most of them
relating to urban gardening, because the respondents were informed that the thesis is
about urban gardening. Two planners took up densification in relation to urban garden-
ing: one of them mentioned that densification may restrict the possibilities to cultivate;
however, because urban gardening often requires little space, the question is more about
attitudes towards urban gardening, whereas the other planner wrote that densification
intentions sometimes cause heated debate about colony gardens and allotments. Here
one respondent thought it important to note that while urban gardening is a nice hobby,
food is produced in the countryside, whereas another acknowledged the recent increase
in the popularity of urban gardening that the City Planning Department would have to
relate to. In a comment, one planner expressed worry about the future of local grocery
stores, while another was hopeful that local food would be easier to access in the future
through local grocery stores. A diversity of urban life [including food culture] such as in
old southern European cities is indeed a richness, commented a planner.

3.3.1 Reflections

This questionnaire only scratched the surface on the topic of food in planning. I wanted to
keep the questionnaire short in order to get some responses, but the response rate was
unfortunately low. This was not unexpected though both because of previous findings
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in the United States, and because my own impression of planners not being particularly
interested in food systems. The main reasons for the low response rate were probably
lack of interest, lack of knowledge, and perhaps the perceived lack of time, although
responding would not have taken more than 5 minutes even with longer answers.

3.4 Urban Gardening

In Helsinki, there are many ways to grow edible plants. Popular locations include one’s
own yard, balcony, colony gardens, and allotments. ‘Colony gardens’, allotments with
small cottages, are a traditional setting for growing food. They have existed in Finland
from the beginning of the 20th century, the first colony garden in Helsinki was established
for Swedish-speaking people at Ruskeasuo in 1918 (Rakennustieto 2007). The City was
positive towards these gardens so it thereafter established several more (ibid.). As the
city has grown and densified, new developments have threatened the existence of colony
gardens, and they have become squeezed between housing and other functions (ibid.).
Today there are nine colony gardens, and they are protected for their cultural, historical,
and architectural characteristics (ibid.). In addition to colony gardens, there are allotments
without cottages all around the city. Both types of gardens are usually owned by the City
but let to gardening associations that are in charge of governing the use and maintenance
of the gardens (Rakennusvirasto n.d.).

In the last few years there has been an increase of interest in growing food in the
city. Because the older colony gardens and allotments are not enough for everybody
wishing to garden and not everyone has their own yard or balcony, citizens have started
initiating their own gardening projects. The environmental organisation Dodo has either
helped establish or inspired practically all of the new gardening projects since 2009 (Per-
sonal communication with Dodo gardener). Dodo and other gardening enthusiasts have
mapped 30 gardens or gardening projects in Helsinki including colony gardens, allot-
ments, community gardens, container gardens, school gardens, roof gardens and others
that are marked in different colours (Helsingin kaupunkiviljelmiä n.d.). The WDC 2012
programme funded four different urban gardening projects, two in Helsinki and two just
outside in Espoo and Vantaa. The ones in Helsinki were Kääntöpöytä and Edible Ara-
bianranta Aalto City Garden, a community gardening project between Aalto University
students and local residents (Helsingin kaupunki 2013a). Both projects are still ongoing.

The popularity of urban gardening has even led Ruohonjuuri, a shop selling organic
food and other products, to get into urban gardening. In March the shop advertised that
they were looking for 16 gardeners to start a gardening project on the square outside
the Itäkeskus Shopping Mall in eastern Helsinki this summer. The idea came from a
customer who experienced the square to be an unsafe, unpleasant environment, and
suggested that it be used for gardening (Personal communication with Johanna Koskinen
26 Mar 2014). Ruohonjuuri got the permission to realise the idea from the shopping mall
management. Koskinen mentioned that urban gardening fits the profile of the shop well,
because they sell seedlings every spring, and because it can teach about food’s origins
and increase the appreciation of food when people see how much work it requires (ibid.).
Furthermore, everyone benefits: it improves the image of both the shopping mall and the
area, and contributes to a more pleasant, cosy, green and safe environment; people who
want to cultivate but cannot get a gardening patch or cannot afford it can do it here easily
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and for free, as the gardeners are provided with soil, seedlings and water from the shop;
and Ruohonjuuri has already got plenty of positive feedback (ibid.).

Helsinki University is conducting research on green roofs since 2011. In a project
called The Fifth Dimension, researchers acknowledge the benefits of green roofs and es-
tablish test roofs around the country in order to find sustainable green roof solutions that
are best suited to Finnish conditions (Luonnontieteellinen museo 2014). Besides con-
tributing to a greener, more pleasant urban environment, green roofs absorb water thus
reducing floods, keep the heat island effect in check, purify air and keep noise outside the
buildings (ibid.), but they can also increase the biodiversity in cities. There are estimated
to be a few hundred green roofs in the Helsinki region (ibid.). Green roofs may include
edible plants too. In and around Helsinki there are at least a few food-producing rooftop
gardens. One is located in the old Cable Factory, one at Restaurant Savoy where the
food grown is used directly in the restaurant’s cooking, and some company roof gardens.

The City has generally been relatively positive towards urban gardening, but less pos-
itive towards guerilla gardening. On at least one occasion, a gardening patch established
without a permission has been removed and covered with a new lawn (Tikkanen, 2013).
In this case the City Public Works Department commented that they had no other choice
but to remove the patch, because if they had let it be, they would have to allow all such
patches anywhere in the city (ibid.). Urban gardening in Helsinki is very much driven by
enthusiasts. For example, edible trees and bushes are seldom planned for parks, unless
the landscape architect takes the initiative; however, since their education is more con-
cerned with the aesthetic, they may not be that likely to suggest edible elements (Personal
communication with landscape architect).

A complementary document to the upcoming City Plan acknowledges urban garden-
ing, but only as one side of urban nature that must suit everyone’s needs (Kaupunkisu-
unnitteluvirasto 2013). In January, the City Planning Committee also gave a statement
to a motion by the City Council about supporting urban gardening (Kaupunkisuunnittelu-
lautakunta 2014). According to informants, there have been several such statements, but
they do not lead to much. Recently, the Public Works Department published a guide to
urban gardening together with Dodo (Sipari & Lehtonen 2014). The document gives ad-
vice on how those interested in starting an urban garden should proceed. The guide was
Dodo’s initiative and work, so although the City has responded positively by publishing it,
it shows that their role is more retroactive than proactive nowadays.

3.4.1 Dodo

Dodo is an environmental organisation established in 1995 and active in Helsinki, Tam-
pere, Turku and Lahti. It is a registered association composed of volunteers. They look
at environmental problems from a societal perspective and try to find urban solutions to
environmental problems, support globally sustainable livelihoods, and aspire to increase
people’s happiness while decreasing the ecological burden (Dodo 2014). They arrange
activities such as city walks, brainstorming sessions, workshops, guerilla gardening, fes-
tivals, discussions and school visits.

Several groups focusing on different aspects operate under Dodo. These groups are
Kääntöpöytä, an urban garden with a café and a greenhouse in a historical railway mi-
lieu; Energy group focusing on renewable energy; Hautomo i.e. Hatchery group for brain-
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storming on global environmental problems; Haarukan jälki i.e. Fork’s print group for food
related issues such as food security; Sinsibere, a project to support a group of female
entrepreneurs in Mali; Urban Gardening, a group for anyone interested in urban garden-
ing; Tany Maitso, a project for development cooperation with farmers on Madagascar;
and City, a group for those interested in city planning, that also has several sub-groups.
In addition, other “dodoing” activities that are not directly under any of these groups are
arranged regularly (ibid.).

Every year they have a different theme around which the yearly activities build but are
not restricted to. The theme for 2009 was food, and it was that year that they started their
very first urban gardening initiative — a guerilla gardening project between the railway
tracks in Pasila (Personal communication with Kirmo Kivelä 19 Mar 2014). They have
since then been involved in initiating most of the urban gardens in Helsinki, but only two
are officially Dodo’s: Kääntöpöytä and a gardening project in Kalasatama, another area
in development. Previously they also had a project in front of the Abattoir complex, but
they have given it up to other gardeners (Personal communication with Dodo gardener).
In 2011, Dodo got an environmental award from the City of Helsinki for their pioneering
work in advancing urban gardening and engaging citizens in a dialogue on the efficient
utilisation of the urban landscape (Kivelä 2011).

According to several informants, Dodo gardeners wish to spread gardening skills and
that way increase the gardening of edibles in urban spaces. They provide the example
by starting and running urban gardening projects, arranging training, and publishing gar-
dening guides and instructions, but their goal is for citizens to take the matter into their
own hands and copy them as much as possible.

3.4.2 Kääntöpöytä

Kääntöpöytä is Dodo’s urban gardening centre implemented and opened in the spring
of 2012. It is located in the southern railway yard in Pasila, just over three kilometres
north of the city centre, between the city’s main railway tracks and the engine sheds to
the east and stabling tracks to the west (Figure 3.3). The name of the project means
‘turntable’ and comes from the railway turntable that was used to bring locomotives to
the engine sheds for repair and storage. The following description is mainly based on
Personal communication with Kirmo Kivelä and another Kääntöpöytä active.

The guerilla gardening project that Dodo started in 2009 was located about 100 me-
ters south of Kääntöpöytä. According to Kivelä, some of the gardeners lived in Pasila and
found this place to be suitable because it was practically located, obviously idle and visi-
ble to train passengers. In 2011 they found out that Helsinki would be the WDC of 2012,
and that WDC was looking for projects and activities for the programme. The guerilla gar-
deners realised that urban gardening fit the WDC requirements perfectly, so they started
developing an idea of an urban gardening centre located at the turntable and applied for
WDC. As they were preliminarily accepted, they got into contact with the Traffic Depart-
ment that manages the land for the state that owns it that required them to formally rent
the land for gardening. After successful negotiations, Dodo rented the land from the state
for a good price and started building a greenhouse.

The purpose of Kääntöpöytä is to serve as an urban gardening learning centre, a
test lab for sustainable solutions, and a source of inspiration. Kääntöpöytä is dedicated
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Figure 3.3: Kääntöpöytä work in progress and the engine sheds pictured from the West.
Photo: Kirmo Kivelä 2012.

Figure 3.4: Kääntöpöytä serving lunch outdoors pictured from the North. Photo: Kirmo
Kivelä 2012.

to growing edible plants, so they built a greenhouse to extend the season slightly from
both ends, but so far they do not grow anything in winter. The greenhouse is built upon
an existing iron framework in the middle of the turntable. The turntable itself is circular
and there is outdoor space to the west and east of the greenhouse. The western side is
mainly used for growing plants while the eastern side is more for pop-up activities (Figure
3.4). Kääntöpöytä operates a café in summer, but it is only open sporadically. The first
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two summers it was open on Fridays for lunch and some weekends for brunch. They can
also cater to just under 30 people inside the greenhouse (Figure 3.5). In addition, they
have three beehives that give honey.

Figure 3.5: Kääntöpöytä serving lunch indoors. Photo: Kirmo Kivelä 2012.

Besides the café, some of the activities that they arrange include gardening training
and workshops. A few times they have had young pupils from the nearby schools visiting.
Overall, Kääntöpöytä is a flexible space that changes every year, they have hydroponics
coming and they are even talking about getting into aquaponics in the future. In terms
of waste, they aspire to operate as a closed loop system using organic waste to fertilise
plants. They have a few composts and an outhouse on the side of the engine sheds that
they wish to put to proper use soon. For energy, they have solar panels on the roof of the
greenhouse, and they are also going to have a miniature wind power station as part of
the system. Their water comes from the city’s waterworks.

People working at Kääntöpöytä are volunteers except for the chef. Most of the money
they make comes from the café, but sometimes they also sell honey, pallet collars, and
plants, and they can rent the place for private events. Kivelä mentions a few motivations
that keep volunteers coming here. One reason is that it is a social gathering where you
meet people that are on the same wavelength with you. Secondly, especially if you work
with computers as he does, it feels nice to dig into the soil. Thirdly, it is about good, tasty
food, although the volunteers do not get much of what they help grow, but many have
their own allotment somewhere. And finally, it is about getting to do things together, “not
just do-it-yourself but let’s-do-it-ourselves-together” (Personal communication with Kirmo
Kivelä 19 Mar 2014). However, as years go on and the work hours that volunteers put
in accumulate, they are contemplating on the possibility of turning Kääntöpöytä into a
business some time in the future. For now, the volunteers’ goal is to keep developing
Kääntöpöytä, learn and teach about growing food, come up with sustainable solutions
that can be scaled up, and contribute to a better city.
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Some of the gardeners have voiced their opinions on the plans for Pasila as well as the
planning of Helsinki in general. The City’s planning in general is described as inflexible
due to strict plans that do not allow for spontaneity and progress, while transportation
planning is seen as backward, because the City concentrates on improving access for
private cars all around the city, although the focus should be on public transportation.
For example Pasila already has excellent access by public transportation so there is
no need to extend roads and build tunnels that take away from the urban environment.
There is also a wish that new developments would have to adhere to stricter ecological
criteria and that rooftops for example in Central Pasila would be used for urban gardening.
Although Dodo is not officially affiliated with any political party, it makes sense that an
environmental organisation would have green-minded members.

3.5 Questionnaire to Dodo’s Urban Gardeners

The purpose of the questionnaire to Dodo’s urban gardeners in Helsinki was to get an
idea of what motivates people to engage in urban gardening, what they wish to attain with
it, and if and how urban gardening is linked to sustainability in their opinion. These results
help answer the research questions, because the gardeners are part of the bottom-up
perspective of planning and are involved in shaping the city through gardening. Their
ideas about gardening and sustainability help explain why and how the top-down plan-
ning can benefit from bottom-up initiatives. The questionnaire had eight open questions
(Appendix 3). Since there were only five responses, it was possible to go through them
in detail.

Three respondents are very active in Dodo’s urban gardening, they have coordi-
nated gardening projects and/or been involved in starting new projects. Two respon-
dents are new to Dodo’s gardening and only started this year. They are all familiar with
Kääntöpöytä, as it is Dodo’s learning centre for urban gardening. Other projects men-
tioned are the guerilla garden in Pasila and the community gardening project in Vallila.
Two of the most active first heard about urban gardening when spending time abroad,
while the other three got into it through Dodo. All the respondents had prior experience
of cultivating before joining Dodo, either on their own or their parents’ yard, allotment or
balcony. Everyone has different reasons for partaking in urban gardening including cu-
riosity towards growing food and seeing how much can be produced (in Finland), learning
about cultivation, raising awareness on urban gardening and hopefully contributing to an
increase, growing plants that are not sold in the shops, experimenting, pioneering, rebel-
liousness, influencing the society and shaping the cityscape.

Three respondents find the location of the project(s) they are active in practical, two
not so practical, but location is important to all of them: the closer, the better and the more
active one can be. One dreams of starting a gardening project close to home, and another
mentioned that food should be grown as close as possible, therefore she cultivates on her
balcony. The average age of urban gardeners in the projects the respondents are familiar
with seems to be around 30, but there are younger and older participants, and children
are a common sight at community gardens. In some projects there have been more
women, but the gender balance is generally good. The respondents described other
participants as nice, alternative, pioneer spirited, handy, unprejudiced, experimental, and
enthusiastic.



40 CHAPTER 3. HELSINKI

Everyone is interested in sustainability, especially environmental sustainability. Four
respondents directly mentioned food, while one person indirectly hinted at food by men-
tioning composting and nutrient cycle in a closed loop system. Other aspects men-
tioned include climate change, energy production, transport and cycling, environmentally
friendly lifestyle, ethical consumption, self-sufficiency, vegetarian diet, soft technology
and city development. One person mentioned being worried about human overpopula-
tion of the globe and whether there will be enough food for everyone in the future. Another
has lately been very interested in how sustainability is linked to urban planning, densifi-
cation strategies and using waste heat from buildings to cultivate in greenhouses.

Everyone also links urban gardening to sustainability, possibly partly because Dodo
has been the urban gardening pioneer in Helsinki and it is an environmental organisation,
as one respondent put it. Urban gardening is seen as a pedagogical instrument that
increases knowledge of food, its cultivation, seasons, environmental impacts, as well as
appreciation of food, and awareness of the dark side of agri-businesses. One respondent
also mentioned that transporting foods that spoil easily from faraway does not make any
sense, and that especially lettuce and herbs should be picked when needed. Another
writes that urban gardening would ideally contribute to a more sustainable and diverse
food system, but it is currently more of a hobby with limited impact. Two respondents
expect urban gardening to have a more important role in the future.

3.5.1 Reflections

Originally I expected to get more responses to the questionnaire from urban gardeners
because they are at least certainly interested in the topic. I tried to get into contact with
Dodo gardeners very early on, but did not get any replies until after a few attempts the
gardening coordinator informed me that they are very busy, but that they would try to
answer my questions by email. The questions were first sent by email, but because after
some weeks and reminders later I still had not received any replies, I made a question-
naire on Google Forms and put it up on Dodo’s group page and urban gardening page on
Facebook. This method gave me five responses: four after the first posts and one after
a reminder. Although the questionnaire was relatively short, the questions were open,
so responding takes some time. I believe the low response rate is mainly explained by
the time of year as it is the beginning of the season and many gardeners would be busy
cultivating. Another aspect is that the questions may not have been seen by many people.

Understandably, those that are the most active are the busiest too. Dodo has been
bombarded with questions about urban gardening since 2009, and they have been con-
sidered some kind of experts, because they were the pioneers in Finland (Personal com-
munication with Dodo gardener). Although they are happy that people are interested in
gardening and that the popularity is growing all the time, their resources are very limited
and therefore they cannot help everyone (ibid.). That is the reason they have from the
beginning strived to encourage people to establish and run their own urban gardening
projects without Dodo’s help. Considering that they are all just volunteers, the amount of
hours, energy and passion they have put in urban gardening is really admirable.
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Chapter 4

Stockholm

This chapter examines the planning goals and strategies of Stockholm, the plans for
Söderstaden and Southern Skanstull, and urban gardening in general as well as through
the På spåret initiative.

4.1 Planning Context

Stockholm is a city of approximately 900 000 inhabitants (Stockholms stad 2013). The
population is expected to grow to over one million within the next ten years (Public meeting
26th Mar 2014). In 2010 Stockholm held the title of the first European Green Capital
(European Commission 2014).

Stockholm has a long-term goal of becoming a city in world class (Stockholms stad
2007). As part of this goal, the City wants to create and foster a place that is diverse in
terms of a variety of opportunities for work, education, services, culture, and events, and
an urban vibe combined with nature and water. It also aims to continue to grow and be
internationally competitive with an innovative and knowledge-based business world. And
thirdly it wants to be a city of and for its citizens; an accessible and a safe city that offers
unlimited possibilities and high-quality, cost-effective and diverse services with a freedom
of choice (ibid.).

The Master plan entitled The Walkable City specifies four main development strate-
gies in the context of sustainable growth to reach the goal of a world class city (Stadsbyg-
gnadskontoret 2010: 2). The main strategies have to do with strengthening and densify-
ing central Stockholm, creating a network of strategic nodes outside the centre, connect-
ing city areas, and fostering a lively urban environment (ibid.). The plan also identifies
six of the biggest challenges to city development. These are dealing with the continued
growth of the city and its population; balancing the many requirements on the land and
creating a functional mix; developing a strong and growing city region to increase com-
petitiveness and maintain attractiveness against other city regions in a global context;
dealing with the effects of globalisation; fighting against climate change by accomplish-
ing a city free of fossil fuels by 2050; and battling with the growing social and economic
inequalities (ibid: 6–8).

The Walkable City is the first master plan in Stockholm to be strategic in character.
This is said to be the direction master planning is developing towards in order to evolve
with the times and become more flexible to meet the changing needs (ibid: 5). One con-
sequence of this new type of master planning is that they have in this plan concentrated
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on a limited number of areas instead of trying to plan the entire city simultaneously. The
development of the Master plan is said to have been characterised by dialogue. The first
round of consultation resulted in 350 written opinions from authorities, organisations and
private persons. When a new proposition was written it received 100 written comments.
The City Planning Department also organised 200 meetings with interested parties dur-
ing the two years leading up to the current master plan (ibid: 78). However, it is not
clarified how much the comments affected the final result.

40 percent of Stockholm’s land area is classified as park and green area (Stockholms
stad 2013). Therefore it makes sense that the Master plan will be complemented by a
document called The Green Walkable City, a city-wide planning document for the devel-
opment of green areas (Stadsbyggnadskontoret 2013). The proposition for this document
came out a year ago. It dedicates a paragraph to urban gardening, where it is acknowl-
edged that urban gardening is a growing trend. Attention is drawn to new types of urban
gardening such as På spåret, where inhabitants take initiative to cultivate together in
parks, residential yards and leftover spaces. The document acknowledges that these ini-
tiatives show the possibilities to influence one’s own living environment, and help create
social cohesion between the inhabitants, and beautiful, lively and safe urban environ-
ments. Furthermore, it says that the City should encourage these kinds of initiatives and
take advantage of them, but this will require some work on the City’s side (ibid: 19).

4.1.1 Söderstaden and Southern Skanstull

Vision Söderstaden 2030 intends to establish Söderstaden as a district that connects
central Stockholm to southern Stockholm. The district is profiled to be a place for events,
housing and work opportunities (Stockholms stad 2012). Söderstaden consists of four
parts: Globen area, Slaughterhouse area, Gullmarsplan, and Southern Skanstull. All of
these areas will be developed in the near future. The idea for the Slaughterhouse area is
to strengthen the traditional link to food (ibid.).

Southern Skanstull is today characterised by several large bridges running along the
North–South axis, an unused piece of railway running along the East–West axis under the
bridges, green areas, and gardening in the form of an allotment garden and På spåret
(Figure 4.1). Southern Skanstull is home to Eriksdalsbadet (a swimming pool), Tennis
Hall, Badminton Stadium, Trädgården Under Bron (restaurant and club), White Architects,
and Clarion Hotel among others. Because of the many bridges and the rails, pedestri-
ans and cyclists are confused about how to get from place to place (Own observation),
but Southern Skanstull is an important public and private transport node (Stadsbyggnad-
skontoret 2011: 12). The area is also unique in that there is relatively much undeveloped
land for such a central location (ibid.).

Southern Skanstull has an important role in connecting central and southern parts of
town, because it is located at the southern edge of the central city. The programme work
for Southern Skanstull was supposed to start in 2012 and be published already last year,
so that the implementation could start in 2015–2016 (ibid: 14). The work was however
delayed and the programme is now expected this autumn. Very little is known about the
future of Southern Skanstull. The City wants to strengthen the area’s role as a place for
sports, increase the area’s density, put up new buildings around the bridges, and improve
the access for pedestrians and cyclists, particularly to and along the water (ibid: 12).
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Figure 4.1: Southern Skanstull with bridges pictured from the end of the railway track
towards the East. Photo: Rosaleena Luokkala 2014.

Three architect bureaus were asked to make suggestions for this area, but according
to Lundberg (2013) none of them pleased the City Planning Department; still, White
Architects were invited to continue developing their ideas. The City wants to protect the
existing allotment garden, as well as the park and the swimming pool, but it is not known if
På spåret and Trädgården Under Bron can stay, although the City considers them positive
parts of the cityscape (ibid.). The goal is to keep them in the area in some form (Epstein
2013).

4.2 Urban Gardening

Since the early 20th century there have been colony gardens in Stockholm. The first
colony garden came in 1903 but it no longer exists, and the oldest still existing is Söder-
brunn in Norra Djurgården from 1905. The allotments were built for the masses of people
moving from the countryside to the city who needed a way to support themselves. For
a low price, workers could grow their own potatoes, vegetables and fruits on a small
plot of land. The allotment gardens also offered them recreation and a getaway from the
crammed conditions of the city (Söderbrunn 2009). Originally the allotments were located
on the edges of the city, but as the city expanded the allotments became more central.

Allotment gardens are the traditional way to garden, but it may take a long time to get
an allotment. The last few years there has been an increase of interest in other types
of gardening shown by the explosion of media and academic publications on ‘alternative’
urban gardening initiatives. Guerilla gardening is a popular example that has been taken
up in the Swedish media particularly since 2009 (e.g. Nilsson 2009). A movement called
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Tillväxt, started in 2009, is well-known for their guerilla gardening tactics. They are a small
group of enthusiasts who use the principles of permaculture and sustainability to plant
especially fruit trees and berry bushes, but also many other kinds of edible plants around
Stockholm (Tillväxt n.d.). They do not always plant without permission though. In 2012
they took part in the Earth Week arranged at Stockholm University and planted fruit trees
together with university students, including myself. That summer they also collaborated
with the university on a summer course on urban gardening (Svenska Dagsbladet 2012).

Community gardening is another example. It may start as a guerilla gardening initia-
tive, but it simply means gardening together as a group or community. In Stockholm this
commonly means residents cultivating together patches of land on the common yard of
a housing cooperative, but it may also take the form of a garden somewhere that is open
to anyone. På spåret is an example of this kind of community gardening, where anyone
interested is welcome to join. Other examples in Stockholm are Folkodlarna in Skarpnäck
and Vintervikens garden. Folkodlarna are a group of gardeners that have existed since
2009. They cultivate together and share the yield, but besides this they want to maintain
that it is a public space that welcomes and benefits everyone (Folkodlarna n.d.) Vinter-
viken is a display garden with an ecological direction that has existed since 1998 and is
nowadays run by a non-profit organisation that also runs a café and organises markets,
and cultural and pedagogical activities (Vinterviken 2014).

These and other urban gardening initiatives have been mapped by Stadsodling Stock-
holm (2014), a network of gardening enthusiasts. The network is run by five enthusiasts:
Christina Schaffer, teacher at Stockholm University; Malin Lobell, artist using urban gar-
dening as a means of art; Philipp Olsmeyer, initiator of På spåret; Agnes Fischer, driver
of a community gardening company called Boodla; and Ulrika Flodin Furås, gardening
journalist and photographer (ibid.). They have the aim of bringing together all actors in
the field of urban gardening in Stockholm in order to foster more urban gardening projects
(ibid.).

4.2.1 Trädgård på spåret

Trädgård på spåret is both the name of the garden (På spåret) and the association (TPS)
behind the garden. Everything started with an idea of a mobile community garden by an
unused piece of railway in Southern Skanstull, Södermalm, about three kilometres south
of the Stockholm city centre (Figure 4.2). The idea came from three Germans, Philipp
Olsmeyer, Max Zinnecker, and Lisa Kopp, who contacted the City, presented the idea
and asked for a permission to use the land. In late 2011 they were granted permission,
so they proceeded to plan a garden that would open in the spring of 2012. In order to
develop the garden, they needed to found an organisation that could make a contract with
the City for the land, take care of other bureaucracy and bring together people that were
interested in realising the idea (Trädgård på spåret n.d.). The association was born.

TPS has three aims: “to run a mobile, organic garden where members can cultivate
by themselves; to spread knowledge about cultivation, ecology and food; and to develop
a sustainable strategy for the future of the area where the garden is located” (own trans-
lation, Trädgård på spåret n.d.). The board of TPS is composed of six members that all
have a responsibility: communication, organisation, cultivation, place, cooperation and
café, and planting school and bee-keeping (ibid.). The name ‘Trädgård på spåret’ has a
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triple meaning: firstly, it refers to a garden located on or at the rails; secondly, it refers to
a garden with a mobile character; and thirdly, it means a garden that is on the ‘right track’
from a sustainability perspective (Elfors 2012).

Figure 4.2: Entrance to Trädgård på spåret.
Photo: Rosaleena Luokkala 2014.

På spåret consists of four parts: gar-
den, café, gardening school and green
marketplace. There is also a beehive that
produces honey. The garden was inspired
by two community gardening projects,
Prinzessinnengärten in Berlin and High-
line Park in New York: the former is built
on an urban wasteland and the latter on
a piece of elevated, unused railway. All
of these characteristics come together at
På spåret: the garden is planned and cul-
tivated collectively by the members, it is
located in an abandoned space, and it
is strongly characterised by the rails, al-
though planting does not happen directly
on the rails but on both sides along the
rails.

A wide range of edible plants, such
as vegetables, herbs and edible flowers,
are cultivated there, and they are planted
in planter boxes made of pallet collars to
keep the garden mobile and because the
land may be contaminated ((Figure 4.3).
Only non-edible flowers are planted di-
rectly on the ground for the bees to thrive.
There are dozens of planter boxes along
the railway. Their goal is not to become

self-sufficient, but to spread knowledge about food growing (Trädgård på spåret n.d.).

På spåret has now existed for two seasons and the third has started. This season
started in February with a meeting where new members were introduced to the associ-
ation and to gardening. The members were divided into groups, and then these groups
started planning what to plant and where, ordering seeds, and pre-cultivating at home.
When the weather allowed, members headed to the garden, cleaned and prepared it for
the new season, and later started cultivating in the greenhouse and outdoors. The new
season was welcomed with the opening of the café. This spring the amount of planter
boxes was increased and a new greenhouse was built on the eastern side ((Figure 4.4).
The garden is improved and developed throughout the season. In summer the most im-
portant task is watering and tending to the plants. When it is time to harvest, the plan
is to arrange a big dinner and later a harvest celebration for members. The members
get together on Tuesdays and Sundays, but there are absolutely no requirements: each
member can decide how much, if at all, they want to be involved. Membership costs
200kr per season. In 2013 the association had 141 members entailing a large drop from
the first year.
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Figure 4.3: View of Trädgård på spåret towards the West. Photo: Rosaleena Luokkala
2014.

TPS has from the beginning been keen to connect and cooperate with other actors.
They have cooperated with White architects, Trädgården Under Bron (club and restau-
rant), Studiefrämjandet (study association), chefs, gardening networks, companies, local
schools and of course the City of Stockholm. The City first gave them 5000 square me-
tres of land and lighting for the garden (Trädgård på spåret n.d.), and then invited TPS
to join the discussions about the development of the area, Southern Skanstull. In 2013,
the initiator and then-president Olsmeyer received Word Wide Fund’s environmental hero
award for inspiring and bringing citizens closer to nature, for making a forgotten urban
space greener, and for supporting an alternative type of urban development (WWF 2013).

På spåret attracts both women and men, it seems that there is a more or less equal
amount of each, but this depends on the day, as does the amount of people present.
In terms of age, the majority are probably between 25–35, but there are also older and
younger members, pensioners and children, and many bring their children to På spåret.

In order to know more about the gardeners, I interviewed 11 gardeners at På spåret,
four of them female and seven male. The informants were not chosen based on any other
criteria except who happened to be available at the moment. The approximate questions
can be found in Appendix 3. Five informants had joined this season, while five others had
joined in the beginning of the previous season. Only one informant had started during
the first season. Most of them estimated that they participated at På spåret once or
twice a week, while only two members said they come less often. The majority had no
or very little prior experience of gardening, for example indirect experience or regrowing
shop-bought herbs, but three had cultivated edibles from scratch.
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Figure 4.4: New planter boxes, greenhouse in the making and café at the background
pictured from the East. Photo: Rosaleena Luokkala 2014.

When I asked about the motivations for involvement at På spåret, there were many
different kinds of replies. Nine mentioned social aspects: for example, meeting and get-
ting to know people, community, good atmosphere and ease of association on a common
project. Seven mentioned learning and understanding where food comes from, although
only three specifically mentioned the word food in this context. Four informants mentioned
being outdoors and in a pleasant environment as a motivation. Six persons brought up
the idea of this initiative, curiosity towards it, or the idea of urban gardening as a reason.
One person said he wanted to see how much food it was possible to produce there. Two
with slightly more gardening experience said that they like cultivating and gardening in
general. Three persons lamented the lack of an own garden or balcony. One specifi-
cally mentioned that he was queuing for his own allotment and that this was a way to do
gardening work while queuing. Other motivations that were only mentioned once were
contributing to a better city, doing something concrete, and doing physical work.

When asked if the garden is practically located to them and whether location is impor-
tant, four persons felt that it is not so practical, that they would probably be more active
if it was closer to home. One person even said that one would ideally live in a garden,
because a garden needs so much care. Another person that considers it impractical
stressed that she would not change to a garden closer by, because she has already got-
ten familiar with this one. And one person pointed out that it is good that it is centrally
located, so that the garden gets spontaneous visits from passers-by. The other seven
consider the location practical, not too far from home and to most of them between home
and work. Location seemed to be important to most of the respondents.
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All of the respondents are interested in sustainability. The important commonly men-
tioned aspects relate to consumption, transport, energy, and lifestyle; the first being the
most commonly mentioned. Seven persons specifically mentioned food, two of them also
mentioned food waste: one said wasting food is the worst kind of waste of resources,
whereas the other pointed out that food waste should be composted and used as a re-
source. It was clear that the respondents thought about environmental sustainability here.
When then asked about whether they connected På spåret with sustainability, eight per-
sons said yes, two said no, and one had not thought about it. Again, environmental
sustainability was the first thing on everyone’s mind, but many people also thought about
social sustainability. The garden is particularly seen as a socially sustainable project.
Most respondents brought up the garden’s role as a pedagogical instrument and as a
way to raise awareness about local food production and nature.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

The thesis has explored the relationship between food and planning by looking at the
official planning of city governments and the unofficial planning of urban gardeners in
Helsinki and Stockholm. The official planning side has been examined through planning
goals and strategies, public participation in planning processes, the planning of Central
Pasila and Southern Skanstull, and the inclusion of food and urban gardening in plan-
ning. The unofficial planning side has been investigated through Kääntöpöytä and På
spåret, their organisations, Dodo and TPS, and their involvement in the planning of Cen-
tral Pasila and Southern Skanstull. In this last part the two cities and the gardening
projects are compared and analysed further in relation to the literature review as well as
to the research questions, and the discussion is arranged around the research questions.

5.1 Urban Gardening in Helsinki and Stockholm

Urban gardening is not a new element either worldwide or in the two Nordic capitals that
this study has examined. Both Helsinki and Stockholm have a tradition of urban gardening
dating to the beginning of the last century. However, the character and function of urban
gardening has changed. New urban gardening projects were initiated partly because of
issues perceived with traditional gardens. Traditional allotments were originally located
at the edge of the city, but these locations have since then become quite central. Colony
gardens tend to have high prices thus excluding low-income people. They are supposed
to function as recreational areas for the whole city, but they are often gated, which does
not seem to welcome outsiders. Getting an allotment may require years of queuing time,
and colony gardens especially tend to be passed down in the family. When these gardens
were established, they were most commonly used for growing food, whereas they now
seem to be used more for growing ornamental plants.

New urban gardening projects like Kääntöpöytä and På spåret share many similarities
with each other as well as with examples described in the literature. They are both located
three kilometres from the city centre, by a railway, and take advantage of junk spaces
(Gorgolewski et al. 2011). They also have similar aims and activities, and welcome
everyone regardless of income, origin, and age to engage in gardening together. They are
practical for people who may not be able to take care of a garden alone and for those who
wish to meet people, do something concrete and learn about growing food. Although both
initiatives focus on growing food, and in the case of Dodo the unsustainability of the food
system is mentioned as one of the reasons they got into urban gardening, the purpose
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of the projects is not to try to replace the current food system. Instead, the purpose is
to unite people on a common project to raise awareness about food, cultivation and the
environment, to educate, and to contribute to something positive in the city. In Dodo’s
case at least, the wish seems to be that urban gardening will in the future contribute to
a more sustainable food system, but they acknowledge that this will take time. As for På
spåret, many of the members mentioned food during the interviews, especially local food
production in relation to sustainability, but food was not their main motivation for taking
part in this project.

The two gardening projects look quite different though. Kääntöpöytä is not so much
a garden but a greenhouse with some cultivated boxes outside. Being in a railway milieu
means that the spot is characterised by iron, concrete and asphalt, and surrounded by
19th century engine sheds and railway tracks. There is very little greenery in this area,
and cultivation happens inside the greenhouse and outside in bags and planter boxes. På
spåret on the other hand looks more like a traditional garden with earth and surrounding
greenery, but even here cultivation takes place in planter boxes due to the possibility of
contaminated land. Both projects are driven by citizen organisations but the organisations
are quite different. Dodo is an urban environmental organisation that has existed since
1995, is active in three cities besides Helsinki, and engages in many projects besides
urban gardening. They are also behind many other urban gardening projects initiated in
Helsinki since 2009. In contrast, TPS was created for the garden, and does not operate
any other projects related to urban gardening or otherwise. However, both organisations
are non-profit, driven by volunteers and partly funded by membership fees, and both
motivate their involvement in urban gardening with aspects of environmental and social
sustainability. Individual members of both organisations mentioned especially social and
pedagogical motivations for taking part, but linked urban gardening strongly with environ-
mental sustainability.

In both Helsinki and Stockholm, this urban gardening movement first became noticed
through guerilla gardening and seed bombs around 2008-2009. The guerilla gardening
of those days was perhaps more of a political protest: protest against the lack of citizens’
possibilities to shape the cityscape, the concentration of food production in the hands
of a few powerful corporations, or other problems. Around 2011–2012 urban gardening
became more mainstream, and most of the articles about urban gardening in the media
are from that time. Around this time, the roughest edges were polished off and urban
gardening morphed into a movement that was willing to cooperate with authorities such
as city planners and land owners more. Cooperation allowed urban gardeners to do
what they wanted to do in the first place, cultivate, without the downsides of guerilla
gardening, such as the risk of being caught, or the disappointment of seeing the land you
cultivated with hard work being covered with the ubiquitous lawn. Many urban gardens
in Helsinki and Stockholm are still started as guerilla projects, but it is common to ask
for a permission at some point. One of the premises behind the new urban gardening
movement has from the beginning been the idea of contributing to a more pleasant city
environment.
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5.2 Urban Gardeners Shape the City

By establishing the gardening projects, both groups have already shaped the local en-
vironment, if not for good, at least for some time. The greenhouses and other physical
structures are obvious but to those can be added the small things that members do. For
example at På spåret members clean the area, cultivate and water plants. Regardless of
what you do there, you plan with other members, get to make some decisions, and phys-
ically alter the place in some way. The members affect the area in a positive way, both
physically and on a psychological level. Both gardening groups are also involved in the
more formal visioning and planning. In the case of Helsinki, this means that some Dodo
members are involved in local politics, cooperate with the City and publish their opinions
on plans made for Pasila. In Stockholm, TPS along with other local actors have from the
start been involved in the visioning of Southern Skanstull.

It is natural for Dodo to be interested in the development of Helsinki considering that
the organisation has several groups focusing on sustainable urban development. It is
also natural for them to be involved in local politics, especially green politics. Some are
interested in planning and development because of their educational and professional
backgrounds, whereas others want to influence the future of their living environment be-
cause it will have a strong impact on their daily lives. It is not a coincidence that TPS
is involved in the planning of Southern Skanstull either. First, one of the initiators is an
architect, and second, the garden was established as a temporary project on land that is
awaiting further development. Therefore the association has been in contact with the City
from the very beginning. The City invited all the local actors to be involved and offer their
input.

For both Dodo and TPS gardeners, the location of the garden is important. Many of
the initiators, project drivers and most active members of Kääntöpöytä and På spåret, are
or were living close to the location of the garden. This makes sense and partly explains
why the gardens were established where they are today. The locations were found by
people who were familiar with the area and noted that these spots were relatively unused
and would therefore be the perfect setting for an urban garden. Both projects are located
relatively centrally, which makes it easier for participants to reach the location, attracts
more members and allows for more active engagement.

The larger the organisations get, the more power they have towards the City, which in
turn means that the City is more likely to include and hear them in the planning process.
This increases the chances for the gardens to exist in the same place for longer. Although
both gardening projects are relatively mobile compared to allotment gardens because
they have not planted on the ground much, they nevertheless have greenhouses, cafés,
loads of pallet collars, earth, tools, etc. Cleaning, planning and building the areas have in
both cases taken a lot of time that would be lost if they had to move. It would be especially
difficult for Kääntöpöytä to move, because its focal point is the greenhouse which was
built upon an old iron structure that existed at the location since before, whereas TPS
was from the beginning established as a temporary, mobile garden, and they were aware
that they may have to move. However, moving either garden would require time and
money, therefore both groups have a strong incentive to stay put as long as possible.
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5.3 Official Planning on Food and Urban Gardening

In both Helsinki and Stockholm, several City departments are involved in planning and
development. In Helsinki the most important are the City Planning Department and the
Public Works Department, in Stockholm they are the City Planning Department and the
City Development Department, but in both cases they are not the only ones involved. The
fact that different tasks are spread out between departments requires good coordination
and cooperation — something which does not always work as it should. The official
planning side is generally not particularly interested in food, and master plans and other
traditional planning documents tend to not take up food systems.

Helsinki has a municipal ‘Culinary Culture Strategy’ since 2009. It was based on a
goal identified in the City’s strategy programme to develop Helsinki as a centre for Finnish
food and top gourmet. The strategy’s key goal is said to be placing Helsinki on the world’s
culinary map, but its premise is that the food system is a major culprit in causing climate
change and environmental damage, and that this must be remedied. The strategy is
composed of four key parts: organic meal programme for children; food markets and
halls; culinary culture and WDC 2012; and edible environment. The idea and content
of the strategy is similar to food strategies developed in London, Amsterdam and San
Francisco among others, but its name is confusing. Considering the parts of the strategy,
it seems clear that despite its name, the strategy is not only about culinary culture or even
only about food culture, but quite simply about food. Therefore, it would be more suitable
to call it a food strategy like in other cities. The strategy’s use of the term ‘food chain’ also
seems to reduce the complex food system into a simple ‘chain’.

The strategy does not have a departmental home in the city government; instead, all
the departments are responsible for it. The strategy has a project leader, but it is unclear
if he is the only person employed to work with the strategy or if he has a group behind
him. The whole city government is supposed to be informed about the strategy; however,
in the responses to my questionnaire to the City Planning Department, it became clear
that the majority of the planners working with town planning (11 out of 17) were not
aware that the strategy exists, despite the Planning Department being identified as a
key player for implementing the actions of the edible environment, such as encouraging
urban gardening. Unsurprisingly, the strategy has not achieved as much as it intended
in terms of gardening and public food procurement, although it has managed to create
hype around food, encouraged food-related entrepreneurship and developed the Abattoir
area (Personal communication with an informant). Finland also has two relatively recent
national food programmes, one to support local food and another for organic food, and a
proposal for a national food strategy since 2010.

Stockholm does not have any sort of food strategy, and I have not been able to find
any indication that one would be on its way. There is a national programme for advancing
Swedish food (Matlandet Sverige), and there have been calls for a national food strategy,
but so far neither a municipal or a national food strategy exists.

Planning pays slightly more attention to urban gardening than food generally, perhaps
due to tradition, and both cities take up urban gardening in complementary planning
documents. In Helsinki, a complement to the City plan recognises the popularity of urban
gardening and its social and active character, but highlights that urban nature must offer
something for all citizens, those that want to enjoy the silence of nature and those that
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want engage in an activity in a natural environment. The document also mentions that
the City is striving to concentrate on quality over quantity when it comes to green and
recreational areas, because of needs to densify.

Furthermore, the Public Works Department has recently published a guide to urban
gardening with Dodo that offers advice to interested gardeners. Because the demand
for gardening patches is so high in Helsinki, the City has even made a land inventory to
find places that they find suitable for gardening, but interested gardeners are allowed to
suggest other places. The guide may reduce guerilla gardening, because the processes
around gaining access to land are clarified. The guide is also positive from Dodo’s per-
spective, because since they got into urban gardening in 2009, they have been bom-
barded with questions about gardening from all sides – the guide makes it easier for
interested gardeners to get into gardening without the help of Dodo.

In Stockholm, a proposition for The Green Walkable City, a complement to the Master
plan, dedicates a paragraph to new urban gardening initiatives that are described as a
positive way to influence one’s local environment, foster social cohesion and create beau-
tiful and lively urban environments where people feel safe. It is furthermore added that
the City has not been good at taking advantage of inhabitants’ ideas and initiatives, but
that it will work on developing the processes to encourage this type of public engagement.
På spåret is pictured in this document.

The town planners in Helsinki that responded to the questionnaire are aware that their
work affects the food system, but they seem to think that their role is limited and that they
do not have real power to influence food systems. Town planners can however encourage
gardening and food culture by setting conditions and emphasising these aspects in the
detailed plan. Even if they do not make the final decision, by mentioning gardening and
food they can trigger the next planning level to respond. As one informant mentioned,
detailed plans can also make suggestions for new types of quarters that incorporate
food-growing, while master plans can present edible parks and community fields. Only
one questionnaire respondent mentioned that they lack the necessary knowledge about
food systems; however, the lack of knowledge was brought up in the communications
with other informants. As two informants noted, the education of planners and archi-
tects generally does not include food systems knowledge, and even landscape architects
learn more about the artistic design of green areas and recreational planning than cre-
ating food-producing spaces. Two informants also mentioned that city officials have little
understanding of urban gardening.

Planning tools such as detailed and master plans are currently quite inflexible, but
planning seems to be slowly developing to a more strategic direction. In Stockholm, The
Walkable City from 2010 is the city’s first more strategic master plan, whereas in Helsinki
there is increasing recognition of the rigidity of planning among city officials and citizens
alike as mentioned by several informants, so it is likely that Helsinki will follow Stockholm’s
footsteps on this. This was probably one of the reasons Helsinki’s Planning Department
invited the assistant director of Stockholm’s Planning Department to give a presentation
on Stockholm’s master planning in Helsinki (Public meeting 26 Mar 2014). Helsinki’s
new master plan will likely be more strategic in character. At the same time, it is likely
that planning education will start incorporating food systems into the curriculum at some
point, both because of the growing interest in food and the new food equation (Morgan &
Sonnino 2010).
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5.4 The Relationship Between the Top-down and the Bottom-
up Perspectives

The relationship between city governments and urban gardeners has been relatively good
from the beginning in both cities, but it is changing continuously. As a trend it seems to
be developing in the right direction slowly.

Dodo has been in plenty of contact with the City, especially the Public Works Depart-
ment, because this is the department mainly in charge of green areas. The relationship
between Dodo and the authorities has developed miles since 2009 when Dodo estab-
lished its first urban garden, a guerilla gardening project, a hundred metres away from
Kääntöpöytä. The guerilla gardening days have receded for a more mature relationship
and Dodo has started cooperating with the City more on urban gardening. This cooper-
ation recently resulted in a guide to urban gardening written by Dodo, and approved and
published by the Public Works Department. This is the first step to making the process
clearer to anyone that is interested in starting an urban garden. The guide was however
published quite a bit later than estimated, and according to informants it was because the
department was not happy with some formulations used in the document.

Helsinki’s food strategy at least nominally addresses urban gardening, describes it in
a positive tone and supports it, but has achieved little. The City may not have realised that
although urban gardening projects can be put up temporarily, it is not ideal for gardeners
(Personal communication with Dodo gardener). Moving a garden requires a lot of work
and time even if cultivation happens in bags and boxes, and not directly on the ground.
Finding a new location and adapting to the new conditions (both for the gardeners and
the plants) is not that easy either. Therefore, the longer the prospect of staying in one
place, the better. Regardless of these problems, the relationship between Dodo and the
City is quite good, and Dodo’s urban gardening projects are generally viewed positively
by the City.

As for Kääntöpöytä, although it is located on state-owned land, Dodo members have
nevertheless had contact with the City in relation to it in the beginning and got the City’s
‘approval’. Kääntöpöytä is located in a 19th century railway environment that, according
to the planners, will be protected in the detailed plan. The main worry from this project’s
point of view seems to be the prospective increase in land price when Central Pasila is
developed. One solution is to develop Kääntöpöytä into an economically viable business,
but what will happen remains to be seen.

På spåret has also been well received by the City of Stockholm. They were allowed
to establish as a temporary urban garden on leftover land that was waiting for more long-
term development. TPS has been included in the planning process from the beginning,
but members feel that sometimes the City operates behind their back and prioritises traffic
and buildings ahead of green and recreational areas (Personal communication with TPS
members). This is probably one of the reasons there is no knowledge of the future of På
spåret.

På spåret has operated for a little over two years now, and the knowledge about the
plans for Southern Skanstull has not changed much in this time. Three architect firms
have made suggestions for the area, but no plan or programme has been adopted by the
City. The publication of the planning programme keeps getting pushed forward. This is



55

not necessarily negative from TPS’ perspective, because they consider it certain that the
garden will not be able to continue in its current form in the location once the development
of the area begins. However, they knew the future of the area to be uncertain from the
start, and therefore developed the garden to be temporary and mobile. Their hope is
that it will still take years before they will need to make changes, and in the best case
scenario, they will only have to change shape, not move altogether. At the same time,
it is not even certain that the association will exist when the area is developed if it takes
a long time. According to the current schedule, the Planning Department should finally
take the first decisions affecting the future of Skanstull in the autumn.

Despite the positive relationship with the city governments, the extent to which Dodo
and TPS are allowed to participate in decision-making seems relatively tokenistic in Arn-
stein’s (1969) terms. The organisations are generally informed about plans and their
opinions are heard by the City — sometimes the organisations are even allowed to ad-
vise the City, but the real decisions are made by the City. Both Cities want to portray
themselves as being citizen-friendly and participation is supposedly welcomed, but when
it comes to real participation, the opportunities seem somewhat limited. As an informant
mentioned, the City should be more active in cooperating with organisations, because
participation is discussed so much and involving organisations should be relatively easy.
Planning workshops such as the ones arranged in Helsinki this spring for the City plan
and the meetings mentioned in Stockholm’s Master plan may exemplify a higher partic-
ipation level, but whether they do is not certain, because no one knows how much the
citizens’ ideas and opinions affect the end result. More transparency into the participation
processes would be welcome.

The current planning paradigm recognises that planning is political and that many
public interests exist in a city, but the extent to which citizens are allowed to participate in
planning and decision-making could be higher in both cases. Neither City functions on a
strictly top-down basis: bottom-up initiatives are allowed to some extent, but not always
encouraged and enabled as much as they could be. The rise of bottom-up initiatives like
urban gardening can be viewed in different ways. Following Rosol (2010), these types
of citizen-led projects can be viewed as a consequence of neoliberal policies that restrict
the city governments’ public spending and lead citizens to develop their own projects.
This is aligned with a comment by a city official informant that city governments have
few resources for planning and especially for testing new types of initiatives. However,
the informant continued that Cities are already struggling to control that their own projects
adhere to all the rules and policies, which is why it is a challenge for them to allow citizens
to develop their own initiatives.

Bottom-up initiatives can also be viewed positively like Hernberg (2013: 35) who ar-
gues that “the best results are achieved when decision-making and citizens’ ideas are
allowed to interact and grow together in symbiosis”. The city ‘beyond dreams’ (ibid.)
is composed of bottom-up and top-down projects that work together, where bottom-up
projects are seen as a resource and as complementary to the top-down planning. Dodo
and TPS volunteers are working hard to improve the city environment and to engage
more citizens to take part, and their work saves the city governments both money and
time.

Kääntöpöytä and På spåret are both located very close to the city centre. This means
that the land is relatively expensive and the land owner would yield much higher land



56 CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION

rents if the land was developed for housing, offices or shopping. However, they were
both established on land that had been unused for quite some time, so during their exis-
tence they have only brought benefits without any downsides to the city and the citizens.
Kääntöpöytä even pays the state for the land they use, although the price is relatively
low considering the central location. In addition, the City of Helsinki has acknowledged
the work of Dodo in advancing urban gardening already in 2011. På spåret does not pay
for the land, but its benefits have been acknowledged by the City of Stockholm in the
Green Walkable City. The benefits of these urban gardening projects cannot be quanti-
fied in monetary terms, but in terms of their positive influence on the urban environment.
In order to reach sustainability, the planner must find balance between the environment,
the society and the economy (Campbell 1996). As cities are striving to become more
sustainable, incorporating food-producing and recreational nature in and around cities is
important (Kenworthy 2006). Following this argument, the most sustainable city is one
that includes food-producing nature within and around the city, but is relatively compact
and dense with mixed uses.

Considering the general planning goals in the two cities, urban gardening fits in per-
fectly. Both cities want to be citizen-friendly and sustainable, and to densify their city
structure, but simultaneously maintain good access to green areas. Sometimes urban
gardening is seen as a force against densification, but it need not work against this goal.
Roofs, residential yards and parks could be used for growing edibles much more than
they are currently. Residential yards and parks can be put to proper use instead of cover-
ing them with lawns. Lawns need frequent mowing, watering and fertiliser; as a contrast,
there are many edible plants that require minimal effort to strive. In addition, they can
be taken care of by green-fingered citizens. Rooftop gardening is a little more difficult
to get into, because the strength of the roof to carry soil, plants and water must be en-
sured, but rooftop gardening can be made easier in the future if these aspects are taken
into consideration already in the planning and building phase. Rooftop gardening has
many urban environmental benefits such as reducing floods, and improving the urban
climate. In addition, a rooftop garden can use the waste heat from the building below,
which encourages the idea of rooftop greenhouses.

Kääntöpöytä and På spåret would also seem to fit quite well into their locations con-
sidering the new plans for the areas. The plan for Central Pasila is to develop it as a
centre for business, events and activities. Kääntöpöytä provides activities and events to
people, and in the future possibly even some kind of business if developed commercially.
The idea for Southern Skanstull is to strengthen its link to sports, but the district has an
old allotment garden that the City has promised to keep. Also, the plan for Söderstaden
of which Southern Skanstull is a part of is to promote events and entertainment. Further-
more, the Slaughterhouse area within Söderstaden is planned to be developed for food.
På spåret would therefore seem to be well aligned with the goals and ideas for the area.

In both cities, urban gardening tends to be seen as a hobby. Although Kääntöpöytä
and På spåret sell some of the produce grown at the garden, either to be eaten at the
café or to be taken home, the workers are volunteers that do not get paid, so they are
not economically viable. Little commercial UA exists in these cities, so the next step is
to encourage and enable commercial UA. To do this, the City could employ a gardening
coordinator as suggested by two informants.
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5.5 Urban Food Planning?

In the United States, the calls of Pothukuchi and Kaufman (1999; 2000) were responded
with a series of planning publications on food, the establishment of food policy councils
that could treat food holistically, as well as the development of food strategies that address
public health, sustainability and food-security concerns. Ten years after Pothukuchi and
Kaufman, Morgan (2009) used the concept of ‘urban food planning’ to refer to the growing
movement that unites actors from many different fields including planners, architects,
engineers, politicians and citizens around the complex and interconnected topic of food.

Urban food planning as described in the literature review cannot be said to exist in
Helsinki or Stockholm. Food policy is currently treated atomistically, and food is largely
left out in the official planning of these cities. Why this is the case cannot be answered
here, but would make for an interesting research question in the future. However, it is
likely that the urban-rural divide that confined agriculture to the countryside is one of the
reasons. Helsinki has come further on food planning than Stockholm. Helsinki’s Culinary
Culture Strategy can be seen as the first sign of urban food planning, but its contributions
to a more sustainable food system and to urban gardening have so far been limited. In
Stockholm, there are no signs of urban food planning yet.

Both city governments are slowly awaking to urban gardening, and starting to support
it instead of being neutral or against it, but their role is retroactive rather than proactive.
Helsinki seems to have come slightly further on urban gardening than Stockholm, but
this is mainly down to Dodo volunteers’ five years of hard work. Because Dodo deals
with many kinds of urban environmental issues besides urban gardening, they have been
able to link gardening with wider food and environmental aspects. The organisation is
also quite large and therefore perhaps stronger vis-à-vis the City. In Stockholm, urban
gardening has been pushed by several individual actors for quite some time now, and
Stadsodling Stockholm, a network of gardening enthusiasts including a member of På
spåret, attempts to unite these individuals, but they have not been strong enough to
achieve the same as in Helsinki yet.

The city governments of Helsinki and Stockholm do not seem to regard urban garden-
ing as a part of the food system, although it could contribute to a more sustainable food
system if it was allowed to flourish. Urban gardening can also be a way for the city gov-
ernments to engage in food planning more. Food is by nature tightly linked with energy,
transport, water, land, health, social justice, and economic development, and therefore it
is way too important to be left to private interests alone.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. List of Personal Communication and Attended
Events

Helsinki:

• Interview with Kirmo Kivelä, Dodo gardener, at Kääntöpöytä, 19th March

• Interview with an anonymous landscape architect and urban gardener, April

• Phone interview with Ville Purma, town planner for the Tower area in Pasila, 26th
March

• Phone interview with Johanna Koskinen, marketing director of Ruohonjuuri, 26th
March

• Email and Facebook contact with Janne Länsipuro, gardening coordinator for a gar-
dening organisation, urban gardener and green politician, May

• Email contact with Ville Relander, project leader of the City of Helsinki’s Culinary
Culture Strategy, 5th May

• Email contact with an anonymous urban gardener and city official, May

• Email contact with an anonymous Dodo gardener, May

• Dodo Hautomo discussion on sustainable urban development, 19th March

• Public meeting about Central Pasila: “Pasila – tapahtumien, median, digitaalisten
sisältöjen ja kongressien kaupunginosa” [Pasila – the district for events, media, dig-
ital content and congresses] at Laituri, 20th March

• Streat Helsinki Talks at the Exhibition Centre, 22nd March

• Streat Helsinki Eats at Tori Quarters, 23rd March

• Pasila 3.0 Exhibition at Laituri, 26th March

• Public meeting about Central Pasila: “Pasila – Helsingin toimitilarakennuksen kes-
kus” [Pasila – Helsinki’s centre for premises] at Laituri, 27th March

• Presentation on urban gardening by Janne Lähdepuro at Kellohalli, Abattoir, 9th
April
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• Aalto University lecture series “Dinner’s ready” on food culture by Johanna Mäkelä
and wild foraging by Sami Tallberg at Kellohalli, Abattoir, 9th April

• Local Food and Organic Fair (Lähiruoka & luomumessut) with lectures at the Exhi-
bition Centre, 11th and 12th April

Stockholm:

• Discussions with Estelle Conraux, Trädgård på spåret board member and gardening
coordinator, March to May

• Interviews with 11 gardeners and discussions with board members at Trädgård på
spåret, May

• Trädgård på spåret visits 11th March, 6th April, 27th April, 4th May, 6th May, and
11th May

• Public meeting about Stockholm’s master planning by Niklas Svensson, Assistant
director of City of Stockholm’s Planning Department, entitled “Miten Tukholma aikoo
miljoonakaupungiksi?” [How is Stockholm going to become a city of over a million
people?] at Laituri, Helsinki, 26th March
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Appendix 2. Questionnaire to the Town Planning Division of
the City Planning Department of Helsinki

1. Which areas do you plan for?

2. Does your work include anything that in your opinion relates to or influences food or
the food system somehow?

Yes / No

3. Could you clarify your previous response. If you responded yes, could you give
examples? If you responded no, are you able to say why your work does not touch
upon the food system in any way?

4. Are you aware of the City of Helsinki’s Culinary Culture Strategy?

Yes / No

5. Has is affected your work and if it has, how?

6. Do you believe that you could affect the food system through your work more if you
wished, and in what way/why not?

7. Anything else to add or comment?
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Appendix 3. Questions to Urban Gardeners

1. Which urban gardening project(s) are you part of? (Only in Helsinki)

2. For how long have you taken part in the project(s)?

3. How active are you in the project(s)?

4. How did you first become interested in urban gardening?

5. Did you have prior experience of cultivation before joining the project(s)?

6. Why do you participate/what motivates you to participate in the project(s)?

7. How practical is/are the gardening location(s) to you? How important is the loca-
tion?

8. What kind of people have been involved in the projects that you are familiar with?
Is it possible to say something collectively? (Only in Helsinki)

9. Are you interested in sustainability in general? What aspects in particular?

10. Do you think urban gardening/the gardening project(s) you have been active in
is/are linked to sustainability? In what way?
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