
 

 

 

Urban Agriculture:  
Established and Emerging Projects in 

Hull and Copenhagen. 

 

Lucy Rose Wright  

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted in accordance with the requirements for the degree  

Doctor of Philosophy in Human Geography.  

 

 

School of Environmental Sciences 

University of Hull 

 

January 2019 
 



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

2   

  



Chapter 1: Introduction 

   3 

ABSTRACT  
Communities and organisations are increasingly appropriating urban land for food 
production. Claims are made that urban agriculture (UA) projects “are reclaiming food 
production and consumption from the market” (McClintock 2014: 19), can address food 
insecurity issues (Badami & Ramankutty 2015, Irvine et al 2007) and contribute 
towards urban sustainability transitions (Colassanti et al 2016, Aerts et al 2016). 
However, little is known about how or why these projects emerge. Nor how different 
initiators experience the process of emergence and behave once the project becomes 
established. 

To explore emergence from an outsider perspective, and to address calls for more 
European studies (Guitart et al 2012), UA projects and practices were identified and 
‘mapped’ in Hull, UK and Copenhagen, Denmark. Interviews were conducted with 
forty-six project organisers representing different UA types. These included community 
gardens, guerrilla gardens, allotments, urban orchards and urban farms. To reflect who 
initiates UA a typology of project initiators was developed and used during the rest of 
the research; categories included governmental organisations, non-governmental 
organisations, networks and independent groups.  

The research identified how project practices and initiator behaviours shaped how the 
process of project emergence was experienced. During emergence, organisers become 
experts within their communities and as a result their commitment to project ‘action’ 
and feelings of duty deepen. How organisers pursue project participation and economic 
security changes the purpose of the project. Multiple direction changes mean a project’s 
aims no longer reflect the initial motivation of an organiser. The time period of 
emergence and complex expressions of ownership contribute to how the pursuit for 
funding and participation is experienced. The consequence is that UA projects remain in 
constant flux. Those projects that can persist and preserve a place in the foodscape 
(Johnston and Baumann 2010, Sonnino 2010) create opportunities in navigating flux.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Research Context  
The term ‘urban agriculture’ is commonly accepted to refer to the growing of edible 
produce in and around cities (CFSC 2003: 3). There is evidence of urban agriculture in 
the cities of both the Global North and South. This study focuses on the re-emergence 
of UA (Dimitri et al 2016, Ackerman et al 2014, Marsden & Martin 1999) in two 
European cities, Kingston upon Hull (known as Hull) in the UK and Copenhagen in 
Denmark. From this point onwards, urban agriculture will be abbreviated to UA to 
improve readability. UA can refer to multiple practices in which food is grown in and 
around the city. This study looks specifically at food grown on publicly accessible 
urban green space rather than in the home or garden. These sites include community 
gardens, allotments, urban farms and orchards. The phrase ‘UA projects’ is used to 
reflect the planned nature of these sites by an individual, group of individuals or an 
organisation. To be included in this study a UA project must feature the provision of 
space to produce food within their aims and have voluntary participation on the site.  

Existing research (Milbourne 2012, Firth et al 2011, Mount & Andrée 2013) has begun 
to acknowledge that different groups such as governmental, non-governmental, network 
and grassroot organisations are involved in the emergence of UA projects. However, 
research is yet to explore how these different project initiators experience the process of 
emergence and how they behave once the project is established.  

Therefore, this research explores the emergence of UA. The research will be grounded 
in the experiences of the different groups who have initiated projects. The research will 
explore how project practices and initiator behaviours relate to the process of 
emergence.  

When I started this longitudinal study in 2014 UA was a specialised term, known and 
used only by those practicing or researching food production in cities. Between then and 
completion of the research, the practice has been popularised and the term has become 
generally understood by the urban public of European cities (Koopmans et al 2017a, 
Lohrberg et al 2015, Tornaghi 2014). The observed rise in popularity of UA whilst I 
have been researching it has added to the importance of this study. The increase in UA 
popularity has occurred on the ground and as a field of study. This makes this study 
particularly timely because of pressing food security questions (Carolan 2013, Lang 
2009, Tomlinson 2007). Questions are being raised concerning how urban populations 
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will be fed and whether this can be achieved sustainably. Food increasingly holds 
relevance to the urban realm alongside its established rural significance. City 
populations are no longer only consumers of food produced in rural spaces, but at least 
some have become food producers in their own right. Urban communities and 
organisations have developed UA projects to respond to food insecurity (Badami & 
Ramankutty 2014). The global economic crisis of 2008 resulted in food price surges and 
land use conflicts. This proliferated feelings of food insecurity by individuals in the city. 
This led many individuals, groups and organisations to engage in the emergence of UA 
(Poulsen et al 2015, Firth et al 2011, Armstrong 2000). The timeliness of this study is 
evident in its ability to capture the increasing numbers of UA projects emerging and 
how the form that projects take has diversified. As a result, UA is changing the food 
system on the ground. Existing literature has also hypothesised the transformative 
potential that UA can have. This is discussed further in Chapter 2, Literature Review. In 
brief, academics claim that UA has problem-solving qualities for transitions towards 
urban sustainability (2.1) and addressing food system insecurities (2.2). Additionally, 
academics have claimed that UA projects have broader promise beyond sustenance 
provision. This potential lies at the core of why UA matters. Existing research has 
begun to evidence how UA projects have social, cultural, environmental, political and 
economic functions for urban communities (Beilin & Hunter 2011). Here, I will briefly 
outline some of these claims.  

UA projects in part provide sustenance for urban communities by growing fresh 
produce. Projects create new food networks in which urban communities can access 
food production in unconventional ways (discussed in Literature Review, Section 2.4, 
Alternative Food Networks). More importantly UA has been identified as providing a 
focal point for communities to come together around a set of shared practices and 
experiences in the pursuit of a common goal (Glover et al 2008, Pudup 2008). It has 
been claimed that UA projects build social capital through unique relationships and are 
becoming a mechanism for community development (Firth et al 2011, Twiss et al 2003, 
Schukoske 1999). UA projects are becoming spaces of social cohesion for people from 
a variety of backgrounds, age, race and class to connect (Armstrong 2000, Balmer et al 
2005, Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny 2004). The sites are used by organisers to educate 
themselves and their wider communities about where food comes from and provide the 
resources for them to do so (Kingsley & Townsend 2007). These resources are both 
physical, such as seeds and access to tools and intangible, such as the development of 
community skillsets and the confidence to apply these newly acquired skills (Saldivar-
Tanaka & Krasny 2004).  

Claims are made that involvement in UA can improve physical and mental health and 
wellbeing (Horst 2017, Alaimo et al 2008, Turner 2011, Guitart et al 2013). UA projects 
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within and across cities are sharing knowledge and people are developing practical 
skills. UA project groups are organising themselves (Stroink and Nelson 2013). UA 
groups are forming connections with wider city-based activities including cooking, 
conservation, heritage, arts, crafts and music as examples (Lohrberg et al 2015). 

Economically as a result of UA projects, some urban communities consume more 
nutritious food (McCormack et al 2010), which has reduced food miles and greenhouse 
gas emissions. UA projects can increase popularity of an area and in some cases 
housing value (McClintock 2017). There are financial savings for local authorities that 
no longer have to maintain land and in some instances, there is evidence of effective 
crime reduction where a site’s use has been changed to UA (Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny 
2004, Nordhal 2009). 

In terms of the environment, some argue that UA projects promote biodiversity and 
conservation in cities (Middle et al 2014). UA prevents land being built upon which in 
turn reduces urban population density. Additionally, providing urban communities with 
green space that they may not have access to due to current high levels of population 
density and high-rise living arrangements (Mok et al 2014).  

Until now it has been typical of researchers to attempt to substantiate claims by 
exploring one type of UA project such as community gardens or urban farms (Martin et 
al 2014, Corrigan 2011, Crane et al 2013, Armstrong 2000). Additionally, studies have 
focused on examples of projects that are already ‘established’. To clarify, an established 
UA project has a site, is open to the community and produces food as one of the 
project’s activities. Academics have favoured exploration of UA projects that are 
innovative, provide an example of best practice (Nelson et al 2012, Irvine et al 2007) or 
have experienced a context specific crisis (Smith & Kurtz 2004). This study will 
consider together projects which are long-established alongside projects in an 
‘emerging’ phase. In addition, the study will explore projects that have innovative 
features alongside the more ‘everyday’ experiences of how UA is practiced. To some 
academics these ‘everyday’ projects that make up the majority of active projects would 
seem too mundane and as a result would not be considered research-worthy because 
they exist beneath academic notice.  

The following section (1.2) begins to unpick how this study explores the research 
question: what are the factors enabling or hindering UA project emergence by different 
groups? The section summarises the key features of this research with the following 
section (1.3), formally outlining the research aims and objectives. The final section of 
the introduction (1.4) outlines the structure of the thesis.  



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

16   

1.2 Research Foci 
The following list summarises the key research foci for this study. The list also 
demonstrates how this study is original and addresses gaps in current UA literature.  

§ UA types and stages of development. 

The study brings together different types of UA project found to be active in European 
cities and includes new forms of documented UA ‘types’. UA project types included in 
this study are community gardens, urban farms, urban orchards, traditional and 
residential allotments. The study also explores national and local networks that are 
involved in UA projects, including networks of guerrilla gardeners. Furthermore, I 
recognise that different kinds of groups run UA projects and demonstrate that this 
affects how UA is experienced by those involved. The groups identified and used in this 
study to categorise projects are: non-governmental organisations (NGOs), governmental 
organisations (GOs), independent groups and national and local networks. 

The thesis will show the value and richness of a study which draws on the experience of 
UA projects at all stages of development. The thesis captures and develops insight into 
newly ‘emerging’ projects alongside those which have ‘established’ and embedded 
within a city’s foodscape. This draws on the idea of Ballamingie and Walker who 
describe food projects as “continually in the process of becoming” (2013: 540).  

Foodscape is an accepted term within the field (Sonnino 2010, Goodman 2010) to 
describe the “dynamic social construction that relates food to specific places, people and 
meanings” (Johnston and Baumann 2014: 3). The adoption of a foodscape approach has 
been commended for providing a “valuable lens” in food studies (Yasmeen in 
Mikkelson 2011: 215). Yasmeen suggests benefits can be drawn in studies of food 
systems, which seek to understand spatial relationships (Yasmeen 2006). 

§ Factors enabling and hindering project emergence and persistence.  

This study will look at how a project comes to exist by discussing the factors and 
processes at play. The thesis explains the characteristics of projects that are enabling 
and hindering their ability to persist in the foodscape of a city. The research explores 
how the characteristics of projects, which manifest as a hindrance are contributing to a 
transient experience of UA by the people involved. I will show how in this experience 
of ‘flux’, some projects close, but in other cases the people involved in UA projects are 
able to create unexpected opportunities and develop resilience as a project.  

§ The experience of project organisers. 

I have categorised the people involved in UA projects into two groups; organisers and 
participants. The two are differentiated by their role in UA projects. Organisers make 
decisions about their project and have more responsibility in its everyday running. 



Chapter 1: Introduction 

   17 

Participants attend the activities of an UA project as decided and facilitated by the 
organiser. This study is grounded in the experience of the people who have started an 
UA project or have become the ‘organiser’ of an established project on a voluntary basis 
or through employment. The reason for this is that the ‘organisers’ of projects are 
neglected within UA research, with participants favoured as being more research-
worthy. The reason for this has been the race to evidence the potential impact of 
participation in UA as described above.  

By grounding the study in the experience of organisers this study supports existing 
literature findings that a project’s financial insecurity is a major challenge to the ability 
of an organiser (or organisers) to keep a project established. However, I will argue that 
project participation is an equally significant challenge for organisers. The challenge has 
been downplayed because of the complex relationship that exists between funding and 
participants. I will explore how organisers described a fragmentary experience of 
participation as both a symptom and producer of financial insecurity.  

§ Researcher Perspective  

I address, in this thesis, a research need for contrasting perspectives in the study of UA. 
Current research has primarily been conducted from an insider perspective with the 
researcher having pre-existing knowledge of, and/or experience in, an UA project 
(Blay-Palmer et al 2013, Angotti 2015 and Tornaghi & Van Dyck 2015). I will show 
that by adopting the atypical perspective of an ‘outsider’ there is value in the rich and 
critical data that this produces. To clarify, an outsider perspective means I have no 
previous experience of running or participating in an UA project.  

I will present evidence of the UA organiser experience in two European cities, Hull and 
Copenhagen. The primary reasons for this are twofold. The first is that the research 
addresses calls within the literature to broaden where UA is studied as well as to 
conduct whole city studies to understand UA re-emergence (Nelson et al 2013, Taylor 
& Lovell 2012 & Smith et al 2013).  

Much of the current literature is focused on the UA experience in North America and 
Canada, with the exception of UK studies by Milbourne (2011) and Tompkins (2014). 
The choice of the UK and Denmark reflects calls for comparative European studies of 
UA (Guitart et al 2012). Statistically they both share many similarities and have a long-
standing emergence of UA projects in the form of allotments from which other types of 
UA have emerged. Scoping trips were conducted in many locations which confirmed 
their suitability as comparative locations.  

In terms of my ‘position’ on UA, as the research question developed my perspective of 
UA in Hull moved from outsider to having insight. I was then able to bring this unique 
changing perspective to inform my understanding of the UA experience in Copenhagen. 
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This enabled me to identify whether context was influencing the factors enabling or 
hindering the project experience in each location. I could tease out the nuances of how 
this happened in practice on the ground. Through the process of comparison, I could 
inform my understanding of UA in each location by observing how factors were 
experienced similarly or differently. 

To summarise, I have introduced the topic of study, opened the research question and 
explored the key features of this research. To explore UA and answer the research 
question a number of formalised aims and objectives have been developed.  

1.3 Aims and Objectives 
This study explores UA. The research aims to:  

1. examine the range of different types of activities included under the UA label, 
including community gardens, city farms, guerrilla gardens and allotments. It will 
focus on the “everyday spaces” in which projects operate (Milbourne 2012: 943) 
and includes conventional examples of UA alongside more idiosyncratic and 
innovative projects (Nelson et al 2013). 

 
2. investigate both established and emerging UA projects. ‘Established’ refers broadly 

to a project that has a site, is producing food and has participants attending activities 
offered by the project. ‘Emerging’ refers to projects that are in a planning phase or 
are starting to become established.  

 
3. explore UA projects from the perspectives of their organisers. The literature has 

begun to unpick the different roles present in UA projects and this study intends to 
add to this growing work (Glover et al 2005, McClintock 2014, Armstrong 2000).  
 

4. compare UA in two cities. The adoption of comparative case studies will facilitate 
greater understanding of the phenomenon in each location. This addresses calls for 
European perspectives in the field (Guitart et al 2012).  

To address and fulfil the research aims, specific objectives have been developed. The 
research will: 

i. examine who initiates and participates in UA and why. This examination will 
include the development of a ‘structural grouping’ typology, based on the range of 
groups creating UA projects. These groups “often blur the lines between 
governmental, public, non-profit, cooperative, multi-stakeholder and private” 
organisations (Mount & Andrée 2013: 578). This objective will assist in fulfilling 
research Aim 1 (range of activities), 2 (established and emerging projects) and 3 
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(project organiser perspective). 
 

ii. focus on exploring the identities of project organisers. This objective will assist in 
fulfilling research Aim 3 (project organiser perspective). 
 

iii. investigate how UA projects emerge in two cities, Hull in the U.K. and Copenhagen 
in Denmark. This objective will assist in fulfilling all of the research aims with a 
particular focus on research Aim 2 (established and emerging projects) and Aim 4 
(comparative case studies). 
 

iv. investigate the factors that are enabling or hindering the development of both 
established and emerging projects in both cities. This objective will assist in 
fulfilling Aim 2 (established and emerging projects), Aim 3 (organiser perspective) 
and Aim 4 (comparative case studies). 

 
v. investigate the longer-term emergence of UA projects by adopting a longitudinal 

approach. This objective will assist in fulfilling research Aims 1 (range of 
activities), 2 (established and emerging projects) and 3 (project organiser 
perspective). 

1.4 Structure 
The structure of the thesis is as follows. The next chapter is the Literature Review. The 
chapter reviews literature relevant to the field of UA. The chapter takes the reader from 
the broader, more general global challenges Urban Sustainability (2.1) and Food 
Security (2.2) to challenge responses, Alternative Food Networks (2.3) and the specific 
subject of this research, Urban Agriculture (2.4). 

Chapter 3, the Methodology explains the research design implemented to fulfil the 
research objectives. The structure of the chapter chronologically mirrors the order in 
which the method was implemented, with specific methods running concurrently 
throughout the duration of the research. The first section describes rationales for the 
qualitative approach.  

There are five main phases to the method, Method 1: Comparative Urbanism; Hull and 
Copenhagen (3.2), Method 2: Finding and Identifying UA projects in Hull and 
Copenhagen (3.3), Method 3: Mapping UA Practice (Projects, People and Activities) 
(3.4), Method 4: Case Study Projects in Hull and Copenhagen (3.5) and Method 5: 
Interviews with Organisers in Hull and Copenhagen (3.6). Following the method phase 
section 3.7 explores positionality and ethics. The final section explains the Analytical 
Framework (3.8) used to make sense of the data collected. The methodology chapter is 
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comprehensive to address UA study transferability issues identified in the literature 
review.  

There are four data chapters which present the findings of this study. The first data 
Chapter, 4 is contextual providing background data collected on UA projects, People 
and Practice in Urban Agriculture Projects. The chapter provides new insights into 
who participates in UA and why and adds to debates on the practices of UA projects. 

Following this Chapter 5 explores The Emergence of Urban Agriculture Projects. This 
chapter discusses how UA projects emerge in the foodscape by identifying the 
processes different initiators go through in seeking to make a UA project visible and 
active. 

Together Chapters 6, Manifestations of Persistence in Urban Agriculture Projects and 
7, Manifestations of Ephemerality in Urban Agriculture Projects identifies organiser 
behaviours and project practices that relate to an UA project’s process of ‘becoming’ 
established.  

Chapter 8, the Conclusion explains which chapters addressed which research aims and 
how. Further to this the conclusion describes my contributions to the study of UA.  
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 

The literature fields, which relate specifically to the proposed research, are rapidly 
evolving. The literature areas reviewed include Urban Sustainability (2.1), Food 
Security (2.2), Alternative Food Networks (2.3) and Urban Agriculture (2.4). The 
literature review structure seeks to take the reader from the broader, more general global 
challenges towards the specific subject of this research, urban agriculture. Nevertheless, 
none of these literature themes are mutually exclusive and this approach aims to provide 
context for exploration in the subsequent chapters. The review identifies conceptual 
research gaps by identifying where each field requires further study. 

The decision was taken to consider both very broad and specific fields of study because 
of the interesting relationship between the broader fields and the specifics of UA 
literature Figure 1 visually represents this relationship. Urban sustainability is 
considered a global challenge and food security is a substantial barrier to alleviating this 
challenge. At the same time scholars are observing responses to these challenges, these 
being alternative food networks and urban agriculture.  

    

 Figure 1 Diagram showing the relationship between the literature themes reviewed. 

The first section considers Urban Sustainability, reviewing a contextual macro-level 
theme (Figure 1). It primarily focuses on understanding the topic and both the 
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opportunities raised and challenges posed for urban sustainability as central to the 
literature debates. This situates the subsequent section on food security into the urban 
sustainability landscape. 

 

Table 1 Outline of research gaps identified in the review of Urban Sustainability literature. 

The Food Security section itself attempts to briefly examine a large and constantly 
shifting body of work. The review focuses on key terms, the topic's rising popularity 
and debates that are most relevant to this study. Food security is a relevant review for 
this study because it is claimed within UA research that growing food in cities through 
urban agriculture projects has the potential alleviate food insecurity challenges (Table 
2). 

 

Table 2 Outline of research gaps identified in the review of Food Security literature. 

This is followed by Alternative Food Networks (Table 3). This section and the 
following on Urban Agriculture are best understood as emerging literature fields 
reflecting the study of responses to urban sustainability challenges and food insecurity. 
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Reviewing AFN research is important to this study because such networks are how the 
produce grown by UA projects is distributed to improve food security.  

 

Table 3 Outline of research gaps identified in the review of Alternative Food Network literature. 

 

The final and most substantial review is conducted on Urban Agriculture. An in depth 
review of current UA literature is necessary because it is the primary focus of this study. 
The field in its current infant form is a reflection of renewed interest in the topic as it 
has been identified that UA is experiencing a re-emergence. Table 4 outlines the 
research gaps which currently exist in current studies. The final column of the table 
signposts to where work has been completed within this study which develops our 
understanding in relation to each research gap.  
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Table 4 Outline of research gaps identified in the review of Urban Agriculture literature.  
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2.1 Urban Sustainability  
This contextual section of the review considers what is known about urban 
sustainability. The debate on sustainability is notoriously extensive and complex. 
Considering this and study constraints, this section will focus on ‘urban sustainability’ 
and ‘transitions’ whilst briefly acknowledging the overarching sustainability debate 
itself.  

2.1.1 Sustainability 
Research on sustainability has been rapidly expanding since the publication of the 
Brundtland Report in 1987, also known as ‘Our Common Future’ and produced by the 
United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development. The classic 
definition of ‘sustainable development’ is “development that meets the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” 
(WCED 1987 41). It is mainly approached as a visionary development paradigm. It is 
described as a process no final state known (Childers et al 2014). The field of inquiry 
seeks to address the relationship between “human activity and the environment” 
(Rapport 2007: 77). The roots of sustainability were to couple economic and 
environmental development. The evolution of sustainable development is based on three 
main ideas. The first is anthropocentricism and human need. The second is attaining 
equilibrium between human life and nature and the third is time, achieving long-term 
dynamic change (Moldan et al 2012). The term ‘sustainability’ is so ubiquitous in 
literature that it can be taken as common sense (Lee et al 2000, Moldan et al 2012). 
Sustainability as a discipline focuses on solving current problems and meeting future 
challenges (Spangenberg, 2011) and its form has been categorised into three pillars, 
which are social, environmental and economic sustainability (Moldan et al 2012). It is 
evident in the literature that the ‘pillars’ and definitions are a progressive agenda 
(Vallance et al 2011) with many researchers suggesting complexity in the 
interdependencies between them (Turcu 2012).  

2.1.2 The ‘Urban’ in Sustainability 
A substantial amount of sustainability research is focused on the challenges present in 
reaching a sustainability visionary paradigm. These include rising population, 
inadequate infrastructure, economic and environmental disruptions. One specific 
challenge facing sustainability is the exponential growth of urban areas globally. The 
urbanisation trend is the increasing urban population in relation to the total population, 
with ‘urban’ growth continuously outpacing the ‘rural’ (Keivani 2010). Particularly 
pertinent to this research is the food challenge presented as a result of increasing 
population and growing urbanisation. This significant problem is discussed in the next 
section, 2.2 Food Security. 
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The concept of the ‘urban’ is generally accepted as unproblematic in literature. 
However, from a social theory perspective criticisms are raised about interpretation of 
the term in relation to space and ideology (Sayer 1984). Urbanisation creates many 
challenges for the pursuit of sustainable urban development. An expansive literature 
seeks to align urban development with sustainable development, known as ‘urban 
sustainability’ (Turcu 2012). Though there is not an exact definition of ‘urban 
sustainability’ Vojnovic provides a succinct summary describing it as “the economic, 
physical, social organisation of cities and their population in ways that accommodate 
the needs of current and future generations while preserving the quality of the natural 
environment and its ecological functions over time” (2014: 35). It is commonly 
accepted among commentators that urban sustainability is difficult to conceptualise 
(Barton & Kleiner 2000). It has also been argued that definitions remain in flux because 
of the questions generated by the intersection and relationship between global 
sustainability and urbanisation (Bugliarello 2005).  

This is a fast-moving topic with growing global interest and the literature presents urban 
expansion as both a challenge and opportunity for sustainability (Weinstein et al 2010). 
Limiting factors for sustainability include current knowledge of the science 
underpinning sustainability concerns and current government caution in advancing a 
sustainability agenda (Vojnovic 2014). However, Keivani explores sustainability as 
potentially producing “more virtuous circles of development with more equitable 
growth, empowered communities, liveable spaces and reduced (or at least controlled) 
levels of pollution”. To which he adds, “or the reverse” dependent on how the built 
environment negotiates the pursuit towards sustainable development (2010: 5). 

Urban sustainability researchers are calling for help to address many gaps. These gaps 
include [1] urban social inequalities, [2] the challenge for sustainable economic growth, 
after the loss of major industries and previous economic identities, [3] greenhouse gas 
emissions, pollution and negative impact of climate change on living conditions, [4] 
access to utilities and basic infrastructure particularly in developing cities, [5] urban 
form, [6] spatial development and [7] multi-level governance and institutional 
development (Keivani 2010). There are calls for dissemination of all extant completed 
research into these challenges across disciplines (Keivani 2010).  

2.1.3 Urban Sustainability Transitions and The Case of Best Practice  
Sustainability is considered a constantly shifting target with cities at different points on 
the pursuit towards sustainable development. This view has led to emerging interest in 
‘sustainability transitions’. This is an accepted term to describe "long-term, multi-
dimensional, and fundamental transformation processes through which established 
socio-technical systems shift to more sustainable modes" (Markard et al 2012: 956). 
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Hansen and Coenen highlight that the spatial dimensions in sustainability transitions 
have not been researched explicitly enough, querying why “transitions occur in one 
place and not in another” (2013: 2).  

In the production of a comprehensive review of the existing literature on transitions, the 
authors, Hans and Coenen (2013: 7) found many examples of the acceptance of place-
specific contextual factors as significant. They categorised the extant literature in six 
main ways; through “[1] urban and regional visions and policies, [2] informal territorial 
institutions, [3] local natural resource endowments, [4] local technical and industrial 
specialisation, [5] localised knowledge spill overs and [6] consumers and local market 
formation”. There is increasing recognition of the importance of place-specific 
contextual factors as a lens through which researchers can assess the global urban 
environment. McCann et al describe aspiration to conceptualise cities through assembly 
and comparison (2013). 

Transition analyses have been criticised for celebrating the 'particular' by concentrating 
on the stories of certain locations. It is therefore a challenge for spatial analyses of 
sustainability transitions “to identify and formulate insights with theoretical purchase 
beyond the narrow domain of geography of transitions” (Hansen & Coenen 2013: 3, 
Geels 2013). There has also been a tendency to identify ‘cases’ of best practice. 
However, with more critical perspectives based on ‘on the ground findings’ situated 
political struggles can be identified (Bulkeley 2006). Bulkeley concludes that the 
literature must move away from re-examining the importance of urban sustainability 
itself and instead assess where urban development is still ‘learning sustainability’. There 
is criticism of best practice seeking by researchers when we are yet to understand best 
practice or how to disseminate best practice ideas. Bulkeley (2006) calls current reward 
and recognition of urban sustainability initiatives as ‘a sanitised story’ because local 
conditions may make such transitions difficult to transfer to other locations.  

Much debate questioning best practice highlights the need for local context. A small 
number of researchers are seeking to use ideas of what makes local communities 
achieve best practice and whether a community's potential for 'determination' is a good 
indicator of social sustainability. This has been referred to as ‘community resilience’, 
defined as “the existence, development and engagement of community resources by 
community members to thrive in an environment characterised by change, uncertainty 
unpredictability and surprise” (Magis 2010: 402). Magis (2010) also asserts that 
communities do not always control everything they are affected by which furthers the 
case for a need to study the ‘political’ alongside environment, social and economic 
factors.  

Multi-level context is now considered a requirement for exploring sustainability 
transitions. Childers et al (2014) call for a focus on inter-city comparisons because 



Chapter 2: Literature Review 

   29 

transition study has focussed on “local, regional and urban levels” but not at a national 
level (Hansen & Coenen 2013: 95). Childers et al (2014: 320) summarise the key areas 
researchers should consider when investigating urban sustainability transitions, (1) “the 
triggers that have induced change, (2) situations where crisis triggers change, (3) why 
cities transition toward more sustainable states on their own even in the absence of 
crisis, (4) what we can learn from new city and non-sanitary city transitions and (5) how 
resource interactions affect urban transitions” (2014: 320).  
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2.2 Food Security  
This section reviews the literature on food security. Food security literature is currently 
experiencing a renaissance (Lang & Barling 2012, Lerner & Eakin 2011) as the issue of 
food security becomes a greater concern for the Global North. In its briefest summation 
and accepted form, it is “when all people at all times have access to sufficient, safe, 
nutritious food to maintain a healthy and active life”, a definition confirmed at the 
World Food Summit in 1996 (WFS 1996). Food security has been conceptualised as an 
objective (Misselhorn et al 2012), “measured by the absence (or low prevalence) of 
hunger specifically and of food insecurity more broadly” (Keenan et al 2001: S49 49). 
The research field is complex, with academics looking at both current and future food 
security geographically and spatially, including at global, national, community and 
household levels (Dowler & O’Connor 2012). It is tentatively considered to at least 
involve research on global food availability, sustainability, availability (at both a 
national and household level) as well as food access, safety and confidence issues. 

It is generally accepted that current patterns and methods of food production and 
consumption are having an adverse effect on sustainable development goals, in part at 
least due to current patterns having an increasing carbon, water and ecological footprint 
(Barilla 2010). The academic view of the relationship between consumption and 
sustainability has changed. The relationship was considered contradictory; however, 
consumption has been identified and accepted as an important part of sustainable 
development (Verain et al 2012). Urban sustainability and consumption have been 
linked in various studies, including those which have identified differences across cities 
by income level (McGranhan & Satterthwaite 2012) resulting in disproportionate 
amounts of environmental impact. The impact on low income cities being a localised 
environmental burden of poor air quality and inadequate water provision (Vojnovic 
2014). Middle-income cities produce greater pollutant emissions from fossil fuels and a 
have wider spatial impact than low income areas. In contrast, high income cities incur 
the most widespread environmental burdens through wealth concentration and high 
resource consumption levels creating pollutant emissions and waste generation. Food 
consumption has been identified as unique because it cannot be entirely controlled by 
and for capital (Marsden & Sonnino 2012). The conclusion being that despite on-going 
globalisation, food systems inherently interact with (and shape) space and place 
(Marsden & Sonnino 2012).  

The common definition of food security itself has changed over time. Earlier 
characterisation of it focused primarily on national food security whether a country had 
access to enough food to meet energy requirements (Pinstrup-Andersen 2009, Zezza et 
al 2010). However, the discourse now also gives considerable attention to global and 
household food security (Carletto et al 2013). At a global and household level food 
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security (Akter & Basher 2014) definitions focus more on food supply, the availability 
of food.  

The discourse is shifting from a productivist approach to a bimodal approach (Marsden 
2013). The productivist approach of the 1970s focused predominantly on quantitative 
food self-sufficiency in developing countries (Lindenberg 2002, Gladwin et al 2001) 
and to be food secure primarily just meant “a country can meet its own food needs” 
(Lang et al 2010: 88). Early research in the productionist paradigm was when the Earth's 
resources were assumed to be functionally limitless. The current bimodal approach 
looks at the limitations of the ‘macro’ national and the ‘micro’ household dichotomy in 
terms of the quantity and quality of all countries, both developing and developed. The 
bimodal approach is also known as an ‘access based’ approach, studying issues of food 
distribution. The productivist approach remains relevant today but it mainly emphasises 
“the role of scientific and technological innovation in mitigating food shortages” 
(Sonnino 2016: 190). The approach accentuates the moral responsibility of developed 
countries to produce more for developing countries (Dibden et al 2013, Rosin 2013). 

Food security debates are closely linked to consumption patterns. ‘Availability’ and 
‘affordability’ are the two dominant food security consumption discourses. Availability 
relates to the increasing demand for food and the sustainability of its supply. 
Affordability debates centre on increasing impoverishment and the phenomenon of food 
poverty (Davis et al 2001, Lang et al 2009). Food poverty is defined as “the inability to 
acquire or consume an adequate quality or sufficient quantity of food in socially 
acceptable ways, or the uncertainty that one will be able to do so” (Dowler et al 2001: 
12). It has been argued that the ongoing academic reclassification of the food security 
umbrella provides a good framework for researching food poverty at many levels 
(Dowler et al 2001: 4, Lambie-Mumford 2012). Kneafsey et al describe the lack of 
global academic debate on hunger in wealthy countries as “a silence about hunger 
amidst the plenty” (2013: 101). Further studies needed include the interaction between 
household food consumption and access including acquisition and allocation 
behaviours. This will help understand the prioritisation of other goods and services over 
food i.e. whether to pay for food or for heating (Pinstrup-Anderson 2009). Food access 
and availability have been claimed to be the two most critical factors of household retail 
choice (Webber et al 2010).  

The issue has been raised that food availability does not necessarily assure access 
(Pinstrup-Andersen 2009). The difficulty experienced in defining food security has 
largely not affected the agri-science research field where there is a general acceptance 
that it has a broadly progressive agenda. This has culminated in the view that the 
relationship between food security and insecurity can be experienced as both transitory 
and permanent states. An example of a transitory experience of food insecurity can 
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occur when a parent cannot afford to feed their children school holidays (Graham et al 
2016). 

2.2.1 The Rise of Food Security Research 
The global population is rising and urban sprawl increasing exponentially (Buhaug and 
Urdal 2013). Researchers agree that incredible pressures have been placed on the global 
food system to meet demand from this sustained population growth (Carolan 2013, 
Kneafsey 2013, Cassman 2012). Many researchers have given emphasis to the reduction 
in workable land for agriculture because of the pace of urbanisation (Guitart et al 2012). 

New questions are raised about “physical and financial access to food” (Sonnino 2014: 
190). Context-specific issues of food (in)security has been termed the “new geography 
of food security” or the “the new food equation” (Morgan & Sonnino 2010: 1). 
Researchers cite the abrupt reversal of trends in food production and food prices for the 
increase in food security research. These are key factors governing endeavours to 
reduce poverty and hunger worldwide because the poor spend a disproportionate 
amount of their income on subsistence (Cassman 2012).  

Wider contextual concerns include the slowing of economic growth rates (Carmody 
2013), the stubbornly high numbers of indigent and hungry people (Mok 2014, Nwaobi 
2014), accelerating greenhouse gas emissions, the increasing pressure on fresh water 
supplies for agriculture (Barthel & Idendahl 2013), the conversion of agricultural land 
for other uses, the danger to wild fish stocks, biodiversity loss and the continued 
clearing of vast areas of rainforest (Cassman 2012).  

The political response to these issues has led to an emerging body of research which 
examines the discourse of food security within policy such as Macmillan and Dowler’s 
(2012) study of the UK (Kirwan & Maye 2013). Kiggins and Erikson (2013) have also 
looked at policy, finding that ambiguities in administrative responsibility for food 
security is detrimental to the effectiveness of schemes intended to alleviate the worst 
effects of food insecurity. These ambiguities may be due in part to the emergence of 
original food policy development in industrialised countries, at a municipal government 
level with many competing to be ‘innovators’ in solving food security issues (Blay-
Palmer 2013, Viljoen & Wiskerke 2012). Political strategy has been studied in three 
core areas, [1] “the motivations behind cities’ perceived need to rescale food 
governance, [2] key concepts and ideas deployed to construct the underlying narratives 
of the strategies and [3] the role attributed to ‘relocalisation’ in reaction to food security 
and sustainability concerns” (Sonnino 2014: 191). Currently the research field is 
seeking to analyse ‘responses’ to a challenge that is not yet fully understood or 
systematised.  
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Policy remains a neglected area of food security research. Researchers have stated 
previously that planning for food in the urban setting needs to expunge the outdated 
assumption that food is of the rural domain (Morgan 2009). There have also been calls 
for greater consideration of policy at an urban level for public food provisioning. More 
research is required to look at innovative food strategies that have been implemented in 
cities. Specifications have been made that such studies should be comparative and 
comprehensive (Sonnino 2009). Increased understandings of process have been deemed 
a critical research agenda for the food security policy field. Sonnino (2009) identified 
that this could facilitate knowledge building and sharing within and across cities. 
Morgan argues that planners are concerned with “public health, social justice, energy, 
water, land, transport and economic development” (2009: 341), all of which interact 
heavily with the food system. Morgan identified five themes which have increased the 
criticality of this research agenda, [1] a food price surge between 2007-2008, [2] food 
security has become a national security issue, [3] climate change effects, [4] escalating 
conflict over land and [5] rapid urbanisation (Morgan 2009; 342). Lang (2010) supports 
this analysis, emphasising that food policy does not properly account for pressures on 
people, land, health and the environment.   

2.2.2 Measuring Food Security and Understanding the Impact 
Researchers have traditionally found it difficult to estimate levels of food security. The 
field of food security measurement has been expanding in recent decades (Headey & 
Ecker 2013) due to widespread dissatisfaction with traditional measurement methods, 
leading to a pervasive tendency to infer global trends too readily from regionalised data 
(Deaton 2010, Barrett 2010). The measurement of food security has been thought a 
critically important research agenda because it will aid in finding intervention needs. 
Key academics in the field, Headey and Ecker (2013) concluded that dietary 
diversification indictors are a powerful predictor of economic status and malnutrition. 
The difficulty in measuring food security beyond analysis of different measurement 
tools has caused the research field to diversify. Emerging qualitative studies are 
beginning to generate improved evidence on the individual experience of food 
insecurity and vulnerability (Quisumbing 2013). This is finding the emotive and 
subjective nature of food security issues including feelings of hunger and anxiety 
particularly in urban environments (Headey & Ecker 2013). Qualitative studies are also 
finding that feelings of food insecurity are not confined to the poorest members of a 
population or those who rely on the social security system. Individuals on middle 
incomes are also experiencing these feelings as a result of an illness and unemployment 
which can lead to difficulties in repaying mortgages and other forms of loan (Tarasuk & 
Vogt 2009 in Bidwell 2009). The relationship between food insecurity and poverty of 
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specific social groups such as children and gender inequalities is an emerging field 
(Gundersen & Ziliak 2014, Wight et al 2014).  

An emerging field explores methods of intervention alongside feelings of food 
insecurity, such as the role of nutritional education (Keenan et al 2013) and mapping 
food outlet provision to identify ‘food deserts’ (Pothukuchi 2004). ‘Food desert’ is the 
term used to describe the scarcity or inaccessibility of quality, healthy, affordable food 
in low income areas, which has led to prolonged increases in obesity and diet-related 
disease rates (Shannon 2014, White et al 2004). 

To conclude, Serageldin (2001) summarised many of the main food security debates 
which academics are currently working towards interpreting. It involves: [1] not just 
production but also access, [2] not just output but also process, [3] not just technology 
but also policy, [4] not just global balance but also natural conditions, [5] not just 
natural figures but also household realities, [6] not just rural but also urban consumption 
and [7] not just quantity of food but also quality.  
  



Chapter 2: Literature Review 

   35 

2.3 Alternative Food Networks. 
Alternative food network (AFN) research has developed across Europe and North 
America. It covers a wide range of activities including community-supported agriculture 
(CSA), farmers' markets, organic agriculture and foodbanks. The main ways in which 
AFNs have been defined is the reconfiguration of the producer-consumer relationship to 
one of closeness and authenticity (Kneafsey et al 2008), representative of an ‘ethic of 
care’ (Dowler et al 2010) and a ‘quality-turn’ (Ilbery and Kneafsey 2000). As with 
many emerging research fields, defining the concepts is still problematic with the term 
AFN itself lacking full clarity. This lack of clarity in the research field is problematic 
but also reflects the reality of the interconnected nature of food networks. It 
encompasses systems of food, which short-circuit the conventional global agri-food 
complex (Goodman 2004) by developing “new relationships between producers and 
consumers” (Sonnino & Marsden 2006: 183). The shifting ideas about the current 
meaning of ‘alternative’ and whether the ‘alternative’ is becoming ‘conventional’, along 
with the place of ‘radical’ food movements and networks emerging within them, are all 
ripe for research (Dupuis et al 2006). 

AFNs have been examined from several key perspectives including [1] political 
economy (Goodman 2004, Allen et al 2003), [2] sociological (Brunori 2007) and [3] 
modes of governance and network theory (DuPuis & Block 2008). Despite this there are 
still calls for further crossover of ideas across different theoretical perspectives (Tregear 
2011). The political economy [1] perspective explored by Goodman (2004) and Allen et 
al (2003) studies the AFN movement as competing against the forces of capitalism. It 
does this through explaining outcomes by analysing the political and economic realities 
which form them. Sociological perspective [2] has explored the narrative of the lived 
experiences of AFN participants (Tregear 2011). Governance and network theory [3] 
primarily focuses on the development of AFNs at a regional level, conceptualising actor 
groups as part of a network to understand the way in which they negotiate control issues 
whilst operating in a regulated and institutional setting (DuPuis & Block 2008). 

2.3.1 Alternative Food Network Emergence and Claims 
The rationale for the emergence of AFNs has been explored from both the producer and 
consumer perspective. The rationale for the producer movement towards engaging with 
the alternative includes a need to be part of a network that redistributes produce value 
through the chain more fairly (Whatmore et al 2003). Competitiveness in the 
‘conventional’ industrialised producer-retailer-consumer network, as supermarkets fight 
for market position and consumer spend, has driven down the farm-gate prices for the 
farmer at the bottom of the supply chain. From the consumer’s perspective, there are 
concerns over the conventional food networks available to them and a detachment from 
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the origin of food. This unease manifests itself in part due to issues around poor food 
traceability because of complex supply networks (as shown by the recent ‘horsemeat 
scandal’ in the UK), as well as the risk of contaminants from environmental pollution 
and food additives (Abbots & Cole 2013, Wandel 1994). 

The shortening of the connection in the food supply chain is thematically central to 
research on AFNs. (Hinrichs 2003, 2014, Goodman 2004). This shortening can refer to 
a reduction in the number of links in the supply chain (Renting et al 2003), or 
alternatively the physical distance between the producer and consumer. Despite calls for 
more focus on consumption, production-related AFN research has traditionally 
dominated the field - though this is beginning to change. Much of the research centres 
on producer case studies reporting their side of the story and the potential financial 
benefits of AFN participation (Morris & Kirwan 2011, Venn et al 2006). 

There have been numerous studies into the alternative values associated with food 
networks primarily aiming to understand the relationships and differences that separate 
‘alternative’ food networks from the ‘conventional’ industrial food system (Sonnino & 
Marsden 2006). These values include [1] economic viability for farmers and consumers, 
[2] ecologically sound production-distribution and [3] improved social equity for all in 
the community (Feenstra 1997). Ecologically sound production-distribution methods 
include a movement towards production equipment powered by renewable energy and 
the reduction of embodied energy in transportation such as the carbon footprint of 
airfreight. ‘A key theme reported in AFN literature is ‘embeddedness’ which refers to 
the ‘re-placement’ of food within its social, cultural, economic, geographical, and 
environmental contexts in response to the ‘disembedding’ forces of conventional food 
networks (Goodman 2012 in Cabrera 2013: 18).  

The value of AFN has been alluded to by wider food security disciplines, which are 
exploring wider opportunities to areas such as food poverty, food deserts, ‘food 
democracy’ and ‘food sovereignty’ (Venn et al 2006). ‘Food sovereignty’ has been 
much discussed in AFN literature (Jarosz 2008) since the 1996 World Food Summit 
when it was introduced by La Via Campesina as the “right of each nation to maintain 
and develop their own capacity to produce foods that are crucial to national and 
community food security, respecting cultural diversity and diversity of production 
methods’’ (Via Campesina 1996: 5, Hospes 2014). La Via Campesina is an 
international movement which defends small-scale sustainable agriculture as a way to 
promote social justice and dignity (Borras 2008). ‘Food democracy’ as summarised by 
Hassanein relates to the idea that people should have the “power to determine agro-food 
policies and practices locally, regionally, nationally and globally” (Hassanein 2003: 79 
in Murtagh 2015: 17, Johnston et al 2009, Guthman 2008). These relate further to AFN 
ideas for framing population need as a problem (obesity and nutritionally deficient food 
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consumption) and exploration within AFN as one way to look at it, such as not 
necessarily needing more food but a better quality and spread of it. Therefore it would 
be particularly research-worthy to understand the potential of AFN in areas where the 
population is experiencing rising rates of obesity and diet-related disease in so-called 
food deserts.  

2.3.2 Issues In Alternative Food Network Research 
There is growing research which opposes some of the claims made about the 
transformative effects of AFNs. Jarosz (2008) innovatively focuses her work on the 
processes of emergence giving appropriate deference to the political, cultural and 
historical context rather than just traditional AFN attributes such as quality, 
transparency and locality (Sonnino & Marsden 2006). Jarosz found that urbanisation 
and rural reconstruction both promote and constrain the emergence and development of 
AFNs. Their interaction produces AFNs marked by uneven development which do not 
support all producers and consumers. To summarise the theory: increasing urbanisation 
and subsequent gentrification in peri-urban areas, leads to an influx of wealthier 
consumers, rendering access to affordable food from AFNs more difficult for low 
income consumers. Jarosz's conclusions highlight the need for further research that 
explores the inclusive/exclusive nature of AFNs. McDonald (2007) agrees with Jarosz 
and outlines the benefits of AFN for urban fringe farmers in gentrifying areas.  

Further claims have been made about the potential of AFNs including a constructive 
contribution to food security by recommending ensuring a consistent food chain, 
regional development through a more integrated and territorial agri-food approach 
(Sonnino and Marsden 2006, Wiskerke 2009) and improved sustainability through 
shared goals of economic viability and social justice (Sonnino and Marsden 2006: 187).  

Jarosz found that fragility and dynamism are inherent in AFNs which are existentially 
tied to metropolitan development. For example, high urban demand for local seasonal 
produce paradoxically does not necessarily enable all farmers to subsist of it alone 
(Jarosz 2008). A degree of risk has been found in producer product diversification for 
AFNs (Jarosz 2008). Other researchers looking at alternative systems of food provision 
place greater emphasis on the notion of ‘alternativeness’ based on the economics of 
geography and dispute some of the claims of writers like Jarosz. They tend to find that 
food relocalisation and the ‘turn to quality food production’, when focused 
predominantly on food, produces ‘weaker’ alternative systems (Watts et al 2005). 
Academic ambiguity has been deemed a problematic feature of current AFN literature. 
Researchers have often rested on assertions that AFNs inherently “deliver more just, 
equitable and ecologically sound outcomes” (Tregear 2011:425). These assumptions 
have been tied to research on food systems with less conventional networks, operating 
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on a restricted geographic scale, and has led to a presumption that almost any localised 
system produces positive outcomes.  

Inconsistent use of terminology and definitions, often derived from small-scale 
empirical studies, is problematic in advancing AFN research. One example is the 
normalised use of ‘defensive localism’ since being coined by Winter (2003a). This term 
is used to conceptualise when communities engage in AFN to defend themselves from 
perceived threats from ‘conventional’ networks. They do so by purchasing local 
produce rather than engaging in more typical ecological-minded behaviour such as 
buying organic. It is not suggested that terms such as ‘defensive localism’ should be 
avoided, however they should be employed cautiously and clarified further to avoid 
misunderstanding. Tregear (2011) suggests the existence of a theoretical impasse within 
AFN literature stemming from researchers becoming entrenched within already-
established theoretical positions. Venn et al (2006) agree, concerned that researchers' 
use of ‘alternative’ to describe the degree of ‘alternativeness’ in food networks may be 
deemed ‘pejorative’ by those within such networks. Tregear (2011) highlights the 
impact of inconsistency as detrimental to the knowledge process, and accuses 
researchers of overusing the AFN umbrella for academic convenience.  

2.3.3 The Consumer and Community in Alternative Food Network 
Research 

One important but underrepresented theme in AFN research is the consumer-
community relationship. Restricted place-based research into AFNs tends to assume 
their participants inherently prioritise justice, equality and sustainability with minimal 
proof, based on a tendency to idealise the ‘alternative’ instead of acknowledging its 
associated problems. Tregear (2011) suggests that more academic scepticism is vital for 
the field. The debate surrounding AFN research has widened beyond the geographic 
stream. The consumer's role in food systems has traditionally been understated, an issue 
heavily criticised in prior reviews of AFN research (Sonnino and Marsden 2006). There 
are calls to further assess the socio-economic values connected to ‘alternative’ and 
‘conventional’ food networks by consumers. For example, ‘socio-economic’ values 
relate to how economic activity is shaped by studying society. So, in this case the 
different values consumers have may explain their activity and participation (or lack 
thereof) in certain networks. Increasing focus on the ‘consumer’ has become tangled 
with perceived need to study ‘people’ within AFN, and not merely their consumption 
habits and participation motives. A wider perspective of issues affecting people, 
including but not limited to welfare problems, tensions, trade-offs as well as the 
advantages and benefits resulting from AFN engagement, all need to be examined 
(Tregear 2011). We need to assess how people engage with different types of AFNs, 
such as farmers’ markets, which highlight the importance of understanding 
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‘community’ in the reconfiguration and reconnection of the producer-consumer 
relationship (Holloway 2000). Additionally, there is a need to appreciate the context of 
AFN to measure how much other food-related organisations are influencing these 
networks, both directly and indirectly. There have been calls for the methodological 
processes used in AFN research to be re-examined, for greater clarity in their 
identification (Venn et al 2006), which play more than a demonstrative role. 
Empirically, there are now serious appeals for greater rigour and variety in research 
design within the field. A gap exists for the study of food producers operating within 
and around AFNs. 
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2.4 Urban Agriculture  
Research interest in urban agriculture has experienced rapid growth across many 
disciplines and particularly in human geographical enquiry. Urban agriculture research 
is complex because the activities and practices of projects are diverse and constantly 
shifting in nature and scale. Activities most commonly associated with urban agriculture 
include community gardens, allotments, urban farms and guerrilla gardening. These 
different types of UA activity range in size, function, formality and intent. However, 
there is a general consensus that they are contributing to “unique participatory 
landscapes” in cities (Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny 2004: 399). The sites reflect transient 
cultural landscapes permeated with multiple meanings and are associated with differing 
practices and beliefs (Baker 2004). UA has been presented in two ways. It has been 
labelled an agent for change in food security, urban development and sustainable 
development. It has also been portrayed as an antithesis to wider societal shifts 
experienced in many cities, for instance leisure commodification and increased policing 
of public spaces (Tornarghi 2014). This is discussed further in the following sections. 

The structure of this review reflects the main themes present in urban agriculture 
literature, as follows: 

2.4.1 Defining Urban Agriculture, Understanding Activities and Aims 

2.4.2  Perspectives and Methods in Urban Agriculture Research 

2.4.3  Motivations, Roles and Stakeholders in Urban Agriculture Projects 

2.4.4  Multi-Scalar and Multi-Faceted Claims For Urban Agriculture 

2.4.5  Urban Agriculture Re-emergence and Organisation 

2.4.6 Barriers for Urban Agriculture Projects 

2.4.7 Caution and Direction in Urban Agriculture Research 

2.4.1 Defining Urban Agriculture and Understanding Activities 
According to the Committee of the Community Food Security Coalition, UA is “the 
growing, processing, and distribution of food and other products through intensive plant 
cultivation and animal husbandry in and around cities” (CFSC 2003:3). In the most 
recent critical studies of urban agriculture, the phenomenon has been widened to 
include; “small-intensive urban farms (Viljoen et al 2005), food production on housing 
estates, land sharing (McMorran et al 2014), rooftop gardens and beehives, school-yard 
greenhouses, restaurant-supported gardens, public space food production, guerrilla 
gardening (Hou 2010), allotments (Miller 2013, Crouch & Ward 1988), balcony and 
windowsill vegetable growing and other initiatives” (Tornarghi 2014: 551). Each of 
these are conceptualised as activities of urban agriculture. However, this definition by 
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Tornaghi omits activities considered by others to be forms of UA, including urban 
school gardens and orchards (Smith et al 2013, Boyle 2013).  

Extant research lacks consistency with definitions of urban agriculture complex and 
constantly evolving within the research field as well as ‘on the ground’. With language 
and understandings of practice in flux, researchers are increasingly challenged to 
explicitly describe what is being researched to systematise their research outcomes. The 
speed of innovation and diversification of urban agriculture practice on the ground 
(McClintock 2014) has compounded the difficulty for researchers in forming a 
comprehensive definition. Flux in categorisation also underpins the challenge present in 
providing a concise urban agriculture literature review. This has been further worsened 
by the lack of literature surveys undertaken of the field (except for Guitart et al 2012 on 
community gardens).  

Others have avoided the term urban agriculture in favour of civic agriculture (Saldivar-
Tanaka & Krasny 2004) to reflect how they observed UA to be practiced, “growing 
food within the community, for that community, by that community” (Smith et al 2013: 
1415). This change in label used by some stems from a deeper understanding of the role 
agriculture can have in urban settings and its increasing function in enacting citizenship 
(McClintock 2014). Undercurrents emerging within the field include criticism of the 
widespread use of ‘urban’ to describe practices because use of the term “poorly reflects 
the diversity of spatial references that underpin such projects” (Ernwein 2014: 77). 
Similarly, researchers have been accused of conflating the practices of urban and peri-
urban agriculture (Opitz et al 2016). The field is reserved in defining urban agriculture 
because there is a fear that claims for its problem-solving qualities may be overstated.  

The challenge of understanding what UA is becomes more difficult when considering 
the research conducted into the purpose of UA. The purposes are, unsurprisingly, varied 
and explained by researchers in different depths of detail. One study found five 
overarching themes present in UA practices; “financial, environmental, health, 
social/educational and community development” (Reynolds 2015: 248). Also, these 
findings share commonalities with research on community gardens in Holland’s 
literature review which states that “education, community development and leisure” are 
central themes in project goals (Holland 2011: 295). The purpose of community gardens 
has been more thoroughly documented than that of urban agriculture more broadly. For 
example, Milbourne found five main goals that united his case study projects, [1] to 
improve the visual aesthetic of local public spaces, [2] to create new forms of green 
space in high density neighbourhoods, [3] to respond to social problems of the area, [4] 
to encourage cultural integration in areas undergoing changing demographics and [5] to 
provide therapeutic forms of gardening through the collective nurturing of land, plants 
and people (Milbourne 2012, Tompkins 2014).  
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Mount and Andrée offer a succinct analysis of these trials (2013). The authors name 
three key challenges that are inhibiting UA research. They call for balance in “nuance 
and uniformity” to address understanding of differences and similarities in UA 
practices. Additionally, they call for more understanding of the “complexity and 
simplicity” already established to be evident in UA practice. Finally, the authors call for 
studies which acknowledge and visually represent the networks of UA practice “that 
often blur the lines between governmental, public, non-profit, cooperative, multi-
stakeholder and private” (2013: 578). To overcome the challenge in categorising what 
urban agriculture is, research is attempting to move towards a more critical and 
evidence focused approach in which researchers attempt to assess “where [urban 
agriculture] comes from and how to address its impacts” with research idealism 
tempered with realism (McClintock 2014: 148). 

Having broadly identified the activities considered examples of urban agriculture and 
begun to unpick some of the roles UA practices have, I will now briefly explain the 
characteristics of the main activities in relation to the literature. The order of activities 
presented reflects the size of literature in extant research, from most present to least. 
This includes, community gardens, city farms, guerrilla gardens (and guerrilla 
gardening) and food hubs, initiatives and projects.  

i. Community Gardens 

The urban agriculture research field is currently dominated by literature on community 
gardens. While it is commonly accepted that community garden research falls under the 
remit of urban agriculture the work also forms an impressive stand-alone body of 
literature (Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny 2004, Baker 2004, McClintock 2009). A 
definition that succinctly encapsulates a number of the fundamentals of a community 
garden is as follows, “open spaces which are managed and operated by members of the 
local community in which food or flowers are cultivated” (Guitart 2012: 264 drawing 
upon Holland 2004, Pudup 2008, Kingsley & Townsend 2006). Unfortunately, what a 
community garden is and what ‘community’ means in relation to a garden remains the 
subject of frequent debate. Despite this, it is generally accepted that the activities of 
community gardens, the connection between ‘community’ and ‘garden’ and the 
management/access of the sites are all key themes in the literature field. 

In terms of what a community garden is and what they do, there is a general acceptance 
that they vary greatly in type and form and continue to diverge in many ways. This can 
include variation in physical site size, what they produce, the method of production and 
how they create place (Stocker & Barnett 1998). In relation to urban agriculture 
activities more broadly, community gardens are considered to encompass the greatest 
range of possible activities in comparison to, for example, city farms and allotments. In 
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the literature community gardens tend to be most commonly associated with social 
objectives, as opposed to financial and environmental ones, “established with the 
purpose to create and share positive, expressive, and friendly interactions with 
neighbours and community members” (Glover 2004, Glover et al 2005: 86). Evidence 
suggests that community gardens also frequently contain a number of “non-gardening 
elements, such as lawns, social areas and spaces for active ball games” (Middle et al 
2014: 639). Going further, early research has claimed that community gardens are in 
fact “more about community than they are about gardening” (Glover 2004: 192). This 
combination of gardening and non-gardening elements has compounded challenges in 
defining the spaces. If this is the case then community gardens would not be considered 
UA based on the CFSC definition presented at the beginning because of their lack of 
food cultivation. A further problem in the field is the tendency to generalise findings 
beyond the specific community garden studied. In a global review of eighty-seven 
community garden studies, Guitart et al identified that two thirds of the papers had not 
explicitly defined community garden (2012). Researchers have been accused of 
considering ‘community gardens’ as a self-explanatory term and therefore not 
warranting exploration in relation to the spaces they studied (Guitart et al 2012).  

An important and developing theme in community garden research are researcher 
attempts to systematically identify that which underpins the spaces of community 
gardening. This identification effort focuses on commonalities in activities yet continues 
to grapple with the problematic term ‘community’ itself. As a result, central to 
identifying said commonalities is work on ‘community’. The term is used 
interchangeably to represent both location and identity. In addition, work reimagines the 
place/identity signifiers as place or interest based community gardens (Firth et al 2011). 
Firth et al sought to understand the process by, and degree to which projects seek to 
embed themselves into a locality or “span across diverse communities” (2011: 555). 
However, they further acknowledge the associated contestations of this categorisation, 
itself highlighting that whether a project is place-based or interest-based is not always 
apparent. The continued use of community as both a signifier of place and as an 
expression of identity in ownership has cemented its use in the field. Despite this the 
question of who these communities are and what form they take remains in its infancy. 
Researchers have begun to unpick the term by identifying the community active on the 
space. However, this has highlighted large differences in what researchers have studied. 
To demonstrate this, Ferris et al (2001) likened a community garden to a public garden, 
with similar ownership, access and degree of democratic control. This is supported by 
Bendt et al and their labelling of gardens as ‘PAC gardens’ to mean public-access 
community gardens which characterise “public green spaces that are collectively 
managed by civil society groups” (Bendt 2013: 18, Middle et al 2014).  
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PAC gardens included gardening projects alongside ones focused on food production. 
However, as anticipated, where questions of openness are present, other issues such as 
enclosure, inclusion and exclusion and the impact this may have on the role of 
community gardens are subsequently raised (Kurtz 2001: 660). Kurtz was particularly 
concerned with this given the priority placed on inequality reduction by the state in 
many research locales. 

This contrasts drastically with Holland (2011) who described community gardens as 
“open spaces managed and operated by members of the local community for a variety of 
purposes” (Holland 2011: 285). Interestingly in Holland’s research, though invoking a 
specific definition of community gardens, an urban farm was also included in the study 
(also see Ackerman et al 2014). Holland (2011) hypothesised that more intangible ideas 
were what linked projects together and therefore warranted investigation as similar 
entities, primarily suggesting that empowerment of and by actors was a continuous 
theme. Borelli also carried through the idea in describing community gardens as 
“community management of open space” (2008: 273). On the other hand, early work by 
Stocker and Barnett categorised community gardens according to who manages the site 
rather than the access or ownership of the land itself. They described that “community 
gardens differ from public gardens in that they are managed by community members 
rather than by local governments although they may be located on council land” 
(Stocker & Barnett 1998: 179). Work has also begun to identify the connections 
between these projects and other systems of exchange existing within cities, such as 
McCormack et al’s work on community gardens and farmers' markets (2010) however 
this type of work remains in infancy.  

To summarise, there is a vibrant debate on how best to conceptualise the space of 
community gardens, with various studies unpicking ideas of activities, ownership, 
access, management and project connections. To begin to understand projects more 
thoroughly, a wider look at stakeholder interaction and the networks surrounding 
community gardens is necessary. 

ii. Urban Farms  

Urban farms and farming are one area of urban agriculture that is accumulating 
increased attention from researchers. From an academic perspective, urban farms are 
often presented as a more economically driven form of urban agriculture. Those who 
establish an urban farm do so for several reasons one of which being for financial gain. 
However, in the literature there are two clear different types of farm. There is the urban 
farm, established for food production in the city and the urban 'care farm'. A care farm 
refers to “the use of commercial farms and agricultural landscapes for the promotion of 
human health, social inclusion, and educational benefits through farm activity” (Loue et 
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al 2014: 503 drawing upon Berget et al 2011). There are examples of both rural and 
urban care farms described in the literature (Elsey et al 2014). It is generally accepted in 
the literature that urban farms focused on food production can also be used to promote 
the benefits of care farms (Rich 2012). 

There is a general feeling in the literature that urban farms are considered key for 
fulfilling the potential of urban agriculture in cities. On a basic level the fundamental 
difference between community gardens and urban farms is the inclusion of livestock on 
site for the primary purpose of food production. Debate over the scale of urban farms 
has emerged and is evident in the increased use of “small”, “large” or “extensive” to 
describe the scale of a farm (Angotti 2015, Colasanti et al 2016). This size 
categorisation is still lacking in terms of formalisation with a need evident to distinguish 
urban farms by practice as a means to understand scale. This means that the field is 
open to new suggestions of methods by which farm types may be distinguished such as 
by comparison of income generation, food production yield, types of produce grown 
and population density of urban farm's location. Urban farms are conflated into often 
studies of community gardens (Reynolds 2015, Taylor & Lovell 2012, Holland 2011). 

For urban farms appreciating thematically the role, and importance, of socio-economic 
features is considered vital in ascertaining how practices currently are and could be 
enacted in the modern city (Deelstra & Girardet 2000). Research by Dimitri et al 
employing a comparative approach using New York farms found that location greatly 
impacted which objectives were enacted with “lower median income [farms] more 
likely to have social goals related to building community or improving food security” 
than higher income levels (2016: 603). 

Multiple barriers to the development and expansion of farms in the city have been 
identified. These include high urban land prices, land use prioritisation in urban 
development planning, quality of urban soil and balancing involvement expectations of 
those who farm (Angotti 2015). In addition, there are suggestions that urban farms can 
both address or exacerbate demographic differences (Angotti 2015). However, it is 
worth noting that the majority of studies on urban farms focus on American case 
studies, predominantly in New York City.  

iii. Guerrilla Gardens and Guerrilla Gardening 

The practice of guerrilla gardening and the sites upon which it is practiced (guerrilla 
gardens) are aspects of urban agriculture which have been the subject of increasing 
attention (Hardman & Larkman 2014). This rise in popularity is in part due to how the 
land is reclaimed for growing. An individual or group perceives neglect of a site by its 
owners and begin to grow without permission. Guerrilla gardens occur at the 
intersection of disapproval about an aspect of a site between stakeholders and legal 
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owners (Adams et al 2013, Crane et al 2012, Hardman & Larkman 2014, Hou 2010). 
Crane et al (2012) go as far as to describe guerrilla gardening as an example of 
sustainability in action because of the transformation of land from unproductive to 
productive (food producing). Unlike urban farm sites and urban farming practice, which 
have been viewed as virtually indistinguishable, guerrilla gardening is often treated 
separately from the site itself due to the frequently multi-site nature of the practice. The 
popularity of this type of research can be rationalised through understanding that 
guerrilla gardening has been widely viewed as a distinctly radical and politicised form 
of urban agriculture, and therefore of interest to a diverse spectrum of academics. All 
the same, this perception is shifting and there is an emerging theme in guerrilla 
gardening focused research which questions these projects as forms of ‘political 
practice’ and suggests there is a downward trend of ‘resistance’ as an underlying 
element (Adams & Hardman 2013). Furthermore, there are calls for a greater 
understanding of the wider setting in which guerrilla gardening occurs and the spaces 
near guerrilla garden sites. Currently work on guerrilla gardening and that of 
community gardens and city farms remains quite separate. 

iv. Food Hubs, Initiatives and Projects. 

Alongside urban agriculture project specific literature, there has been a steady increase 
in research that seeks to understand the phenomenon by discussing multiple activities 
within a specific location. Often within these studies, urban agriculture projects are 
included, however the central theme is typically urban food initiatives more broadly. 
This has led to a wave of terminology being created to collate multiple activities 
(usually happening in a specific geographic area) into the same study, for example an 
urban agriculture project and a community kitchen. Terms include ‘food hubs’ (Stroink 
& Nelson 2013, Blay-Palmer et al 2013) and ‘food projects’ (McGlone et al 1999, 
Carahar & Dowler 2007, ‘local food projects’ (Dowler & Carahar 2003). More recently 
there has been a tendency towards the use of ‘community’ in describing and labelling 
so-called ‘food projects’ (Mount & Andrée 2013) and ‘food growing initiatives’ 
(Anderson & Cook 1999, Tornarghi 2014). Also evident are phrases such as 
'community food sector’ (Sonnino & Griggs-Trevarthen 2013) and ‘local food 
movements’ (Marsden & Franklin 2013). A ‘food hub’ describes multiple community-
based initiatives acting to directly link producers and consumers (Blay-Palmer et al 
2013). This shares perceptible similarities with alternative food networks as discussed 
previously in the literature review. Within Fridman & Lenters' work on food hubs 
(2013), a community kitchen was also included. Sonnino & Griggs-Trevarthen (2013) 
used the term ‘community food sector’ to reflect the variation of enterprises, which 
involved studying a community farm alongside an artisanal bakery. A key rationale 
behind this combined approach is in seeking to understand the connections between 
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food growing and cooking activities occurring in cities. This alternative direction 
enables researchers to make comment beyond mere individual projects, raising wider 
questions about scale (community, city and national scales most evident) and the impact 
activities can have on an area in their totality. 

To summarise, urban agriculture has been described as a complex network of 
organisations with various types of cooperation and partnership models (Baker 2004). 
The literature is increasingly moving towards greater understanding of the variety of 
organisational models present and subsequent acknowledgement of this fact in research 
methods. 

2.4.2 Perspectives and Methods in Urban Agriculture Research  
i. Theoretical Perspectives  

Urban agriculture has been explored from a variety of theoretical perspectives, 
including urban political ecology (Agyeman & McEntree 2014, Miller 2013), Gibson-
Graham's alternative/community economy perspective (Ballamingie & Walker 2013) 
and Wilson’s (2010) cities as complex systems, a lens also utilised by Bell & Cerulli 
(2012). Furthermore it has been assessed through a historical-geographical lens (Barthel 
& Isendahl 2013) and, as a result of the growing popularity of social science 
perspectives, with the aid of social network theories (Ghose & Pettygrove 2014), social 
theories of learning (Bendt et al 2013) and critical race theory (Reynolds 2015). 
Although not a theoretical perspective, there are collective works which seek to 
understand urban agriculture projects and their impact from an ecosystem services 
position (Middle et al 2014, Aerts et al 2016). Research from other disciplines includes; 
urban studies (including planning, environment, policy and law), nutrition and health, 
education and behaviour, agricultural studies, ecological economics and the leisure 
sciences. Each of these has proven to be valuable for diversifying the scope and scale of 
research. 

ii. Research Locations 

Research on urban agriculture and connected activities is most prevalent and arguably at 
its most rigorous in Canadian scholarship (Irvine et al 1999, Baker 2004, Wakefield et 
al 2007, Nelson & Stroink 2013, Nelson et al 2013, Ballamingie & Walker 2013, Blay-
Palmer et al 2013 & Mount et al 2013). For instance, the culmination of one research 
project included over one hundred and seventy different community-based food 
initiatives (Marsden & Franklin 2013). The reason for this abundance of Canadian 
scholarship is the result of a “province-wide initiative aimed at better understanding 
local food systems in communities” (Stroink & Nelson 2013: 520). 

 This is closely followed by research from cities in the North of the United States 
(Alaimo et al 2008, White 2011, Taylor & Taylor 2012, Ackerman et al 2014, Agyeman 
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& McEntree 2014 & Carolan & Hale 2016), with an established and surprisingly 
extensive focus on New York (Schmelzkopf 1998, 2002, Reynolds 2014, Angotti 2015, 
Campbell 2016). In one systematic review on community gardens Guitart et al (2012) 
categorised according to the type of plants grown, who is involved and the nature of 
land ownership. They further explored the papers by nature of the authors, geographic 
and disciplinary approach and methods (Guitart et al 2012). They evidenced the high 
prevalence of studies coming from the U.S, Canada and Australia and highlighted the 
relative lack of European studies specifically focused on whole city studies (2012). 

North American scholarship has been accused of being too focused on low income areas 
within cities. Additionally research on developing world cities is present (Novo & 
Murphy 2000, Zezza & Tasciotti 2010 & Poulsen et al 2015). There is further research 
attention emerging from across Europe (Koopmans et al 2017a, Ernwein 2014, Knapp 
et al 2016) and an established body of work from Australia (Stocker & Barnett 1998, 
Kingsley & Townsend 2006, Turner 2011 & Firth et al 2011). UK research is also 
present and is often used as a comparative case for US research (Marsden & Martin 
1999, Dowler & Carahar 2003, Holland 2004, Coufopoulos et al 2010, Charles 2011, 
Bell & Cerulli 2012, Milbourne 2012, Miller 2013 & Martin et al 2014). Research on 
UK cities has traditionally focused on capital cities and some ‘ordinary cities’ but 
unfortunately only on community gardens and not urban agriculture more broadly 
(Milbourne 2012, Hopkins 2014). 

iii. Access to Research Phenomenon 

Growing attention is being paid to how academics access urban agriculture projects. 
Increased consideration to project access has deepened understandings of ethical issues 
for the field particularly in the popular use of participatory action research approaches 
(Charles 2011). Future studies require greater discussions of expectations between 
researchers and participants. Questions around the research access to the phenomenon 
has also given rise to an abundance of scholar-activism within the field, as emphasised 
by Blay-Palmer et al who described researchers as “integral members of their food 
communities” in their research on food hubs (2013: 521). Scholar-activism is 
overwhelmingly present within urban agriculture research and has certainly increased 
research knowledge on community-inclusive research projects (Wakefield et al 2007, 
Angotti 2015, Tornarghi & Van Dyck 2015). 

However the study of urban agriculture from an insider perspective outweighs studies 
from other perspectives. Thus reflecting a perpetuation of similar methods and insights 
generated. The study of urban agriculture projects with more objectivity appear 
welcome to address this imbalance.  

iv. Methods, Sampling and Typologies 
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Academic studies on urban agriculture typically employ qualitative research methods. 
This predominantly includes the use of interviews (Glover et al 2005, Holland 2011, 
Reynolds 2015) and case studies and in most cases, both, with interviews the archetypal 
research mechanism for case study data collection (Firth et al 2011). There are also 
examples of walking tours of gardens (Milbourne 2012: 984) and telephone surveys to 
reach higher numbers of research participants such as in the case of Glover et al’s one 
hundred and ninety-one respondents (2005). 

Case study adoption in this field ranges from the use of one in-depth case study to a 
considerable number of cases (Taylor & Lovell 2012: 60, Firth et al 2011). In some 
instances, there are difficulties in drawing conclusions across multiple studies using 
similar practice methods because of a lack of contextual data from both the research 
location and regarding the specific projects used. The challenge in concisely presenting 
this data has been acknowledged, particularly when there are significant numbers of 
projects included in a single study. For example Nelson et al and their inclusion of 
forty-three projects (2013) discussed this issue. Smith and Kurtz (2003) and 
Schmelzkopf (2002) similarly wrote on the experience of when one-hundred and 
fourteen gardens were put up for auction and redevelopment in New York City and the 
difficulties raised.  

There are several examples of the implementation of typologies used to analyse the 
phenomenon across multiple projects. Unfortunately these are rather scarce and it is 
difficult to distinguish between sampling as part of a method and typologies developed 
for analysis purposes. For example, McClintock categorises UA in terms of [1] type of 
urban agriculture, [2] organisation, [3] scale of production, [4] primary functions or 
orientation, [5] management, [6] labour and [7] market engagement. However he 
acknowledges that this typology is vague because of overlaps. 

Many researchers adopt specific sampling techniques to find commonalities and 
differences between case studies. For example, Corrigan explains her choice as 
representative of “different approaches to community gardening and different 
perceptions of healthy food” (2011: 1232) while others have sampled based on the 
projects which are ‘food producing’ and by site access, focussing on land considered to 
be a “publicly accessible space” (Reynolds 2015: 246). Similarly, Nelson et al included 
a food focus element to selection for their work on ‘community food initiatives’ but 
they were also more specific, citing “production, distribution, access, health, or other 
perspective” to encompass the different ways in which food may be focused in a 
project. Initiatives were further required to have “a community dimension to their work 
and case studies were selected which used “particularly innovative strategies to sustain 
their work” (Nelson et al 2013: 569). These are exemplary studies in describing 
sampling, the exception and not the norm in comparable urban agriculture project 
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studies. However when such sampling descriptions are present it remains difficult to 
work out what different approaches to community gardens are, whether accessibility in 
one context is the same in another and how innovative strategies might be identified.  

In attempts to study urban agriculture more broadly, researchers typically include two or 
more examples of urban agriculture activities. Holland included ‘city farms’ in the study 
of community gardens for two reasons; they are [1] “active in certain aspects of 
community development, education, training and health awareness”, and [2] “at their 
core [are] similar activities to community gardens; animal husbandry, food growing and 
[have] a focus on community activity” (Holland 2011: 291). Furthermore, it was noted 
that city farms are more likely to be visited by the public than community gardens, 
which poses questions about the nature of ‘public’ particularly in Reynolds’ selection of 
publicly accessible urban agriculture projects (2015). Holland’s study selected 
interviewees to represent a range of schemes; [1] “food growers, [2] an ecological 
scheme, [3] an educational/children’s scheme, [4] a therapeutic employment scheme, 
[5] established ‘traditional’ community garden schemes, [6] renewed models of 
allotment style gardening and [7] city/urban farms” (Holland 2011: 294). Beyond 
typical scheme representation, other auxiliary project sampling types are evident 
including geographical sampling on a country level (Holland 2011). There has also been 
sampling from national organisations such as Milbourne’s UK study which used 
projects from the Federation of City Farms and Community Gardens (FCFCG) and 
Royal Horticultural Society (2012). 

2.4.3 Motivations, Roles and Stakeholders in Urban Agriculture 
Projects 

Research into the motivations of participants in urban agriculture projects is particularly 
popular. At the turn of the millennium, Armstrong found that in order of importance, 
motivations included access to fresh food, enjoyment of nature and associated health 
benefits (Armstrong 2000: 319). Similarly, in later research Firth et al found reasons to 
include reconnection with food and nature. Additionally sustainability was the third 
motivator (2011). A more recent study found subsistence as a primary motivation for 
project involvement (Poulsen et al 2015). Interestingly the literature suggests that the 
motivations behind participation in community gardens are changing but generally does 
not provide rationale or describe direction for further research. As the first section 
highlighted (See 2.4.1) the range of activities considered urban agriculture projects is 
also itself shifting and this raises questions regarding the connection (if any) between 
these two changes. 

A key limitation of extant research is that it does not adequately address the role of 
leaders in urban agriculture projects specifically. Some research distinguishes the 
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participants in projects as either leaders or non-leaders (Glover et al 2005), or 
alternatively ‘programme facilitators’ and ‘participants’ (McClintock 2014). In the 
Glover et al study telephone survey were completed with participants asked, “what 
would best describe your role at your community garden?” (2005: 84). However the 
researchers themselves acknowledge that although ‘leaders’ suggested that they took on 
‘additional responsibilities’, this was not explicitly confirmed as part of the method. 
This issue was similarly described by Armstrong who differentiated between 
‘coordinators’ and ‘gardeners’ (2000). Armstrong describes the coordinators as being 
“familiar with local neighbourhoods” and “aware of community-level and organising, 
which may impact or derive from each community garden” (Armstrong 2000: 321). 
However these claims for familiarity with local neighbourhoods are only evidenced for 
community gardens.   

The idea of a leader/coordinator role does feature in some specific papers however in 
most instances the project participants are grouped together as ‘gardeners’ or referred to 
as ‘interviewees’ throughout the work. This means it is difficult to unpick who 
specifically the insights refer to in a project. There are two more recent papers, which 
are clear in role identification. The first is a UK study, Developing “Community” In 
Community Gardens which highlighted the difference between roles and whether the 
role was performed in employment or on a voluntary basis, identifying “managers of the 
community garden, project staff, volunteers, community garden users and a staff 
member of an external organisation connected to the garden” (Firth et al 2011: 560). 
The study further highlighted who initiates community gardens describing most as 
started “and managed by community groups, although an increasing number have input 
from external organisations” (Firth et al 2011: 556). 

The second UK paper on the subject is Reynolds’ (2015) work Disparity Despite 

Diversity: Social Injustice in New York City’s Urban  Agriculture System in which she 
goes further to identify practitioners and stakeholders beyond the site itself. They 
include [1] “urban gardening and farming practitioners with diverse operations 
throughout the city’s five boroughs, [2] representatives of non-governmental 
organizations that provide support or advocacy for urban agriculture, [3] representatives 
of foundations that had recently funded urban agriculture programmes and [4] 
municipal and state-wide government officials directly involved in urban agriculture 

activities” (Reynolds 2015: 246).                                  

Gender, race and class discussions are evident, however nominal in number and 
certainly need more attention. In Reynold’s work on injustice, she uncovered race and 
class-based disparities across actors in her urban case study (2014). Flachs criticises the 
tendency of academics to over-emphasise poverty and race differences in studies of UA. 
This over emphasis relates to describing these groups as ‘more’ motivated by the 
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economic value potential of UA projects (2010). However in White’s study (2011: 13) 
of Detroit, urban agriculture became a way for black female activists to reassess “their 
cultural roots and reclaim personal power” as well as “nurture activism and challenge 
the racial and class-based barriers to accessing healthy food”. Saldivar-Tanaka & 
Krasny (2004: 399) explored the role of “community development, open space and civic 
agriculture” in their twenty cases of “Latino community gardens in New York City”. 

The importance of a “dedicated leader” has been found to be critical to a project’s 
knowledge development and prospects for success (Corrigan 2011: 1232). Research 
exists which looks more broadly at the experiences of ‘community food workers’. The 
role was proposed by a UK government policy document titled Choosing Health: 
Making Healthier Choices Easier. The research found challenges in the [1] nature of 
their role, [2] quantifying their success, [3] working with other health professionals, [4] 
gaining skills and knowledge and [5] finding strategies to work with communities 
(Coufopoulos et al 2010). There is a distinct lack of literature that seeks to understand 
the ‘people’ who initiate urban agriculture projects and these new non-professional food 
roles.  

Innovative research conducted by Colasanti et al is particularly interesting as they seek 
to understand the ‘people’ of urban agriculture beyond both organisers and participants, 
to focus on the residents living in close proximity to projects and how expansion may be 
perceived. The results show general support for urban agriculture while suggesting 
opposition for expansion comes from three areas, “the extent to which it should occur, 
the purpose it would serve, and the people it would involve” (Colasanti et al 2016: 348). 

2.4.4 Multi-Scalar and Multi-Faceted Claims For Urban Agriculture  
The potential for urban agriculture projects to help solve wider societal problems has 
been widely investigated in the previous decade and a focus on this potential makes up 
the substantial bulk of currently extant literature in the field. The claims and outcomes 
of projects are wide-ranging and have been investigated across many scales, from global 
to individual benefits. In light of the substantial amount of research on the claims for 
urban agriculture and for narrative convenience and clarity, the literature has been 
labelled according to the dominant theme present in each ‘claim’ work. These labels are 
multi-scalar claims and multi-faceted claims. The first relates to work that investigates 
the impact of urban agriculture and related activities at different levels of society 
including, globally, on a city-level, community-level, household and individual. The 
second are multi-faceted claims in which research focuses on the phenomenon and its 
impact across different dimensions, including social, political, environmental and 
economic claims. 

§ Multi-Scalar Claims 
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Global claims evident in the field, in order of prominence include the potential to 
address emerging issues resulting from globalisation (Irvine et al 2007) such as growing 
urbanisation (Aerts et al 2016), sustainability (Martin et al 2014, Stocker & Barnett 
1999), urban sustainability (Colassanti et al 2016) and food security problems including 
food poverty alleviation (Badami & Ramankutty 2015a, Irvine et al 2007). Furthermore 
others conclude that urban agriculture has potential as an antidote to climate change and 
public health concerns (Aerts et al 2016). Urban agriculture has been found to offer a 
base for broader regional food system conversations (Mount et al 2013). In Turner’s 
work centred on ‘embodied connections’, she interviewed twenty participants from 
seven community gardens and found that such gardens “have a significant role in 
facilitating the development of embodied and embedded relationships to place, food 
system and consequently in promoting sustainable living practices” (2011: 509). 

To solve the difficulties present in claiming urban agriculture as a solution to such 
large-scale challenges, researchers have begun to investigate and disentangle the ways 
in which projects substantiate and contribute to these claims using different spatial 
units. However the literature remains in jeopardy of becoming repetitive and risks 
stagnation by accepting mostly unsubstantiated claims as fact. Interestingly, on a city 
level early projects were typically found to be “an effective grassroots response to urban 
disinvestment and decay” (Kurtz 2001: 656). Authors instrumental in analysing city 
claims include Twiss et al. They observed that as a result of urban agriculture projects, 
cities have enacted “policies for interim land use and complementary water use, 
improved access to produce, elevated public consciousness about public health, created 
culturally appropriate educational and training materials, and strengthened community 
building skills” (2003: 1435). There is a general consensus that a foodscape made up of 
both community gardens and city farms is a solution to inadequate access to food in 
cities (Ackerman et al 2014). City based claims are problematic as urban agriculture 
emerges unevenly (Smith et al 2013, Nelson et al 2013, Taylor & Lovell 2012) and 
cities experience stages of urban development differently. A solution to this would be 
placing more emphasis on understanding the conditions of the city studied. 

At what is described as ‘community level, positive outcomes mirror macro-scale ideas 
with benefits for food security and human health. Additionally at a community level, 
urban agriculture has been identified as producing opportunities for local ecology, 
social capital and opportunity for community development (Firth et al 2011: 555, 
Wakefield et al 2007). Recent work described the effect of food security at this scale as 
strong (Aerts et al 2016). Results obtained by Middle et al through utilisation of an 
ecosystem service perspective suggest that urban agriculture “can facilitate bridging 
interactions between different social groups, whilst providing opportunities for local 
residents to participate actively in green space planning processes” through a process of 
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increasing integration (2014: 638). It has been further hypothesised that the urban 
agriculture project “movement could act as a model for the implementation of more 
general sustainability policies on a local level” (Holland 2004: 285). 

There is also value in understanding claims on a household scale, which can be done via 
two different approaches. The first method is through considering urban agriculture 
within the boundaries of the ‘home’ where it offers opportunities for improved 
wellbeing and friend making (Zhang et al 2013). The second draws upon ideas of 
scaling wider urban agriculture projects to include household activities, which when 
combined, could help confront many of the aforementioned urban problems as well 
increase community level benefits such as economic revitalisation (Gray et al 2014) 
This notion of scale is explored further in the next section. Individual claims suffer an 
academic tendency to be conflated with household and community claims.  

Individual outcomes from urban agriculture involvement are more tangible and 
evidentially substantiated within the literature, including job creation and training 
(Kobayashi et al 2010), physical wellbeing through the creation of places for 
engagement (Twiss et al 2003), food and health education (Alaimo et al 2008) and 
increased fruit and vegetable consumption (McCormack et al 2010). Specific evidence 
for the latter demonstrates that “adults in households with household member who 
participated in a community garden consumed fruits and vegetables 1.4 more times than 
those who did not participate, and they were 3.5 times more likely to consume fruits and 
vegetables at least 5 times a day” (Alaimo et al 2008: 94). 

Furthermore, other more intangible benefits are presented as stemming from project 
spaces with them contributing to identity building as acting as agents of cultural 
preservation and self-determination (Gray et al 2014) as well as creation of democratic 
citizens (Glover et al 2005). Additionally, participant engagement in projects has been 
recognised as demonstrative of an individual’s wider commitment to sustainability 
(Twiss et al 2003, Bendt et al 2013). Projects “can also contribute to individual and 
community reconnection with the socio-cultural importance of food, thus helping 
facilitate broader engagement with the food system” (Turner 2011: 509).  

§ Multi-Faceted Claims 

More broadly multi-faceted claims are made without implications of scale with many 
researchers consistently acknowledging that urban agriculture provides social, economic 
(Schmelzkopf 1996) and environmental functions (Ballamingie & Walker 2013).  

The social functions provided by urban agriculture projects include fostering a 
“common social and cultural identity for city residents” (Ackerman et al 2014: 189) as 
well as a spirit of community cooperation (Schukoske 1999). Further positive social 
outcomes include improved cross-generational (Armstrong 2000) and cultural 
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integration (Balmer et al 2005) with research suggesting urban agriculture has provided 
benefits for improving connections between immigrants and their cultural heritage 
(Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny 2004). Community gardens specifically have been found to 
provide social benefits, including “increased social cohesion (the sharing of values 
enabling identification of common aims and the sharing of codes of behaviour 
governing relationships), social support (having people to turn to in times of crisis) and 
social connections (the development of social bonds and networks)” (Kingsley & 
Townsend 2006: 525). Nonetheless Kingsley & Townsend raise questions about the 
feasibility that such claims can be made for projects in infancy and suggest that benefits 
may be confined to a project setting (2006).  

In terms of ecological and environmental functions, projects represent a logical juncture 
between ecological restoration and community gardening, by addressing the aims of 
each other (Irvine et al 1999). Community gardens and city farms specifically, are found 
to have a useful environmental role in the “reduction of heat island effects, mitigation of 
urban storm water impact and in lowering the energy embodied in food transportation” 
(Ackerman et al 2014: 190). Born and Purcell (2006) concluded differently, 
demonstrating scepticism about the positive environmental outcomes of projects. They 
are incredulous about claims that ‘localised’ food growing is inherently more 
environmentally sustainable, as in some places the ecological benefit from using less 
fuel for food transport is seemingly outweighed by the need for massive water inputs in 
spaces without access to water. However the ecological outcomes of urban agriculture 
has not yet been thoroughly researched within the field making all arguments relatively 
conjectural.  

It appears evident that the research field is somewhat focused on the distant, avoiding 
carefully acknowledging the economic problems facing projects that may hinder the 
potential social and environmental outcomes (Beilin and Hunter 2011:536). The 
research has evolved into popular studies of project engagement as a means to develop a 
path to deep obligation and long-term commitment to sustainable living practice more 
widely (Turner 2011). This is particularly problematic when funding is considered by 
many researchers to be critical in being able to effectively promote healthy lifestyles 
(Corrigan 2011). This is compounded by the academic verdict that how a project is 
funded is one of the greatest barriers to urban agriculture development as described in 
the previous section (Holland 2011).  

2.4.5 Urban Agriculture Re-emergence and Organisation 
A dominant strand in urban agriculture literature seeks to cast light on the 
phenomenon’s re-emergence and subsequent development as a movement. It has been 
suggested that urban agriculture is part of a wider phenomena where a local food social 
movement continues to be created (Starr 2010). 
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The rise in popularity of urban agricultural practices has been rationalised in two ways, 
interventionist and through the conditions which have facilitated it (Crane et al 2012). 
The rationale for UA’s re-emergence (Marsden & Martin 1999) is that projects are used 
as an intervention vehicle for urban regeneration, social cohesion and solving related 
health problems (Kingsley and Townsend 2006). This intervention idea is supported by 
claims made by Schukoske in earlier research (2000), which identified the potential for 
community development through gardening. She highlighted that it can help overcome 
the problems created by disused land in urban settings such as criminal activity, waste 
accumulation, health risks and strained neighbourhood relations caused by the 
aforementioned problems occurring in proximity to households. Urban agriculture has 
been considered a distinctly social movement (Ackerman et al 2014) and in cases where 
food production is limited (often due to space and knowledge scarcities), the social 
goals of UA projects supports their increasing numbers (Dimitri et al 2016). Urban 
school gardens have been given specific citation as crucial in terms of remedial work for 
improving food education (Boyle 2013).  

Many wider conditions have been identified by Bell and Cerulli (2012) who concluded 
that increasing food prices and concerns about the environmental impact of industrial 
agriculture are, among other things, producing conditions conducive to the emergence 
of community gardens specifically. They further identified the complicated interactions 
between niche, regime and landscape-level actors and structures evident during both the 
emergence and stabilisation of new projects. They found that a project's self-
organisation and birth from local conditions are of critical importance and a necessity 
for them to be able to access more formal structures of support.  

The theme of self-organisation stands out in other work. Research on this is limited but 
has been done primarily from a complex systems perspective (Wilson 2010, Batty 
2008). A complex systems approach seeks to understand the interconnected and rapidly 
changing world through the employment of interdisciplinary knowledge about the 
structure, behaviour and dynamics of change. The importance of self-organisation was 
also found by Stroink and Nelson (2013: 620) as the second stage of a four-phase 
project development cycle. They stated that [1] projects emerge, [2] self-organise, [3] 
adapt to change and [4] harness innovation for new growth. This assessment is mirrored 
by Twiss et al (2003) who found that urban agriculture projects provide an opportunity 
for actors to organise around issues and build social capital.  

A developing debate within UA literature seeks to identify to what extent this 
movement is occurring in particular cities. The consensus between academics that have 
studied where UA projects exist is that they are unevenly distributed across areas in a 
city (McClintock 2014). Taylor and Lovell (2012) identified unevenness when looking 
at different UA project types in Chicago (2012: 64). They found “complex and 
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interacting demographic, cultural, economic, infrastructural and historical factors” as 
reasons for this (Taylor & Lovell 2012: 64). Evidence of project unevenness was 
supported by the work of Smith et al who found community gardens did not emerge in 
line with ‘community prioritisation’ (Smith et al 2013). Community prioritisation being 
targeting by the State to intervene in social, health, environmental and economic 
problems experienced in a specific area. The authors identified a prevalence of 
community gardens in areas with a higher than average medium household income 
(Smith et al 2013). Conversely, finding that the resources for “community food 
production” were “evenly distributed across the study area” in Madison, Wisconsin 
(Smith et al 2013: 1415). They identified a reason for this existence of uneven 
emergence. Smith et al discussed how “spatial decision-making” had influenced the 
placement of projects within the city. Decisions were made “based on factors other than 
the aims of the food security policy and proximity to food insecure populations, despite 
what might be stated publicly” (Smith et al 2013: 1425). The undercurrent being that 
there are ‘interests’ at play in where projects are located. 

A study of UA in South-western Ontario by Nelson et al (2013) similarly identified 
uneven geographies of project emergence. Within the study they drew upon the concept 
of ‘social capital’ to identify a factor contributing to uneven project distribution. Social 
capital meaning “networks together with shared norms, values and understandings that 
facilitate cooperation within or among groups” (OECD 2001: 41). More simply, social 
capital or value that can be created through relationships or project connections made by 
organisers. On the face of it, this seems beneficial for projects however the character of 
the relationships between networks can also present a challenge for UA emergence. 
These relationships identified by Nelson et al (2013) are twofold. There is a need for 
bonds, relationships between organisers from different UA projects. Strong relationship 
bonds of this nature are good for civic engagement however too strong a tie can be 
exclusionary to other new relationships and foster a resistance to change. The same was 
identified with bridging connections between diverse organisers, with weak ties creating 
vulnerabilities in which a network’s decisions can be susceptible to influence by outside 
interests or elites. Work in this area is promising however there remains a gap in terms 
of identifying how flux in connections is experienced by an UA project. 

2.4.6 Barriers For Urban Agriculture Projects 
The obstacles encountered by urban agriculture projects at differing stages of 
development are a common and longstanding research topic. Significant challenges 
were found to be inhibiting the formation of new projects, with early research for this 
field by Schmelzkopf (1996: 364) finding urban community gardens in New York 
became “contested space”, exhibiting power relation struggles for the “right to land” 
between gardens and residential housing. This was similarly evidenced by Angotti in 
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2015, who described the shortage of space and increasing cost of land, within a back 
drop of outmoded land use policies, as barriers to formation and inhibitors of progress. 
Alongside this shortage of access to suitable land, shortcomings in available gardening 
skills were also deemed obstacles to urban food production (Kortright & Wakefield 
2011). Pursuant to the aforementioned problems, Wakefield et al (2007: 92) also found 
barriers to include “bureaucratic resistance, concerns about soil contamination and a 
lack of awareness and understanding by community members and decision-makers”.  

Once a project had attained land access, socio-institutional factors were found to be the 
most significant role ‘threatening’ the stability of projects. In research utilising case 
studies from the Netherlands and Switzerland, the severity of this vulnerability differed 
depending on project locality and associated conditions (Knapp et al 2016). Another 
considerable factor inhibiting established projects is economic sustainability with 
Caraher and Dowler (2007) finding all twenty-five project case studies reporting only a 
short-term funding commitment. The funding commitments were between six and 
twelve months and relied on external public funding rather than income-generation. 
This is reiterated by Sonnino and Griggs-Trevarthen (2013) who hypothesise that for a 
community food enterprise to sustain itself, external funding is crucial. The economic 
sustainability of the projects, where activities are part of the new wave of social 
entrepreneurship, become jeopardised by the inability of urban farmers and gardeners to 
create paid positions (Dimitri et al 2016). Continuously highlighted is the lack of 
adequate policy and legislative coverage for urban agriculture, which in turn restricts 
provision for these financial and human resources (Carahar & Dowler 2007). 

Extant studies have identified barriers to the success of urban agriculture incuding 
“zoning regulations; lack of funding and technical assistance; a perception that farming 
is not a legitimate use of urban space” (Reynolds 2015: 242). In Reynolds' study she 
found varied experiences by practitioners in “obtaining financial support, accessing 
city-owned land and securing services from city agencies” (Reynolds 2015: 242). One 
rationale given for these different experiences include an “organisation’s leadership 
demonstrating race-based disparities that appeared, in some cases to stem from 
structural racism” (Reynolds 2015: 242). Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny (2004: 399) 
additionally identified perceptions held about whether urban agriculture was a 
legitimate use of urban space finding that there were pressures for the land to be used 
for housing. 

Ballamingie and Walker (2013: 553) examined on the ground challenges experienced 
by a large-scale established project. Challenges to expansion included [1] the limitations 
of the site, [2] lack of funding for paid staff and budget to run project activities, [3] 
managing and negotiating multiple stakeholder interests at many levels and [4] attitudes 
of local residents. The barriers identified for one project, mirrors many of the challenges 
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identified by Guitart et al who carried out a systematic review of community gardens. 
The most frequently cited challenges from across the studies, included “insecurity of 
future land access, [2] lack of funding, [3] cultural difference issues, [4] neighbourhood 
complaints, [5] managing volunteers or volunteer drop-off and [6] lack of knowledge” 
(Guitart et al 2012: 368). 

An emerging literature theme questions the permanence of urban agriculture projects. 
Borelli (2008) suggesting that questions around land ownership and resulting legal 
issues hampers potential project fulfilment. She outlines proposals for a need to re-
define land value. Schukoske (1999) also used the prism of permanence in her 
evaluation of the difficulties experienced by projects. Her work specifically highlighted 
the problems for urban agriculture project in obtaining access to resources and fears by 
individuals that have become exposed to potential legal liabilities. Recent work by 
Koopmans et al (2017: 162) claim a lack of permanence in urban agriculture projects 
weakens the potential for place-making as a result of project development. The authors 
find that a degree of autonomy and feeling of security is required by the individuals or 
groups involved to contribute to place-making potentials.  

2.4.7 Caution and Directions in Urban Agriculture Research 
Despite considerable knowledge development in this relatively new research field, 
healthy scepticism is necessary and on the increase. Caution about inflated claims 
(Martin et al 2014) is the most apparent form of this in the literature with many 
questioning the feasibility of substantiating the claims (see previous section) made for 
the potential of urban agriculture in different contexts. For example, research indicates 
that feasibility for urban agriculture in high-income countries can make more impact on 
urban food security than in low income countries (Badami & Ramankutty 2015a). 
Kingsley and Townsend call for time and space studies, which seek to understand the 
time it takes to attain beneficial claims (2006).  

There have also been findings of major disparity between academic claims for the 
potential of projects and claims made in specific projects as outlined by the ‘cases’ of 
projects used. Carahar and Dowler (2007) found this disparity where projects claim to 
tackle food poverty but actually concentrate on skill acquisition and individual access 
issues rather than food inequalities. Furthermore, according to McClintock the field 
itself is at risk of undermining the potential for urban agriculture with studies almost-
obsessively highlighting the role projects have as a “protective counter-movement” to 
the reduction of “social safety net” which “underwrites neoliberalisation” by refusing to 
understand the contradictions properly (McClintock 2014: 11).  

From a historical geographic perspective, Barthel & Isendahl (2013) conducted an 
original study which looked at the role of urban agriculture from a historic/pre-historic 
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site perspective. This concluded that rather than playing an antithesis role in the urban 
environment, the phenomenon’s occurrence endures during times of scarcity and has 
always been a crucial contributor to the resilience of cities. Tornarghi (2014) points to 
specific shifts including increasing surveillance, leisure commodification and increased 
corporate control, governance and policing of public space, which have contributed to 
the modern re-emergence of urban agriculture. 

Mok et al (2014) succinctly identified five areas of exploration which would improve 
understanding about the contribution and place of urban agriculture in the future for 
food security and social wellbeing. These include [1] “the impacts of continued urban 
sprawl and loss of peri-urban agricultural land, [2] the appropriateness of government 
and institutional support at local, regional, and country levels, [3] the role of urban 
agriculture in urban self-sufficiency, [4] the risks posed by pollutants from agriculture 
to urban ecosystems and from urban ecosystems to agriculture, and [5] the carbon 
footprint of urban agriculture and use of 'food miles’” (Mok et al 2014: 21). Mok et al 
also indicated a greater prevalence of the negative impacts of urban agriculture practices 
than thought previously.  

Although urban agriculture research has made considerable progress, many feel that 
poor data quality and weak study designs are rife within in the research area (Poulsen et 
al 2015, Warren et al 2015b). The field must markedly shift from the anecdotal to the 
qualitative (Zessa & Tasciotti 2010) whilst improving understanding of the embedded 
complexities and contradictions that exist in urban agriculture movement (McClintock 
2014). 

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
The purpose of the literature review has been to develop a current and relevant 
understanding of the subject of study. This included key concepts and ideas as well as 
understanding how research has previously been conducted. The literature review was 
instrumental in shaping the research aims and objectives. The process of conducting the 
review identified present-day gaps and supported the need for this research. The areas 
reviewed included Urban Sustainability (2.1), Food Security (2.2), Alternative Food 
Networks (2.3) and Urban Agriculture (2.4). The literature review took the reader from 
the broader, more general global challenges towards the specific subject of this research, 
urban agriculture. 
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3 METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the research design and strategy implemented 
to fulfil the research objectives. The structure chronologically mirrors the order in 
which the method was implemented, with specific methods running concurrently 
throughout the duration of the research. The methodology had a degree of flexibility 
based on changes to the research aims and objectives as issues and themes arose. These 
changes were followed and subsequently addressed within the research. Methodological 
reflections are included within the story of the method. Researcher reflexivity was 
critical to the development of purposeful data collection and subsequent analysis 
strategy. The chapter describes how the method was gradually built up and sustained 
throughout the research period. The empirical research was conducted for three years 
from February 2014 to February 2017.  

3.1 Explanation of Approach 
The research employed qualitative research methodologies including identifying UA 
projects, mapping the practice of projects, identification and development of case 
studies. In addition, semi-structured interviews were completed and a comparative study 
adopted. This assisted in understanding the ‘flux’ and changing nature of the UA project 
landscape. The comparative case study locations were Kingston upon Hull in the North 
East of England and Copenhagen. A multi-method research strategy was adopted to 
support the exploratory and descriptive nature of the research aims. The research used 
qualitative research methods to understand the idiographic paradigm (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie 2004). The rationale being that the research is seeking to produce new 
knowledge about projects and organiser behaviour and the reasons that govern the 
behaviour of both (Bogdan & Bilken 2006) as outlined in the research objectives.  

Qualitative research methods facilitate the understanding of how and why things happen 
through in-depth exploration. A qualitative method is typically considered advantageous 
in seeking respondent driven meaning, for theory development and the addition of 
‘quality’ to studies. Berg describes this ‘quality’ as the essence or ambience of 
something (Berg 2007). The variables within UA projects and of organisers are best 
understood in their ‘natural’ settings (the site), studied over real time (Frost 2001). 
Understanding was the paramount objective. The approach sought new knowledge 
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through the continual building up of ‘thick’ data to understand and encapsulate the 
complexity and variety of UA projects.  

To ensure a robust research design, numerous qualitative data collection methods were 
considered for feasibility and usefulness in fulfilling the research aims and objectives. 
The emergent method design enabled testing of both research aim appropriateness and 
literature claims. As shown in Figure 2 research method phase is discussed in the order 
in which it was implemented. The figure outlines the timeframe of the method phase 
and shows which methods are used to fulfil the research objectives and answer the 
research aims. To provide context to the figure I will briefly outline each research 
method phase. Each phase is then discussed in turn during the chapter itself. 

The remainder of this introductory section describes the appropriateness of a qualitative 
approach in this study. Following this the comparative city locations of Hull, UK and 
Copenhagen, Denmark are introduced and given context (3.2 Method 1: Comparative 
Urbanism; Hull and Copenhagen). In brief, numerous factors contributed to the 
decision to conduct a comparative study. This included the dominance of North 
American literature studies and lack of a European perspective on UA. The rationale for 
these two specific locations include: the longstanding similarities between the U.K. and 
Denmark, particularly with regard to history of allotment provision in the cities, the 
limited evidence for UA existence within Copenhagen and calls for studies of UA in 
‘ordinary’ places within the U.K. (Milbourne 2012).  

Section 3.3 titled Method 2: Finding and Identifying Urban Agriculture Projects in Hull 
and Copenhagen, discusses considerations in the search for UA projects and the two 
phases used to find and identify projects; desk based research and on the ground 
research. Initial observations are made about UA, providing context for the need to 
develop a method to map practice. Section 3.4 explores Method 4: Mapping Urban 
Agriculture Practice (Projects, People and Activities). The mapping section builds on 
the insights gained from finding and identifying UA projects on the ground. 

Section 3.4 is titled Method 4: Case Study Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. The 
section is informed by the previous mapping task. It focuses on case study literature and 
both the rationale and appropriateness for its implementation in this study. Furthermore 
there is an in-depth discussion on the consideration and criteria used to select 
appropriate case studies.  

Section 3.5 focuses on the Method 5: Interviews With Project Organisers in Hull and 
Copenhagen. It describes the consideration of focus groups and rationale for the 
decision to interview. The section includes interview theory, the approach taken 
including planning, sampling and consideration of other data types collected during the 
interview process. To summarise, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 



Chapter 3: Methodology 

   65 

organisers in both cities. In total forty UA projects were included in the study with 
forty-six organisers interviewed (of which many were interviewed multiple times).  

Next my positionality in the research is explored (3.7). Positionality discussion centres 
on three areas, my experience, background and identity. A section follows on ethics. 

The final section of the chapter 3.8, discusses the Analytical Framework. The section is 
chronological, explaining the stages of data analysis for the methods implemented. In 
brief this includes transcript codification, multi-level theme development, identification 
of all the projects included in the study and the introduction of the data chapters.  
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Figure 2 Summary of the research phases, timeframe of implementation and location within the 
methodology chapter.  
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3.2 Method 1: Comparative Urbanism; Hull and Copenhagen.  
The locations selected for this study are Kingston Upon Hull, UK and Copenhagen, 
Denmark. They are chosen as contrasting cities with complementary UA practices. This 
section explains why a comparative approach is appropriate, contextualises the locations 
and demonstrates how and why the choices are appropriate for the study of UA. The 
following method sections explicitly explain how the process of comparative urbanism 
was conducted. By synthesising findings from both locations I will generate new insight 
into UA project emergence.  

The reason for engaging in comparative urbanism is [1] to be able to identify nuanced 
similarities and differences in UA practices, [2] to explore whether shared narratives of 
organisers are present across Hull and Copenhagen, [3] to identify best practice 
examples to be shared within each location, [4] to identify any existing academic 
misinterpretations in current work and [5] to create a basis for attitude benchmarks 
about UA in each city from which future studies can be conducted.  

The rationale for choosing the cities of Hull and Copenhagen to explore UA is multi-
faceted. Firstly, choosing cities is pragmatic. Cities reflect the ‘urban’ nature of the 
‘urban agriculture’ phenomenon. Cities are where UA happens and therefore a broader 
understanding of the cities in which they emerge is significant. Most significantly both 
have a long-standing presence of allotments.  

Secondly, as specified in my aims and objectives I am conducting UA from an outsider 
perspective. During the initial data collection for Hull my knowledge on UA was 
growing and the opportunity for comparison enabled deeper understanding by gaining 
insight into how projects emerged in another location.  

Thirdly, human geography literature specifically calls for more comparative studies in 
the study of cities (Robinson 2011, 2013). Taking a comparative approach addresses 
calls for researchers in the UA field to increase the transferability of their studies with 
researchers having been accused of weak study design (Poulsen et al 2015, Warren et al 
2015). UA is emerging in many urban environments and Guitart et al (2012) call for 
European perspectives for the field. 

Fourthly, in answering the research question to explore UA project emergence, whole 
city studies are required to understand the ‘even’ or ‘uneven’ geographies of emergence 
(Nelson et al 2013, Taylor & Lovell 2012, Smith et al 2013).  

In considering my approach to the comparison, a number of questions were raised. 

§ Do cities have projects in various phases of development, both established and 
emerging? 
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§ How many projects do cities have? 
§ Do cities have examples of similar types of projects (community gardens, 

allotments, and urban farms etc.) or deviations from conventional types? 
§ Do organisers have the same narratives in projects? 
§ Do the same people initiate and run projects in different cities? 
§ Are projects initiated for the same reasons in different cities? 

To begin to answer these questions I looked for evidence of UA activity in multiple 
European cities. There is evidence of UA in many cities and many European cities 
could have been chosen for this study. To explore the uniqueness of the cases, scoping 
trips were conducted to see UA in Athens, Greece and Warsaw, Poland as potential 
locations for the comparative study. These scoping trips were part of research 
community training schools. The training schools were run as part of COST (Co-
operation in Science and Technology), an inter-governmental initiative, which aims to 
integrate and support scientists and their research communities. 

3.2.1 Research Location Context 
This research focuses on the cities of Kingston Upon Hull known as Hull and 
Copenhagen (Figure 3).Hull is located on the North bank of the Humber Estuary and is 
one of Yorkshire’s major cities. The City has developed as a major sub-regional centre 
for a wide area in the East of the Yorkshire and the Humber Region. The City of Hull is 
geographically encased by the East Riding of Yorkshire. Copenhagen is the capital of 
Denmark, which is divided into two provinces, Copenhagen Town (Byen København) 
and the Surrounding of Copenhagen (København Omegn). To provide context to the 
research locations a short description of the main similarities and differences between 
Hull and Copenhagen and the U.K. and Denmark is provided.   
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Figure 3 Top, Kingston Upon Hull location in relation the Humber Estuary and the North Sea. 
Bottom, Copenhagen location in relation to the Baltic Sea. 

3.2.1.1 Hull and Copenhagen 
The following statistics for Hull are from the Hull Data Observatory (2017) and the 
Danish statistics are from Statistics Denmark (2017), unless otherwise stated. 

Population  

The population of Hull is 260,000. There are more men than women (males: 50.4% and 
females: 49.6%). Hull has a high population density of 36.5 people per hectare in 
comparison with the UK national population density of 4.3.� The population of 
Copenhagen is 601,448, more than double that of Hull. The population density is 6,900 
people per square kilometer. This is close to 10% of the country's total population. 
Copenhagen is very densely populated at almost forty-five times denser than the 
Denmark on average. There are more women than men (females: 50.6% and males: 
49.5%). 

Young people dominate the population of Hull’s population with the largest five year 
age group of 25-29 years. The UK average is 45-49 years. Hull is similar to 
Copenhagen with a quarter of the population aged (25-34 years). The average age of a 
Copenhagen resident is 35 years.  Life expectancy in Hull for males and females is three 
years below the national average. Life expectancy in Copenhagen is higher than Hull.  

In terms of ethnicity 90% of Hull residents describe themselves as White British higher 
than the national figure of 80%. The BME population in Hull is therefore 10%, lower 
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than the 22.2% national average. The largest BME group in Hull is ‘White: Other’ 
which is 4.4% of the population. Nearly a quarter of the population of Copenhagen are 
of Danish origin. 8% of the population is descended from Western countries and 15% 
from non-Western countries.  

Health and Wellbeing 

The health and wellbeing statistics for adults, young people and children in Hull are 
worrying Less than half of adults in Hull eat their recommended ‘5 a day fruit and 
vegetable portions’. 70% of the population is overweight or obese and nearly a third 
describe themselves as physically in active. This is far low in Copenhagen with half of 
the population considered seriously overweight. Rates of disability for adult 
females and males in Hull are higher than national statistics. Statistics for childhood 
obesity in Hull are concerning with nearly 30% of six year olds classed as overweight or 
obese with this statistic increasing to 36% for 11 year olds. However child obesity has 
seen decreases the last few years. Childhood obesity rates are a third lower in 
Copenhagen.  

Employment 

In terms of industries the largest sector in Hull is manufacturing representing over a 
quarter of total gross added value, far higher than the 10% national average for the UK. 
Other predominant sectors include public administration, education and health. 7% of 
economically active people in Hull are unemployed with the unemployment rate for 16-
24 year olds particularly high at 15.8%. These statistics are improving. Predominant 
sectors in Copenhagen are tourism, food, public administration and creative industries. 
In 2018 the unemployment rate for Denmark was 3.9%. Rates of unemployment in 
young people was higher at 9.1%. 

Poverty 

There are 326 local authorities in England. In the Index of Mutliple Deprivation Hull 
ranks as the 3rd most deprived local authority and forth worst in terms of income. It is 
the most deprived local authority in terms of education, skills and training. Nearly 14% 
of all households are classed as in fuel poverty. Almost 30% of all children under 16 
live in poverty, almost double national average. In terms of homelessness in Hull, 
between March 2017 and April 2018 there were a total of 644 homeless decisions made. 
Copenhagen has more poverty than the other regions of Denmark. Unlike Hull, 
Denmark has only introduced a poverty threshold in the last two decades. Persons 
considered to be ‘severely materially deprived’ nearly doubled from 2.0 to 3.7% 
between 2008 - 2015. 

Resident Opinions  
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As part of the People Panel, Making Your Voice Heard residents of Hull were asked for 
their opinion on the city. Residents identified priorities for the city that needed to be 
address. In order of priority these were [1] improving infrastructure, roads and transport, 
[2] encouraging new business to invest and established businesses to be successful, [3] 
increasing the availability of secure, well-paid jobs, [4] reducing crime and improving 
community safety and [5] increasing affordable, quality housing and reducing 
homelessness. (Hull Data Observatory 2016) Feelings of a neighbourhood community 
are strong in Hull. Almost 50% of residents talk to neighbours (more than just saying 
hello). 64% feel they belong to Hull and 53% feel they belong to their immediate 
neighbourhood. Two thirds of the People Panel respondents rated the threat of climate 
change as high. (Hull Data Observatory 2016) Residents describe Hull as having an 
interesting history, being an affordable place to live with people who are warm and 
friendly. However they also identify that Hull is not a particularly modern city, had a 
bad reputation and it is difficult to gain employment. (Hull Data Observatory 2016). 

Denmark has topped the European Commission’s ‘Eurobarometer’ in terms of well-
being and happiness �every year since 1973. Most recently, Denmark was ranked the 
second happiest nation in the World Happiness Report 2017. Copenhagen is a cycling 
city with around four hundred kilometres of cycle paths (The Urban Life Account 

2014). 62% of the inhabitants of Copenhagen take their bike to work or study all year 

round (The Urban Life Account 2014). 82% of Copenhagers feel satisfied with their 
opportunities to participate in urban life and 59% of Copenhagers considered where 
they live to be both vibrant and varied (The Urban Life Account 2014). Three quarters 
of Copenhageners say that they take part in or watch event in the urban space at least a 
couple of times a year (The Urban Life Account 2014). Residents are welcome to more 
tourism in the city.  

3.2.1.2 UK and Denmark 
Statistically, the two countries share many similarities. A summary of the relevant 
statistics can be found in Table 5. Although the U.K. and Denmark have different 
population size and density they share similar average ages of population and rates of 
both employment and job security (a signifier of employment quality). In terms of 
health, life expectancy is similar between the two countries and both have a National 
Health Service. Similarities that are particularly relevant to this study include the 
average amount of time spent volunteering at three minutes per day, urban population as 
a percentage of total population and positive rates of annual urbanisation. Furthermore 
low levels of agricultural employment whilst sharing a high prevalence of agricultural 
land.  
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Noteworthy differences between the two countries include the stronger positive 
attitudes of the Danish towards access to green space and frequency of experiences that 
are positive day to day. A distinct difference is voter turnout with a third less of the 
population in the U.K. voting than in Denmark. Danes pay one of the highest levels of 
income tax in Europe and are one of the most egalitarian countries, with almost one 
percent of gross national income per person spent on foreign aid. 

Additional differences between the two include; the average number of hours worked; 
with the British working on average one hundred and eight hours more a year than the 
Danish. Disparity between the rich and the poor is different between the two countries, 
with the top twenty percent of Danish population earning four times as much as the 
bottom twenty percent. However in the UK, it is six times the amount. Although this 
still shows that both have inequality (OECD 2016).  

Denmark ranks highly in terms of the quality of education and healthcare provision, 
protection of civil liberties, government transparency, democratic government, 
prosperity and human development (OECD 2016).  

 

Table 5 Comparison of key indicators – OECD average, UK and Denmark. 
 * From the wellbeing index by the OECD 2016 (excluding homicide rate). 
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The next section explains the method used to find and identify the UA phenomenon in 
each city. 
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3.3 Method 2: Finding and Identifying Urban Agriculture Projects in 
Hull and Copenhagen. 

The story of the method began very quickly after deciding the broad research topic, the 
re-emergence of UA that is being experienced across many towns and cities in the 
Global North. Unusually for a PhD research project the data collection began almost 
immediately, running across the three-year time period. I was able to make the most of 
this immediacy, maximising my ability to take an objective and longitudinal approach. 
This addresses calls for such an approach in the literature (Glover et al 2005). To 
explain further, at the beginning I had moved to Hull to begin the research with only a 
brief prior knowledge of the area (as discussed in the previous section) and needed to 
establish what types of UA existed and where they were located. This need was 
compounded by the unpredictability of how obvious or hidden the practice would be. 
This is explored further below. Alongside this, the meaning of time in relation to the 
foodscape became a critical consideration to this early approach. For example, it was 
unknown how operational projects would be across the year and if the growing season 
began in early spring and I started in the February this needed to be taken into account. 
By delaying the data collection, an opportunity to identify UA may have been lost. A 
further deciding factor was that the research period was three years and literature claims 
are made that on average projects take three years to establish (McGlone et al 1999). 

3.3.1 Further Considerations For Finding and Identifying Projects 
In seeking to identify UA activities, I was aware that many of the people that the 
research would meet may not identify as, or even be aware of the term, ‘urban 
agriculture’. As clear in the complex and shifting terminology highlighted in the 
literature this needed to be anticipated (2.4.1). Though I decided to work through the 
complex array of terms and practices within the research, I did not seek to come up with 
an absolute definition. The decision was taken to explore what terms are used, and how, 
by people involved as well as in academic discourse. 

This attempt at clarity opened questions about the parameters of the activities this study 
should include. The decision was made to produce a continual accumulation of 
knowledge of projects from the ground up to decide which projects should be included 
in the study. The approach was to be inclusive with all food and environmental-related 
projects embraced until relevance and appropriateness to UA became clear. This 
appropriateness would be evidenced through visual inspection of the project and 
through discussion with people active in the foodscape. I needed to construct an 
overview before I could become selective. These considerations opened many questions 
about the best way to begin to find and identify UA on the ground in Hull and 
Copenhagen.  
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§ If some extant literature presents UA as an antithesis to wider external pressures in 
society such as increasing surveillance (Tornaghi 2014), would at least some 
projects operate covertly?  

§ If people participate in projects to counter an increasingly technology dependent 
society, would they have an online presence or only exist on the site in which they 
operate? 

§ With findings that some UA activities include illegal practices, would a project and 
the people involved want to be found and identified, and what would the ethical 
implications of this be? 

§ With people identifying as participating in alternative and radical practices to escape 
their everyday lives, would they be willing to participate in the research? 

This led to a two-phase approach, desk-based and on the ground research. 

3.3.2 First Phase; Desk-based Research For Hull and Copenhagen 
To find projects in Hull and Copenhagen a multi-phase approach was adopted. Starting 
with only a limited knowledge of the city and faced with an evolving foodscape, a list of 
potential data sources was created. This first phase comprised of desk-based research.  

For Hull this included searching the Hull City Council website for allotment site 
information and having conversations with different council departments on the phone. 
This led to conversations with the ‘local area teams’ in Hull. The area teams are formed 
by seven committee groups, working across all parts of the city under a local ward 
councillor. The teams aim to facilitate faster decision-making and increased public 
participation. The rationale for using allotment sites as a starting point was the 
longstanding presence of local authority managed allotments in the foodscape of many 
UK cities. Further to this, searches were conducted in print media (local newspapers 
remain popular in Hull) and on social media. I also searched environmental-related 
national organisation databases and UA specific networks, such as the Federation of 
City Farms and Community Gardens. As I collected the data I produced a database of 
projects to follow up. However, the projects found in this way were all to a certain 
extent ‘advertised’ and would not necessarily suffice in revealing all the possible 
practices present in the city. By ‘advertised’, I mean a visual presence other than 
existing on the site itself.  

For Copenhagen, I also completed desk-based research to find out whether any studies 
had been conducted specifically looking at UA projects. There had not. I sent out 
requests for information on social media and emailed organisations including the local 
Kommune (local authority equivalent in Denmark). The greatest insight achieved from 
desk-based research was an email of potential project names, received from a member 
of ‘Copenhagen Open Gardens’ because of an interaction on social media. Open 



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

76   

gardens are typically when a private garden or space is opened for a short period to the 
public. Hull also had evidence of open gardens. This list gave a starting point for 
geographically finding some of the projects prior to the trip. However, from the project 
names there were the same difficulties in identifying the people behind the projects as 
experienced in Hull.  

To find projects which were ‘unadvertised’ in Hull and Copenhagen, a second phase 
was needed with ‘on the ground’ fieldwork. 

3.3.3 Second Phase; On The Ground in Hull and Copenhagen 
The database had possible project names, site locations and names of people involved in 
both Hull and Copenhagen. At this stage the database was best described as fragmentary 
usually having only one of the aforementioned pieces of information. This was 
instrumental in the decision to move ‘on the ground’. This stage is best described as 
‘walking the city’. This meant I could follow up the leads for projects as well as identify 
other activities that were ‘unadvertised’ as I moved around the city. For readability I 
will discuss the second ‘on the ground’ phase for Hull and then Copenhagen.  

3.3.3.1 On The Ground in Hull 
In Hull when on the ground, Google Earth proved useful in identifying green space 
between residential areas of the city. I used this when I had been given the location of 
the project but not the name. I was able to use Google Earth to identify the different 
ways in which the site could be accessed or viewed when an obvious entrance could not 
be found. When a site was found I took images of the site, noted the location and any 
features (signage, flyers), which would lead me to the name of the individual, group or 
organisation that were using the site. In some cases people were present on the site. For 
some of the projects in this study it took several months to identify the people involved. 
This was particularly the case for projects, which were undergoing 'ownership' 
transition, moving from being run by one organiser group to another. 

Only a month after commencing this research, I was informed through the first phase of 
the research that an event was organised at Hull's Guildhall for March 2014. This 
marked a change in the research from desk-based to in the field. The event, 
‘Greenshare’ was a conference billed as an opportunity for people to share all the 
environmental achievements of the city over the previous year. This provided the 
opportunity to meet some of the groups and people who were involved in what may lead 
me to projects. On the day I signed up to all talks on the programme that related to food 
and gardens. I had my details ready for anybody I spoke to about the forthcoming study. 
Whilst attending I signed up to the mailing lists and added the names of any people who 
might be useful to my database. This meant on the ground data collection and case 
study identification began four weeks after the initial research start date. From the 
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conference, other than the leads I had generated to identify projects, I was struck by the 
number of attendees suggesting I visit projects run by people that were absent from the 
conference. Although many relevant people were in attendance I wondered for what 
reason these others did not attend considering its prominence. There was an element of 
farce in this situation.  

Whilst at the conference I also discovered a significant piece of information when I 
probed about projects I had read about or seen online. The general response when asked 
was that the person who started it now had another project. There seemed to be a 
general lack of knowledge of the status of a project, particularly on whether it was 
operational or not. The most efficient way to find whether a project was operational was 
to physically try and visit the site itself. This led to a remarkable cycle of moving 
between desk-based and on the ground research as I collected data from each. An 
unexpected but highly useful source of data collection was the local area ‘community 
noticeboards’ (Figure 4). 

   

Figure 4 ‘Avenue Community Noticeboard’ at the entrance of park in Hull.  

These waterproof boards are dotted around the city and are used as an information point 
by the local area committee teams and residents. Local authorities place information 
such as planning applications, notices about anti-social behaviour, free local sport 
programmes and opportunities for resident participation in local planning. Pursuant to 
this, calls for groups to take part in ‘Hull in Bloom’ were pinned to the board. Hull in 
Bloom is an annual city-wide competition for residents and groups to submit growing 
achievements for assessment within many categories. Residents use the board to put up 
information about the events being hosted by various groups in the city. These often 
contained details about environmental groups and networks. The information was 
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usually advertising forthcoming events hosted by the groups. This provided further 
leads to activities.  

Data collection continued with me implementing this cycle of desk-based and fieldwork 
research. However, as my ability to find and identify research for UA improved, I was 
able to discern indicators more effectively that suggested a project might be active. For 
example, over the first year I noticed unmaintained planters change from being 
neglected to being in full bloom to then having strawberries, tomatoes and herbs 
planted. The planters had the first names of the people who tended each planter on them 
but this did not help in identifying who was responsible for them. So, for several months 
I made sure to walk that route when I was in the area and one day I saw a woman 
picking up litter on a corner of the road near one of the planters. I approached and asked 
whether she knew who was responsible for the planters, and she told me that this was 
one of her planters. I explained the research and organised a time to speak. I also stood 
at allotment gates, waiting for someone to enter to find out the name of the person who 
was, for example, the ‘Chair of the Allotment Society’ or who is most heavily involved 
in the running of the allotment site. It was interesting to note that although an individual 
may not have been in an official role, a plotholder perceived them to be the organiser - 
often they were right. At this point in the research there were twenty-five potential 
projects found in Hull of which I had only seen and spoken to people involved in 
sixteen.  

3.3.4 On The Ground in Copenhagen.  
Initial on the ground research in Hull informed my approach to research in Copenhagen. 
Fieldwork in Hull suggested that the main way to identify UA projects was to be 
physically present in the research location. In September 2014 I conducted a scoping 
trip to Copenhagen. The rationale for this was that projects often operate informally and 
a project’s online presence does not necessarily reflect whether it exists or what it does 
in reality. 

During the scoping trip, the potential project sites were found as well as others not 
indicated by the initial desk-based investigation. On the public sites I took photos of the 
site and the location was recorded. Images were also taken of any written materials 
about the site, such as signage and posters. This usually had information about the site, 
including project aims, activity sessions and contact details. I found that projects were 
clustered in two main areas of Copenhagen called Nørrebro and Østerbro rather than the 
city centre itself. 

I had expected a large commune called Freetown Christiania (in central Copenhagen) to 
have an abundance of UA projects. The area is well known around the world for its 
political progressivism and virtual autonomy from the city authorities. However, from 
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visiting and speaking to people there, I found that it was on the site of a former military 
base. The residents had commissioned soil testing and discovered that toxic chemicals 
had leached into the soil from explosive materials stored directly in the ground. Results 
indicated that any food grown on the site would not be fit for consumption and therefore 
any food grown is done above ground in containers and on only a household basis. It 
was significant that on the Copenhagen scoping trip, there was not a single public site 
with people on it, either visiting or growing produce. This proved to me that, unlike 
Hull more initial scoping was essential. 

In conducting on the ground research I was unable to read the Danish noticeboards in 
the same way as I had done in Hull. However, I could look at the design and semiotics 
of posters such as green fonts and images of food. When I found these I took photos and 
translated them afterwards. As I found these new signs for projects I contacted the 
people involved and this snowballed with them suggesting other projects for me to 
follow up.  

Serendipity intervened for one rooftop project that I had struggled to contact in other 
ways. Whilst attending the training school in Athens, one of the attendees worked at the 
University of Copenhagen and was part of a team of three organisers who had set up 
that project.  

In total six research trips were made to Copenhagen; September 2014, November 2015, 
February 2016, June 2016, July 2016.  

To summarise, I made many interesting observations from the fieldwork in Hull and 
Copenhagen. These are listed below.  

§ Many of the sites that had previously been identified online had ceased to exist on 
the ground. This supported what conference attendees had told me about projects, 
that some had ceased to exist, lacked maintenance or had moved location.  

§ UA activities take on a variety of forms with very different types of people 
involved.  

§ ‘Isolated’ projects were identified which did not interact with any other projects or 
related activities in the city.  

§ There appeared to be minimal centralising influence from, for instance, a local 
government body, and projects tended to operate insularly.  

§ Activities were changing in the city faster than knowledge could be shared about 
practices happening on the ground between potential research subjects themselves 
and myself. 

My knowledge of project names, organiser names and site locations grew over time. 
While finding and identifying projects I was also collecting other information about the 
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projects during my search. As a sample, this included the aims of projects, timelines of 
project phases, the wider organisations responsible for their establishment and their own 
aims. Also, the connections of projects to other projects and groups in the city, projects 
with multiple sites and plans for projects which did not have a site. This led to the 
critical need to capture this broad and chaotic data in a way that was materially useful 
for fulfilling the evolving research objectives. This data gave insight as well as 
generating questions about appropriate methods, what data and how data could be 
collected to unpick the many UA activities in process. 
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3.4 Method 3: Mapping Urban Agriculture Practice (Projects, People 
and Activities)  

This section discusses the method implemented to make sense of the data from project 
identification and the development of a 'mapping' framework for subsequent data 
collection. Mapping, in this sense refers to a process of gathering, organising and 
analysing a vast number of data types in a meaningful way. What separates merely 
finding and identifying projects and ‘mapping’ is the acknowledgement of the time and 
space relevance of the data. Spatial relevance at the initial data collection point was 
augmented as new relevance became clear from further data collection. The adoption of 
this mapping approach was conducted from June 2014 and continued into the data 
analysis. This is explained further below, describing exactly how and what was 
produced. First it is necessary to describe the rationale behind adopting this approach.  

3.4.1 Mapping Considerations and Rationale 
Pursuant to the project databases, a lot of ‘messy’ data was collected which took many 
forms. This included field notes, images of project sites, newspaper articles, images 
taken by organisers (such as previous site use), maps and flyers as some examples. A 
pressing research need quickly became clear, how could all the data be collected, 
accounted for and analysed when the value of much of the data would be unknown until 
enough data had been collected, time had passed and researcher knowledge improved. 
The data also held relational value, not only in time but place and between people and 
projects. I needed a pragmatic collation method that accounted for these data types and 
variables to build a narrative of how UA evolved as it was changing around me. The 
method needed to be able to capture the journey of (established and emerging) projects 
and the narratives of the people involved. To do this more flexibility was needed, 
involving going beyond the traditional research method rooted in temporal and spatial 
particularities such as interviews. 

This alternative method was influenced by John Law’s work, After Method: Mess in 
Social Science Research (2004). At its core, his work calls for renewed thinking on 
method which is broader and looser than orthodox qualitative research methods in the 
field. Law suggests playing with and bending such methods. He also calls for research 
which approaches method from the understanding that often the “subject of study and 
its contexts” are in constant flux (Law 2004: 78). With these shifting conditions in 
mind, Law calls for researchers to challenge and 'unmake' “expectations of security” in 
established methods (Law 2004: 8). Law describes reality as “ephemeral and elusive” 
and as a result straightforward answers should not be expected (Law 2004: 2). These 
articulations by Law aid in understanding my approach to the UA, coming as I do from 
more of an outsider perspective and so more willing to countenance an alternate 
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perspective. We are in agreement that rethinking methods can help in researching a 
phenomenon in a state of re-emergence that is itself both ephemeral and elusive 
(Marsden & Martin 1999, McClintock 2014 & Tornarghi 2014). 

An approach was needed that allowed for the fluidity inherent in UA, which has 
changing connections and boundaries. This fluidity was evident in finding and 
identifying activities (See previous section). Mapping was an evolving method, 
reflecting how projects, people and experiences are in continual fluctuation. It helped in 
making sense of the ‘messy’ data collected up to this point and provided a framework 
for subsequent data collection. I could do the method but also challenge and change it 
based on further data collected. I could question the relevance of data as my position 
changed from outsider to outsider-insider. Mapping allowed for the multiplicity of 
projects, project types and stages of development to be accounted for. At the same time, 
it allowed me to acknowledge the changing time and space relevance of the data as UA 
continued to evolve around me. This was not intended to be indulging in novelty for its 
own sake but reflects hopes to address some of the transferability issues currently 
evident in the study of UA. One of these issues is the predominance of studies which 
focus on ‘neat’ or uniform established UA projects, where food production is the 
primary focus of the project. 

3.4.2 Data Collection Process For Mapping 
First Stage: Mapping Data From Finding and Identifying Urban Agriculture 
Projects.  
For the first stage I created an inventory of the data that had been collected in the 
process of finding and identifying projects. I initially looked for commonalities across 
the data, identifying four broad areas that the data associated with.  

§ The first was data that related specifically to a project, such as the project’s name, 
the (literature) type of UA activity the project shared most similarities to and how 
established a project was - whether it was an ‘active’ project, a site in preparation or 
simply discussions on the plan for a project.  

§ The second is closely linked, what the project ‘does’ or seeks to ‘do’ and its 
activities. For example, the project’s aims, programme of events or sessions and 
different modes of accessibility, such as a community garden which is open to the 
public always or allotments which are open only to plotholders.  

§ The third data type related to the people involved, people’s names, role (such as 
chairperson or treasurer), whether they worked for an organisation and ‘who’ the 
project was for.  

§ The fourth data type related to what was happening, interacting with or influencing 
a project more broadly. This included data on organisations active on food in the 
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city; events in which people discuss food (and growing) in the city and formal 
processes projects have to go through to be active such as securing land.  

Second Stage: Framework For Mapping Subsequent Data Collected on Projects. 
At the same time as developing this method I was also continuing to collect data. This 
included attending the regular meetings of projects, open days and calls for volunteers 
to embed myself in what was happening. This also enabled me to become known as a 
researcher to the people involved in projects, vital to establishing the distance needed 
for research yet also meeting ethical considerations. Physical data included materials 
that were generated by projects such as flyers, constitutions and emails from mailing 
lists. 

Taking this broad initial approach to mapping facilitated being able to consciously seek 
involvement in all urban agricultural activities and periphery activities (which may or 
may not be relevant) whilst creating contacts and building rapport. By taking this 
approach research subjects began sending me information that may have been of interest 
to the research. This followed in the form of informal discussions in person, phone 
conversations and email correspondence. A sense was present that people were keen 
that the research did not miss any foodscape activity. This was a two-way process of 
data collection, active and passive research. This process also began uncovering other 
projects active in the foodscape. Subsequently I began to further consider the 
commonalities in the data (as outlined above) and characteristics of the data. This led to 
the development of the mapping framework.  

Table 6 outlines the four data forms mapped for each project. These are narrative, 
material features, process and context and inference. Each of these terms are described, 
the data type collected is explained as well as examples of the type of data the term 
refers to. Table 6 is critical for understanding the schematic of the mapping process in 
Figure 5. 

 

 

Narrative 
Narrative as a data form is best described as the first hand personal experience of an 
individual involved in UA. A key characteristic of this data form was its sequential nature. 
By this I mean individuals gave ordered accounts, versions of events and representations 
of their identities within projects.  
 
Narrative data was mainly collected from personal interactions such as conversations with 
the person involved in a project or projects. The data was collected both on the site of 
projects and in other locations such as community halls. The difference in how individuals 
articulated their narratives across multiple locations was accounted for. As an example, 
this can include data on the site history, knowledge, challenges, personal connections, role 
of organiser, achievements, experience and attitudes.  

 Material Features 
Material Features are aspects of UA that are ‘physical’, which can be seen, visually 
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inspected and touched. These tangible features represent more than what can be visually 
inspected. They have structural symbolism. By this I mean an ‘object’ represents a 
process. The features of a project are not coincidental but have been crafted and 
deliberated. They are one element of a complex system. Observation of the physical 
assists in understanding the performativity of enactment. These material features have 
been decided and shape how people perform UA as a practice.  
 
The majority of data on material features was collected by physically being on the site of 
the project, for example, planters, greenhouses, food growing, perimeter gates and 
communal areas. Images taken of the site at intervals across the research period were 
useful in observing changes to the physical aspects of a project. The data was also 
collected in the form of materials written by projects such as manifestos and newsletters, 
as well as what is written about the project such as in print and on social media. The 
acquisition of more material features on a site provided indications that the project was 
likely to have either received funding or support from an external source. For example, 
data included what was physically on the site, site access/openness, site 
wildlife/conservation, food produced, other produce, written materials and online 
presence.  

 

Process 
Process is the widest ranging data form collected as part of mapping the practice of the 
UA. Process as a conceptualisation seeks to encapsulate the intangible actions occurring 
within and across projects that cannot be seen but can be observed and followed. It 
primarily includes flows of information in many ways. The processes can have varying 
degrees of formality, formal processes such as local authority systems for land leases. 
Examples of informal processes can include the ‘everyday’ routine of a project and 
rapport building through conversations between people involved in projects. At the same 
time, as evident in the examples above process can be internal or external. Internal 
processes are specific to a project whereas external processes can occur across and 
between multiple projects, wider organisations and different aspects of the foodscape. 
Some of these processes occurred within a day and others took several years to come to 
observe such as ownership and land lease security. The nature of UA means many of the 
processes are social. This includes connections, relationships, negotiation and decision-
making as examples.  
 
To collect data of the processes occurring in and across projects research attendance of the 
sites was necessary. In addition, this included attendance to activities and projects that 
occurred in other spaces such as coffee shops, pubs, meeting rooms and locations of 
events attended by organisers. The data to inform mapping took the form of observation 
field notes, project-produced minutes of meetings and evaluation documents. As 
knowledge of a project increased the practice of how the projects worked on the ground 
could be better understood. As an example, data includes changes to project state, 
communication between the people involved and the decision-making processes in a 
project. For example, 1. how an idea within a project formed, 2. consideration of the idea, 
3. negotiation of the idea, 4. action or disregard of the idea and 5. the evaluation of the 
idea. 

 

Context and Inference 
Context and inference enabled data forms to be collected which reflected the settings 
surrounding aspects of UA. It relates specifically to the influence of circumstances or the 
‘external’ that caused something to happen. The contextual data gives the frame of 
reference to understand how and why other things happen. It is an indicator of drivers at 
play from the perspective of the ‘bigger picture’. For example, the effect context had on 
understanding narrative, material features and processes of a project or projects. Inference 
is also included within context because drawing inference beyond the literal helps in 
understanding context. The data form allows the periphery, the explicit (context) and the 
implicit (inference) to be understood.  
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To collect data for context and inference it was necessary to engage with broader activities 
occurring in the foodscape such as local authority meetings, discussions with funders and 
funding bodies and conferences at different scales (local, regional, national, and European, 
See below). As example, data relates to site stakeholders, the influence of other projects, 
employment background and wider organisation interest.  

Conferences Attended.  
§ Hull & East Ridings 2nd Annual ‘Greenshare. Guildhall, Hull. 19/03/2014 
§ Tackling Food Justice in South Yorkshire. St. Marys Church and Conference Centre, 

Sheffield. 7/11/2014 
§ Hull & East Ridings 3rd Annual ‘Greenshare’ Theme: Growing your green potential. 

The Lawns, Cottingham, Hull. 18/03/2015 
§ Conference on Urban Farming – ‘Together we grow the city’. University of 

Copenhagen, Denmark. 4/02/2016 
§ Feeding Affordance and Decent Helpings. University of Sheffield. 13/09/2016 
§ Critical Foodscapes- What does the future hold for urban gardening? Institute of 

Advanced Study, University of Warwick. 7/07/2016 

Table 6 Description of four data characteristics identified to map UA practice. 

These four data forms have been used to characterise the data and assist in 
understanding the data collected on UA. Through this process a framework was 
developed (Figure 5). This identified a number of hierarchical layers that surround an 
individual project. This includes as described in the foodscape (a), (b) organisations 
involved in UA, (c) projects as a collection of diverse types operating in the same 
location, (d) an individual project and (e) common fluidities, the key elements a project 
has or is seeking. These included the people involved, having organisers and 
participants, having a site or space to exist as a project and productivity, being active as 
a project. Figure 6 shows an example of the mapping process for one project. Following 
the figures the next section outlines the case study projects selected in Hull and 
Copenhagen. 
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Figure 5 Part 1 of 2: Schematic of mapping process. Part 1 shows the hierarchical relationship 
between the broader foodscape and an individual project.  

Process of Development 

Emerging Project Established Project Closing or 
Transitioning  

Project 

c. Urban Agriculture Projects. A collection of diverse types of project.  

a. Foodscape 
The foodscape or ‘food landscape’ of an area considers the spatiality of the food 
system in a geographical region. ‘Foodscape’ describes the “relationship between 
food, its spatial context and the viewer” (in this case the researcher) (Mikkelson 2011; 
210). Central to the relationship is its dynamic changeable nature. ‘Foodscape’ 
provides a lens to understand where and how food ‘happens’. For example, the food 
economy, the food culture, location specific experiences and issues with food such as 
food insecurity, the governance of food and spaces where food ‘happens’. 

b. Organisations involved in or who oversee an urban agriculture project or projects. 
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Part 2 of 2: Schematic of mapping process. Part 2 shows the key elements an individual project 
has or is seeking. Examples are provided accounting for the different data forms, which were 

collected (narrative, process, material features and context and inference).  

Narrative, Context  
& Process 

Number/type 
changes 

Attitudes 

Process 

Role/
involvement 

change Organiser to 
organiser  
comm. 

Organiser to 
participant 

communication 

Narrative 

Education 
Motivation 

Main/other interests 

Organiser aim 

Involvement (level, 
impact, length) 

Knowledge/training  
(and need) Attitude to  

project/UA 

Opportunity cost 

Impact of participants 
Project/life 

balance 

City/county/
country influence 

Narrative & 
Context 

Employment/financial 
status/background 

Lifestyle 

Involvement 
local/city/national  

Process & 
Narrative 

Evaluation 
 (involvement,  
role, impact) 

Narrative 

Groups & type 

Role 

Knowledge 

Training 

Motivation 

Involvement  
impact 

Recognition 
Challenges 

Process 

Engagement 
method 

Strategies 

Evaluation of participation 

- Participants 

Material Features 

Physically  
on-site 

Site elements 
 of project 

Access 

Openness 

Wildlife 

Conservation 
measures 

Context 

Site stakeholders 

Process 

Land  
negotiation 

Site  
acquisition 

Site seeking 
considerations 

Narrative 

Site history Connection to 
location 

Role of  
aesthetics Challenges 

Achievements 

Narrative, Context 
& Inference 

Impact of 
location 

e. Common Fluidities - Key elements a project has or is seeking. 
People Involved (part of or interacting with project). 
- Organisers 

A site or a space to exist as a project. 

Productivity, to be active as a project. 

Material Features 

Food 
produced 

Other  
produce 

On-site &  
off-site 
 spaces 

External 
site use 

Resources 
produced 

Attendance &  
non-attendance  

to wider local and 
city events 

Process 

Planned, 
unplanned and 
adhoc activities 

Produce 
decisions 

Produce 
changes 

Produce 
strategies 

Produce plans 

Context 

Direction 
Changes 

Strategies 
to remain 

active  

Evaluation 

Challenges 

Connections 
Activity 

influences 

Access and 
perceived 

access 

Participant 
influence 

Organisation 
influence 



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

88   

 

Figure 6 Example of schematic mapping process in use. The project used is the Urban 
Community Orchard.  

a. Foodscape of Hull.  
b. Organisations involved Public and private. 
c. Project Urban Community Orchard - with wildlife community garden  
d. Process of Development Established project which has been ‘at risk’ of closure but has 
undergone a transition to ensure project remained established.  

Project 

Productivity 

Site 

 
Project 
 

Process 

[1] Local authority (public- governmental organisation) sold half of the site to 
housing developers (private) Privatisation.  
[2] Allotment holder wanted to secure future provision of allotments on the site (and 
against expansion of housing estate even though at the time allotment plots were 
unpopular) Conflict. 
[3] NHS (public - governmental organisation) wanted land for ‘five a day’ initiative 
Foodscape. Aim to increase fruit and vegetable consumption of the area. NHS 
seeking to establish orchards on multiple sites across the city.  
Support Head of Parks (at local authority) chose apple varieties for new orchard and 
volunteers Inclusion in Process dug the land and planted trees.  
Support NHS withdrew support and perceived that the (independent) group of 
organisers could run the site themselves.  
Inference Organisers inferred that this was always the plan.  
Support Challenge Council removed support. 
Challenge Disagreement about how the group could make project financially self-
sufficient. Strategy This happened in 2008. Donation of £2 by for whole apples, 
pressed apples or juiced apples. 

 
  

Productivity  
 

Narrative 

Evaluation Project entered a period of “sink or swim”. 
Support Local authority continued financial support of £500 per annum until project 
was ‘self sufficient’. 
Evaluation 350 trees planted - organisers began to be “terrified” by predicted yield 
of trees having conducted research. 
Challenge Influence [1] Trees planted too close together. [2] Trees never been 
pruned properly. [3] Site flooding. [4] Trees are past optimum yield. 
Activities Harvest events, Site maintenance events, Big events - 130 attendees. 

Context 

Funding Impact Support Challenge The local area team (GO) gave £400 and 
specified that the project should attract people from that ‘ward area’. However 
organisers knew this was difficult in practice, how could they advertise that they’re 
an inclusive project but only for people from a specific area.  
Foodscape Witnessed other orchards fail. 
Produce Plans Challenge Schools and hospitals can’t take the produce because they 
have existing commercial food supply contracts. 

Process 

Produce Strategies Leftover produce but organisers are establishing new 
connections, which deal with the unpredictability of produce output.  
Challenge Funding - “shocked” at challenge. 
Criteria specifying “open access” or open for 150 days per annum. Orchard is not 
because it is situated within a gated allotment site Access.  
Funding Strategies Get community to ‘adopt a tree’ but idea failed in the 
transference between organisers Org-Org Communication. 
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Narrative 
 

Connections Orchard and allotment have no connection.  
Rationale Plotholders see how much time and commitment it takes of current 
organisers time. 
History Context Land was a farm. Site size: 11 acres. 
Site History Context Historical and traditional allotment started in the 1920s. Part of 
a plan for ‘Hull Greenbelt’.  
Future Land Acquisition  Group seeks land alongside site to take over in yield from 
failing trees to give trees more space. 

Material 
Features 

Challenge Strimmers and lawnmowers stolen and site burgled.  
Future Plans Organisers want to expand project offering but need funding for - bird 
hide, - maize for kids, - artwork (sculptures), - equipment and replace some of the 
failing trees. 

Process Challenge Cannot claim on insurance for incidents on site.  
Rationale Project does not have insurance for tools and equipment.  

Context 
 

City Evaluation Organiser describes project as a “hidden gem” but acknowledge 
that “there are too many hidden gems in Hull”. 
Land Acquisition Also on-site a wildlife community garden.  
Third sector group received funding and volunteers set up a wildlife garden. 
Funding run out after five years, people left and said thy orchard could have it but 
the organisers struggle Challenge to find the time to maintain it.  
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Organisers  
 

Narrative 

Attitude Difference Project treasurer said “no-one likes orchards” and other organisers 
questioned his involvement in the project.  
Organiser-Organiser Challenge Lack of organiser bonding.  
Lack of self understanding as a group of group dynamics.  
Knowledge Challenge Group knowledge of gardening but limited skillset to share this 
knowledge effectively between org-org and org-participant.  
Role self-appointed into project social roles without social skills. 
Role - Website - Facebook - banners/signage - emails to arrange events - database of 
people interested in project - getting thank you letters for produce.  
Attitude Ownership Challenge Some organisers considered the site “private land”. 
Gender Female Education Left school at 15. Employment Retail - redundancy - retail - 
study - teaching. Education Mature student - geology. Education Mature student - 
horticulture. Employment Became a gardener (entrepreneurialism). 
Knowledge Acquisition Bought a bought a book on apples varieties - wrote out 
information useful for orchard.  
Org-Org Communication Meeting at library - argument over disagreements.  
Challenge Perception about different values of each organiser roles (with some organisers 
behaving as participants - cutting grass when others are working all night). 
Connections Challenge Disagreement about who the orchard was for. Some organisers 
wanted to invite people with mental health problems (including ex-alcoholics and drug 
offenders), thinking and they “will feel better and love the place”. Others thought they 
would burgle the project. 
Challenge Organiser quit “it’s taking over my life”, “full-time job”. 

Narrative & 
Process 

Organiser involvement in project through joining.  
Knowledge Initiator-organiser (who also had an allotment) asked in person potential 
organiser about skillsets (computer usage). 
Initiator-organiser “we have an orchard over there, can you write the meeting minutes?” 
Role Change Organiser became secretary.  

Narrative & 
Context 

Held to Hull - lack of job opportunities elsewhere and low house prices. 
Motivation Initial Process of growing and beauty of green space. Allotment to get away 
from processed food and concern over nutritional contents of food in supermarkets. 
Bought Hugh Fearnley Whittingstall book. 
Then Continued motivation - has become a special place through how the site has been 
used, “community of people” and events (weddings and funerals). 

Process 

Role Strategy re-shuffle, group carried on in their roles for 8 years Stability until the group 
couldn’t cope with the demands of the project Scale of Task.  
Strategy Organiser who left the project returned to ensure the project remained 
independent. New attitude to managing personal involvement in the project. 
Type Change 5 people on the committee initially inc. members of the NHS.  
New organiser saw an opportunity, gave ideas and considered the project future.  
NHS members said “you need a constitution”, others didn’t know what that was or how to 
do it.  

Context & 
Process 

Stability Group of organisers aged. Challenge Group considered returning project 
Ownership back to local authority (from independent to public). 

 
Participants  
 

Narrative Planning Challenge Participation by schools wanted, some success but challenge with 
paperwork. 
Type Age Retired Wealth Wealthy/poor. Character Outdoorsy people. Skillset 
Mechanisms and engineering skills. Health Long-term ill health. Life Stage Students. 
Culture Different nationalities. 
Evaluation A “cross-section of society”. 
Frequency Some organisers attend everyday.  

Context Challenge Number of volunteers. Rationale Invisibility of project, in terms of access and 
advertising. 

Process Challenge Maintaining relationships - difficult because participants are not paid. 
Strategy Foodscape Connections Project is on the books of volunteer organisations.  
Strategy Engagement “Deep and meaningful conversation” with every volunteer or new 
person.  
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3.5 Method 4: Case Study Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 
This section describes the identification of and role project case studies have within the 
research. Case study selection built upon the mapping task and the knowledge generated 
on the practice of projects. This section draws upon existing literature to provide a 
rationale for the utilisation of case studies as a method in this research. Following this 
the considerations and criteria for choosing the case studies are explored. The case 
studies chosen are then outlined alongside the data collection method for each case 
study based on the specific practice of that project. There are multiple case studies for 
each location (Cresswell 2012). The way in which the comparative case studies are 
implemented in this study share most the commonalities with a parallel study, “the 
cases are all happening and being studied at the same time” within each location across 
the two study locations (Starman 2013: 34). 

Case studies are used to “explore and investigate contemporary real-life phenomenon 
through a detailed analysis of a limited number of events or conditions and their 
relationship” (Zainal 2007: 2). This was important for this study because the study was 
explorative and UA in its current form is considered a contemporary phenomenon (Starr 
2010). The method had numerous advantages including strategies for assessing validity 
including construct, internal, external and reliability (Yin 2009). Case studies as a 
method have been commended for allowing research ‘need’ consideration in a way 
other methods cannot (George & Bennet 2005) and provides the flexibility to 
incorporate a number of methods. Criticisms of case studies include a lack of rigour 
(Zainal 2007), generalisability of case studies (Hammersley & Atkinson 2007) and the 
time commitment needed.  

There are a number of aspects that must be considered in adopting a case study 
approach. The approach requires identification of the case or cases to be studied, what 
the purpose of the case would be and which methods can assist in generating a deep 
understanding. Furthermore, consideration of the data analysis approach was needed. 
This is supported by Creswell who describes that a rich case study approach must 
include the ability for “themes or issues or specific situations” in each case to be 
identified. Case studies are further most appropriate in seeking an understanding, which 
concludes in “lessons learned” (Creswell 2012: 99), “assertions” (Stake 2000) and/or 
“patterns or explanations” (Yin 2009: 144). A critical consideration for the 
implementation of case studies in this study was what Creswell describes as 
“boundaries” in case development (Cresswell 2012: 100). This is a challenge in UA 
studies because of the numerous forms UA can take, the speed at which new projects 
are emerging and the complex relationships between projects. Therefore, there was an 
acceptance of the difficulty in attaining ‘clean’ case studies. To overcome this a rich 
description of the purposeful sampling strategies adopted are described. 



Chapter 3: Methodology 

   91 

3.5.1 Case Study Implementation Rationale 
There were several reasons case studies were an appropriate and effective method to 
implement at this stage in the research. During the process of finding, identifying and 
mapping projects the research had grown to include over twenty-six projects. As the 
mapping was uncovering an abundance of projects, it became apparent it would not be 
feasible to study all projects to the same level of detail. The decision to select case 
studies allowed for the specifics of a smaller more manageable number of projects to be 
focused on. At the same time the on-going mapping enabled contextualisation for the 
case study data. By running the methods concurrently, understanding of changes to the 
foodscape could be identified at three levels, how individual projects changed, how 
project types changed and how UA changed. Further to this, the mixed method 
approach assisted in seeing connections between projects and the broader foodscape. 
For example, how and why a project changed its aims, new types of project entering the 
foodscape and how collaborations between projects work in the formation, continuation 
and discontinuation of projects.  

As the research is exploratory, the chosen case studies sought to represent the different 
types of UA projects as identified in the literature as well as emerging types of project. 
In conjunction with the data collected about the project activities across type and at 
different scales across the foodscape, case studies facilitated an in depth understanding 
of a number of other features. This included witnessing projects, particularly the people 
of UA in real time within the setting of the project, the site itself. This provided specific 
insight into what people say and do and the link between both. In addition, the meaning 
attached to practice and how people in projects experience relationships and events.  

Current research (Holland 2011, Taylor & Lovell 2012, Firth et al 2011) usually favours 
the inclusion of only one or two types of activity such as solely the allotments of an area 
or a combination of city farms and community gardens. There are extant studies which 
draw upon a number of types of UA however these often conflate other foodscape 
activities such as artisanal food producers and foodbanks. I was keen to understand why 
my approach had not previously been adopted. I was determined to overcome any 
challenges through the careful consideration of case studies and thorough consideration 
of the weighting of case projects in research.  

Furthermore, in research when case studies are implemented, researchers usually apply 
the same research methods uniformly across each case, such as seeking to understand all 
case studies through participant action research or ethnography. There is also a tendency 
not to explicitly describe the research frequency of case study attendance or interaction. 
This prompted questioning of why data collection frequency was omitted and whether 
researchers experienced difficulties in maintaining contact with all projects originally 
sampled as case studies. The positionality of researchers in the UA field confounded 
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this challenge with case studies often chosen because of pre-established relationships or 
involvement in a project. This could further explain the lack of research on method and 
project access. 

On a pragmatic basis, case study selection also provided tangibility for the people 
involved in projects I encountered as something they could relate to and perceptibly 
understand. This changed and confirmed my role in people’s mind-set as being a 
background research investigator whilst building rapport for implementation of 
subsequent methods as knowledge and method enactment occurred.  

3.5.2 Consideration and Criteria for Case Study Selection 
Numerous considerations were accounted for in choosing which projects should form 
case studies. All considerations were made to provide the broadest insight into UA as 
appropriate to fulfil the research objectives. Case study implementation was reactionary 
to the volume of activities found. This led to the early initial selection of case studies 
within the method. The selection of case studies was a gradual process as more 
knowledge was gained in relation the criteria below, rather than in one sampling phase. 
The criteria, as listed below, are not mutually exclusive but inform each other.  

§ Case study accessibility, sampling from mapped for projects.  

Logic prevailed in sampling case studies from the collection of projects found during 
mapping. The people working and volunteering within projects already knew who I was 
and what the research was about. Further to this I had already begun generating data 
about them, having completed secondary desk-based research and visited the projects to 
collect some primary data. Therefore, I considered accessibility and whether a project 
would give permission to be part of the research. At this stage I was able to 
acknowledge that some projects did not want to take part in the research.  

§ Urban agriculture project ‘types’ as identified in the literature and ‘other’ types.  

To conduct research on UA the different practices considered in the literature needed to 
be included. Activities that are not currently covered by the literature but share many 
similarities also needed to be included. This was particularly important because 
definitions in the field are not fixed and boundaries have not been placed around urban 
agricultural practices. To be able to comment upon the practice of a specific foodscape, 
the variety of activity had to be accounted for. 

§ Availability of a UA site as a research setting. 

A necessary consideration was the variation in opportunity to study projects in the 
setting in which they occur. For example, some projects are ‘open’ to the public every 
day, others hold weekly sessions and others are only open for activities over the harvest 
period. On the other hand, others have no fixed ‘times’ in which they practice UA. The 
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location of the research setting influenced decisions because some of the sites used by 
projects to grow are illegal, so organisers are trespassing on the land and therefore I 
would also be trespassing if present on the land to conduct research (See Literature 
Review 2.4.1 Defining Urban Agriculture, Understanding Activities and Aims). 
Additionally, the mapping found that schools were more challenging to gain general 
access to and therefore presented difficulty in maintaining contact time over the 
research period.  

§ Development stage of project. 

The stage of development of a project was a key consideration in the selection of case 
studies. This consideration became evident in the mapping as I unearthed a lot about 
ideas for projects and forthcoming projects in a planning phase. This presented both 
interest and a dilemma and I questioned whether a case study could be a project that 
may never ‘materialise’ or operate in the foodscape. This coupled alongside the other 
extreme that an ‘established’ project as a case may close during the research period was 
thought-provoking. This interesting dilemma assisted in my understanding of why 
extant researchers focused on projects which were established and sought to minimise 
the risk of project closure and the implications of that for research by choosing projects 
which had an element of stability. By ‘established’ and ‘stability’, here I loosely refer to 
having a site, producing food and participants attending activities. This informed the 
decision to include case studies of both ‘established’ and ‘emerging’ projects. The 
rationale being that each individually would generate new understandings about the 
other and the intersection between the two may provide insight into why established 
projects cease. This was critical in the development of the research objectives and 
further had implications for the number of case studies chosen. 

§ Projects with and without a site. 

Initial methods prompted questions about whether a project had to have a physical site 
to be a project, as all projects had a start point. If a project was in the planning stage 
sometimes they had a site and were deciding what the project would be and in other 
cases people had an idea but were in a phase of ‘site seeking’. Some projects found 
operated on multiple sites, this raised questions as to whether the sites individually 
should be included as a case project or the project overall. Other projects in the city did 
not have a site themselves but were proponents of urban agricultural activities in the 
city and actively involved but not location specific. This led to the decision to include 
networks in the study. There are three main reasons for this [1] the activities of the 
networks operating in the city are closely related to the activities of UA with many of 
the same people having key roles within networks and their own growing projects. [2] 
With this close connection, the networks are where connections are formed between 
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people and projects for knowledge and resource exchange. Further to this, [3] networks 
play a critical part in understanding how UA works across scale, within specific locales 
and at a city level. The networks uncovered from mapping included grassroot networks 
and national network initiatives. It was observed through the initial mapping task that a 
difference between Hull and Copenhagen existed, with Hull having a higher prevalence 
of networks active than Copenhagen. 

§ Operating scale and structure. 

Mapping showed differing degrees of operating scale and structure at which projects are 
active in the city. For example, some projects identified were the result of a national 
network strategy for developing projects and others were local authority initiated. Many 
projects were started independently of these within specific communities without a 
formal organisational structure. Mapping demonstrated this variety and showed 
interactions between the people involved in projects occurring regardless of this. This 
emphasised the need for case studies that reflected how projects are impacted by their 
experience of operating within or without these structures.  

These considerations were all used to inform the decision of which case studies to 
follow in Hull and Copenhagen. These are presented in the following section. 

3.5.3 Project Case Study Selection For Hull and Copenhagen 
The cases identified in Table 4 and  Table 8 are all examples of UA and represent the 
diversity of practice operational in the foodscapes of Hull and Copenhagen.  

The common theme, which can be identified across all projects and case study projects 
for data triangulation, are project aims. The projects aim to improve peoples’ 
understanding of food to various extents. This understanding could be promoted in 
numerous ways, encompassing knowledge related to growing, cooking and eating 
practice. This knowledge understanding can be facilitated on specific project sites. It 
can also relate to projects which aim to connect the work of those projects but do not 
have a site, called networks.  

The initial project scoping suggested that the same people have run multiple projects in 
the past. The case studies presented to a certain extent represent the struggles for 
funding and the need to constantly re-invent a project, even if the vision and values of 
the organiser or organisers remain the same. Therefore, the case studies represented 
more about the urban foodscape than just their name situated in this snapshot of time. 
This was highly research-worthy and is explored further during the research. In light of 
the interconnectedness of projects, case study projects and other activities being mapped 
interacted. A smaller number of case studies have been selected in Copenhagen than in 
Hull because there were found to be fewer projects active. 
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Table 7 Selected case studies in Hull based on considerations identified in UA in 3.3 Finding 
and Identifying UA Projects.  
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 Table 8 Selected case studies in Copenhagen based on considerations identified in UA in 3.3 
Finding and Identifying UA Projects.  

 

C
ha

pt
er

 3
: M

et
ho

do
lo

gy
 

 
 

 1
07

 

 

Ta
bl

e 
5 

Se
le

ct
ed

 c
as

e 
st

ud
ie

s 
in

 C
op

en
ha

ge
n 

ba
se

d 
on

 c
on

si
de

ra
tio

ns
 id

en
tif

ie
d 

in
 U

A
 in

 3
.2

 F
in

di
ng

, I
de

nt
ify

in
g 

an
d 

M
ap

pi
ng

 U
A 

Pr
oj

ec
ts

.  
 

C
op

en
ha

ge
n 

Pr
oj

ec
t 

C
as

e 
St

ud
y 

ii.
 U

rb
an

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 p
ro

je
ct

 
‘ty

pe
s’

 a
s i

de
nt

ifi
ed

 in
 th

e 
lit

er
at

ur
e 

an
d 

ot
he

r t
yp

es
. 

iii
. A

va
ila

bi
lit

y 
of

 U
A

 s
ite

 a
s 

re
se

ar
ch

 se
tti

ng
 

iv
. D

ev
el

op
m

en
t s

ta
ge

 o
f 

pr
oj

ec
t. 

v.
 P

ro
je

ct
s w

ith
 a

nd
 

w
ith

ou
t a

 si
te

 o
r s

ite
s. 

vi
. O

pe
ra

tin
g 

sc
al

e 
an

d 
st

ru
ct

ur
e.

 

E
ld

er
ly

 C
en

tr
e 

C
ity

 
Fa

rm
 

Li
te

ra
tu

re
 T

yp
e 

- U
rb

an
 F

ar
m

. 
Si

te
 o

pe
n 

to
 p

ub
lic

 d
ai

ly
, w

ith
 a

 
pr

og
ra

m
m

e 
of

 se
ss

io
ns

 b
y 

ta
rg

et
 

gr
ou

p.
  

  

Es
ta

bl
is

he
d 

w
ith

 s
ite

. 
A

llo
tm

en
t s

ite
 a

ls
o 

pr
es

en
t. 

 

Fo
rm

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
K

om
m

un
e 

(L
oc

al
 A

ut
ho

rit
y 

eq
ui

va
le

nt
) a

nd
 n

ow
 

in
de

pe
nd

en
tly

 ru
n.

  

Pe
rm

ac
ul

tu
re

 
C

om
m

un
ity

 G
ar

de
n 

Li
te

ra
tu

re
 T

yp
e 

- C
om

m
un

ity
 

G
ar

de
n.

 
Pu

bl
ic

 a
cc

es
s, 

se
ss

io
ns

 ru
n 

w
ee

kl
y 

an
d 

on
 a

 s
ea

so
na

l b
as

is
.  

   

Es
ta

bl
is

he
d 

w
ith

 s
ite

. 
In

de
pe

nd
en

t. 
 

C
hi

ld
re

n’
s C

en
tr

e 
C

om
m

un
ity

 G
ar

de
n 

Li
te

ra
tu

re
 T

yp
e 

- C
om

m
un

ity
 

G
ar

de
n.

 
Pu

bl
ic

 a
cc

es
s w

ith
 C

om
m

un
ity

 
C

en
tre

 o
pe

n 
da

ily
 a

nd
 a

 s
ea

so
na

l 
pr

og
ra

m
m

e.
 A

ls
o 

us
ed

 b
y 

ch
ild

re
n 

fr
om

 th
e 

sc
ho

ol
 n

ex
t d

oo
r d

ur
in

g 
br

ea
k 

tim
es

. A
 w

ee
kd

ay
 a

fte
r 

sc
ho

ol
 c

lu
b.

  
  

Es
ta

bl
is

he
d 

w
ith

 s
ite

. 
K

om
m

un
e 

(L
oc

al
 A

ut
ho

rit
y 

eq
ui

va
le

nt
) 

O
rg

an
ic

 R
oo

ft
op

 F
ar

m
 

Li
te

ra
tu

re
 T

yp
e 

- U
rb

an
 F

ar
m

, 
co

m
bi

ne
d 

w
ith

 n
ew

 ty
pe

 - 
on

 th
e 

ro
of

 o
f a

 b
ui

ld
in

g.
  

W
ee

kl
y 

se
ss

io
ns

 h
el

d 
fo

r p
ro

je
ct

 
pa

rti
ci

pa
nt

s. 
R

es
ta

ur
an

t i
s o

pe
n 

at
 

th
e 

w
ee

ke
nd

s.
  

Es
ta

bl
is

he
d 

w
ith

 s
ite

. I
n 

a 
pr

oc
es

s o
f r

e-
em

er
gi

ng
.  

In
de

pe
nd

en
t. 

 

 



Chapter 3: Methodology 

97 

3.6 Method 5: Interviews With Organisers in Hull and Copenhagen. 
This section focuses on the semi-structured interviews conducted with organisers in 
Hull and Copenhagen. This formed a substantial part of the data collection. In total 
interviews were conducted with forty-six organiser representing forty UA projects in 
Hull and Copenhagen. To understand the rationale for utilising interviews within this 
research, it is necessary to deliberate the process through which this decision was 
reached, including the other methods considered and how the interviewing process 
changed whilst conducting the interviews. 

3.6.1 Method Consideration  

3.6.1.1 Focus Groups 
Having found many UA projects present in the foodscape and developed case studies it 
became apparent that many of the projects had more than one organiser. Therefore, 
focus groups were considered as potentially useful to the methodology by enabling the 
researcher to select individuals and facilitate a platform for those individuals “to discuss 
and comment on, from personal experience, the topic that is the subject of the research” 
(Powell et al 1996: 499). As the people involved in projects exist as a group 
independently of research they are considered ideal for using focus groups with.  

A focus group would enable differing opinions of a project to be heard and for ideas to 
percolate across the group for deeper discussion among differences. The utilisation of 
focus groups has many strengths in conducting qualitative research including the 
researcher’s ability to ask open-ended questions (Gilbert 2008) and to be adaptive to 
subject’s issues related to the research objectives. Therefore, creating data reflective of 
‘real life’. The researcher would be able to steer the group back on topic if it deviates 
from the research remit meanwhile acknowledging the importance and relevance of how 
the topic deviated. Many advocates of the focus group method cite its cost and time 
efficiencies over other methods such as interviewing each research subject individually 
(Frey & Fontana 1991). Researchers cite the differing opinions provided by subjects of 
focus groups as a potential drawback as it makes the information difficult analyse. 

3.6.1.2 Interviews 
A semi-structured interview can be described as a “conversation with a purpose” a 
phrase put forward by Robert Burgess (1984: 102). The basic concept, which underpins 
semi-structured interviews, is the enablement of interviewees to describe their 
experiences and the meaning of events taking place in their lives (Mertens 2009). The 
interviewee prescribes the relevance of the data collected. Interviews are particularly 
significant due to their personal nature according to leading qualitative researcher 
Steinar Kvale (2008). This allows for probing around the research questions to find out 
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more about the specific phenomenon (McNamara 1999). The adaptive capability and 
diverse qualities of the semi-structured interview process also makes it suitable for 
collecting the relevant data for fulfilling the research aims that focusses on the specific 
experience of the people involved. 

The theoretical and philosophical basis of interviewing lies in phenomenology of which 
the purpose is to describe “one or more individual’s experiences of a phenomenon” 
(Zahavi 2012: 2). The essence of phenomenology in “understanding lived experiences” 
means it is both a method and a philosophy (Mapp 2008). Moustakas described 
phenomenology as the extensive study of a small number of subjects “through extensive 
and prolonged engagement to develop patterns and relationships of meaning” 
(Moustakas 1994: 76). Husserl suggests its primary basis is to describe rather than 
explain (Husserl 1970).  

There is extensive research conducted on the advantages of interviewing (Mason 2010, 
Brinkman 2014, Tong et al 2007). One advantage is the production of rich narrative 
data, which often includes descriptions by the interviewees (Gill et al 2008). Interviews 
enable research to explore the “experiences, motives and opinions of others” in detail 
(Rubin & Rubin 2011: 3). Also, the utilisation of interviews is particularly appropriate 
for answering research questions that are explorative (Crouch & McKenzie 2006). This 
is particularly useful, when, as in this case the topic of study was unknown to the 
researcher (Rubin & Rubin 2011). Interviews can provide a mechanism for undertaking 
effective data collection of an area, which may be particularly personal and sensitive to 
those to being interviewed (Tourangeau & Smith 1996). A further advantage of the 
interview process and subsequent transcription is the use of verbatim quotes which can 
be used having captured the language and meaning directly expressed by the 
interviewee (Symon & Cassell 2004).  

On the other hand, a weakness of the interview research method is the responsibility 
placed on the interviewer in the conduct of the interview. For example, caution must be 
heeded that the researcher does not dominate conversation or be bias in questioning 
(King 2004). It is easy to conduct a poor research interview and critical to overcoming 
this is to establish the interviewer and interviewee relationship and understand the remit 
of the respective roles. The interviewee should have an active role in guiding the 
interview and the interviewer should remain flexible. Denscombe (2007: 176) placed 
the importance of the elaboration of interesting points raised by the interviewee on the 
interviewer. In the literature, the effect of the interviewer on the interview is referred to 
as ‘the interviewer effect’ (Campaneli & O'Muircheartaigh 1998). Another weakness 
which is well known in interviewing is the time commitment involved. This time 
commitment is in the time it takes to conduct the individual interviews for the 
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researcher, the commitment required by the interviewee and the often-lengthy process 
of transcribing the interviews (King et al 1994).  

3.6.1.3 Interview Rationale 
Having considered both focus groups and interviews the decision was made to use 
interviews. The weaknesses of focus groups led to the decision. This includes the 
potential domination of discussion by people in projects as witnessed in previous data 
collection methods used (Krueger 2014). Much of the data collected about the people 
involved in projects during the mapping and for the case studies was conducted on the 
site of the project. The site of projects held meetings and activities with organisers 
together in which they were discussing strategies for moving a project forward and 
overcoming obstacles at the point that they occurred. These were almost a form of 
informal focus group. Therefore, conducting focus groups would be replicating more of 
the same data I was collecting by already being on the ground.  

The decision to use interviewing instead was made for three reasons [1] to ensure the 
voice of each person was heard [2] to enable sufficient time for the provision of 
biographical data and [3] to provide a platform for conflict in the group to be discussed 
without others present. This proved advantageous because I could collect in depth 
stories of people’s UA experience and the role their work has had on their lives 
individually.  

3.6.2 The Interview Approach 

3.6.2.1 Interviewee Selection: Project Organisers  
The decision to focus the study on the organisers of UA projects rather than participants 
marked an important moment in the method journey. To summarise, organisers are a 
‘hidden’ group within existing literature. They are often neglected in favour of studying 
the people who choose to attend the activities run by an UA project and what the impact 
of their attendance is. Though it is acknowledged that organisers of projects do change 
and this study offers a snapshot of a specific time period. As and when organisers of 
projects change this was incorporated into the research and of interest.  

The decision to interview project organisers was made for many reasons. The rationale 
is multi-faceted; firstly, it is informed by the data collected from the earlier method 
phases. This includes insight that organisers [1] know the most about the project, [2] 
experience every aspect of it (including participation changes within project), [3] are 
catalysts of project change, [4] are part of and shape UA to varying extents and [5] face 
significant and at the same time different challenges. Furthermore, throughout the 
research period considerable rapport had been built with organisers and they expressed a 
desire to be interviewed as part of the research.  
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Secondly, findings from the literature review (2.4.4 Motivations, roles and stakeholders 
in urban agriculture projects) have influenced this decision. The general lack of 
distinction between the different roles people have within projects (except for 
Armstrong 2000, McClintock 2014, Glover et al 2005). This has manifested itself as a 
tendency to conflate all people who are a part of a project studied as ‘interviewees’. The 
choice to interview organisers supports the work of Corrigan who describes the 
importance of a “dedicated leader” as critical to a project’s success and knowledge 
development (2011: 1232). 

Participants were also considered for interview on the basis that it would be beneficial 
to ask participants about their reasons for involvement at the same time. However, 
having experienced the participant landscape from identifying and mapping, it would be 
difficult to reach a large enough sample to understand whether there is change as 
participant commitment is extremely variable. Furthermore, through studying projects 
that are emerging some projects do not have any participants. A small number of 
interviews were planned with organisers in a broader sense. These were organisers who 
worked for a broader organisation in the initiation of a project but do not plan to have a 
day-to-day involvement in the project once it has been started. This included shorter 
informal interviews with relevant mapped projects and case study projects which were 
implemented by the local authority, such as the Residential Allotment.  

3.6.2.2 Interview Planning  
To build a picture of UA it was necessary to interview as many organisers as possible 
during the time period. The data collected from mapping the practice of projects in the 
foodscape and the insights gained from the development of case study projects was 
critical in developing a plan for the interview guide and subsequent data analysis, as 
shown in Figure 7. The data collected over the first year and half of the research 
informed a broad interview guide (Figure 8) but also facilitated the development of 
highly specific project-related prompts for each organiser. This took the form of specific 
questions relating to the processes I had observed leading up to the interview. For 
example, in some instances I had observed organisers make plans for activities to be run 
by the project, however these plans were never acted upon. The interviews enabled me 
to ask questions about some of the barriers that had led to this. This also increased my 
rapport with the organiser as they offered examples of aspects of the project that had 
been successful or less so knowing that I already had a basic knowledge of that which 
was the subject of discussion.  
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Figure 7 Visual representation of the relationship between organisers being interviewed and the 
preceeding method phases.  

A pilot interview was conducted, after which I reassessed some of the questions. These 
amendments made the question broader or required the development of more prompts to 
assist the interviewee answering. In preparation for interviewing organisers in both Hull 
and Copenhagen I produced two interview guides, making them contextually 
appropriate. To clarify, I simplified the English for some of the questions, pre-empting 
that I might have to show the written question to assist an organiser for who English 
was a second language. Furthermore, I translated some of the terms in the questions into 
Danish such as ‘urban agriculture’, ‘climate change’ and ‘urban garden’, as examples.  

Iterative and  
continuous process with all 

data analysed together.  

Project organisers interviewed 
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Project case studies 
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Data from interviews  
build project and  

organiser narrative 
 for both data  
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Figure 8 Example of Interview Guide. 

	 1	

	

Organiser	
• Can	you	briefly	tell	me	a	little	bit	about	yourself,	what	is	your	story?	Connection	to	Hull/Cop.	
• So	what	do	you	do	in	a	typical	week/day?		
The	Project	
• What	is	the	purpose	of	your	project?	What	are	you	trying	to	do?	
• Does	your	project	aim	to	tackle	any	(social/enviro/economic/political)	issues?	how?	(Explore)	
• Could	you	describe	the	work	that	your	project	does?	(community/local/urban/project/urban	agriculture?)		
• How	did	you	decide	what	your	project	would	do?	
	
• Why	did	you	start/join	the	project?	What	motivates	you	to	run	the	project?	
• What	do	you	feel	is	your	role	within	the	project?	List	activities	
• What	knowledge/skills	do	you	bring	to	the	project?	

	
• Thinking	about	the	people	who	attend/participate	in	it...	why	do	you	think	they	come?	
• Who	are	your	participants?	(or	other	project	organisers)	(age,	profession,	economic	situation,	gender)	
• Do	you	think	the	people	who	attend/want	to	get	involved	has	changed?	If	so,	why?	
• How	do	you	market	your	project?	
	
• Have	you	been	or	are	you	currently	part	of	any	other	projects?	
Resources	
• From	who/where	did	your	project	receive	the	most	amount	of	knowledge/skills	for	the	project	from?	at	

start/ongoing?	
	
• Do	you	have	any	training	and	what	training	would	you	benefit	from?	
	

- Could	you	describe	your	projects	current	funding	situation?	
Where	did	you	receive	the	initial	funding	for	your	project	from?		
How	easy	was	this	to	access?	What	was	the	money	specifically	for?	and	how	did	you	spend	it?	Do	
you	have	to	keep	in	touch	with	them?	

	
- Why	have	you	made	the	decision	not	to	seek	funding	for	the	project?		

Do	you	plan	to	seek	funding	in	the	future?	
	
• How	do	you	feel	about	the	different	groups	in	the	city	competing	for	the	same	funding?	
• Why	do	you	think	the	projects	which	get	funding,	do?	
• What	makes	a	successful	application	for	funding?	
• What	methods	if	any,	do	you	use	to	keep	track	of	your	project	for	evaluation	purposes?	
• What	resources	do	you	think	are	necessary	to	run	a	project?	
	
Barriers	(Project/Personal)	
• How	do	the	project	organisers	communicate?	
• What	challenges	have	you	faced	running	your	project?	Why	do	you	think	this	is?	
• How	do	you	find	time	to	run	your	project/maintain	upkeep?	
• What	barriers,	if	any	do	you	feel	there	are	in	fulfilling	your	project	aims?	
• As	a	group/individual	how	do	you	deal	with	different	ideas	about	the	direction	of	the	project?		
• How	do	you	negotiate	them?	
• Does	anything	undermine	your	commitment,	and	is	there	anything	that	could	be	done	about	this?	(Bring	in	

opportunity-cost)	
In	the	City	
• What	do	the	people	living	in	close	proximity	think	of	the	project?	
• In	terms	of	the	city	where	do	you	think	your	project	fits?	(Map)	
• What	gaps	do	you	fill?	Are	they	specific	to	Hull?	
• Which	other	projects	in	the	city/out	of	the	city	do	you	draw	inspiration/	learn	from/compare	and	contrast	

yourself	too?	Which	projects	are	similar	or	different?	
• Why	do	you	attend/not	attend	related	events	in	the	city?	And	which	events	do	you	attend?	
• What	do	you	get	from	them?	
• Who	do	you	think	should	be	supporting	projects?		
Long	Term	
• What	would	you	like	to	see	your	project	do?	
• What	do	you	predict	will	be	the	future	of	the	project?	
Extra	Questions	–	I	just	want	to	get	your	views	on	a	few	things.	
• What	does	sustainability	mean	to	you	and	your	project?	
• How	resilient	are	you	as	a	project?	(adaptable	to	change)	
• What	do	you	consider	to	be	urban	agriculture?	Your	project?	
• Is	there	anything	else	you	would	like	to	add?	
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On reflection, the planning of the interview schedule was particularly challenging 
because the circumstances and experiences of an organiser’s involvement in UA is 
highly personal and unique. The questions were zoned into groups so that when an 
organiser discussed a topic I was able to follow with related questions. That which is 
particularly interesting is that some interviewees gave permission to be interviewed 
solely on the basis that they would be able to discuss a few key topics, such as funding. 
When this was the case I let the interviewee steer the interview more than for organisers 
who were more comfortable with a question-answer format. Many of the projects had 
multiple organisers. I tried to interview as many of the willing organisers as possible 
from multi-organiser projects. In these cases, I learnt from what one organiser discussed 
and was able to ask subsequent interviewees about this. This was particularly useful in 
understanding the reasons behind conflicting views in projects.  

3.6.2.3 Sampling Interviewees  
The research used snowball sampling. In practice, interviews were first conducted with 
organisers identified within the case study projects. Following this I consulted the 
mapping framework, which had identified established and emerging projects and sought 
to interview the organisers.  

Furthermore, the first interviews proved critical in seeking research subjects. During 
each interview, I made a note of any project name, which I had not already heard about 
and asked the interviewee about them at the end of the interview. I subsequently 
contacted the potential organiser and planned an interview. In some cases, an organiser 
arranged for me to meet the person that initially started the project. In many instances, 
the history of ownership of a project could quickly be tracked and they were often still 
heavily involved in it. These organisers were also interviewed.  

There were elements of serendipitous sampling for interviews. For example, from a 
local food coalition I heard about a housing co-operative, which has a community 
garden. I contacted them and arranged to meet an employee who would show me the 
garden and introduce me to the gardener developing the site. On the walk from the 
office to the location of the community garden, the interviewee pointed out a church 
that had a community garden and a road with a sports club on who had an allotment. 
After the interview, I walked back to both and noted the building names and any details 
for contacting them from flyers in the window, as they were both closed. From the front 
of both buildings the projects were not visible. To highlight just how interconnected 
projects are during one interview, the interview was interrupted by someone coming to 
greet the person I was speaking to. This person also ran a project in the city. It was 
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particularly interesting how in seeking interviewees, I drew upon both people and sites 
as sources to sample.  

3.6.3 Interviews Conducted 
In total forty-six organisers were interviewed from a total of forty different UA projects 
in both Hull and Copenhagen, as shown in Table 9. The average length of each 
organiser interview was four hours recording time, however some were considerably 
longer than this. Alongside over one-hundred and fifty smaller informal discussions 
occurred with organisers over the research period. 

a. Urban Agriculture Projects Hull, UK. Copenhagen, DK. 

 Total = 40 Projects = 33 Projects = 7 

b. Interviews with Organisers Hull, UK. Copenhagen, DK. 

 Total = 46 Interviewees = 36 Interviewees = 10 

Table 9 a. Overview of the number of projects in each location. b. Number of interviews 
conducted in each location and in relation to total number of interviews conducted.  

Audio recordings were made of the interviews, which would be transcribed alongside 
accompanying field notes. In addition, the interview question guide was useful as I 
noted the topic which an interviewee wanted to discuss first, that which they considered 
the most important aspect of the project. Alongside this numerous different data types 

were collated during the interview process, as shown by Figure 9. This data was 
considered using the mapping framework to further understand the practice of a project 
or projects.  

Data supplied by 
organisers during 
interview process.  
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adults with 
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Figure 9 Mindmap of data supplied by organisers during the interview process.  

Prior to conducting some of the interviews, rapport with the organisers had been 
developed, and I predicted that some topics may provoke emotional responses. These 
topics included the reason organisers had initiated or joined a project, how people 
related to the city and their current feelings towards their involvement in project, as 
examples. I prepared for this during the interviews by not asking specifically about such 
issues but letting them emerge as an organiser wanted to talk about them. I think the 
reason these were emotive topics is that the interviews were often the first time 
somebody had asked them about what they do and the reasons why they do it. The 
interviews for some were a form of cathartic release having a safe and controlled 
environment to discuss the project. This was evidenced in the way in which answers 
were constructed, validating the length of the interviews and my role as listener. There 
were instances where an organiser wanted to speak freely about the project before I 
asked any questions. This suggested that during the time between organising the 
interview and conducting it, research subjects had thought and reflected on their 
projects. Organisers had strong feelings about what they felt needed to be reflected in 
the research. One interviewee was so keen to have their voice heard about their project 
they decided to arrange the interview to take place on their birthday. This increased the 
pressure to do the research project justice. 

During the data analysis, it became evident that as certain themes emerged careful 
decisions needed to be made about the degree to which an organiser could be identified 
from their answer. For example, interviewees spoke about current personal financial 
situations which had occurred directly because of their involvement in the project. They 
also spoke about situations in which they may leave their role in a project. In some 
cases, projects with more than one organiser, an interviewee may have discussed the 
detrimental role another organiser was having on the project. These topics were not 
explicitly asked about but were voluntarily shared by the organiser for the benefit of the 
research. This led to the decision to omit identification of certain topic areas to the 
project or organiser who said it. 

Gatekeepers are the people who control access to a research setting. Organisers are the 
project gatekeepers. A discussion about gatekeepers is pertinent to the study due to the 
unique relationship between organisers and project participants.  

Participants are transient with evolving commitment; a participant may only attend once 
or an organiser- participant relationship may have established across many years of a 
projects existence. There were also examples of pre-existing connections between 
organisers and participants prior to the projects existence. Organisers have an exclusive 
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insight into the lives of the people the project seeks to attract and those who attend. This 
related to family circumstance, mental health, living conditions and other challenges. 
The organisers enacted a process of self-censoring project information and anonymised 
stories about their participants. Further to an exclusive insight into participants, 
organisers understand the conditions of the location and community within proximity to 
the project. This could be because the organiser lives there or has spent a considerable 
amount of time in the area. There were many conditions but one example is an 
understanding of connections and disconnections between certain fractures of that 
community and the reasons why. When the decision was taken to focus the study on 
organisers this unique insight would provide a vital role in data collection. Their role as 
gatekeepers does not only apply to the participants and the location but also to each 
other. Organisers were protective of the others from their project and as a collective of 
organisers active in shaping the foodscape of Hull and Copenhagen. The next section 
explores positionality and ethics in relation to this study. 
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3.7 Positionality 
Knowledge as a process of construction suggests that our understanding of ‘reality’ is 
moulded and limited by our background, identity and experiences. The ontological 
position refers to what we know about the world, the philosophical assumptions we 
have about the nature of ‘reality’. Our epistemological position, how we know the world 
is shaped by our ontological position (Gilbert 2008). This shaping refers to our 
assumptions about the way of inquiring into the research subject and establishing 
‘truth’. Positionality is dynamic, with a researcher’s position influencing, impacting 
upon and changed by the research process. Position can refer to many psychological 
processes formed by a researcher’s background, identity and experiences. Positionality 
is best understood as “where one stands in relation to another” (Merriam et al 2001: 
441). Positionality is particularly important to this study given its role in influencing the 
decision to conduct a comparison of projects in two locations.  

My position shaped the research process, including what I viewed as important, how the 
‘researched’ responded and how data was interpreted. The purpose of considering 
positionality in research was to understand the complex relationship between how my 
personal identity is socially constructed (England 1994) and how that impacted my 
ability to understand the people and projects of UA. My role was to remain critical and 
inquisitive whilst also exercising empathic neutrality. To do this I needed to be 
conscious of how my values and biases are reflected in the research and ensure I was 
aware of the implications of this throughout my data collection and interpretation. This 
was particularly important because during the research process, many of the personal 
interactions experienced were unlikely to occur other than for this research.  

It is necessary to outline and explain my contribution to the research in terms of my 
experience, background and identity. These are all drawn upon to be able to understand 
the practices of UA. The rationale for this is to add to a research shift in which position 
is considered with mature reflexivity and evaluation (Crang 2002). Although my 
position is outlined within this section, the process is iterative and the implications of 
my positionality were reflected across all stages of the research.  

3.7.1 Experience 
A unique aspect of my positionality in this field relates to my experience of UA prior to 
undertaking this research. I had no previous experience of running or taking part in a 
project nor, for example, had I leased an allotment plot. I am someone likely to have an 
allotment plot if I was more geographically attached and committed to a specific 
location, living in one place long enough for it to be worthwhile joining a waiting list. 
This was a relatively unique position because extant UA research tends to be conducted 
from an insider position (Blay-Palmer et al 2013). This insider position means many 
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researchers have previously been involved in UA or closely related activities to varying 
extents (Brannick & Coghlan 2007). Researchers then conduct research from inside UA, 
which gives that specific type of insight. Merriam et al described this advantage as 
being able to “project a more truthful, authentic understanding” (2011: 411). On a 
pragmatic level, an insider has further advantages including ease of access to UA and in 
the identification of non-verbal cues from research respondents.  

However, there is a general acceptance that as a researcher you can exist in the 'space 
between’, being both an insider, 'going native' (Brannick & Coghlan 2007) and an 
outsider at the same time (Dwyer & Buckle 2009). One is not preferential but there is 
value in different perspectives to the field. Corbin-Dwyer and Buckle speculate that 
researchers can only exist in the 'space between' in their perspective of a study area 
(2009: 61). This is indicative of tendencies to dichotomise the world into binary 
oppositions. 

However, I believe my lack of starting knowledge enabled me to bring a unique 
perspective to investigate UA. A balance of both insider and outsider perspectives is 
useful to the research field. My initial outsider perspective enabled me to continually 
build knowledge, whilst starting with low levels of assumption. In addition, I believe 
that my detachment from the field in the early stages enabled me to ask provocative 
questions, of which the provocatory nature was subconscious through an initial naivety. 
This initial naivety was highly valuable in setting up rapport between the ‘researcher’ 
and ‘researched’. During the research period, I had seen many academic speakers 
present research on UA and whilst their insider position was not explicitly admitted in 
their research many findings conflated research findings with their own personal 
experience. This was clear in the use of the plural personal pronoun, ‘we’ by researchers 
to describe the activities of projects. I would describe my interest in UA as having 
grown alongside my understanding of the movement as the focus of the research.  

3.7.2 Background 
Before completing this research, my background included both educational and 
practical involvement in several different areas. My educational experience includes 
completing an MSc in Corporate Social Responsibility with Environmental 
Management and a BSc in Sustainable Product Design. Two research projects were 
undertaken which included Socially and environmentally responsible consumers: the 
impact of life values and satisfaction in product attribute trade-offs and Product end of 
life and waste generation in the beauty and personal care industry.  

Further to this I have conducted environmental audits for a university, which required 
training accredited by the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment. I 
worked for a not-for-profit behaviour change company, which develops products with 
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the aim of driving positive socio-cultural behaviour change. In addition, I have worked 
on a collaborative project between a water company and global charity to deliver a 
water consumption awareness programme in a challenging school. This was completed 
as part of the UK government STEM initiative (Science, Technology, Engineering and 
Maths). The initiative encourages students to continue these subjects to Higher 
Education level. This practical background experience offered an understanding of the 
complex relationships that exist in the real world between different types of 
organisation. Similarly, the blurred lines of collaboration between organisations and 
individuals in enacting change programmes. 

3.7.3 Identity 
In terms of my identity I am a young white middle-class female who grew up on the 
border of Surrey and southwest London. I am the first of my family to attend 
University. My father is a Londoner and my mother grew up in one of the research 
locations, Hull. I have grown up familiar with Hull, having spent time visiting family in 
the city several times a year. With my long-standing albeit periodic connection to the 
research location I had a minor insider view of the city’s quirks and customs. I have 
always remained protective of my Yorkshire roots, particularly due to some widespread 
disparaging views of Hull, and I hold firm in my view that it is both an underestimated 
and misunderstood city. To be self-deprecating and downplay the strengths of this 
predominantly working-class city is typically characteristic of Hull's people. I stand by 
this insight having lived in Hull for the duration of the research.  

As the research developed my outsider position to UA in Hull highlighted the need to 
develop a comparative study in another location beyond other UK ‘ordinary cities’. The 
reason for this is that it may have been difficult to identify similarities and differences 
when the examples of projects were the same. For the Copenhagen research location, I 
had an outsider perspective informed by the gradual acquisition of insider knowledge of 
the UA in Hull as the research progressed. To clarify: prior to undertaking this study I 
had never been to Denmark, however several preconceptions existed. The ideas centred 
around the zeitgeists of ‘Danish happiness’, the notion of ‘living Danishly’, and having 
a highly educated population with both traditional (family) and progressive societal 
attitudes (such as sustainable development).  

My first thought on what research subjects in Hull would notice about me was my 
accent, as markedly different from the Hull accent. A Hull accent is particularly 
distinguishable from other Yorkshire dialects because of the city’s closed geographical 
positioning on the North-East Coast and low levels of urban migration to the area, 
minimising language change. This led to the decision that it was best to discuss the 
research and organise interviews face to face with potential research subjects, cautious 
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that my detached outsider London accent may be off putting on the phone. The ability 
to prove my connection with Hull served useful in helping to build rapport quickly, 
bridging this quasi insider-outsider perspective. This was particularly useful for 
conducting the interviews, as interviewees did not have to explain street names or 
specific iconic features of Hull such as ‘Jacksons’ to be Jackson’s Bakery (William 
Jacksons Food Group) or specific words such as ‘bains’ for children. My accent and 
subsequent potential for judgement was a non-issue in Copenhagen. During the data 
collection, I learnt that respondents in Hull and Copenhagen shared a character trait - 
‘straight talking’. People who have grown up in Hull and Copenhagen are remarkably 
partial to a no-nonsense approach particularly when asking for their willingness to 
partake in the research.  

To summarise, I would describe my positionality as being an outsider regarding UA, but 
with a unique insider comprehension of one of the research locations to which I am also 
able to bring an outsider perspective. I am more of an outsider than an insider, and open 
about that fact, which I believe enabled me to create a unique relationship with the 
people engaged in the research. This meant I was close enough to be relatable and 
trusted, whilst paradoxically being 'alien' and impartial enough that respondents trusted 
the approach taken in my UA research. 

In the following section I discuss the impact of the study process on research subjects as 
well as the impact of conducting the research on me personally. The research has been 
life shaping. I have matured, shaping my ideas on who I am, the type of person I want to 
be and the environment in which I want to live. I have learnt more about the human 
condition than I ever could have expected and I have been privileged to meet such 
inspirational characters who demonstrate unreserved resilience in seeking and enacting 
change at many levels. I have gained an understanding of the benefits of UA and can 
understand peoples' commitment and resolve in the face of challenges. As my 
understanding of UA grew in each location, I could share the experience of Hull in 
Copenhagen and vice versa. In each location, the people were interested in the 
‘everyday’ of projects and the idiosyncratic. They wanted to know about the similarities 
and differences in what projects grow in the other location, what happens throughout 
the seasons and where the projects are. One discussion that highlights this involved 
explaining to the Copenhagen organisers that some of the Hull schools had projects. 
However, the schools have fences which separated the playground from the road, a 
concept that was highly unusual to them. I was also further able to help a Hull organiser 
in visiting the case study projects in Copenhagen.  

On many occasions organisers have asked me whether I will start my own project based 
on the knowledge I have gained, but on this I am yet unable to answer. 
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3.7.4 Ethics 
Ethics are a significant part of any research project and must be consciously considered 
and understood. Ethics can be understood as the principles and guidelines that help 
researchers uphold their values when conducting research (Gilbert 2008). The practice 
needs careful balancing of the study pursuit whilst protecting research subjects. This is 
the researcher’s responsibility. Ethical principles include upholding appropriate 
behaviour standards and understanding the effect of any actions upon research subjects 
and the research phenomenon itself (Ritchie et al 2013). By acknowledging ethical 
principles, researchers can promote best practice, establish a culture of concern for 
research participants and maintain accountability. This ethical awareness must be 
considered across all aspects of research including post-research impact. Ethics are 
important, providing an umbrella for deliberating research values and mitigating 
variables in the face of unpredictability when undertaking qualitative research. Ethics 
are not bound by subject but are the responsibility of all researchers in upholding 
research integrity (Neuman & Robson 2014). This section discusses how appropriate 
ethical practices were upheld and the unexpected played out on the ground when 
conducting this research.  

3.7.4.1 Formal Procedures and Planning 
The University of Hull’s protocols were followed for ethics, risk assessment and travel 
planning (Code of Ethics, University of Hull). A key consideration for ethics in this 
research was obtaining informed consent for the data collection methods. Consent is the 
permission granted by research subjects to participate in the data collection. Informed 
consent means research subjects give consent with “full knowledge of the implications 
of his or her involvement” (Gilbert 2008: 508). In practice, this meant consent forms 
contained an explanation of the purpose of the research and how the data would be used. 
A different consent form was created for the research in Hull and Copenhagen. This 
took into account that English would be a second language for research subjects in 
Denmark. Whilst planning the research and necessary fieldwork a number of steps were 
taken to increase my knowledge of conducting qualitative research. This included 
studying for a Postgraduate Diploma in Research Training, as part of the University of 
Hull’s Postgraduate Training Scheme. For this I completed specific modules on 
Qualitative Research, The Research Interview and Critical Thinking in Human 
Geographic Inquiry. 

3.7.4.2 Protecting Research Subjects During Data Collection 
Researchers have a duty of care to protect research subjects. In practice, all subjects 
were informed that they were being studied and given the opportunity to refrain from 
participation in the research. My identity as a researcher was not concealed. This was 
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communicated from the very beginning before someone had the opportunity to say 
something they may not have done given my position and interest in UA. Although 
seemingly easy to achieve, on the ground in the early stages the ability to find the role 
the person had at an event or a project was quite difficult. As the research developed, 
organisers would often announce my arrival and why I was there to the obvious people 
present. Other occurrences were dealt with as appropriate, for example as I conducted 
an interview walking around a large allotment site, plotholders would often want to 
speak to the organiser. The organiser would quickly introduce me and explain why I 
was there before I was invited into private discussions. This gave organisers and 
participants the choice to withhold information. 

§ Contentious Topics 

From the first stages of the research it became overwhelmingly clear that issues around 
funding and competition for funding were a contentious issue. This needed to be a key 
consideration in the development of the consent forms for interviewing and careful 
thought given to how this would be dealt with within the research. I learnt that for some 
organisers this would be a non-negotiable in their decision to participate in the research. 
On the consent forms the decision was taken to explicitly declare that information about 
funding of a project would not be shared with other organisers. Further to this I 
explained what my interest in funders would be. In light of this, the consent forms 
contained the statement, “I will not share who your project receives funding from. I am 
only interested in the type of funder for example private, charity or governmental for the 
purposes of this research, not the names”. When conducting the interviews in which 
funding played a key part of an organiser's discussions, if a funder was mentioned I 
sought clarification as to the type of funder they were. However, funder names were 
used when information is publicly displayed and actively advertised by a project. This 
was explained prior to data collection and again during the interviews.  

§ Site Unpredictability 

One challenge in this research that had ethical implications included the diversity of 
project sites. Many UA sites are used by the ‘public’ in different ways. This meant it 
was difficult to predict what and who would be on the site. This was compounded by 
the inclusion of projects at different stages of development. I had to ensure my personal 
safety and the safety of research subjects. As it was not possible to know in advance 
who might be on any given site a certificate was sought from the Disclosure and Barring 
Service (DBS), which enabled me to work with children and vulnerable adults. 
Although the research did not include children they were inevitably on some sites that I 
visited. I took my DBS certificate to all interviews and site visits and presented it to 
organisers at the beginning of a site visit.  
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Some incidents occurred while on research visits, a confrontation occurred between two 
participants at a community lunch club. As the organiser I had been conversing with 
needed to deal with this situation, I felt my presence become inappropriate and left the 
site. Furthermore, on arrival at another project the site was being used for a drug deal. 
The organiser decided to be interviewed in a local café first and then to return to the 
project for a site tour. This was a regular occurrence and an on-going challenge for the 
organisers with the site under surveillance by the Police to evidence the criminal 
activity. Bizarrely similar situations occurred in both Hull and Copenhagen. 

In terms of project site access, as shown in the literature on guerrilla gardening (2.4.1 
Defining Urban Agriculture and Understanding Activities), I was aware that a few 
projects operated illegally on sites or carried out practice across sites which were 
privately owned with no permission sought to be operating there. As a result of this, the 
decision was taken not to visit the multiple small pieces of land on which one project 
operated. For another project included in the research I only walked on the public access 
walkway that ran alongside the project because people had previously been arrested for 
being involved in UA on the site.  

§ Data Collection of Materials 

During the research process, organisers brought materials about the project that they 
thought would be beneficial to the research and gave permission for this to be used. 
This included manifesto copies, flyers with project aims and submissions to funders. 
Alongside this, as part of the interview schedule one of the questions asked about any 
formal and informal information collection completed by organisers. Many organisers 
had only collated formal information when required by funders but asking this 
uncovered some surprising ways in which organisers had informally collated materials. 
When probed, they told me they collected this data for no other reason than for the 
information to exist. Some of these records held sensitive information and careful 
deliberation was needed to negotiate whether the data could be used and how it could be 
used. The organiser always made these decisions. One example of this was an informal 
record of a project collated by an organiser who works for a formal organisation. This 
record was in the form of a partially chronological scrapbook. Before I gained access to 
this, I gave the organiser an opportunity to conceal information they did not want me to 
see. Subsequently, in the presence of the organiser I went through the data and 
explained which aspects would be of interest to the research and why. This was 
challenging, as it was the first time I was seeing this data and had to make quick 
decisions on what was and was not of interest and why. The organiser photocopied this 
data and gave me permission to use it in the research project. This was a testament to 
the trust built and co-operation which existed between researcher and research subjects. 
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When on site, I always asked permission to take images of the projects and explained 
that I would not take any pictures of the people on sites. If it was not possible to take 
such images, I did not take any. These images were helpful for being able to recall the 
material features of a project having collected data on over forty projects. As multiple 
site visits were undertaken, these images illustrated how many projects had physically 
changed over time.  

One project in the study had a space specifically aimed at young adults with disabilities 
including learning difficulties. In arranging the research, the organisers asked that I 
attended the project whilst the group were present during their weekly time slot. This 
was so I could explain the research to the group and they could show me the site. Most 
importantly the organisers, who are social workers, described the space as belonging to 
the young adult group. Having agreed to this I decided it would have been inappropriate 
to conduct interviews. Instead I took several disposable cameras to the session, which 
the group used individually and in pairs to capture parts of the garden they had been 
involved in or enjoyed. As they moved around the site taking pictures the project was 
discussed. I did not make an audio recording of my time but took notes. These field 
notes and images would later form data. The young adults really enjoyed taking pictures 
of the site and wanted to see them. Once I developed the images I retained an electronic 
copy for the research. I also delivered a glossy printed set back to the project for them to 
keep or use for a creative project such as a collage in the building on-site, similar to 
collages the group had already made. 

An unanticipated encounter to occur was having a research subject who was unable to 
read or write. However, the interviewee did not want to tell me this but had been very 
keen to be part of the research and described wanting to have their voice heard. To 
overcome this and protect this interviewee, I read the informed consent form explaining 
each aspect of it whilst another organiser was present who had previously been 
interviewed. I recorded their consent for the interview. On reflection, what is most 
interesting about this is a later research finding showing that typically in projects where 
there is more than one organiser, there is usually one that is highly educated and 
someone with no formal education. However, as this emerged during data analysis I 
could not have identified this pattern whilst conducting my interviews. 

§ Language and Cultural Distinctions 

Conducting research in another country had ethical implications; the most obvious was 
that communication would be more challenging as English was a second language for 
many of the Danish organisers. Organiser groups were either all people who had grown 
up in or near Copenhagen or people who had moved to Copenhagen from other 
European countries to work or study. With nearly all organisers having achieved at least 
a higher education degree, they all spoke English. With organisers who had moved to 
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Copenhagen from other countries, they worked or studied in English and therefore 
language was not a barrier. However more time was accounted for with the Copenhagen 
interviews to allow organisers to find the terminology that best described what they 
wanted to say. As my understanding of Danish culture and particularly Copenhagen 
culture increased, I was able to comprehend cultural differences more effectively and 
assess how best to access projects. This meant a direct approach was considered more 
appropriate in a Copenhagen context what with Danish subjects typically demanding an 
outline of the commitment needed in taking part in the research. That which 
underpinned the ability to build rapport between the research subjects and myself was a 
shared sense of humour. For example, on arrival to conduct an interview with an 
organiser in a community centre, the organiser shared that prior to my arrival, the 
organisers had joked of their worry about offering me a drink because they revered the 
British reputation for tea drinking. Before commencing the site tour and interview I 
made everyone ‘English tea’. This exchange enabled a relationship to be developed 
quickly and created a friendly atmosphere for the research setting. The next section 
explains how the collected data was analysed and introduces the subsequent data 
chapters. 
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3.8 Analytical Framework 
This section discusses the analytical framework developed to enable interpretation of 
the data to fulfil research objectives and explore results in relation to the research aims. 
The format discusses the ways in which the different types of data were considered to 
provide rationale for the decisions that prevailed. In light of the extensive data 
collection throughout the methodology initially developing an analysis strategy for the 
data was quite an overwhelming process. The data analysis is presented in sequential 
stages to reflect the developmental analysis techniques implemented. 

3.8.1 Transcript Codification 
The first stage of the data analysis required preparation of the transcripts. Codes were 
developed to identify each transcript in relation to the organiser interviewed. The reason 
for this was it allowed the transcriptions to be connected back to the data collected from 
mapping and case studies. Additionally, developing codes also helped in 
psychologically moving to a new research phase from data transcription to data 
analysis. The codes developed utilised the prefix ‘HO’ for ‘Hull organiser’ and ‘CO’ for 
‘Copenhagen organiser’, followed by a number. This offered easy identification of the 
city that the transcript referred to. It further enabled attribution of smaller more informal 
interviews to a particular organiser. These identification codes are used for verbatim 
quotes in the data chapters. Table 10 outlines all forty projects used in this study 
including data on UA type, structural group who initiated project, whether the project 
was emerging or established and how many organisers were interviewed as part of that 
project. 
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Table 10 Outline of all forty projects used in this study including data on UA type, structural 
group who initiated project, whether the project was emerging or established and how many 

organisers were interviewed as part of that project. 
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3.8.2 Codifying Organiser Transcripts To A Project Narrative  
The ability to identify the transcripts in relation to the project discussed was a 
particularly critical stage in making sense of the data. As planned in the interview 
phase, multiple organisers from the same project were interviewed. However, during the 
interview process it became clear that organisers often had roles within several projects 
across the city. The transcripts reflected this with organisers moving between multiple 
projects to illustrate differing points when answering questions.  

To overcome this, a project code was also developed to distinguish between projects 
using the prefix ‘P’ followed by a number. A top-level project code was applied to all 
transcripts including case study projects. This top-level project code reflected the first 
project capacity in which I had sought to interview them. I was then able to group 
multiple transcripts about the same project together. These identification codes and 
transcripts were then attributed to the project or discussion whilst acknowledging one 
organiser can be part of multiple projects. Having developed the mapping framework it 
was easy to relate the organiser to a project and the data insights that had been collected 
to the point of interview and post-interview. Having set up this system, I then re-read all 
the transcripts. A secondary level project code was assigned in instances where an 
organiser spoke about their involvement in another project. These were either 
standalone projects or could be identified alongside top-level project codes. This 
ensured the unit of analysis was the projects and not the organisers.  

3.8.3 Finding and Labelling Contextual ‘Demographic’ Data.  
The interview schedule questions provided a basis for a small proportion of comparable 
data across the transcripts. These were the opening questions used to build rapport and 
create prompts for the organiser. They elicited similar responses from organisers but 
were project and experience specific. This data was a mixture of quantitative and 
qualitative. 

I termed this ‘demographic data’ whilst it was implemented however it is more aptly 
described as the contextual data of both organiser and project specific information 
(examples in Figure 10). To develop my understanding of this I read each transcript and 
systematically highlighted this type of data. I then looked for the same data in the 
mapping framework and for case studies. I made sure to use both project and organiser 
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codes to extract this data and create a large table. 

 

Figure 10 Examples of the headings used in first level analysis codes for contextual data. 

Prior to conducting the semi-structured interviews, I had planned to use NVivo software 
to analyse the transcripts and began to do so, however this method hindered my ability 
to interpret the data. By this I mean, it was harder to analyse the transcripts without 
easily being able to view the context of the data in relation to the outputs of the mapping 
task at the same time. If I had continued to analyse the data using the software I felt 
some of the project narrative would be lost. For example, how a project’s aims changed 
over time and in different circumstances. In some instances, from the mapping I gained 
an understanding of how projects presented aims in the public realm, such as in 
promotional material, speeches at conferences and to funders. This differed from the 
aims described during the interviews. Retention of this narrative was critical in seeing 
how aims changed over time. This issue with the software was further problematic in 
identifying contradictions of opinions by interviewees from the same project, and for 
recognising where interviewees discussed the role of other organisers in the project. 
These differences in opinions and contradictions between organisers were relevant to 
the study to understand the individual nature of self-identification by organisers in UA.  

The decision of what to include and exclude changed as more transcripts were read in 
this way. As this comparable data became more evident, the table grew to include more 
row headings. This iterative process meant having to go back to the previous transcripts 
and find the data to be included. These tables were originally collated by hand and as 
the table expanded it was word-processed. An attempt to do this in Excel was made but 
the size of the data and row height restrictions meant it was not possible. Subsequently I 
printed out the transcripts, used post-it notes and envelopes to identify themes and 
commonalities in the organiser experience.  

3.8.4 Demarcation of Project Names and Categorising UA Project 
‘Type’  

In UA literature, studies typically provided either the operating name of the project, 
how it was branded or told the type of UA the project represented such as community 
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garden or allotment. In this study, up to this point projects had been known as their 
‘project name’, such as ‘Rainbow Community Garden’, ‘Bespoke’, ‘Bakersville’ and 
‘Food4Hull’ to name a few. Others had been prescribed when no explicit name existed 
or had not been decided, usually based on location such as ‘Selby Street’ or ‘planters in 
West Hull’. The names, often abstract, did not noticeably reflect the UA project types 
that they represented (or differed to), which I needed to gain an understanding of (see 
literature review, 2.4.1 Defining Urban Agriculture and Understanding Activities). 
Names and their nuances are important to the narrative of projects. However, I decided 
that to give equal weighting to all projects whilst providing the reader with a contextual 
understanding, the project names would undergo a process of demarcation. This further 
served to make the research understandable by those within and outside the UA field. 
On a pragmatic level, it also aided in distinguishing between the forty projects I had 
extensive data about.  

Typically, a process of demarcation fixes boundaries and is associated with having a 
limiting factor. Conversely, within this setting demarcation gave all projects a name that 
reflects their individuality. There is an inevitable degree of perception in this practice 
however I sought to mitigate the effects of this. I drew upon the data and materials I had 
collected about them throughout the process and evoking organiser articulations about 
the project. During the interview process, I asked each organiser to give the project’s 
operating name and another name they could be identified by which described what 
they do on the consent forms. For some organisers this was obvious for others it was 
more difficult. For example some organisers identified their project as an allotment 
based on the food that was grown (as similar to an allotment), in these cases I referred 
to literature for classification. The majority of these were found to have traits mostly 
associated with community gardens. However I was cautious of the literature because 
what are known as allotments in Hull and Copenhagen are considered community 
gardens in a US context. During interviews I sought clarification when a project 
operated by more than one name. Figure 11 describes the four aspects which influenced 
the demarcated project names. 
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allotment), in these cases I referred back to literature for classification. The majority of these were 
found to have traits mostly associated with community gardens. During interviews I sought 
clarification when a project operated by more than one name.  

 

Figure 17 This figure shows the four different data types accounted for in the process of 
demarcation for the thirty-nine project case names.  

The contextual information reflected a number of different project features, including, target 
audience, project location, the type of organisation running the project, the predominant focus 
(permaculture and wildlife for example), a reflection of impermanence (in the case of the farms) 
and whether there were multiple activities combined in a site. In table (@), the final names are 
provided, these are further categorised by type so that I was able to ensure no project had the 
same name.  

This process further assisted in the development of comparative cases based on location as it 
created a level of understanding across all cases which contextualises the experience of both 
locations to other locations, creating entry points for transferability of the study.  

Demarcated  
Project Name 

Data collected from 
identifying and 

mapping projects 
such as promotional 
material descriptions 
of project activities. 

Consent forms for 
conducting 

interviews - how 
organisers would 

refer to the project. 

As the literature 
describes types of 
urban agriculture 

practice. 

Organiser 
articulations of how 
the project gained a 
name and its focus 
in the transcripts. 
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Figure 11 The four different data types accounted for in the process of demarcation for the forty 
project case names. 

The contextual information reflected different project features, including, target 
audience, project location, the type of organisation running the project, the predominant 
focus (permaculture and wildlife for example), a reflection of planned impermanence 
(in the case of the farms) and whether there were multiple activities combined in a site. 
This process further assisted in the development of the comparative study as it created 
an access point for understanding across all cases which contextualises the experience 
of both locations to other locations. This also creates entry points for transferability of 
this study. 

3.8.5 Multi-level Theme Development and Code Definition 
The next stage of analysis included reading each transcript several times, identifying, 
highlighting and categorising the three or four most important features of that interview. 
There were three reasons for this. The first it provided a greater understanding of each 
individual organiser’s experience of UA. The second it enabled me to overcome the 
challenge of having conducted lengthy interviews by enabling more efficient memory 
recall of specific project and organiser features. For example, logically and contextually 
relating data elements, such as ‘within x project, one organiser described in detail an 
experience of x’. The third, this provided a starting point for identifying themes across 
all of the data. I then repeated this process with the project data.  

These themes were used to separate all of the transcript data whilst retaining project and 
organiser narrative. To the meso-level theme categorised data, project and code names 
were attributed to every piece of text. These were printed out and physically cut up (See 
Figure 12). Using A1 and A3 sized paper, the data was manually sorted and re-sorted to 
allow themes to develop. At this point all other data collected from mapping framework, 
case studies and during the interviews were included within the theming process. This 
enabled me to identify data, which related to ‘narrative’, ‘material features’, ‘processes’ 
and ‘context’. Also, the data collected from the identifying and mapping of projects 
were connected with the transcript material. For example, when an organiser discussed 
an event, I could see the information collected about that event specifically. For 
examples, who attended the event, who organised, what the aims of the event were, how 
it related to UA and what the organiser interest was in attending. 
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Figure 12 Images of multi-level theme development.  

3.8.6 Introduction to Chapters; Presenting Data Themes 
The following four chapters present the findings of this research (Figure 13). The 
decision has been made to use project cameos to retain narrative in the data chapters. 
Cameos are a format for presenting rich data. In this study cameos are descriptions of 
how an organiser experiences a specific theme on the ground. Cameos provide more 
context about the specific circumstances of a project that encapsulate how an organiser 
experiences the issues which are being discussed. Alongside the experience of the 
organiser, a short description of the project is presented with images taken during the 
research process. This further draws upon the typology to highlight the similarities and 
differences in experiences based on whether the project is part of a broader organisation 
and network or not. The decision to use cameos allows for stories that resonate with the 
readers and practitioners of this study and illustrates features from across the forty 
projects studied. Furthermore, cameos enable both experts and non-experts to 
understand the experiences of organisers. The cameos play an illustrative role and allow 
the themes identified to move beyond being a collection of stories by exploring how a 
theme is experienced in that moment of time. Realising some of the abstract themes in 
this way assists in telling a bigger story about UA as shown in the chapter formation. 
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Figure 13 Outline of data chapters and which chapter fulfils specific research objectives. 
  

Chapter Chapter Title and Objectives Fulfilled 

People and Practice in Urban Agriculture Projects. 
Objective i. examine who initiates and participates in UA and why.  
Objective ii. focus on exploring the identities of project organisers.		

The Emergence of Urban Agriculture Projects. 
Objective iii. investigate how UA projects emerge in two cities.  

Manifestations of Persistence in Urban Agriculture Projects. 
Objective iv. investigate the factors that are enabling or 
hindering the development of both established and emerging 
projects in both cities.  
Objective v. investigate the longer-term emergence of UA 
projects by adopting a longitudinal approach.  

Manifestations of Ephemerality in Urban Agriculture Projects. 
Objective iv. investigate the factors that are enabling or hindering 
the development of both established and emerging projects in both 
cities.  
Objective v. investigate the longer-term emergence of UA projects 
by adopting a longitudinal approach.  

Conclusion 

Chapter 4 

Chapter 5 

Chapter 6 

Chapter 7 

Chapter 8 
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4 PEOPLE AND PRACTICE IN 
URBAN AGRICULTURE 
PROJECTS 

Introduction 
This first analysis chapter is contextual and aims to present background data collected 
on UA projects. The rationale for presenting a contextual chapter is to establish the 
topic and outline the perspective from which this study is completed, prior to 
demonstrating how subsequent findings have been reached. Results are presented from 
the two cities used in this research: Hull and Copenhagen. The chapter draws upon the 
typology developed in the method chapter (See 3.7.6) and the literature review section, 
Motivations, Roles and Stakeholders in Urban Agriculture Projects (2.4.4). 

The first section (4.1) briefly summarises what was identified in the UA foodscapes of 
Hull and Copenhagen. The section introduces the people involved in UA, how UA is 
practiced, what UA projects exist and the typology implemented to draw common 
characteristics across UA projects in terms of who initiated the project. Additionally, to 
assist in readability of the data chapters, within this section I will signpost to where 
comparative findings between Hull and Copenhgen are discussed in more detail.  

The second section (4.2) provides new insights into who participates in UA and why. 
Clear delineation of the people involved in projects and their respective roles remains 
unexplored from an academic perspective, with some exceptions (Armstrong 2000, 
Firth et al 2011). Research emphasis is typically placed upon project participants and 
their reasons for attendance. This section seeks to redress the imbalance by providing 
insight into the lives of organisers. This section will also explore the relationship 
between organisers and participants and the insights that organisers have into 
participants and project participation more broadly. Over the course of this study, 
organisers have demonstrated a unique insight into the people involved in their projects. 
The chapter seeks to fulfil Objective (i.) by examining who participates in UA and why 
and Objective (ii.) by exploring the identities of organisers. This approach includes how 
they relate to and describe their role and commitment in UA. Fulfilling these objectives 
in this chapter can provide insight into Aim 3, to explore UA from the perspective of the 
organiser, and will also address Aim 4 by comparing the experience of UA organisers in 
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Hull and Copenhagen. By doing so we begin to see how UA is best understood as a 
“dynamic, embedded network of actors, places and activities stretched across different 
social, political and physical geographies” (Crane et al 2013: 76 drawing upon 
McClintock & Cooper 2009). 

The third section of the chapter (4.3) adds to debates on the practices of UA. It 
considers the role of knowledge as it was expressed by organisers. To do this I draw 
upon the background knowledge of organisers. I will show that UA as a practice is 
considered by organisers to be the result of a dual process of learning between 
organisers and participants. This section will also show the limited role that food and its 
production has in the activities of projects by describing what UA projects do. To 
supplement this the section will outline the limited food that is produced and how the 
produce is distributed. This section addresses Objective (ii.) by exploring the identities 
of organisers and Objective (v.) understanding how UA is practiced on the ground by 
utilising a longitudinal approach. The section fulfils Aim 1 by exploring how this 
practice differs between different structural groups and Aim 4 by comparing practice in 
Hull and Copenhagen. 

4.1 The UA Foodscape in Hull and Copenhagen 
This section briefly contextualises the UA foodscapes of Hull and Copenhagen. To do 
this the section explores project variations and the development of a ‘structural 
grouping’ typology. The section then introduces and compares the organisers of UA 
projects in Hull and Copenhagen and identifies observed variations in project practices.  

The data showed that many variations in UA projects in Hull and Copenhagen exist. 
Variations included the structure in which projects are set up in, whether they are 
funded, how they are funded, how physically open they are, in the aims of what they are 
trying to achieve, what they produce, where it goes and the other activities that a project 
or site is used for to outline a few. The most surprising finding of this study was the 
abundance of UA projects both established and emerging in Hull in comparison to 
Copenhagen (See Chapter 5 The Emergence of Urban Agriculture Projects).  

4.1.1 Projects  
UA types present in the foodscape of Copenhagen and Hull included community 
gardens, guerrilla gardens, allotments, networks and urban farms. Hull additionally had 
an urban orchard. There were thirty-three UA projects present in Hull but only seven in 
Copenhagen. In order of prevalence community gardens were the most common UA 
type (23), followed by networks (8), urban farms (5), allotments (3) and urban orchards 
(1). Half of the projects studied were in the process of emergence and the other half 
were established meaning that they are “active”, “open” and producing food (Nelson et 
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al 2013: 569). UA project sites often exhibited a combination of different types of UA. 
For example in Hull an allotment site may also have a community garden. However 
Copenhagen projects exhibited far more site hybridity than Hull projects.  

Urban agriculture projects do not necessarily exist and operate in isolation but cross 
boundaries of organisations and sectors. For example UA project exhibited connections 
with food banks, community food shops, commerce and housing development trusts to 
name a few. At the same time, there are extremes of this ‘connection’ and ‘isolation’ for 
established projects, some that are part of a national organisation and others that are one 
person establishing in isolation. Projects can operate overtly playing on their ‘hidden’ 
nature or ‘covertness’ to create intrigue for potential participants. See Chapter 5 The 
Emergence of Urban Agriculture Projects.  

4.1.2 UA Project Initiator Typology 
Shared experiences were identified across UA project organisers in Hull and 
Copenhagen. However shared experience these were not specific to a UA project type 
such as community gardens. The differences in how UA was experienced suggested that 
there was something else at play that was shaping the narrative of UA project 
organisers. The need became apparent to develop an approach to understand the 
variables that were at the root of these shared project practices and organiser 
behaviours. In many cases different types of UA project experienced these similarities 
and differences. For example, an urban farm may experience one of the themes more 
similarly to some of the community gardens in the study than other urban farms. The 
literature remains open to reconceptualisation of the boundaries of UA, in an inclusive 
way. As previously described, projects are fluid and experience degrees of flux 
differently. Evident in the data was the importance of the journey of the project. It was 
pertinent that how a project started is not always reflected physically in the sites that I 
visited. For example, one project began as growing produce in a bathtub outside a 
council building, then developed a new site away on an allotment site and then later 
created another ‘new’ project back at the council building. These are interlinked 
projects initiated by the same project organiser.  

These variations in the experience of projects led to the development of a typology for 
understanding the common experiences of organisers as a snapshot in time. This is 
particularly important given the ‘messy’ explorative nature of this study. A typology 
allowed me interpret the data in the most practical way given the inclusion of 
established and emerging projects. Many ways of categorising the data into a typology 
were considered for organising the data collected (Table 11).  
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Table 11 Considerations for developing a typology of the forty UA projects studied. 

The final decision made was to use a typology based on the individual, group or 
organisation from which a project has been initiated to account for possible wider 
organisational involvement in the running a project or projects. I have termed this 
‘structural grouping’ rather than organisational structure to reflect that an individual or 
group independently runs many of the projects with no affinity to a wider organisation 
or network.  

The final typology decided has four groupings. These include governmental 
organisations (GO) which refers to projects started and run by the local authority. 
There are also non-governmental organisations (NGO); these are organisations which 
have a non-profit status. They take many forms and work at different scales (national, 
regional, local ward areas in Hull and Copenhagen) to provide a service or deliver 
resources. Independent is another group, these are projects that are controlled from 
within and they have no affiliation to a GO or NGO. The final grouping is Network; 
these can have charitable status and be formal or informal. Similarly to NGOs they 
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operate at different scales including nationally and locally. Networks are best 
understood as interconnected people with a common aim or interest.  

In terms of who initiates UA projects in Hull and Copenhagen, they are mostly 
established independently (15) and by governmental organisations (13) with a much 
smaller number of project initiations by local networks (5), non-governmental 
organisations (4) and national networks (3). Projects in Copenhagen were more likely to 
be established independently or by a governmental organisation. The next section 
briefly outlines key similarities and differences in Hull and Copenhagen in terms of the 
people involved and the practices of projects. This section will signpost to where a 
summarised observation is discussed in more detail. 

4.1.3 People 
The people involved in UA in Hull and Copenhagen can loosely be categorised into two 
main groups; organisers, people who are active in running the project and participants, 
people who attend the activities of a project. Organisers most commonly both initiated 
and continued to run the project that they had established (4.2.1 Project Organisers and 
Nature of Involvement). However there was more evidence of organiser transience from 
project to project in Copenhagen than in Hull. Organisers in both locations have a 
mixture of formal and informal backgrounds and use their myriad of skills in the project 
or projects they seek to establish (4.3.1 Project Organiser Background and Knowledge). 
Organisers in Copenhagen tended to have more formalised higher education 
qualifications than organisers in Hull.  

More likely than not organisers are part of multiple projects, which are both UA related 
and completely separate activities, both in and out of the foodscapes of Hull and 
Copenhagen (See 4.2.1 Project Organisers and Nature of Involvement). UA project 
organisers in Hull and Copenhagen are involved in multiple foodscape and non-
foodscape activities beyond UA. Copenhagen organisers are more likely to engage in 
other foodscape activities that are more food and environmental-related whereas Hull 
organisers are more active in political parties and/or campaigning. 

Broadly what motivated organisers in Hull and Copenhagen to be part of UA were 
similar, they were mostly commonly motivated to be involved with food and growing. 
However there were small differences with regard to philanthropy. Some Hull 
organisers were motivated to be part of UA as a philanthropic activity whereas 
Copenhagen organisers were more motivated to include UA as part of their broader 
lifestyle choices. See Section 4.2.2 Organiser Motivations. 

Project participation is generally experienced similarly in Hull and Copenhagen (See 
Section 4.2.3 Organiser Insights into Participants). Organisers are close to their 
participants on a project and personal level and hold varying attitudes towards how 
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satisfied they are with participant numbers. Organisers in both cities have developed a 
unique insight into the lives of their participants. Organisers seek to attract and engage 
participants to a project in similar ways. However Hull organisers were more 
pessimistic in terms of how easy it was to attract new participants to a project. 
Copenhagen organisers were more likely to include potential project participants in the 
process of establishing the project, for example building planters for the site rather than 
just planting. Project participation was considered one of the greatest barriers to keep a 
UA project established in Hull and Copenhagen. This is explored in detail in Chapter 7, 
7.3 Fragmentary Participation.  

Organisers demonstrated high levels of commitment to their project and felt a strong 
sense of duty to their project and their participants (Chapter 6, 6.3 Managing 
Involvement and Feelings of Duty). However Hull organisers described their 
involvement as being more precarious in the UA project and were more emotional in 
vocalising their feelings towards their project. In general Hull organisers felt less secure 
in their role than their Danish counterparts. 

4.1.4 Practice 
In Hull and Copenhagen there were many similarities in terms of project practice. 
Although there were differences in terms of what was enabling or hindering the 
emergence of and continued establishment of a UA project or projects.  

Fundamentally what projects grew in terms of food and the session’s organisers ran 
were the same in both locations. Food produced by projects is distributed through both 
formalised and informal channels, if considered by organisers. Organisers in 
Copenhagen had more formalised mechanisms through which produce was distributed 
including the existence of a weekly fruit and vegetable box scheme distributed to 
members of a Rooftop Urban Farm’s Association. See 4.3.2 Project Activities and 4.3.3 
Produce Distribution. 

Time of year and seasonality affects how active projects are in Hull and Copenhagen. 
Over a year period there was a loss of momentum by organisers and often a reduction in 
participant opportunities. However, over a year the nature of the tasks changed within a 
project, with winter providing time to apply for funding. Hull projects tended to be 
‘open’ and ‘active’ throughout the year whereas many projects in Copenhagen closed 
for the winter because it was not possible to grow anything due to the climate. 

Hull and Copenhagen project organisers were extremely committed to achieving action 
within the realm of the project (6.2 Commitment to Action and Recognition). Although 
Hull organisers sought recognition in various ways for their involvement in UA but for 
Copenhagen organisers this was a non-issue. Organisers in both locations experienced 
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the same challenges in trying to evidence to funding bodies what it was that their project 
had achieved.  

Project aims shared similar characteristics in Hull and Copenhagen. UA projects aimed 
to i. create the provision of space to grow food, ii. to increase sociability, iii. to provide 
opportunity and iv. to provide choice. 6.1 Project Identity: Aims and Discourse. How 
organisers negotiated aims and the purpose that they served were similar. See  

Projects in Hull and Copenhagen similarly received funding from multiple different 
sources (6.4.1 Funding Status and Experience and 6.4.2 Funding Access and Perceived 
Competition). Organisers were likewise hindered by funder preferences and had to 
adopt strategies to secure a project’s future (6.4.3 Funder Preferences and Criteria). 
Additionally organisers found it difficult to manage funding body relationships and 
expectations. Copenhagen organisers held different values to Hull organisers with 
regard to who they are willing to have fund the project. In Hull organisers wanted the 
values of prospective funders to align with the project’s aims however this was not the 
case in Copenhagen. 

The length of time it took for a project to emerge was a challenge (7.2.1 Time Period of 
Emergence). A lengthy emergence time period and a general loss of momentum by 
organisers affected Hull projects more than Copenhagen projects. However this is likely 
due to the slower project emergence rate of projects in Copenhagen. Projects in Hull 
and Copenhagen were both the target of anti-social behaviour and organisers were 
emotionally affected by such incidents (7.2.3 Anti-social Behaviour).  

Hull and Copenhagen organisers agreed that issues around ownership were inherently 
active in projects (7.1 Organiser Sense of Ownership). They agreed it played out in 
complex ways because it affected all aspects of the project; ownership required 
protection, was subjected to internal testing by other organisers and was often a source 
of opportunity. However Copenhagen project organisers viewed the potential for 
opportunity in UA more positively in terms of providing new organiser roles and more 
projects. Copenhagen organisers were more welcoming of project ownership changes 
because they observe that with change benefits to the project may occur. Hull organisers 
considered ownership changes as a threat to their organiser role which would 
detrimentally impact the continued existence of the project. 

4.2 Demographies of Actors in Urban Agriculture Projects 
While literature on UA is constantly evolving and improving, the ‘people’ of UA 
projects remain consistently absent or inadequately labelled, as shown in the literature 
review (Holland 2011, Glover et al 2005). There are a number of possible reasons for 
this. The first is the lack of existing studies which seek to distinguish the roles of people 
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in projects (Glover et al 2005: 84). Secondly, the wide spectrum of changeable formal 
and informal roles exhibited by people within projects found in this study compounds 
the issue of categorisation. The third is the high prevalence of insider perspectives 
within the field. Insider perspective is frequently gained through personal experience in 
a project role or through scholar-activism (Angotti 2015: 336, Tornarghi & Van Dyck 
2015). The closeness of researchers to the field of study has also contributed labelling 
challenges. People within projects are often grouped under disparate terms such as co-
ordinators, garden organisers, urban farmers, staff, participants, project managers, 
community gardeners, ‘just’ gardeners, leaders, volunteers or simply interviewees. 
These loaded and ambiguous terms have led to repeated calls to investigate “who 
gardens and why, as much as how they garden” (Guitart et al 2012: 370) and “why 
people become, and stay, involved in community gardens” (Turner 2011: 509). Before 
understanding ‘why’ people participate in UA, it is necessary to present context by 
increasing understanding of ‘who’ is participating in UA.  

The two types of ‘people’ identified in this research includes project organisers and 
participants (as shown by in Figure 14). Firstly, organisers are considered. This includes 
outlining the nature of their involvement, their prior experience and what motivated 
them to engage in UA. There is general academic acceptance that organisers have 
greater levels of responsibility and commitment to their projects than participants 
(Glover et al 2005: 86).  

  

Figure 14 The ‘people’ of UA, distinguishing between project organisers and project 
participants. 

To clarify, the word ‘participant’ has been chosen to encapsulate the people who attend 
UA projects but do not take on additional responsibilities for the running of a project. 
This term is preferable to ‘volunteer’ because in some instances a participant’s 
attendance at a project may be compulsory (Figure 14). For example, there are people 
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attending as part of a programme of physical and mental recovery or criminal justice 
service rehabilitation, as well as minors participating as an alternative to the mainstream 
education system. It would be disingenuous to presume that it is always the participant’s 
choice to be there. For example, the organiser of a city farm explained who was 
involved in establishing the project, “we’ve got lots of fellas around here, because what 
we needed to do was to get this up and running, I have used a company that is putting 
people out for six months training. These lads are not forced, but they are not going to 
be the permanent people working here although we have one and I won’t point out who 
it is, who is an ex-offender, we will keep on using people like that” (HO33 City Farm). 
Furthermore, the term ‘participant’ is applied because of how organisers identified and 
felt about the term ‘volunteer’ itself. Frequently interviewees had issues with the 
connotations of what being a volunteer meant, one organiser equated volunteering as 
“free labour”. Furthermore, organisers expressed feeling that the term did not account 
for the value that participation in a project brought.  

4.2.1 Project Organisers and Nature of Involvement 
This study has identified two types of organiser engaging in UA. First, an initiator-
organiser, one who starts a project and remains actively involved. Second, there are 
organisers who have joined a project after it has been ‘established’, either via 
employment or on a voluntary basis and have since engaged in a UA organiser role. 
Organisers, who joined during the ‘emerging process’ were considered project initiators 
by the original project starters. The emerging process of a project being the period after 
the decision to start an UA project has been made but initiator-organisers are yet to have 
a site, be producing food or open to community participation. Emergence is discussed in 
the next section. Across the forty-six organisers studied the majority had started and 
continued to be part of a project in comparison to the number who had joined later 
(initiator-organiser n=34, organiser through joining=12). This was the case in both Hull 
and Copenhagen. Whether an organiser started or joined a project was further dependent 
on whether a growing site had previously been established as a project before an 
organiser sought to re-establish it. This is discussed in detail in chapter five, which 
focuses on the emergence of UA projects. From this point onwards the collective term 
‘organiser’ is used to encompass the two main types of organiser unless stated 
otherwise. It is important to recognise that these two types of organiser exist, as it has 
implications for project aims, ownership and attitude towards the activities of the 
respective project. 

To briefly consider demographic data on organisers, although organiser age was not 
specifically asked, the range encompassed people from their early twenties to their late 
eighties. The gender split of organisers was relatively equal and this was the case across 
the typology groupings and for both Hull and Copenhagen (female n=25, male=21). 
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However, within the projects that are more food network focused, there are markedly 
more women. This is particularly evident in Hull where there are more networks 
operating than in Copenhagen. Men are more likely than women to have joined a 
project as a participant and become an organiser than to have initiated their own, 
however there are exceptions. In terms of the nationality of organisers they are 
predominantly White British and Danish, however this is unsurprising due to the ethnic 
composition of both Hull (which is 85.55% White, ESRC 2009) and Copenhagen 
(which is 76% White, Statistics DK 2016).  

There is a key difference between organisers which shapes their individual experience 
of UA. This is whether an organiser is employed and paid to be in that role or works 
solely on a voluntary basis. This is increasingly important to identify in the field given 
the evidence that suggests funding and economic barriers are frequently experienced by 
projects (Reynolds 2015: 250, Milbourne 2012: 951, Dowler & Carahar 2003: 10). 
Milbourne (2012), one of the few researchers to distinguish between “co-ordinators” 
and “participants” in his study of community gardens acknowledged the distinction 
between “voluntary” or “employed” organisers at the point of project initiation.  

For organisers in this study being employed or working on a voluntary basis were 
transient states which could both be experienced by the same organiser throughout a 
project's existence. For example, within a single year one organiser may experience 
running the project on a volunteer basis to then being funded for a certain number of 
hours a week and in some cases granted additional funds to establish another project. In 
Copenhagen, an organiser is more likely to be paid than in Hull, primarily due to the 
dominance of projects that are run by governmental organisations or alternatively are 
independent but have been able to make the project self-sustaining financially.  

In terms of the typology, organisers who work for a non-governmental organisation 
(NGO) in Hull and Copenhagen are typically employed by the organisation with the UA 
project forming a part of their job requirement. For example, an organiser could run an 
UA project as well as an outreach programme in schools focused on conservation. 
Independent organisers are most likely to experience a combination of being both 
employed because of their project or on a voluntary basis. Similarly, many organisers 
who work for governmental organisations (GO) experience this. ‘NGO’ and ‘GO’ will 
be used throughout the following chapters to simplify the structural grouping typology. 
Organisers of projects can also be employed by an organisation to run a project or 
multiple projects. For example, one organiser in Hull was managing multiple projects 
across the whole city, stating that “this community garden is just 15% of what I do” 
(HO13 Wildlife Community Garden). The organiser explained that the multiple projects 
were funded differently with each contributing to paid employment through delivery. 
Organisers of national networks are typically employed; however, organisers of local 
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networks are not. A small number of organisers of both independent and local network 
projects appeared content with their involvement being on a voluntary basis. Most 
organisers of local network and independent projects attributed their inability to create a 
paid position through their involvement in a project, as a huge challenge in keeping 
their projects active. This is discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 6, section 6.4 
Seeking Economic Security.  

To understand the nature of their involvement, organisers have a different role to a 
project participant but what this ‘role’ consists of needs unpacking. Glover et al (2005) 
introduced differentiation between “leaders” and “non-leaders” in their community 
gardens study. Leaders had a “greater social responsibility, commitment and obligation 
to their gardens” than non-leaders (2005: 86). In the study Glover et al acknowledged a 
significant limitation of their study. They assumed that research subjects who self-
identified as leaders took on more responsibilities than non-leaders however they did 
not confirm this assumption when sampling research participants.  

To highlight the breadth of roles organisers have in projects, during the research 
organisers variously labelled their roles to help self-identify the capacity in which they 
practiced UA. Terms included, allotment secretary, occupational health therapist, 
employed volunteer support worker, social worker, community gardener, city farmer, 
chairperson, project developer, facilitator, treasurer and organiser itself. Some 
organisers struggled to give an account of what their role as an organiser to the project 
meant. Organisers attributed the role as being wide-ranging and unpredictable, often 
consisting of several roles within the same day. For example, an organiser of a 
Community Change Network said “I could be one minute at a strategic operations 
meeting, I could be at a partnership or on the executive board or I could be digging a 
flowerbed. There is no typical day and it could be all of those in one day” (HO43). 

There was a perception by organisers of independent projects that organisers whose 
project was part of a GO or NGO had more defined roles. The organiser of an 
independent project in Hull listed some of the tasks they had to complete in establishing 
their project, “so when you set up an organisation, you need a constitution, you need to 
have policies, things like that in place, you need to apply for funding that was all kind of 
new to me doing that. And yeah it took a lot of time and it was in terms of the amount of 
money I was earning from that it just became really unsustainable the amount of work 
that I had to do and then physically deliver on the project… Because I'm doing about six 
or seven people's jobs. Within an organisation you might have a finance officer, might 
have a volunteer coordinator, might have someone who does the accounts, all of these 
jobs. I'm doing it all at once” (HO23 Permaculture Community Garden). In practice, 
few organisers in GO and NGO projects had the capacity required to undertake the roles 
mentioned above. Organisers from the different structural groups were managing both 
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the project finances and participants. Furthermore, organiser roles are not confined to 
the sites of projects themselves, with many recounting that most of the planning and 
monitoring of a project occurred in another location, such as an office in the wider 
organisation, home, cafes, pubs and in a few cases on public transport.  

One organiser for an NGO, who self-identified as a “community gardener”, 
compartmentalised the week into days to describe the variable nature of his role. This 
included, three days spent as the Development Trust’s community gardener and 
delivering sessions elsewhere in the wider organisation, of which the project is a part 
and located on the same site. The sessions engaged volunteer groups, schools and 
networks. One day was spent at another ‘connected’ project within the city. The 
remaining day was office-based, spent writing funding bids and reports on funding 
already received (Community Development Trust Community Garden HO14). 

Another organiser for an independent project clarified her involvement in one project as 
being “one of the main active people” and a role in another project in which she 
describes, “facilitating the other organisers” (HO42 Global Environment Network). In 
Copenhagen, there were further indications that an organiser role was changeable and 
often differed from their expectation of the role. A community garden organiser 
explained this difference, “Well at first I thought I was going to do mostly gardening but 
then not really, because permaculture is about landscaping the garden so you don’t 
have to garden. I mean it’s good; it’s political, which I love” (CO22 Permaculture 
Community Garden). 

Organisers in Hull are more likely to be involved in numerous UA projects and 
activities at the same time. This differs from the organiser involvement in Copenhagen, 
where they are more definitively fixed to one project. For example, organisers in 
Copenhagen tended to leave a project fully to establish new projects, whereas in Hull 
organisers tended to remain active to a certain capacity even if they start a new project 
(See 6.3 Managing Involvement and Feelings of Duty).  

One unanticipated but shared communal experience experienced by organisers in Hull 
and Copenhagen was the amount of involvement they had in other non-UA related 
groups in the city. This included both broader foodscape and non-foodscape activities. 
In many cases organisers also had active roles beyond being a participant in their other 
activities. Organisers discussed engagement as variable, on a daily, weekly and ad hoc 
basis (e.g. for specific events). Figure 15 shows the types of broader groups which 
organisers have roles in, this included food-related involvement, more general local 
involvement, engagement on a national level and explicit identification of political 
engagement beyond membership.  
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Figure 15 Organiser involvement in activities alongside UA work. 

There was a noticeable difference between Hull and Copenhagen in terms of the 
closeness of the other activities to UA. Hull organisers engaged in a greater number of 
activities which are broader in topic such as both UA and a history group. On the other 
hand, Copenhagen organisers were more likely to engage in activities which shared 
similarities with the project such as the National Agro-Ecology Alliance and CSA 
farms. Drawing upon the typology, independent organisers tended to be involved with 
activities at local and national levels. Organisers from GOs and NGOs showed a greater 
tendency to compartmentalise their UA work, often citing a need to distinguish between 
employment and interest. This suggests that there are a number of factors which have 
led an individual to engage with UA.  

The next section explores organiser motivations. 

4.2.2 Organiser Motivations 
Throughout the research process, one topic that gained an overwhelmingly passionate 
response from organisers was their personal reasons for being involved in UA. To 
clarify, the term ‘motivation’ refers to the personal force and/or circumstances that led 
an individual organiser to engage in UA. This section addresses literature calls for a 
careful exploration of narratives from the organiser perspective (Smith et al 2015, 
Turner 2011, Guitart et al 2012). 

To be explicit: this study has uncovered a clear difference between the motivations of 
an individual organiser and what a project aims to do. There is currently very limited 
literature which acknowledges this differentiation with the two normally presumed as 
being almost conflated as one and the same (except for Guitart et al 2012 and 
Ballamingie & Walker 2013: 529). Before exploring organiser motivations, it is 
necessary to distinguish and explain what motivations and aims are present in UA 
projects. To add clarity to this section the theme of emergence is introduced. The 
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separation of these three elements is as a direct result of how organisers themselves 
articulated them as being distinct.  

5.2.1.2 Uncoupling Motivation, Emergence and Aims 
This section briefly outlines and describes the relationships between the motivations of 
project organisers (4.1.2), how a project emerges in the foodscape, and project aims. 
Cameo 1 illustrates how an organiser articulates three project elements as distinct.  

The motivations of project organisers are highly individual. They are the drivers which 
propel a person to attempt to engage with UA. In projects with more than one organiser 
multiple motivations influence and mould the direction of the project. Motivations act 
as a starting point for organisers to engage with each other in order to work out their 
personal similarities and differences in relation to UA.  

Project aims are how projects can say what it is that the project both seeks to do and 
engages in. Aims are the plans for projects; they are the culmination of what an 
individual or group of individuals is striving to achieve. Aims are the benchmark by 
which engagement in certain activities is decided, having undergone crafting through 
careful negotiation and decision-making processes.  

Organisers articulate aims and motivations as separate. Although an organiser’s 
motivation has influence on project aims, as established in materials such as manifestos 
and constitutions, aims are broader than that, and do not simply express the motivations 
of an individual organiser. This is particularly evident when a project has multiple 
organisers, with project aims encompassing differing motivations stemming from the 
various organisers.  

Over time the aims of established and emerging projects change and are shaped by the 
process of seeking to create and subsequently sustain the project. Furthermore, project 
aims are more changeable than motivations. In the following chapter, aims are explored 
more thoroughly in terms of their role in how projects assemble identities.  

Aims, in part, are the product of competing motivations. Each organiser brings their 
own motivations to discussions on project aims and subsequently develop a set of aims 
which account for their differing motivations. The outcome of aim development is that 
an organiser group move beyond motivation ‘difference’ to work towards a common 
goal. Thus, the aims encapsulate each other’s ideas on what they want to ‘change’ or 
‘achieve’. However, the least transferable motivations of organisers do not materialise 
within aims. When an organiser steps back or leaves a project there are fewer competing 
motivations that need to be satisfied. This also works the other way when a new 
organiser joins a project.  
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The emergence of a project relates to the decision-making processes which leads to the 
existence of a project. It can be observed in the initial actions of the organisers. A 
project’s emergence is also the result of conditions, which have enabled organisers to 
create or appropriate ‘space’ to grow. The connection between organiser motivations 
and conditions, which both form project emergence, stems from the fact that 
motivations are the catalyst for organisers to engage in the process of emergence of their 
project. Ballamingie and Walker also separated aims and emergence in their work 
(2013: 529).  

Cameo 1  

To illustrate the difference between motivations, aims and emergence I draw upon the 
articulations of the organiser of a Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden. The garden 
was established by a GO in Hull in 2000.  

The project had three aims, [1] “to create a space for reflection that people are able to engage 
in for wellbeing”, [2] “for people to experience cycles of growing and eating food” and [3] “for 
people to learn how things happen by accident rather than by design”. 

The aims of the project were different to the individual’s motivation for being part of UA. The 
organiser narrated having “a passion for environmental things” and wanting to share that with 
“disadvantaged groups”. She acknowledged that growing up on a farm had given her an 
“environmental grounding” and wanted “to be able to give that back”. 

The project emerged from an expression of interest by clients at the recovery and support 
service. The clients wanted to use growing to help their “mental health issues”. The project 
began at local authority offices in a bathtub, then moved to an allotment site, expanding from 
one plot to five and organisers have since developed the original space back at the building. 
They now use the small space for people in the first few weeks of recovery and the idea is that 
they graduate to the larger site at the allotment when they have gained confidence. The 
organiser said that the site occupies the “unwanted allotment plots at the front which are 
exposed”, she attributed the downward popularity of allotments in the late 1990s as a factor in 
the project’s ability to emerge and expand (HO1).  

Conceptualisation of these elements in this manner is useful for comparing the 
experience of the projects in this study with extant studies on UA projects, both by type 
and as a wider whole. 

4.2.2.1 Organiser Motivations 
One of the significant findings found in organiser motivation was the range and 
individuality across the motivations beyond the anticipated food and growing zeitgeists. 
The following sections consider the different motivating factors that organisers cited as 
the personal force which led to their engagement with UA. The motivations are 
presented in order of the frequency of their description by organisers, from most 
common to least. These motivations included (i.) to be involved in food and growing, 
(ii.) to engage specific, hidden and minority groups within the city, (iii.) to be 
philanthropic, (iv.) to the change the ‘identity’ of a location (v.) as a result of a life stage 
or event or (vi.) to create change through ‘difference’ for the future. 
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The motivations of organisers in Hull and Copenhagen shared similarities. Organisers in 
both locations were motivated by (i.) to be involved in food and growing, (ii.) to engage 
specific, hidden and minority groups within the city and (iv.) to the change the ‘identity’ 
of a location. However, organisers in Copenhagen were more motivated to (vi.) to create 
change through ‘difference’ for the future than organisers in Hull. At the same time 
organisers in Hull more frequently cited (iii.) to be philanthropic and (v.) as a result of a 
life stage or event. Organiser motivations were similar regardless of structural group.  

i. To be involved in food and growing related motivations.  

Food and growing motivations ranged from the general to highly specific. Organisers’ 
motivations included a general need to be involved in “everything to do with food”. 
Some felt a sense of duty to share their personal journey and discovery about the role of 
food in their life. This perceived reconnection with food is supported by Firth et al 
(2011). This motivation was expressed by organisers who have established an allotment 
plot over decades and wondered what they could do next in terms of food for others, as 
well as those whose change of food habits had positively impacted their own individual 
health. Motivation also grew from an educational concern about how people of all ages 
were going to know where food comes from without physically seeing and experiencing 
it being grown close to where they live (See Cameo 2).  

Cameo 2    

In the late 1990s a teacher established a School Community Garden however when they left the 
garden became overgrown. The school caretaker had too many responsibilities and struggled to 
maintain it. In 2009 when the current organiser’s wife started working at the school, an 
individual took the garden on to restore it. The organiser was motivated by identifying a 
disconnect between rural food production and the city. He explained that food was “grown out 
in a field somewhere” and questioned, “how are children and people going to know where food 
comes from?”. The organiser’s solution was to “get them involved, doing things, in an urban 
little space, or just a planter, they are seeing how it’s grown, how it’s done, what it tastes like, 
looks like”. Having restored the site, the organiser has observed the popularity of community 
gardens at other schools and hopes his project can be a “focal point for cultivating seeds and 
seedlings for other schools in the city” (HO15). The project now runs sessions both during 
school term time and the summer holidays. During term-time there is a gardening club run as 
part of the school’s extra-curriculum programme. During the summer holidays other children-
focused groups maintain the space. The organiser also runs themed sessions such as a jam 
making session using a portable cooker and a saucepan to show growing and cooking in the 
same space. Some of the fruit and vegetables are put into a tray for school children to help 
themselves to at break time. Some produce is given to the children who are part of the club.  

Others were motivated by their perception of what they are seeing and learning about 
the food system including the dominance of and reliance by society on supermarkets for 
food consumption. For example, the organiser of a Global Environment Network in 
Hull recounted “my desire to become involved in the food movement was a film called 
‘Food, Inc.’ in America and until I had watched that I hadn't quite realised the extent of 
factory farming and the pollution issues and the cruelty as well. I hadn't also realised 
the power of the supermarkets in terms of their power over suppliers and their lobbying 
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power in the States and their lobbying power over the legislation…I think we probably 
do with breakdown of the big four [UK Supermarkets] so that led me to set up a page 
on the website that was titled reducing the reliance on supermarkets and it was trying to 
highlight some local suppliers that people use, that people could use in preference to 
supermarkets” (HO42). 

This supports the primary motivation finding by Turner, who found motivations often 
“revolved around a desire for independence” (2011: 514). It is also interesting how this 
organiser articulated their involvement as being part of a “food movement”. Organisers 
are motivated by the belief that there are alternative ways of producing food for 
community consumption. For organisers who are students, live on income support or 
state support programmes, there was often the specific citation of the high cost of 
healthy and quality supermarket food and the potential for alternative food production 
to reduce household spending. These findings support literature claims with both 
Armstrong (2000) and Poulsen et al (2015) identifying subsistence as a primary 
motivating factor. Turner termed this “a bid for economic freedom, but also for freedom 
of choice” (Turner 2011: 514).  

Often when food-related motivations, which were specifically related to food 
production through growing, were cited, a strong proportion of the organisers felt they 
had a general interest in all activities related to gardening. Often this was a continuous 
theme throughout their lives, not merely because they had initiated or joined an UA 
project. The theme that gardening was a life-long interest and the relationship between 
gardening and food production was a new discovery and natural progression from 
general gardening. For those organisers, many had developed their interests through 
personal research including reading, listening to speakers and formal study. A small 
group of organisers were motivated by a commitment to specific types of growing, for 
example the utilisation of permaculture principles or organic growing. These organisers 
use their project as sites of experimentation to test ideas and practice what they have 
learnt (See Cameo 3).  

Cameo 3    

The organiser of an independent Permaculture Community Garden in Copenhagen conflated his 
motivations alongside how he became an organiser. He recounted cycling alongside the site 
frequently. The site is situated next to an established bicycle route, a commuter route used to 
connect the city centre with the surrounding residential, areas. At the time the organiser did not 
know what the site was and one day in 2012 he stopped because there were people on the site. 
They told him about permaculture which he had never heard of. The organiser then went “home 
and read about it”, which led him to “fall in love with the idea” and to start going to the project. 
The principles motivated his engagement with the space as a project participant and when other 
organisers left to establish a rural farm, he became the organiser. The site became a way for him 
to experiment and “practice permaculture” (CO22). The space has several planters in diverse 
shapes. There is a shed for tools and lockers storing kitchen utensils and ‘store cupboard’ food 
such as flour, rice and salt in them. The site hosts many different sessions including general 
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garden maintenance, honey tasting, permaculture workshops, beekeeping workshops, harvest 
parties, building a cob oven workshops and sessions about the project itself. 

ii. To engage specific, hidden and minority groups within the city.  

Reaching and working with specific demographics of the city was key to many 
organiser motivations. This includes disadvantaged groups such as those experiencing 
unemployment, poverty, ethnic minorities and people with disabilities, as well as young 
people and children particularly. An organiser of a Guerrilla Gardeners Networks 
wanted “to show people who aren’t in the best health, or looking for work or don’t have 
much inspiration in their life, just to help them connect with something, which can help 
get them out of their own situation. Spread around some hope and positivity” (HO46 
Guerrilla Gardeners Network). 

For the older demographic of organisers one strong motivation was to teach children 
originating in a commitment to impart knowledge through their involvement in the 
project. Surprisingly this knowledge was not confined to growing and food knowledge, 
but also ways to increase confidence and provide a role model for young people who are 
lacking a parental figure. One organiser perceived deficiency of “social awareness in 
young people”. There was a strong theme of ‘empowerment’ of others in these 
motivations. For organisers who were most strongly motivated by engaging with 
specific groups, food and growing were scarcely mentioned outright. Though it featured 
it was articulated as secondary to engagement in terms of their project. Motivation to 
help certain demographics was experienced differently in Hull and Copenhagen. In 
Hull, motivation focused on targeting ‘hidden’ or ‘disadvantaged’ groups for the 
project, whereas organisers in Copenhagen were more like to view engagement of 
different demographics more literally, bringing all groups of people together on a site.  

iii. To be philanthropic. 

When organisers engaged in UA as a philanthropic activity this provoked both a 
hesitant and impassioned response. They spoke about the ability “to give back” (HO1 
Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden) to both the people of the city, and the 
city overall (or a specific area of it). These organisers perceived the city as having given 
them a feeling which they felt needed to be reciprocated back to the community. For 
example, it was often said that the city had fostered a feeling of “opportunity” and 
“inclusion”, especially for organisers who had moved to the area. One pragmatic 
articulation of philanthropic motivations involved using UA projects to do something 
“worthwhile” and “meaningful” with the education or skill set they possessed. 
Furthermore, the practice of physically ‘doing’ to effect meaningful change motivated 
them rather than any financial incentives. Even for organisers that shared one another’s 
altruistic motivations, there was tentativeness expressed that to be motivated by this 
would not be regarded as sufficient by organisers who have more fixed views about the 



Chapter 4: People and Practice in Urban Agriculture Projects 

143 

practice of UA as inherently political. The organisers who felt cynical of others 
engagement in UA for philanthropic reasons traditionally worked on a voluntary basis. 
Even when rapport was established between researcher and organiser, reflexive 
apprehension was clear, primarily because organisers felt that charitable egoism 
emphasised class differences. Philanthropy featured more strongly for Hull organisers in 
terms of being a motivating factor. However, in both locations when philanthropy was a 
personal factor, meaningful change and increased social capital were important. 

iv. To change the ‘identity’ of a location. 

One unanticipated but very strong motivation emphasised by organisers was the 
location specific context that formed their motivation. This included changing “the 
stigma of an area based on reputation”, “to transform an area” and “the feel of the 
land”. This included the possibility of bringing a community back together and creating 
a new identity through the creation of an UA project on a site. This was manifested in 
the ideas of many organisers, many of whom explicitly pointed to the ability to control 
location identity through the appropriation of space. For example, an organiser who 
established a therapeutic community garden in 1997 detailed their motivation as, “well 
initially I was that fed up with North Hull having such a bad name. It was constantly in 
the papers, North Hull yobs and you say to people. I live on North Hull and they were 
looking as if… And I know by the way I have been treated, you would go somewhere 
and the professional there, even if they were nice, you were treated different and so I 
was from North Hull and I sometimes could be cut out of meetings. So, there was all of 
that but also, I wanted to make sure that if the [omitted Trust name] had a load of 
money, they was going to leave something on the estate. So, it just, seeing these two 
people wanting allotments, me eventually coming in here, it was a bit like when I 
walked in and I stood just near that second bed bearing in mind there was nothing here, 
I got a lovely feeling. I don't mean that I saw it like this but I knew it was right; this was 
going to be a community garden” (HO19). 

This strongly echoes the motivation of an organiser who established a community 
garden in 2014 on the outside space of a sports club, “I don’t want them [people living 
in proximity to and those attending the sports club] to live in a community that just 
looks like crap I want them to be proud and happy of where they live and I want them to 
have a solid identity. I think that helps children and families and it helps them grow and 
develop, be part of the community” (HO26 Sports Club Community Garden). 

Motivation based on the identity of a location was an especially strong theme for 
organisers who had established a project in the 1990s and early 2000s. In particular, 
how organisers localised the perceived need to change an area's identity produced 
interesting disparities between Hull and Copenhagen. Hull organisers were more 
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focused on changing identity in a broad way, “the community”, “local people”, “this 
area” and “the city”. The organiser of a wildlife community garden describes the 
specific characteristic of ‘the city’ as a motivating factor, “there is something about 
Hull. I mean I always think it has been seen as an underdog and I do like an underdog. 
And feel like if I can work my hardest on something that is about improving the 
environment, green space, and a space for wildlife and food and plants. Then in a city 
that could hopefully may benefit from that then that's great” (HO13 Wildlife 
Community Garden). 

On the other hand, in Copenhagen it was more space specific, with organisers motivated 
to overcome problems localised to specific sites they wanted to change. However, the 
reasons cited for location-based motivations were similar to Hull including, lack of 
accessible functioning green space and anti-social behaviour. 

v. As a result of a life stage or event. 

Life events were cited as a catalyst to motivate an individual to engage in UA. These 
events included an experience in education, both physical and mental health, a near 
death experience as well as a broader understanding of their life circumstances. For 
example, “research is showing touching soil, there’s a chemical in the soil that actually 
helps with mental health and I mean I’ve had my own mental health issues over the 
years and I find gardening really therapeutic so when I was a bit down when I took my 
grandkids on I decided to get involved in the gardening projects and it’s snowballed 
from there” (HO21 Children’s Planters Community Garden). 

Education and the impact of touching the soil contributed to one organiser’s motivation, 
“I mean my mum always cites me as a child being in the garden doing stuff, digging 
stuff up. I always had pet insects and centipedes and had a fascination with the natural 
world and then going into the degree I went into and you see the importance of the 
environment” (HO13 Wildlife Community Garden). 

This supports Turner’s finding that health benefits, both physical and mental were 
motivating influences (Turner 2011). Similarly, education was a motivating factor for 
another young organiser but in a different way, “I went to Brooklyn ranch to do an 
internship there, they had this trainee programme and it was the best time. The whole 
year I had away from the architecture school was the best year I have ever had. It 
opened a passion that you didn’t know, it was just crawling into me, it wasn’t something 
that I had planned, it made sense in my head, suddenly I was in it and it was so 
interesting and I loved it. It snowballed and kept adding more and more” (CO29 
Organic Rooftop Farm). The Copenhagen organiser’s passion gradually developed 
through working at a city farm in New York. Other authors have also observed this 
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“internal drive” that research participants in this field had difficulty “pinpointing” what 
they had no control over (Turner 2011: 514). 

For older organisers, particularly of independent projects, life events such as retirement 
were cited as a motivating factor which had enabled them to reconsider what they 
wanted to spend their time doing. Retirement further enables some organisers to 
overcome the time commitment needed to run a project. 

vi. To create change through ‘difference’ for the future. 

The final motivating theme was articulations of broader agendas that led to organisers’ 
engagement in UA. Such agendas included UA as a mechanism for encompassing 
“ideas of sustainability”, by aligning activities with sustainable development. Some 
organisers felt a passion for “environmental things” or a desire to “make a difference”. 
One organiser exclaimed that they had “a save the world complex”. 

Other conceptualisations of a broader agenda related to the need “to innovate”, “to think 
of the future” and as described in the next quote, start “looking at things differently” An 
urban farmer organiser explained this motivation, “we have got to look at things 
differently and I see it coming out of the cities and towns where there is a chance for 
urban agriculture. We've got to get away from this element of 'oh I am just growing 
because I enjoy it'. If people want to do that that's fine but if you're going to make 
something to make an impact you've got to do it differently. You've got to plan what 
you're going to grow and how are you going to [inaudible]… you can sell it or if you 
want to work it for community and how do you give it up and how do you help 
communities but it's got to be looked at differently so yeah that is my driving force 
behind all of this” (HO31 Mobile Container Farm). 

4.2.3 Organiser Insight into Participants 
UA sites are widely accepted as social spaces, spaces where bonds and relationships are 
formed between different people (Glover et al 2005, Armstrong 2000). As outlined in 
the ethics section of the method chapter (3.6.3), organisers have an exclusive insight 
into the lives of project participants. This section gives new insights into participants 
and participation from the atypical perspective of the organisers. The insight organisers 
have is twofold; on a project level and a personal level.  

In terms of the project level organisers have an awareness of participant types and 
patterns of participation over the project’s existence. Looking across the UA projects 
studied there was no overriding trend visible in the types of participants, however each 
project had a “unique” set of participants. Of note is a key difference in participation 
between Hull and Copenhagen in that Copenhagen organisers had experienced tourists 
attending activities, “it’s a really nice thing because it’s different to the offering of the 
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tourist office you [tourists] can have another insight of Copenhagen” (CO6 ‘World’ 
Children’s Centre Playground Community Garden). 

An organiser of a Hull Church Community Garden identified some participants as being 
“core”, “with a lot on the fringes” (HO16). The organiser of a Permaculture 
Community Garden in Copenhagen similarly experienced this, “it’s usually a core 
group but I couldn’t say who or why it's just very random I would say” (CO22 
Permaculture Community Garden). This was the general response from organisers of 
UA projects, which did not aim to be demographic-specific. When asked about 
participation in projects, organisers gave highly specific responses about who they 
considered “core” participants. For example, “[participant name omitted] is retired, he 
was a council employee. He comes and likes the social activity. [Another participant] is 
a younger person with a disability so he doesn’t work but he can come and help us do 
some stuff here. One’s a young fella with a medical-behavioural issue, two people came 
and helped and supported him. It works, we have local residents and we have had help 
and support from the sheltered housing across the way” (HO5 Adult Centre Community 
Garden).  

Organisers also recounted changes in participation patterns from when the project 
emerged to its later establishment. The following organiser elucidated participation 
patterns, illustrating how she influenced who participated and how initial apathy 
changed because of the project’s continued existence, “there were more adults involved 
at the beginning. There was a lot of energy put into it and a lot of publicity. A lot of 
those people came from my own networks rather than the local community, although 
there were people from the community because I am in it. I live there so I know. People 
were very, 'I don’t why you are bothering love, it won’t work' then they were surprised 
saying ‘we didn’t expect it to last this long’” (HO23 Permaculture Community Garden). 

This demonstrates the close relationship the majority of organisers have with 
participants. This was evident across the structural groupings and in both Hull and 
Copenhagen. Organisers could identify who participates, recognise why they seek 
participation, their attitude towards other participants and how their journey progresses 
within projects. For example, the organiser of a Wildlife Community Garden identified 
having “students from the University who are doing geography, biology, zoology type 
degrees and they recognise very astutely that they need to have some more hands-on 
experience and they're great because they're really enthusiastic and energetic and get a 
job done but they aren't long-term and are quite difficult to skill up because they'll be 
quite sporadic in whether they come or not” (HO13). 

Organiser insight on a personal level related to an individual’s employment status, 
family circumstances, mental health or living conditions, just as examples. Some 
projects managed by GOs or NGOs were specifically started as therapy projects. In 
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these projects, organisers had a project and personal level of insight but did not 
necessarily gain this insight through a relationship of sharing information about each 
other’s lives but because the participant had been referred to the project by the health 
service. The organiser of a Therapeutic Community Garden started by the Health Centre 
illustrated some of the challenges faced by their participants, “in the client group we’ve 
got people who experience psychosis and schizophrenia but the site is also accessed by 
people from across the team which is more recovery and psychological intervention so 
those are people with personality disorders, anxiety, depression, eating disorders so 
quite a wide variety of people” (HO1). 

The most common experience of UA organisers was to have learnt about the lives of 
participants through conversations as they are working the site. In terms of living 
conditions one organiser explained that a participant “sleeps on the streets, he’s spent 
hours and hours down here” (HO16 Church Community Garden). 

One organiser was clear to draw a distinction between their project having therapeutic 
qualities, but that they did not explicitly advertise the project as providing therapy. They 
identified having participants with “serious mental health problems” and that the garden 
was achieving therapeutic qualities by being “calming” for the individual but the 
organiser stressed that, “we don’t say this is going to make you feel better because who 
can say what makes people feel better but we have had feedback from different people 
saying 'oh I love coming here, it is nice and calm'” (HO19 Therapeutic Community 
Garden).  

There was an acceptance by organisers of a broad spectrum of other attributes, which 
distinguished participants. Organisers recalled seeing different personalities, levels of 
confidence, knowledge, culture and language in who participates. Organisers also 
acknowledged that each person who participates has a “uniqueness” and that a person’s 
journey in participation is individualistic.  

Organisers in Hull and Copenhagen explained knowing that participation occurred at 
different points in people's lives. Organisers also perceived that participant involvement 
was highly individual yet were also able to identify common themes in participant 
groups. The organiser of one NGO wildlife garden explicitly identified the motivations 
of two groups of her participants. One group had “almost self-diagnosed or self-
prescribed being outside for dealing with mental health problems, isolation or 
sometimes even physical issues such as ME” and another group “older middle-aged, 
who have retired…who may have had decent jobs and are ready to give something back 
or they are just desperate to get out of the house” (HO13). The organiser went further to 
describe those who have “self-prescribed being outside” as being “the most complex but 
they are the ones who get the most out of coming to the garden” (HO13). The same 
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organiser identified that this was hard to manage, acknowledging that she “can’t offer 
them all support” Other articulations about participant motivations were more simplistic 
but equally insightful. The organiser of a community garden based at a children’s centre 
in Copenhagen observed how older children attended alone because “they just need a 
space where they can go” (CO6). 

Organisers learnt from observing participation and acknowledged that the reason people 
attended was often broad and sometimes conflicting. For example, people attend UA 
projects to spend time interacting with other people and others use it to “get away from 
people”, “there are those who just want to work, get their hands in the soil, work, head 
down, they don’t really want to talk to people. They want to do their task because when 
they’re doing it they aren’t thinking about stuff. Then you get some people who just 
come and talk, that's a real, real challenge” (HO13 Wildlife Trust Wildlife Community 
Garden). The organiser had observed that these competing participant motivations 
presented a challenge. 

Furthermore, organisers observe participants motivated to use the project to get 
exercise, to be outside, to be away from their home due to dissatisfaction with living 
arrangements, because of unemployment, to gain skills, to build CVs, to make their 
local area better, to increase the value of their house and to gain access to communally 
grown food. 

In a small number of cases, particularly in low income areas of both Hull and 
Copenhagen organisers were reticent to offer participants the food produced at the site 
because they feared the participant would view it as ‘charity’. The reason for this was 
that organisers who had a personal insight into a participant’s life did not want to 
contribute to an individual’s feeling of embarrassment or stigmatisation based on the 
reason for their attendance.  

Most organisers were content to have participants from all demographic groups with 
different motivating reasons for attendance. However, a small minority of organisers 
had attempted to engineer who participated in their project, for example the organiser of 
a community garden established on leftover allotment plots explained, “we encourage 
young families because we want a nice mix of people” (HO11 East Hull Allotment 
Association Community Garden). 
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4.3 In Practice: Knowledge, Activities, Production and Distribution 
This section discusses the backgrounds of project organisers and the ‘knowledge’ that 
they bring to their involvement in UA. This is important to help assess the role that 
knowledge and learning has for organisers and UA more broadly. Additionally, it will 
briefly explore what food UA projects produce, where the produce goes and outlines the 
activities that projects engage in. It will compare the activity outputs, food production 
and distribution channels of projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

4.3.1 Project Organiser Background and Knowledge  
This section considers the background of organisers. The discussion is pertinent to this 
study given a surprising theme to emerge. The theme was the significance of knowledge 
to the nature of organiser involvement in UA. Organisers explained different levels of 
existing knowledge and experience which they brought to UA practice. Additionally, 
different attitudes existed amongst organisers in terms of the role they considered 
knowledge to have in their UA project. To address these findings this section considers 
the pre-existing knowledge of organisers, how they seek and gain ‘new’ knowledge for 
the project, and how they are using UA to re-imagine ‘old’ knowledge for new practice 
in the urban environment.  

4.3.1.1 Pre-existing Knowledge: Before Project Emerges 
To understand the pre-existing knowledge of organisers formed through their relative 
backgrounds, formal and informal experiences have been separated as follows. 

In terms of formal experience understanding the level of education and employment 
history of organisers both highlights the diversity of the people involved and produces 
interesting patterns. In terms of the educational attainment of organisers in both 
locations, there are clear distinctions between those who are highly educated and those 
with no formal education. Degrees at University level held included; environmental 
science, social science, agriculture, architecture, geology, geography, management, 
biochemistry, food, horticulture and the arts. Further knowledge was gained from 
courses on organic agriculture, diplomas in permaculture and social and therapeutic 
horticulture, counselling certificates, NVQs (National Vocational Qualifications – UK) 
in childcare and training in how to manage volunteers. 

A pattern to emerge was the high proportion of organisers who completed their formal 
education as mature students. This is interesting as it suggests UA by some is 
considered part of a career change. Furthermore, in all instances where there is more 
than one organiser of a project, there is a combination of an organiser with a degree 
level education and another organiser with no formal education. This suggests that there 
may be benefits to UA practice in having different types of organiser experience for a 
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project. The independent projects were more likely to be initiated by someone without a 
post-eighteen education. The list below gives an overview of the types of employment 
roles organisers have had based on the structural grouping typology.  

§ Governmental Organisations - Nursery nurse, occupational health therapist, artist, 
librarian, youth and sport social worker and local authority work in other roles.  

§ Non-Governmental Organisations - Volunteer support worker, council (waste and 
recycling), organic farming consultant, adult education tutor, gardener and 
community liaison officer. 

§ Independent - Family support worker, youth worker, school governor, researcher, 
probation officer, social worker, farmer, architects, conservation and nature reserve 
management, council (parks and administration), orchard restoration, mental health 
charity founder, military food policy, learning mentor, teacher and gardener. 

§ Network - Pub owner, sales, food quality, university administration and English 
tutor. 

Organisers also had more informal experiences which they had brought to their 
project. These were mostly based on childhood experience, the influence of parental 
behaviour or where they grew up. Childhood experiences included studying food at 
school and memories of growing at school. The influences of parents included having a 
smallholding out of necessity, spending time on their parents' allotment and seeing the 
results and accompanying parents to the local allotments to do the weekly vegetable 
shop. Other organisers had a farm upbringing, recalling that they “lived in the fields” 
and “grew up playing on the allotments and people would let you in and give you food 
to try”. A Community Garden organiser linked her childhood experience and the role of 
the garden in knowledge production, “my own personal gardening I guess has grown 
alongside the project really. I came to the project not having much knowledge of the 
growing. I mean I grew up on a farm but I haven't got any knowledge of gardening and 
growing so this has all come alongside” (HO1). In Copenhagen, a unique GO 
mechanism exists whereby individuals or families can apply to be taken through a 
growing season on allotments, delivered in sessions prior to taking on your own 
allotment. 

Many organisers who had previous formal or informal experience with food production 
expressed that they wanted to share knowledge about food through the project site. 
Organisers expressed “shock” at the limited knowledge they found amongst participants 
regardless of it being a child or adult focused project. This “shock” was expressed by 
the organiser of a therapy-based community garden for adults, “I guess one of the things 
that shocked me is that people come down with such a limited knowledge of food, how 
food is produced, the range of food” (HO1). 
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Another organiser found that the children they encountered had a very limit knowledge, 
“there weren't many kids who knew what blueberries looked like, they had heard of 
blueberry muffins and we just let them pick them off and taste them” (HO19 
Therapeutic Community Garden). This was supported by the organiser of a project 
within the grounds of a school, “I can always remember the first time, I picked up a 
lettuce, the first lesson, I brought some vegetables with me, what are they and where do 
they come from, not one of them could tell me how they had been grown, not one. It’s 
about learning they need light, they need warmth, need all this type of thing, nutrients, 
water, if they haven’t got it then they die, simple as that” (HO15 Academy School 
Community Garden). Organisers also identified their own limited knowledge of how to 
grow as shown in Cameo 4.  
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Cameo 4    

The Adult Centre Community Garden was started in 2014 by a GO in Hull. The local authority 
manages a community and business incubation centre. The manager had an idea to re-think the 
use of the outside space. The outside space around the building used to be grass costing £700 
pounds a year to maintain (Figure 16). The organiser, who is employed by the local authority, 
decided to reduce this cost and create an opportunity to grow food on the housing estate. The 
organiser had no previous knowledge on how to grow, describing how “[a participant] is like me 
[organiser] he is garden phobic. We didn’t know ‘owt about gardens, so it’s good here”. The 
project now grows a large range of fruit, vegetables and herbs. Participants at the project take 
some of it home and any excess is put in a wheelbarrow for anyone walking past to take. The 
organiser feels that the project is “a learning process” and that they have “acted upon mistakes 
made in the first few years of the project” (HO5). 

 
Figure 16 Planters outside the Adult Centre Community Garden.  

4.3.1.2 Re-imaging ‘Old’ and Gaining ‘New’ Knowledge 
This section considers how UA organisers are using their project sites to produce ‘new 
knowledge’. In this production of new knowledge organisers also try to transfer ‘old 
knowledge’ to the project. By this I mean, organisers were concerned about a loss of 
understanding in the city on how food is produced in the countryside and wanted to use 
their sites to keep this knowledge.  

The empirical data suggested an importance of knowledge development on a site as a 
dyadic process between organisers and participants with organisers asking what people 
want to grow and then together working out how to do it. Various organisers cited this 
dual learning as critical for commonality and rapport building, thus establishing a site of 
“experimentation and creativity”.  
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Interestingly in some instances initiator-organisers pointed to the scarcity of training in 
how to grow food as an important catalyst for starting the project. One organiser found 
training opportunities but they were not local and therefore it would have cost money to 
attend, requiring money they did not have. Training was considered important to 
building confidence, “it felt like training meant people couldn’t say you don’t know 
what you’re doing” (HO21 Children’s Planters Community Garden). This challenges 
the notion that the role of UA is only to teach people how to grow food.  

Knowledge was considered by organisers to be an attribute that developed over the 
process of establishing the project. The organiser of a therapeutic community garden 
listed tasks they had had to learn to do as part of the project stating “I think if you work 
for a community group, you have to do whatever needs to be done really. We are like 
jack-of-all-trades, aren’t we? We re-roofed the shed; I mean it does leak occasionally. 
Me and [other organiser], we do bits of joinery and things like that, and I’ve always 
done the stuff like that. I have had to learn how to do crafts because of the workshops 
for kids and turn your hand to everything” (HO20). Interestingly this project 
demonstrated another manner by which knowledge was created. One participant who 
began spending time at the project went on to complete a horticulture degree and has 
since become an employee of the project, taking on an organiser role. Many organisers 
experienced growing as “trial by error of what grows”, “we’re learning from our 
errors” and some “can’t tell what we’ve grown”. Some stress that they “learn from 
other projects and see what they do well”. 

Other organisers alluded to the attributes of gardening and gardeners that make for a 
specific type of knowledge building. For example, the attributes of gardeners, 
“gardeners are inherently nosey. The want to know why someone has done something a 
certain way and pass judgement on it” (HO14 Community Development Trust 
Community Garden). Many organisers also highlighted the attributes of gardening 
itself. An unexpected way in which UA was conducive to knowledge building was in 
the symbiosis between the process of growing and nature as being “forgiving” to a 
mistake made during the ‘process’, for example “I just thought I’d just get on and do it 
myself what I can. I think it’s part of the growing thing, learning that you just do what 
you can… it is an important thing in life. You learn you do what you can, you work with 
what you’ve got and if it doesn’t work there is always next year and it will grow back 
(laughter) and it does because you think you have got it all wrong but then everything 
grows back and you just feel you have something right…it has worked. You have 
allowed it to work in a way” (HO9 Children’s Centre Community Garden). Some 
organisers also described specific attributes of food that were conducive to knowledge 
generation. One organiser claimed food to be “ageless” and bluntly commented that 
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“everybody eats” meaning that it did not matter the age of someone, any participant 
could always learn more about or change the food they consume.  

Interestingly, much organiser discussion focused on food growing knowledge and not 
on how to run the project, nor how knowledge was produced to fulfil all the activities 
run on UA sites. Furthermore, organisers sought inspiration from visiting other projects, 
including other projects, which have now closed. For others UA enables them to put 
theory into practice such as permaculture, formal training and horticultural degrees as 
shown in the motivation section.  

When organisers (typically of independent projects) did not have formal or informal 
training to use in their UA project they sought ‘new knowledge’ for the project from the 
participants themselves. Organisers viewed participants as holding knowledge or skill 
sets which could be harnessed to benefit the project. For example, cultural knowledge 
was shared between organisers and participants at a NGO community garden who 
discussed different food growing and preserving styles.  

There was a general acceptance by organisers that they sought knowledge by any means 
available. Informal examples were visitors to the site offering “tips” and nearby 
employees at other organisations offering advice. One organiser in Copenhagen went to 
“see other projects” to “absorb all of the knowledge”. Several NGO and GO project 
organisers had access to training budgets but rarely had the time to pursue the 
opportunity.  

Aging project organisers were fearful of losing ‘old’ new knowledge related to food 
production and wanted to provoke renewed enthusiasm for this knowledge and saw 
opportunities for this in a new urban environment (See Cameo 5). 
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Cameo 5    

A Traditional Allotment was established by the local authority in East Hull in the 1950s. The 
site has thirty-seven plots. The organiser explained that although the allotment was established 
in 1950, in the early 2000s only eight of the plots were being worked. This led the local 
authority to reconsider the use of the land and they speculated closing half of the allotment. This 
led the small number of plotholders to form an association who were given eighteen months to 
turn the site around. The organisers obtained funding from a national charity to improve 
facilities on the site including a shipping container for making tea and coffee. To ensure the 
popularity of the site and secure its continued use for growing the Allotment Association 
created an independent Community Garden and plots closest to the entrance in 2010 (Figure 
17). The aim is to attract local people, allowing “young families, people with disabilities and 
those over sixty years old to have a go at growing”. One organiser felt “fear of losing 
knowledge” and that it would beneficial to have people of different ages to allow for a transfer 
of knowledge. The aim is that “if they like it they will put their name down for a plot or help 
other plotholders by sharing a plot so some older plotholders do not lose the social contact of 
coming here” (HO11).

 
Figure 17 Allotment Association Community Garden developed at the entrance to an allotment 

site.  

4.3.2 Project Activities 
This section outlines the activities UA projects engage in. It discusses both the food and 
non-food related activities of projects and considers the broader role and function that 
food itself has within projects. The section gives insight into the limited consideration 
organisers had given to distribution of produce. As a starting point in literature it has 
been accepted that UA projects engage in activities beyond food growing. Saldivar-
Tanaka and Krasny describe projects as hosting “numerous social, educational and 
cultural events” (2004: 399). 

Within this study there was evidence that the activities of UA projects are exceptionally 
diverse with organisers more likely to outline activities which are non-food related than 
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food-related when asked, “what does the project do?”. This point is important to 
consider the additional roles and alternative purposes of UA. Table 12 outlines some of 
the simpler activities related to the production and consumption of food as described by 
organisers. The second column of the table shows some of the non-food activities which 
occurred on-site. In most of the cases, a mixture of the two occurred on the site 
simultaneously. For example, some organisers and participants may be planting and 
harvesting food, whilst other people (not directly active in the project) are sitting and 
thinking in the garden whilst having lunch on a work break.  

 

Table 12 Comparison of food production and consumption related activities and non-food 
production activities.  

When organisers recalled how they distributed produce they often began to explain how 
the food held symbolism, standing for more than being only a consumable. For 
example, for some organisers the physical food became symbolic of the result of the 
process of participants having learnt and accepted that mistakes are inevitable. For 
others food production had the function of being representative of the symbiosis 
between food and wildlife promoting a better understanding of how aspects of the 
environment are connected. The ability to produce food was attributed by organisers to 
provide a sense of “possibility” and “empowerment” for participants. Benefits for 
participants stemmed from them seeing a plant grow or a site changing which they had a 
part in creating. Many organisers considered food production the mechanism through 
which it is possible to foster a sense of ‘possibility’. The production of food became a 
statement, a symbol of what can be done with limited resources. Food production also 
acted as means of asset creation, with projects now having something to swap and to 
give cuttings from.  

In addition, the process of producing the food also provided a prompt for people to talk 
about the nature and provenance of food. Organisers felt that their projects showed 
“real food”. Organisers felt that the food, which people normally consume from the 
supermarket, is only one type of food that is too clean and uniform in appearance. 
Organisers described needing to show people that there is wonder and added nutritional 
benefits in “weird food”. One of these initial benefits is healthy eating, with organisers 
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describing how witnessing how food grows could assist in changing a participant’s diet. 
For example, “they’re better even if they just eat a couple of berries” or “add a tomato 
to a cheap and nutritionally deficient sandwich” (HO19 Therapeutic Community 
Garden). 

Many organisers in Hull and Copenhagen mentioned that the growing process and food 
grown on site had cultural symbolism. Food production for some was a “reminder of 
home”. This use of ‘home’ was used broadly, with some associating this reminder with 
their childhood and living on a smallholding. For others, it was representative of ‘home’ 
such as the country they had grown up in. At the same time food could be “helping 
minority groups understand what is grown here”, a way to communicate and promote 
integration. Some organisers identified the potential of UA in the promotion of the 
‘food culture’ of the country in which the project is situated.  

An organiser of a community garden explained how the physicality of their site is 
designed to reflect what it is the project does, claiming that “if we wanted to only 
produce food, the whole space would be growing, so by not [doing so] there is an 
expectation that we don’t only grow food” (HO13 Wildlife Trust Community Garden). 
The activities and remit of projects were also considered in more abstract ways with 
organisers describing their time spent to “establish a presence” and to “build the history 
of the site”. For example, one emerging permaculture community garden had planted a 
cherry tree in remembrance of an organiser who had passed away. This suggests that 
projects become more personal and important to organisers through the journey of 
establishing. 

How often organisers spend time on a project site differs widely. Generally, organisers 
try to spend as much time on-site as possible. Some organisers, often those who have 
been retired and are part of an independent project, describe spending at least a few 
hours every day on site. This contrasts with some projects where people are active on 
the site for only a few hours each week. One organiser in Hull organiser expressed 
dissatisfaction with the time available on-site as it was also used to run a treatment 
programme. This was the case across the structural groups. In terms of the activities on 
site, some organisers describe having three activities run per year and others have over 
one hundred and forty per annum. The literature has acknowledged the diversity of 
activities offered by UA projects. Saldivar-Tanka and Krasny identified 
“neighbourhood and church gatherings, holiday parties, children’s activities, school 
tours, concerts, health fairs and voter registration drivers” occurring on UA sites (2004: 
399). This study supports these findings. Table 13 shows the range of activities run by 
projects. 
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Table 13 UA activities completed on and off-site. Activities categorised by target group, 
children, adults and more general events.  

4.3.2.1 The Urban Harvest 
In discussions, it became clear that organisers did not differentiate between the edible 
and non-edible plants that were grown on a site. They gave an equal weighting of 
importance to the growing of food and other plants or trees on the site. This was 
considered important for organisers because they needed horticulture to enable 
agriculture to thrive, particularly in an urban environment. Some organisers had faced 
criticism from the public for creating “wild areas” with the public perceiving this as 
resulting from site neglect. While most projects grew fruit, vegetables and herbs, 
projects in Hull were more likely to grow fruit than the projects in Copenhagen. Table 
14 displays the food grown by projects to demonstrate this.  

Produce type. Plant family. Examples found at projects.  

Vegetables 

‘Carrot Family’ 
Apiaceae 

Carrot, celery, coriander, fennel, parsley and 
parsnips. 

’Nightshade’ 
Solanaceae 

Tomatoes, potatoes, aubergine bell peppers 
and chilli peppers. 

‘Flower Head’ 
Asteraceae Lettuce and artichokes. 

‘Cabbage Family’ 
Brassicaceae 

Radish, daikon, broccoli, cabbage, 
cauliflower, kale, collards, pak choy, brussel 
sprouts, turnips, horseradish and watercress. 
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‘Squash Family’ 
Cucurbitaceae Squash, pumpkin, courgette and cucumber. 

‘Pea Family’ 
Fabaceae 

Green beans, runner beans, peas and 
chickpeas. 

‘Grass Family’ 
Poaceae Sweet corn. 

‘Bulb and Stem 
Family’ 
Amaryllidaceae 

Onions, shallots, leeks, garlic and chives. 

Fruit 

‘Fruit Family’ 
Rosaceae 

Apples, pears, plums, damsons, cherries, 
raspberries, blackberries and strawberries. 

‘Heather Family’ 
Ericaceae  Blueberries.  

Herbs ‘Mint Family’ 
Lamiaceae  

Basil, mint, oregano, thyme, sage and 
rosemary. 

Table 14 Food grown on UA project sites in Hull and Copenhagen as categorised by organisers 
into ‘vegetables’, ‘fruit’ and ‘herbs’. 

In terms of vegetables there were many examples of the “conventional” produce you 
would expect to have seen growing on the sites (Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny 2004: 399). 
Organisers chose to grow vegetables which produced a high yield, had a humorous 
quality or a ‘surprise’ factor that would create interest and “curiosity” for a project 
participant, such as sweetcorn. Produce grown that was ‘surprising’ included food 
organisers expected many people (adults and children) had not seen growing before. 
Organisers used the site of projects as a place to experiment with what could be grown. 
For projects which had established a longer history and knowledge on how to grow 
certain vegetables, organisers joked about what they could try and grow, testing the 
climate and site conditions.  

Often the growing of fruit was more of an achievement than the growing of vegetables 
with organisers often stating, “we have managed to grow”, a fig tree, grapes, pears, 
damsons and plums as examples. Fruit grown that was seen as less of an achievement 
included rhubarb, tomatoes, strawberries, raspberries and blackberries. Although 
considered a lesser feat these types of fruit were critical to projects because they were 
likely to be more identifiable by people coming to the project and can be quickly and 
easily picked and eaten, needing no preparation. Organisers allowed participants to 
freely pick and eat the berries as they were working. Projects that have no food 
preparation areas tended to grow more fruit. In some cases in Hull, what was grown was 
dictated by the site's previous use, for example many of the sites had fruit trees and 
these were incorporated into the plans of what organisers wanted to grow on the site. 
While this was not the case in Copenhagen, organisers did incorporate any existing trees 
into their site plans.  

Many projects also grew herbs due to the perception that they were low maintenance, 
produced a reliable and ‘useful’ yield which complimented the vegetables and 
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contributed to a pleasant sensory experience of the site. Many projects also grew edible 
flowers, such as nasturtiums for the “shock” and curiosity factor, with organisers 
explaining to participants that some flowers can be eaten. In addition, some projects 
were beginning to explore medicinal plants. Organisers in Copenhagen were also keen 
to introduce medicinal plants.  

A small minority of projects have beehives however the production of honey was 
something that projects had varying degrees of success with. Often projects had had 
beehives in the past but due to limited success the beehives were either removed to 
make room for more growing or organisers had facilitated assistance by other external 
groups (beehive specific and more general groups with expertise) to achieve more 
success in producing honey. 

The ‘cultural’ value of what was grown was considered important, with organisers 
describing how as participants had joined the project they had brought new knowledge. 
Often this was about produce that they wanted to grow or thought it might be possible 
to grow, stemming from, for example, Kurdistani, Ghanaian and Spanish perspectives. 
Organisers in Hull and Copenhagen explained an increasing Eastern European influence 
regarding growing and preservation. Organisers observed how participants had taught 
other participants how to pickle the produce when there had been a surplus. Tradition 
and heritage were also important qualities of what had been chosen to be grown on site. 
This was exhibited most strongly by the Urban Orchard in Hull, which focused on 
growing vulnerable and native species (as shown in Figure 18).  

 

Figure 18 Information sheet produced by Urban Orchard showing the varieties of apple grown, 
harvest time, when the apple should be eaten by and type of apple (culinary, desert or cider). 
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Some organisers had chosen what to grow based on how tactile the plant was. 
Organisers wanted plants on site that were “touchy feely” to appeal to the senses of 
participants. Planting was nearly always dictated by the site location with a gradual 
knowledge build-up of growing knowledge for that location. A community garden 
organiser, with no prior gardening knowledge, had initial limited success with produce 
and realised that they had been planting in the shade of the building. This led the 
organisers to re-design the site. The growing season is experienced very differently in 
Hull and Copenhagen because of how the seasons are experienced. Despite the limited 
produce grown in winter by projects in Hull, organisers still maintain and prepare the 
site for early springtime. They also use this time to apply for funding to run activities or 
replace tools. Copenhagen organisers, by contrast, close projects for winter. The reason 
for this is twofold, many of the Danish organisers return to smaller rural towns outside 
of the city and the European students usually return home for the Christmas period. 
Copenhagen organisers viewed this time as important for reflection on the project and 
for working out how to improve the project for the following year.  

4.3.3 Produce Distribution 
Having briefly addressed the types of edible produce that are grown on project sites, it 
is necessary to consider where the produce goes and the varied channels through which 
it is distributed for consumption. Discussions on the end-point of the urban harvest 
mainly arose during the initial site ‘tours’ of projects led by the organisers. There were 
three clear and specific ways in which organisers discussed what happened to the 
produce. These are (i) formal and planned, (ii) informal and ad hoc and (iii) unplanned. 
Across the forty projects there was a relatively even split across these three 
categorisations.  

i. Formal and Planned 

Many of the projects had formalised channels, where organisers had collectively 
decided where the produce was going to go. Typically these decisions had been made 
either prior to development of the project or during the first season of growing. The 
Organic Rooftop Farm in Copenhagen showed the most formalised model of 
distribution. The organisers planned the growing to yield appropriate produce to make 
vegetable boxes for association members. The farm also has an on-site restaurant, which 
the organisers accounted for in planning and receives any surplus from the vegetable 
boxes. The School Community Garden grew produce appropriate for break-time snacks. 
They grew carrots and pears which needed limited preparation. 

Other projects had planned distribution in which the produce would be prepared into 
meals. This was most common for community gardens, for example in Hull produce 
goes to an on-site café, ‘Pay as you feel’ lunch club, ‘Pay as you feel’ church lunch club 
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(which has 40+ people weekly) and broader cooking specific groups. One important 
distribution method is provided by the Grower’s Network which hosts an event, ‘Feast-
ival’ each September in Hull city centre. Leftover produce from many of the projects in 
Hull, including the community gardens, farms, orchard and allotments is collected and 
cooked into meals to celebrate the harvest by sharing it with the people of the city.  

Organisers in Copenhagen hosted produce-specific events on-site based on what they 
produced, including a mojito and a honey ‘party’. The organiser of the ‘World’ 
Children’s Centre Community Garden explained that produce was cooked elsewhere 
and brought back to the site for the children to eat. This meant that the children could 
spend more time outside removing the need to leave the site to have dinner. This project 
is now seeking to develop a community kitchen to expand on this opportunity.  

Elderly residential homes, village hall coffee mornings and NGOs which support the 
older population were another popular outlet for the produced by projects in both Hull 
and Copenhagen. One organiser in Hull (of the School Community Garden from above) 
gave rhubarb to an elderly residential home because he considered it a “memory food”. 

ii. Informal and Ad hoc 

The second way in which produce was distributed was more unofficial and relaxed with 
organisers describing what happened to food as more in the moment, just occurring as 
and when they had produce and what felt right. The most common informal way the 
food was consumed was by participants of the project itself, the people who had helped 
grow the produce or had just been a part of the project. This was more commonly seen 
in the projects in Hull with organisers and participants taking the food home for dinner 
or cooking the produce on site on a barbeque to supplement participants’ existing food. 
Organisers put produce on a picnic table from which anyone could take the produce or 
putting the produce in a wheelbarrow on the walkway outside the project, inviting 
people to help themselves. The walkway was a thoroughfare for the local “school run”. 
When asked about where the produce ended up it was common for organisers to 
respond with “people who come in from the street”, “people we know and randomers” 
and “people take this and that”. For projects distributing on an informal basis, some 
produce was “wasted”. When this occurred, organisers were determined for this not to 
be the case by developing deeper relationships with external groups.  

iii. Unplanned 

Unexpectedly, a strong theme to emerge was the limited thought organisers had given to 
how produce would be distributed. For some projects produce destination was just 
something that had not been considered, and common responses by organisers included 
“that’s a good question”, “we haven’t really thought about it” and “the growers will eat 
it?”. For other projects produce distribution uncertainty was the result of an 
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unexpectedly large yield predicted and the failure of wider project planning from the 
organisation which had initiated the project. The NHS, for example, initially funded the 
project below as part of a ‘Five-a-Day’ fruit and vegetable initiative. The organiser 
explains her response and the impact this had, “I said ‘how do you think we are going to 
get rid of ten tonnes of apples then?’ and they said, ‘well it’s going to the schools and 
hospitals’, so I contacted the schools and hospitals and they said ‘we don't want them 
because we've already got contracts’ Supply contracts for fruit so well that’s two 
openings that were major openings for the fruit. It’s like having an order cancelled, it’s 
like Tesco calling up and saying we don’t want your cauliflowers, you can stick your 
cauliflowers, don’t want them. That was really shortsighted because the NHS didn’t ask 
the NHS’ other departments if they actually wanted them” (HO38 Urban Community 
Orchard). 

For some organisers, a lack of knowledge about what they were growing was the cause 
for a lack of distribution consideration, questioning “what is it...what do I do with 
it…how do I cook it?” A surprising theme to emerge was the decidedly cautious attitude 
exhibited by organisers about how to distribute the produce. They found it difficult to 
give produce to participants without making people perceiving it as though it is 
‘charity’. To clarify, making a participant feel as though they are being offered the 
produce invoked the perception that they are experiencing poverty.  

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
The chapter has presented contextual data on UA projects. It has established the topic 
and outlined the perspective of the study. Furthermore, it has demonstrated the way in 
which cameos are used to describe how organisers experience a theme on the ground. 
Table 15 summarises research findings and addresses the implications of the finding. 

The first section (4.1) introduced key similarities and differences between the Hull and 
Copenhagen UA foodscape. Additionally the section signposted forwards to relevant 
sections within the data chapters where each similarity of difference is discussed in 
further detail. The second part, Section 4.2 differentiated between the ‘people’ involved 
in UA projects to fulfil research Objective (i.) identifying organisers and participants. 
The section gave reasons that organisers find the term ‘volunteer’ problematic. Section 
4.2.1 considered the nature of organiser involvement in UA by providing some 
demographic data and identified how whether an organiser was employed through their 
work or worked on a voluntary basis affects their experience of UA. Based on this the 
typology was invoked to consider disparity in their experience depending on whether 
the project was independent or part of a GO, NGO or network. The variety of roles 
organisers had in projects was explored including how they related to and identified 
with their work. This demonstrated that organisers often engaged with broader 
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foodscape and non-foodscape activities. It was observed that Hull organisers engaged in 
more activities both in terms of quantity and range than the organisers of projects in 
Copenhagen. 

Section 4.2.2 moved from understanding ‘who’ participates to why they participate as 
outlined in Objective (i.). Each motivation was explored and differences were observed 
between organisers in Hull and Copenhagen. A key observation identified was that an 
organiser’s motivation often differed markedly from a project's aims and the 
circumstances of its emergence. The relationship between these three elements was 
introduced which assists in building on the narrative of project organisers in subsequent 
chapters. Section 4.2.3 explored the unique ‘expert’ insight organisers have of their 
project participants. The insight is on a project level and a personal level. Project level 
being knowledge of their participant types, patterns of participation during the existence 
of the project in different activities as run by a project. Organisers also have insight on a 
personal level into participants' lives and circumstances such as employment status and 
living conditions. 

The third part of the chapter, Section 4.3 focused on UA practice as described those 
involved in UA. The latter part of the chapter primarily sought to fulfil Objective (ii) 
exploring organiser identities. Section 4.3.1 discussed the formal and informal 
backgrounds or ‘knowledge’ organisers had in relation to their ability to start and run an 
UA project. In considering formal patterns in educational terms there existed a high 
prevalence of organisers having studied as mature students. Furthermore, projects with 
multiple organisers often had a mixture of education attainments, typically with one 
organiser having a formal academic education and one organiser with no formalised 
education. The section outlined the previous employment roles of organisers and 
observed similarities across organisers of the typology. Presented alongside this were 
some of the informal ways organisers have sought to acquire knowledge, which they 
subsequently intend to use in their project. This highlighted a general limited knowledge 
of how to grow and, more unexpectedly, showed that UA projects are not necessarily 
focused on the transference of knowledge from organisers to participants. Organisers 
use projects to gain knowledge through a process of ‘growing’ between organisers and 
participants. This contextualised Section 4.3.2 which considered the wide-range of 
activities hosted by organisers. Section 4.3.3, considered the urban harvest and briefly 
evidenced what food projects produce and showed that although UA projects do grow 
and produce food this had a limited role in the offering of many projects. Consideration 
was given to where the food produced by projects goes in Section 4.3.4. This found 
three ways in which produce is distributed, the formal and planned, informal and ad hoc 
and the unplanned. The limited role growing has for projects gave explanation to why 
many projects had not planned where the food produced would be distributed. 
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Chapter 4 has established the topic, described the people involved and outlined what 
UA projects do in practice. The next chapter builds on this context to explore how 
projects emerge in a city’s foodscape. 
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Table 15 Summary of research findings from the chapter and implications of findings. 
Implications identify the relevant stakeholder of the finding and makes recommendations.  

  



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

168   

 

 



Chapter 5: The Emergence of Urban Agriculture Projects 

169 

5 THE EMERGENCE OF URBAN 
AGRICULTURE PROJECTS 

Introduction 
This chapter discusses how UA projects emerge in the foodscape. There is a general 
acceptance in the field that UA is experiencing a resurgence, which continues to evolve 
as a complex process (McClintock 2014: 166, Tornaghi 2014). Research has tended to 
focus on projects which are well established. They are ‘active’, ‘open’ and producing 
food (Nelson et al 2013: 569). This chapter adds to the debate by bringing existing and 
long-established projects active in Hull and Copenhagen alongside projects which are 
newly emerging and establishing in the same locations.  

The theme of emergence is a particularly critical concept given the inclusion of projects 
that were at different stages of establishment in this study. Emergence in this chapter 
refers to the process in which an UA project seeks to and becomes visible and active in 
the foodscape of a city. This draws upon Ballamingie and Walker’s work in which 
projects described themselves as “continually in the process of becoming” (2013: 540). 
Central to this is understanding the processes projects in Hull and Copenhagen go 
through as they emerge into a city’s foodscape. How projects collectively and 
individually emerge is a ‘performative practice’, meaning a project’s emergence is the 
result of several processes and factors interacting. Through exploring these interactions 
in the chapter, when and how projects emerge can be observed and explained. The 
relationship between time and space are both central to how projects emerge. For 
pragmatic reasons when and how projects have emerged are considered in turn.  

The first Section, 5.1 will look at when projects emerged in Hull and Copenhagen and 
Section 5.2 looks at how projects emerged in both cities. The final part of the chapter 
Section 5.3 explores geographies of project emergence, where projects emerge and why 
they emerge where they do. The final section will contribute to the active debates on the 
‘uneven’ or ‘even’ geographies of project emergence (Borelli 2008, Nelson et al 2013, 
Taylor & Lovell 2012, Smith et al 2013). 

The sections should be considered together as when, how and where occurs at the same 
time for a project to emerge. The rationale for separation in this way is to enable each 
theme to be considered thoroughly. Furthermore, this should allow UA researchers to be 
able to identify whether other cities are witnessing similar processes and factors in 
emergence. The chapter brings a much-needed “longitudinal approach” to the study of 
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project development, as outlined by Objective (v.) (Glover et al 2005: 89). Maximising 
opportunities to observe emergence with a longitudinal approach addressed the need for 
time and space studies of the processes experienced by projects (Kingsley & Townsend 
2006).  

The chapter seeks to fulfil Objective (iii.) by investigating how UA projects emerge to 
answer Aim 4 by comparing the emergence of projects in two cities. This assists in 
answering research Aim 1 how UA emerges for different types of project and Aim 2, 
what happens in projects which are emerging or established. The chapter provides a 
starting point for fulfilling Objective (iv.) with the following chapter seeking to 
understand enabling and hindering aspects of projects in relation to the experience of 
‘emerging’ or ‘being established’. 

5.1 When UA Projects Emerged in Hull and Copenhagen. 
This section explores when UA projects have emerged. The following section opens 
discussions about how projects are studied in research. The implications of considering 
and engaging with projects in new ways can provide original insights into how UA has 
emerged. This has beneficial impacts for moving the research field beyond current 
confines. This is particularly pertinent for studies that look across UA projects beyond 
the isolation of an individual case study. There are claims (Marsden & Martin 1999, 
Tornarghi 2014) that UA is ‘re-emerging’, that we are experiencing an increasing 
growth of project numbers in cities, which is changing the urban foodscape. The 
patterns of when projects emerged provides a basis to understand the nature and 
complexities of emergence.  

There are two specific literature challenges which this section seeks to redress. The first 
challenge relates to naming and categorising UA. Projects in the literature are described 
in two ways. The first is that in studies of one project, the name of that project is kept, 
e.g. how people within that project describe it such as ‘Pickering Road Community 
Orchard’. The second and most common is that the names of projects are removed, the 
quirks and nuances are removed and projects are aligned with a type of UA. For 
example, these ‘types’ include community gardens, allotments, urban farms and school 
gardens. This reduces the opportunity for understanding the context from which projects 
emerge.  

The second methodological challenge is that much of the literature on emergence 
considers project establishment retrospectively (Firth et al 2011, Crane et al 2012, 
Armstrong 2000, Holland 2011). This means that there is an underlying assumption in 
the literature that a project only becomes ‘worthy’ of study once it has achieved specific 
milestones, which are inferred and not explicit. This includes having a project site, a 
name, being ‘open’ and growing food as examples. The impact of this is that a lot of 
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broader UA activity is missed and the myriad of ways projects emerge is not 
considered. This presumes that the project established was always intended to become 
an UA project. The risk in this approach is that the very early beginnings of project 
formation are omitted.  

Three approaches have been adopted to explore patterns in when the UA project 
emergence in Hull and Copenhagen. The approaches relate to specific layering of 
project data to allow patterns to be observed and explained. To briefly introduce the 
three approaches, [1] the first approach takes the normative literature approach in which 
academics would remove project names and categorising by UA type such as 
community garden. Project types are then charted against project start date. This 
approach is used to highlight the limitations of current research design in UA, as 
explained above.  

In the [2] second approach, each project name has contextual information added. This 
information was generated through a careful process of demarcation drawing on project 
names, interviews with organisers, site signage and formal and informally produced 
written materials. This enables differentiation between specific project types to 
comprehend more about the uniqueness of each project. This still draws upon the 
normative categorisation of UA project type. For example, the orchard is actually an 
urban community orchard with a wildlife community garden, within an allotment site. 
The community garden becomes a church community garden or a sports club 
community garden. The city farm is an organic rooftop city farm.  

The [3] third approach utilises the structural grouping typology to understand the ‘who’ 
and ‘where’ of project emergence. The ‘who’ of project emergence identified which 
organisations or individuals are involved in UA and when. The ‘where’ of UA 
emergence can be understood by drawing upon the rich data names in phase 2. It is 
possible to attribute which types of organisation or individuals are involved in more 
specific aspects of UA. For example, the location of a project or the project focus such 
as demographic or therapy based. In addition, it is possible to start to understand the 
influence of established projects on where and when new UA projects start.  

5.1.1 Approach 1: Project cases in start date order presented in the 
normative field categorisation by UA project ‘type’. 

Within UA literature it has become the norm to categorise a project by its conventional 
‘type’ to understand which types of UA project emerged when. Figure 19 shows when 
the projects studied emerged using this norm. The figure shows which UA type they 
were whether an allotment, network, city farm, orchard or community garden.  

Project Emergence from 1950 - 2008. 
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Project Emergence from 2008 - 2015. 

 

Figure 19 Approach 1: Project cases in start date order presented in the normative field 
categorisation using only UA project ‘type’. 

As shown in Figure 19 there is the expected long-standing prevalence of pre-established 
allotments in both Hull and Copenhagen. This was followed by a steady emergence of 
community gardens in the 1990s. During this steady emergence, there is innovation and 
variation in project types entering the foodscape. Urban orchards and farms begin to 
emerge. As this occurs the number of community gardens emerging increases. Several 
more urban farms were established between 2013 and 2016 and a re-emergence of 
allotments was present. This pattern of emergence is similar to that found by Milbourne 
(2012). This view only offers a basic insight into which UA types emerge without 
specifics of their nature or acknowledgement of what else is happening in the foodscape 
which influences this. Additionally this only provides a limited insight into when 
projects emerged, without showing how or why a project emerged.  

5.1.2 Approach 2: The addition of contextual data to each project 
case. 

In Figure 20 contextual data has been added to the name of each project. By adding 
narrative more details about temporal patterns of emergence can be observed.  

Project Emergence from 1950 - 2008. 

 

Project Emergence from 2008 - 2015. 

 
  

 

Allotment 
(H) 

Allotment 
(H) Network (H) Community 

Garden (H) 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) Orchard (H) City Farm (C) 

1950 1960 1980 1990 1997 2000 2004 2008 

 
 
 

  Network (H) 

 
 

Network (H)  Network (H) 

 
 City Farm (C)  City Farm (C) 

  City Farm (H) Network (H) City Farm (H) 

   Network (C) Community 
Garden (H) 

 
Community 
Garden (C) 

 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Network (H) Community 
Garden (H)  Community 

Garden (C) 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

 Community 
Garden (H) Network (H) Community 

Garden (C) 

 
Community 
Garden (H) 

 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Allotment 
(H) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

 
  

 

Allotment 
(H) 

Allotment 
(H) Network (H) Community 

Garden (H) 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) Orchard (H) City Farm (C) 

1950 1960 1980 1990 1997 2000 2004 2008 

 
 
 

  Network (H) 

 
 

Network (H)  Network (H) 

 
 City Farm (C)  City Farm (C) 

  City Farm (H) Network (H) City Farm (H) 

   Network (C) Community 
Garden (H) 

 
Community 
Garden (C) 

 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Network (H) Community 
Garden (H)  Community 

Garden (C) 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

 Community 
Garden (H) Network (H) Community 

Garden (C) 

 
Community 
Garden (H) 

 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Allotment 
(H) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

 
  

  Growers 
Network (H) 

 

 

Local Food 
Network (H)  

Guerrilla 
Gardeners 

Network (H) 

 

 Rooftop Farm (C)  Pop Up Farm 
(C) 

  Mobile Container 
Farm (H) 

Permaculture 
Network (H) City Farm (H) 

   
Productive 

‘Street Bed’ 
Network (C) 

Black and 
Minority Ethnic 

Community 
Garden (H) 

 
Guerrilla 

Community 
Garden (C) 

 

Commercial-
run Rooftop 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Global 
Environment 
Network (H) 

Allotment 
Association 
Community 
Garden (H) 

 
Permaculture 
Community 
Garden (C) 

Permaculture 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Sports Club 
Community 
Garden (H) 

 
Church 

Community 
Garden (H) 

 

Community 
Planters (H) 

Permaculture 
Community 
Allotment 

Garden 
(H) 

Community 
Change 

Network (H) 

‘World’ 
Children’s 

Centre 
Playground 
Community 
Garden (C) 

 
Children’s 

Planters 
Community 
Garden (H) 

 

Library 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Housing Trust 
Community 

Garden 
(H) 

Academy 
School 

Community 
Garden (H) 

Community 
Development 

Trust 
Community 
Garden (has 

allotment 
plots) (H) 

Health Centre 
Therapeutic 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Youth Centre 
Community 
Garden (H) 

Children’s Centre 
Community 

Garden 
(H) 

 
Adult Centre 
Community 

Garden 
(H) 

 

Residential 
Allotment 

(H) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

East Hull 
Traditional 
Allotment 

(H) 

West Hull 
Traditional 
Allotment 

(H) 

Volunteer 
Network 

(H) 

Wildlife 
Community 

Garden 
(H) 

Therapeutic 
Community 

Garden 
(H) 

Health Centre 
Therapeutic 
Community 
Garden (on 

allotment site) 
(H) 

Urban 
Community 

Orchard (with 
community 
garden) (H) 

Elderly Centre 
City Farm 

(with 
allotment 
plots) (C) 

1950 1960 1980 1990 1997 2000 2004 2008 



Chapter 5: The Emergence of Urban Agriculture Projects 

173 

 

Figure 20 Approach 2: The addition of contextual data to each project case. 

1990 – 2000 Through the inclusion of a breadth of projects it is possible to see that the 
community gardens emerging between the 1990’s and 2000’s emerged with a highly 
specific focus on food production, wildlife or health and therapy.  

2000 – 2008 Between 2000 and 2008 new types of projects emerge, urban orchards and 
farms. However, these form part of existing projects typically community gardens and 
allotments, in some instances both. Two or more projects occupy the same site or 
alongside one another, hybrid projects. For example, the health centre’s development of 
a therapy community garden that grows food across many plots on a previously 
established allotment site and an orchard developed alongside a pre-existing wildlife 
garden within the boundaries of an allotment site. Interestingly this mirrors the most 
common motivations identified in the previous chapter which were to be involved in 
food and growing and to engage specific, hidden and minority groups within the city. 
Also evident were national networks entering the cities and establishing local network 
outposts.  

2008 – 2013 We see a noticeable increase in project numbers with emerging projects 
focusing on two specific themes: [1] to target groups of the population including 
elderly, children, youth, disability and black and minority ethnic groups and [2] to 
utilise specific growing principles such as organic growing and the permaculture 
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principles. National networks proliferating food issues within agendas, which filters 
down to local network offices and their project aims. 

2013 – 2016 The upward trend in project numbers entering the foodscape continues. 
There is a shift from projects operating on their own sites (except in the case of urban 
farms) to projects emerging from existing services and infrastructure including, 
rooftops, sports clubs, libraries, churches, housing development trusts and playgrounds. 
Milbourne identified the most common means through which a project was started as 
being “the closure of an existing community resource, such as the school or community 
centre, by the local authority, which prompted local groups to campaign for the 
continued use of the building and/or its surrounding green space as a community 
resource” (Milbourne 2012: 950). This differs slightly to the findings of this study 
which suggests there has been a protectionist shift since 2012. By this I mean groups 
have begun to identify community resources before they are ‘at risk’ of closure to the 
community. People have begun to revalue the community resources that remain having 
observed other closures. The result has been people starting UA projects to occupy the 
space surrounding existing assets. Independent groups particularly use the development 
of an UA project on a site to show the value of the existing service as a community 
asset. Groups do this by demonstrating that the space is used and is providing a service 
in the hope that the community resource will be protected from closure because of its 
perceived increased community value. Furthermore, we see commercial-interest in UA. 
This has occurred because of its popularity. The most obvious example of this increased 
interest was the development of the shopping centre’s rooftop community garden.  

Within this period traditional fixed project states are also challenged with space 
considered differently. Projects have emerged in a less fixed state with planned 
impermanence. By this I mean they exhibit narratives of being ‘pop-up’, ‘mobile’, 
‘container’ (using shipping containers) and ‘planters’. This suggests that some projects 
are emerging with the aim to be ephemeral, existing for a short period of time. This is 
explored further in the next section. At the same time local and more radical grassroot 
projects emerge such as guerrilla gardens. These projects emerge and establish faster 
than other types of UA project because organisers start them without landowner 
permission. 

5.1.3 Approach 3: Identification and layering based on typology. 
Figure 21 utilises the pre-determined structural grouping typology to identify patterns in 
who is starting UA projects and when.  

Project Emergence from 1950 - 2008.  
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Project Emergence from 2008 - 2015.

 

Figure 21 Approach 3: Identification and layering based on organisation structure of each 
project within the pre-determined typology. 

Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) Community gardens are the most common 
UA project type established by NGOs in Hull. These organisations specifically include 
Academy Schools, Community Development Trust, Church and a Housing Trust 
(Cameo 6). There was no evidence within this time period of NGOs establishing UA 
projects in Copenhagen, however there was a plan for a project on the outside green 
space of a Church. The emergence trend by NGOs has been more sporadic since the 
2008 economic crisis, with a reduction in funding for the third sector reducing the 
number of UA projects emerging. Funding for larger-scale projects remains. Projects 
that have emerged in this way are organisations, which have long histories and 
continuous activities in specific areas of a city. This was evident in Hull and 
Copenhagen. Such organisations work around specific themes and service provision 
such as conservation, education, community regeneration and religion. This supports the 
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notion that some projects emerge as “spin-offs from broader funded projects in the area” 
(Milbourne 2012: 951). 

Cameo 6    

In 2015 an NGO Housing Trust in Hull refurbished a property and converted the building into 
flats. The flats provide social housing for people who have reached individual living status. 
However, the house and its relative position on a bend in a Victorian road meant there was a 
“huge garden to the back of the property”. The decision was taken to portion the land with 
“some outside space for the residents” and to develop the rest into a community garden (Figure 
22). At the time of the research the site was being cleared ready for development. The 
organisers had started growing in a small number of planters. The aim of the project is to 
“create a welcoming sensory space to encourage the local community to grow their own”. The 
organiser said the project was needed because the area has high levels of deprivation. The local 
authority has bought the property next door to redevelop. This has a similar sized garden and 
will be incorporated into the Housing Trust Community Garden. 

 
Figure 22 An emerging community garden initiated by an NGO Housing Trust. 

Governmental organisations (GOs) In Hull and Copenhagen allotments are managed by 
the local authority (the Kommune in Copenhagen). However, in Hull, two types of 
allotment exist. There is the historical prevalence of ‘traditional’ war allotments, as well 
as a new form of ‘residential’ allotment. An example of a residential allotment is 
provided in Cameo 7. The difference between the two is why they are initiated and who 
they are for. How they look on the ground is visually very similar. Traditional 
allotments were created by the state primarily for food production and open to anyone 
living in the city who expresses an interest in having a plot and has the means to pay 
rent for the space. Local authorities also create residential allotments but they are 
created to change ownership of the land from the local authority to residents within 
proximity to the green space. This has a dual benefit of minimising state costs in green 
space maintenance and to reduce allotment waiting lists. 
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Cameo 7    

In 2015 The local authority in Hull (GO) decided to change ownership of a strip of land. The 
land occupies space between the back of homes and a railway line. The land has been primarily 
used by dog walkers. To avoid the land being bought by private landowners through 
compulsory purchase the local authority wanted to transfer ownership to the residents. The local 
authorities found residents interested in the space by leafleting homes, holding meetings and 
ensuring they had input into the design of the land. During early consultations several 
suggestions were put forward including a playground and a wildlife pond. The residents chose 
an allotment site. The local authority team were pleased with this decision as it meant they were 
increasing allotment provision in the city. Interestingly this site was previously allotments for 
the residents during WW2. Now the land has been fenced and left for the residents to divide into 
plots with a small number of plots having been started. The result is a Residential Allotment. 

GOs in Hull are further predominantly responsible for the emergence of many 
community gardens. The focus of these is often on the therapeutic aspects of UA or the 
engagement of specific demographics of the population, for example the youth centre’s 
community garden, utilised for weekly sessions by a group of young adults (18-25) with 
a mixture of mental and physical learning disabilities. In Hull, the local authority is re-
considering the space of its service infrastructures and re-evaluating land value enabling 
independent groups to manage the space as a community garden by improving site 
access. This supports the finding of Firth et al who found “most community gardens are 
initiated and managed by community groups, although an increasing number have input 
from external organisations” (2011: 556). In Copenhagen GOs are responsible for the 
projects that exhibited the most site hybridity. For example, one project on a single site 
had allotment plots, a city farm and community garden. The organisation was also 
responsible for an elderly centre, a dementia facility, care home and community centre.  

National Networks There is a general lack of national networks evident in Copenhagen. 
During the research period, it was difficult to establish whether they do not exist or are 
more broadly encompassed by ‘green’ networks, or indeed whether my outsider 
perspective kept them ‘hidden’. However, discussions at the Conference on Urban 
Farming in Copenhagen (February 2016) confirmed a lack of national networks with 
suggestions of setting up a specific network. On the contrary, national networks 
operating in Hull are active in community garden emergence with Volunteer Networks, 
a Global Environmental Network and a Community Change Network themselves 
establishing community gardens or helping other groups to access or manage spaces.  

Local Networks In Copenhagen there is evidence of small local networks engaging in 
UA with a network supporting the facilitation of ‘productive street beds’ to grow food 
and plants in the space outside residential homes. However, this is specific to one area 
of Copenhagen; Vesterbro. In Hull, local food networks include permaculture and 
guerrilla networks. Similarly to national networks, these facilitate and support other 
groups in their project emergence. Furthermore, they are themselves responsible for the 
emergence of some community gardens, although they are primarily engaged in 
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‘planters’, i.e. multiple smaller-scale projects, normally within a specific area such as a 
gap between a row of houses on a residential or commercial street (Cameo 8). 

Cameo 8    

A Guerrilla Gardeners Network was started in 2015 after a conversation between two people 
who are also currently part of other projects in the city. The two organisers discussed neglected 
GO planters and identified potential for intervention through planting. They decided to target 
areas a “reasonable distance” from where they live. The organisers have not sought permission 
to grow on the land. As a result planting and watering is done in the early hours. They wear 
“high-visibility clothes like the council workers” so that people do not question them. This local 
network aims to “create visual edible produce for passers-by in surprising places” from which 
“people can pick” (HO46). Part of the aim is to create mystery and humour in a “Banksy-style” 
with organisers remaining anonymous to both contribute to this mystery and because no 
permission has been sought. One organiser waters the sites by carrying water on his motorbike, 
leaving his helmet on, watering the plants and leaving. Produce grown so far includes tomatoes, 
strawberries, courgettes, aubergine, patty pan squash, sorrel, Swiss chard, kale and spinach.  

Independent Groups Independent group project development of UA projects in both 
locations can be briefly summarised as exhibiting the most diversification of project 
type (farms and orchards) and challenging of conventional space (mobile and rooftop). 
In Hull and Copenhagen independent groups are responsible for projects focused on 
specific growing principles, with a focus on community gardens which implement the 
permaculture principles. Guerrilla gardening, the practice of growing on a site or many 
sites without landowner permission was evident in both locations (see 2.4.1 Defining 
UA and Understanding Activities, iii.). In Hull guerrilla gardening took place on 
multiple sites with organisers claiming space for growing across the city (see Cameo 9). 
However, in Copenhagen guerrilla community gardens have emerged on specific sites. 

Cameo 9    

In 2013 a life-long local resident of Hull watched large planters built by the local authority in 
the 1980s “slowly fall into disrepair”. The resident had a role in a regeneration programme for 
the local area but the funding was stopped. The resident decided to transform some of the 
planters herself. The planters occupy a walkway that is between homes and a field with 
cemetery. The project has many aims including, making the “walkway to the school 
aspirational” for young people, “to create a healthy active community, a nice place to live and 
help people develop skills for entering the workplace” (HO21). At the core of the Children’s 
Planters is bringing the community back together to enable it to develop its pride again. The 
majority of produce is hidden so it is not stolen. The organiser runs gardening sessions with 
children and some adults and runs excursions to other sites to help them start a project. There 
are plans to explore and incorporate more history of the area. The organiser would also like to 
develop a local level competition for projects to be rewarded for their efforts.  

Hull and Copenhagen have both experienced an emergence of urban farms created by 
independent groups. On the ground evidence was of different types. One of these 
involves organic growing on a rooftop, another is a ‘pop-up’ farm; one example which 
is temporary, two are fixed site farms and one occupies space which an organiser 
termed “in meanwhile use”. The latter means the farm seeks sites which have been 
unoccupied for long periods of time, to develop a farm until the site is redeveloped, at 
which point the farm will move to another unoccupied site. Organisers in Hull and 
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Copenhagen explained that perceptions held by the local authority affected the 
emergence of urban farms. Local authorities were reticent to fund urban farms. This is 
discussed in more detail in 7.2.2 Risk Perception and Risk Management.  
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5.2  How UA Projects Emerged in Hull and Copenhagen. 
This section considers the theme of emergence in a different but complementary way. It 
moves from when projects emerged to how and where projects emerge. The section 
looks at the processes and factors at play through which projects can occupy ‘space’. To 
understand emergence, the history and geography of projects must be a central focus. 
This includes describing the conditions which facilitated the project’s emergence, how 
the project emerged and what happens over the life of a project, which may or may not 
lead to the expansion of projects or the creation of new projects.  

The section utilises and adds to debates on the conditions that have led to UA’s re-
emergence and the role of UA as an intervention for city and localised provisions. The 
work of Firth et al on “community in community gardens” is drawn upon (2011: 555). 
To summarise, they categorised and sampled case studies in Nottingham, UK in two 
ways. They identified community gardens as representative of either place-based or 
interest-based initiatives. They also categorised the management structure of each case 
study as indicative of either top-down or bottom-up. This section will deploy these 
categorisations and terms. Accordingly, these types are applied to UA projects more 
broadly (similarly to Firth et al encompassing community gardens). As before, this 
section includes emerging projects alongside a retrospective of how the established case 
studies emerged.  

5.2.1 Emergence Forms 
This section discusses how projects emerge in the foodscape of a city. How a project 
emerges is shaped by three processes and influenced by different decision-making 
factors. Each process and set of factors is discussed in turn. These are occurring at the 
same time. Figure 23 visually shows these processes and corresponding factors. The 
first is the decision maker: who made the decision to start a project. This is either top-
down or bottom-up. The second is the decision rationale relating to why the decision 
was made to start a project. This can be categorised by being either a place or interest 
based decision. The third is the decision influences, what was happening more broadly 
to influence the decision to start a project. This influence could either be a plan for 
intervention or the result of conducive conditions.  
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Figure 23 Matrix of processes and factors in UA project emergence. 

5.2.1.1 Top-Down or Bottom-Up Initiated Projects  
The terms ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ refer to the origin of the decision to start a 
project. The terms reflect who made the decision to start a project. Understanding the 
hierarchical structures in projects is not new within UA research. Firth et al (2011; 559) 
adopted a top-down, bottom-up approach in their understanding of community gardens 
to categorise the “nature of the management structure”. In the study, the authors used 
top-down to describe a project managed by external professionals, and bottom-up for 
projects managed by community representatives (Firth et al 2011). Crane et al (2012) 
also adopted this categorisation in a study of guerrilla gardens. A challenge in the direct 
implementation of these definitions in this study is that the terms were applied to 
understand established projects. To understand how a project emerges a definition for 
both top-down and bottom-up is needed which encompasses the nature of the 
management structure (whether this involves external professionals or community 
representatives). It must also acknowledge that a decision occurs within a specific time 
because the decision to a start a project forms from a management structure but a 
project’s ownership can change over the course of a project’s existence. It is necessary 
to distinguish these decisions because a project can have been started by a governmental 
organisation in a top-down approach, but can continue to operate as an independent 
project, with more bottom-up governance. In both cities there were examples of projects 
initiated through a top-down and bottom-up decision maker.  

An interesting example of this was found in Hull that culminated in the start of a 
residential allotment. The emergence decision was in the conventional top-down flow 
initially, with the project started by the local authority. The rationale for the 



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

182   

development of a new form of allotment was twofold, the threat of compulsory 
purchase of common land alongside undeveloped privately-owned land and to reduce 
the council responsibility for the maintenance cost of the land. Critical to the project 
implementation was to change ownership of the land from the local authority to the 
residents who expressed a willingness to take on an allotment plot. This demonstrates 
how researchers must acknowledge that the trajectory of a project can change 
particularly in the emergence phase. These changes can be planned into the decision to 
start a project or occur more naturally over time.  

The term (a) ‘top-down’ refers to institutions and external professionals who make the 
decision to start an UA project. Professionals working within an organisation 
collectively make the decision. Categorisation of project emergence as top-down and 
bottom-up shares similarities to the structural grouping typology in this study. The 
emergence experience of NGOs and GOs are the most representative of the top-down 
approach in project initiation. On the ground projects initiated from a top-down 
approach were started as part of wider national or local strategies. Examples from 
projects include National Health Service priorities, corporate social responsibility 
milestones and to meet the needs of the wider organisation such as food for a lunch 
club. Similarly, the decision to start a project as part of an organisation’s wider food 
strategy, such as the creation of a community shop and community garden to provide 
produce for the shop. Further initiatives included promotion of ‘Green at Children’s Eye 
Height’ (translated from Danish) and city plans for secure accessible green space. 

The term (b) bottom-up refers to the self-organisation of community representatives 
who make the decision to start an UA project. An individual representative or group of 
community representatives make the decision. From the typology, the experience of 
bottom-up emergence was observed to be most similar between local grassroot 
networks and independent projects which emerge without an association to the 
aforementioned organisations. Cameo 10 describes an independent project emerging 
without support.  

Cameo 10  

In 2010 a local resident in Hull had the idea to develop a Permaculture Community Allotment 
Garden. In 2014 she planted apple trees and wildflowers in the main park. The organisers had to 
plant shrubs around the trees to prevent plant theft. Alongside this park there was another piece 
of gated land. The resident got together with a group of locals to discuss this underutilised 
space. The organisers have a keen interest in permaculture, have diplomas and were keen to 
develop the site following the principles. Of critical importance is “to create a clean and safe 
environment for local people and wildlife to enjoy”. One organiser felt that the area had been 
subjected to a lot of regeneration programmes but they lacked public consultation. As a result, 
in developing the project a long consultation period followed and residents were asked about 
what they wanted on the land (Figure 24). In these meetings, they were provided with potential 
plans for the site. In 2015 the local authority gave the group the site and it was theirs once they 
added a padlock (this took place during the research interview). The project has incorporated 
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activities with the emergence of the site. Some of the events include, a workshop on ‘spring 
tonics’, permaculture classes and an Easter egg hunt in which children planted aubergines (a 
play on the Americanism ‘eggplant’).         

 
Figure 24 Plans for a Permaculture Community Allotment Garden used for resident consultation 

(provided with permission from an organiser). 

As shown in Cameo 10, for independent project organisers there was a sense of 
agitation, the belief that the organiser themselves and/ or the ‘community’ had been let 
down by how NGO and GO organisations approached community development work. 
This introduces the notion that how and where projects emerge is complex. 

Across the UA projects in this study some emergence forms combined top-down and 
bottom-up forms. National networks mostly exhibited this. There were two cases of this, 
one when an organiser had been invited to start a project by councillors under the 
banner of a national network and another when a national network had been contracted 
by a GO organisation to initiate a project in a certain area.  

5.2.1.2 Place-based or Interest-based Projects  
When an individual or group makes the decision to initiate an UA project they have a 
reason for doing so. Two themes emerged from exploring how organisers articulated 
why they started their project. Each organiser described either the characteristic of a 
particular piece of urban space or a certain interest as their reason for initiating a 
project. To clarify ‘interest’ in this sense refers to both enthusiasm and concern. 

Interestingly these two reasons share a similarity to how organisers defined UA. 
Organisers considered UA to require two elements ‘people’ and ‘place’. This is the 
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topic of discussion in Chapter 6, 6.1.2 ‘Urban Agriculture’ As Described By 
Organisers.  

The term (c) ‘place-based’ refers to projects started by an individual or group to change 
the characteristics of a particular space. Most often this related to the appropriation of 
the land by bringing a space back into the public realm. Examples included perceptions 
that the current use of land is conflicted, undesirable or wasted. For evidence of projects 
initiated for place-based reasons see Table 16. 

Place-based Rationale For Initiating Project Project Started on The Space 

An individual or groups of individuals have 
observed that specific pieces of land already used 
for food growing are unpopular unused because 
they are considered “exposed”. By exposed 
organisers mean that they are most susceptible to 
anti-social behaviour. For example, the plots 
closest to the entrance on an allotment site. 

§ Global Environment Network 
(Hull). 

§ Health Centre Therapeutic 
Community Garden (Hull). 

§ Allotment Association Community 
Garden (Hull). 

An individual working for a sports club cleared 
outside space which had been storing waste and 
subjected to fly tipping. After clearing the space, 
the organiser then had to make a decision about 
what to do with it to make it more useful to deter 
continued accumulation of rubbish. 

§ Sports Club Community Garden 
(Hull). 

An individual in a senior position at an adult 
community centre looked to reduce the centre’s 
running costs. The individual identified how much 
it was costing to maintain the grass surrounding the 
centre and decided that this was not a necessary 
cost and wanted to change the space to be more 
efficient.  

§ Adult Centre Community Garden 
(Hull). 

Groups identified spaces across the city that they 
perceived to be “wasted”, empty and unused 
spaces. They saw opportunities to make the sites 
“productive” instead through food production. 

§ Guerrilla Gardeners Network 
(Hull). 

§ Growers Network (Hull). 

§ Mobile Container Farm (Hull).	 

§ Productive Street ‘Bed’ Network 
(Copenhagen). 

A group of individuals lived near a park. The 
corner of the park had become a “bad spot” a space 
to avoid because of anti-social behaviour. They 
developed a plan to change the site use and users 
from anti-social to social. 

§ Permaculture Community Garden 
(Copenhagen). 

Table 16 Place-based rationales that led individuals and groups to initiate UA projects.  

The term (d) interest-based refers to projects started because of a feeling or experience 
by an individual or group. The term relates to the collective arrangement of an 
individual or group with a shared enthusiasm or concern. Examples include personal 
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values, possible opportunities and a desire. Table 17 provides examples of this feeling 
or experience that led organisers to develop a project in response.  

 

Interest-based Rationale For Initiating Project Project Started In Response 

A group of individuals came together feeling 
annoyed that an old music venue was going to be 
re-developed for a supermarket. The group felt that 
there were already too many food outlets and 
developing a supermarket would not reflect the 
social and cultural value of the sites previous use.   

§ Guerrilla Community Garden 
(Copenhagen) 

 

An individual heard about a project established by a 
GO organisation that had been “abandoned”. The 
initial infrastructure money had run out and the 
initiators left. The individual wanted to try and 
make the project a success.	

§ Children’s Centre Community 
Garden (Hull).	

A group of likeminded individuals came together 
with an interest to help save a local food business. 

§ Local Food Network (Hull). 

An individual became interested in the principles of 
permaculture and wanted to establish many social 
enterprise forest gardens across the city.  

§ Permaculture Community Garden 
(Hull). 

An individual working in a housing organisation 
was frustrated that people approached unable to 
access allotment plots within a reasonable time 
period 

§ Therapeutic Community Garden 
(Hull). 

A group working for a GO had visited some 
European cities and saw green spaces with 
community garden and wanted to replicate them in 
their own green spaces.    

§ ‘World’ Playground Community 
Garden (Copenhagen). 

An individual observed a lack of skills, pride and 
confidence and became committed to developing 
solutions at a community-level.  

§ Community Change Network 
(Hull). 

A group of three individuals developed an interest 
in how the countryside and city could be more 
closely connected.  

§ Organic Rooftop Farm 
(Copenhagen). 

Table 17 Interest-based rationales that led individuals and groups to initiate UA projects. 

The next section considers wider decision influences which affect where different 
structural groups initiate a UA project.  
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5.3  Geographies of Project Emergence: Decision Influences 
Before considering the complex influences on decision rationales it is necessary to 
briefly restate a developing UA debate. Studies have revealed that UA projects exist 
unevenly across the city (McClintock 2014, Taylor & Lovell 2012, Smith et al 2013, 
Nelson et al 2013). However the resources available for UA are evenly distributed 
(Smith et al 2013). Currently the research does not account for the different structural 
groups starting projects and work has focussed on the experience of independent 
groups. To reflect this developing debate this section moves from how projects emerge 
to how and where projects have emerged. This section considers two decision 
influences as outlined in Figure 23 and the factors which are shaping the location of 
projects. Whether a project emerges as part of a plan for intervention or as a result 
conducive conditions are not mutually exclusive but shape each other. For this reason I 
will discuss them together.  

In both Hull and Copenhagen UA projects were initiated to intervene and change the 
condition of what was happening in the city. Planned interventions were the result of an 
observation by an individual or group of individuals of ‘something’ occurring in a 
specific area of a city or the city as a whole. Examples of observations by organisers 
were predominantly social and cultural but also featured economic and environmental 
conditions. Examples included a lack of investment in certain urban areas, the closure of 
community resources, a lack of community cohesion, poor community health, high 
levels of anti-social behaviour and low food education levels. A plan for intervention 
was evident by organisers in independent and network groups not only by GOs and 
NGOs whose organisational remit was to work on addressing these challenges. The idea 
of intervention has been identified in the literature but typically only refers to the 
practice of guerrilla gardening which has been described as ‘interventionist agriculture’ 
(Crane et al 2012). By looking at the different structural groups together there was 
evidence of many UA projects influenced by ideas of intervention regardless of ‘type’. 
What organisers initiate their projects to intervene in provides insight for why projects 
emerge where they do. Conducive conditions refer to broader ‘situations’ that influence 
the initiation of a project. These include historic, social, cultural and economic 
conditions that are used to inform an organiser’s decision.  

Potential UA organisers carefully consider what else is happening in the city before they 
seek to start their UA project. All organisers were influenced by what other structural 
groups were doing in the city. For example if an NGO was running a number of 
initiatives in a specific part of the city a GO organiser would not seek to initiate a 
project there. Independent project organisers were influenced by the work of NGOs and 
GOs in the city. The reason potential organisers looked at this was that they thought that 
if large-scale interventions by the local authority or third sector had been planned and 
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funded for specific areas of in the city, UA projects were less likely to be successful in 
applying for funding. Independent project organisers wanted to reduce the likelihood of 
future conflict. In both Hull and Copenhagen it was observed that this occurred at 
different scales. It occurred at both a city-level with organisers looking at what was 
happening across the whole city as well as on a micro-level by observing activities 
within specific communities in certain areas of the city. Conflict occurred when 
different groups started UA projects in close proximity to one another as shown in 
Cameo 11.  

Cameo 11   

In 2012 an independent Permaculture Community Garden was established in Hull. An 
individual wanted to improve her local area. The organiser identified a need for improved food 
education of local residents. The garden is on small piece of land along a walkway at the back 
of a primary school and community play park leading to a cemetery. The land is leased from the 
local authority and the initial one-year lease was extended to seven years. There are a number of 
raised beds with produce grown according to permaculture principles. For activities the project 
makes use of the grass playground next to it. The site has been used for growing, cooking, 
education, music, art and play. These sessions are focused mainly around gardening and creative 
outdoor activities. The project develops age appropriate activities, such as planting seeds in 
trays for children landscaping and chopping by adult participants. The overarching aim of the 
project is social justice, to reconsider community assets and resources and to promote 
empowerment to enable people to reap the rewards of their labour. 

The organiser recounted the conflict which occurred when the school in proximity also wanted 
to establish an UA project, “this is a public space. It would just be really weird to put a big gate 
round it and there’s already loads of gates, there’s a cemetery with a gate, there is the gate of 
the school, they’ve gated the recreational land and its not actually theirs. They get to use it in 
the daytime, they lock one of the gates, which would create a lot more flow...they [the school] 
wanted a chunk of the cemetery. When I started doing forest school activities rather than get me 
to go in they decided to train their own forest school person. I’d inspired them but they thought 
we’ll have a chunk of the cemetery and do forest school stuff but that is public land. The land 
that I took was full of needles and we’ve improved it, what they’re going to do is just take a big 
chunk, put a gate around it and it’s theirs… they wanted to put in bids for community stuff and 
they were going to use us as an example of working with the community. They did a press 
release and they asked the school to say a few words, the head presented [this garden] as if it 
was their garden. It makes me think we need some clear signs up of that the community has 
done it”  (HO23) 

It was evident in both Hull and Copenhagen that a project’s location was influenced by 
what an organiser had observed or personally experienced happening in a certain 
community. These observations and experiences were both remnants of the 
communities past experiences and residing feelings, as well as premonitions of future 
experiences.  

For example in Hull, there was a huge decline in the fishing industries during the 1960s 
and this affected a specific area known as ‘Hessle Road’ or ‘St. Andrews Ward’. The 
area was once a thriving fishing community. However with the decline of industry, 
businesses closed, people moved out of the area in search of employment opportunities 
and others moved into ‘new’ purpose built social housing estates on the edges of the 
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city. This led to urban decay with many people entering poverty and the area had 
increased homelessness, substance abuse and the area became known for prostitution. 
One UA project organiser who lives in the area described what has happened since, 
“we’ve [the community] been left, had decades and decades of no investment, just 
plans, they [council] could see it happening but nobody stopped it [breakdown of 
communities]” (HO21). The organiser went further in her description of the area to 
describe the impact, “I could just imagine a kid looking outside, all these buildings just 
boarded, what future does that give them? I’m a big believer in, once you’ve got fly 
tipping, people getting drunk, you’re getting more porn shops, betting shops, all of that 
is just a sign of it going downhill and it has. We’ve just about got a community but 
where has the pride gone? Where has the pride gone in this area? It’s just dispersed 
with the industry. I watched that as a child” (HO21 Children’s Planters Community 
Garden). 

The organiser went on to explain what had been done in response to this, “everyone’s 
tried to solve the problems”. The organiser was referring to NGOs and GOs who had 
developed programmes of regeneration for the area. The organiser acknowledged that 
there had been some success by organisations but on the whole felt that the programmes 
failed to live up to her hopes. She described that the area was in “a cycle of expectation 
and disappointment”. This echoed feelings of other UA organisers working in the area. 
Another organiser felt that the local authority constantly asked her for her opinions 
because they viewed her as “a community person”. The organiser felt that she went to 
many consultations and gave her ideas for improvement but those ideas were never 
implemented. The organiser became fed up; being repeatedly told they live in a 
“problematic” part of the city, “you are all labelled. There is always something wrong 
with you”. The idea that the organiser could reclaim the areas reputation through UA 
influenced her decision to intervene in a number of planters that had fallen into 
disrepair, “get up and do your community. It is your community. Why are we 
complaining? We’ve got no money there is nothing we can do about it but let’s get it 
done and it’s that, they want to have pride and you have got pockets that are trying to 
help and get along, there is lots of little really active pockets on St. Andrews Ward all 
doing different things, churches, schools, they are all pretty active” (HO21). 

In Hull the growing popularity of UA and the number of projects initiated influenced 
the need for potential organisers to consider where they should establish the project. In 
Hull the influence of a large-scale third sector intervention programme was very evident 
in the decision by organisers about where to start UA. At the time of the research a 
charity ran a three-year funded programme in the East of the city from January 2013 to 
2016. The River Hull separates the East and West of Hull. The programme aimed to 
encourage local people to develop their entrepreneurial skills to support sustainable 
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living. There was four main strands to the work, food, energy, nature and growing. This 
had a significant impact on where other organisers started projects. Organisers in Hull 
actively avoided initiating anything in the areas covered by the charity.  

During the research process, organisers were asked to produce hand drawn maps, which 
showed the spaces and groups the organiser and/or project engaged with across the city. 
Organisers used these drawings to visually illustrate connections or influences as they 
spoke about them. A selection of the maps drawn by organisers who are part of different 
structural groups are presented in Figure 25 (A. Community Change Network (HO43) 
B. Wildlife Trust Community Garden (HO13) C. Development Trust Community 
Garden (HO14) D. Local Food Network (HO42) E. Permaculture Community 
Allotment Garden (HO27)). On the face of it the maps clearly show a dominance of 
activity by UA project organisers to the West of Hull. However this was not 
representative of UA activity across Hull. When discussing the maps organisers often 
cited the large-scale charity operating in the East of the city as influencing their decision 
to practice UA in the West. One organiser described the division of practices in the city 
“they [the charity] have an initiative over there [East] so we work on this side [West]” 
(HO43). Additionally the maps showed that UA is considered by organisers to be an 
‘urban’ practice with the connections and ‘reach’ of the project constrained by the 
geographical boundary where the urban meets the rural. 
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Figure 25 A sample of maps drawn by Hull project organisers during semi-structured 
interviews. They show the spaces the organisers engage in geographically in Hull and project 

‘reach’.  

This produced an interesting contrast to what was happening in Copenhagen. The 
aforementioned large-scale programme running in Hull was established specifically for 
two areas in the East of the city and for a certain period of time. However, in 
Copenhagen one large programme operating in a similar way was the on-going ‘Moving 
Climate Quarter’. Each area of the city was ranked in terms of its climatic effect and 
prioritised in terms of its need for intervention. Accordingly a small team and a set of 
funds moved into the first area to support projects for a year. This meant independent 
project organisers who wanted to start a UA project would actively go to the Climate 
Quarter organisers to apply for funds to initiate the project in the area which had been 
prioritised for intervention. In this we see a very different attitude to the influence of 
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planned interventions. However as there were far fewer UA projects in Copenhagen, it 
will be interesting to see whether this affect continues when there are numerous projects 
seeking those funds. An organiser in Copenhagen who had benefited from this initiative 
thought that it was fair because it meant if someone wanted to initiate a project they 
would have an equal opportunity to although they acknowledged it may be some time 
before that opportunity can be acted upon.  

In addition, not only where UA projects were operating in the city had influence but 
how the different structural groups were seen to be managing their established projects 
had influence. How UA projects were being started and run by different groups in the 
city influenced the decision of others to become involved in UA. This could be 
considered intervention in UA itself. Individuals in the city, members of independent 
projects and local networks were observing how other groups were practicing UA. They 
perceived that projects initiated by NGOs, GOs and national networks had been set up 
to fail and were often “abandoned” by these groups. As a result, in numerous cases 
individuals from independent and local network groups sought to intervene where this 
had occurred. They wanted to start their own project or take over the “abandoned” 
project to show that “UA can be done in a competitive and sustainably” (HO18). This 
was observed to occur more strongly in Hull than in Copenhagen. As before, the reason 
for this was that UA is in its infancy in Copenhagen which has reduced this element of 
competition.  

UA also emerges in serendipitous ways. Organisers described becoming involved in UA 
as a result of “just a conversation”, “I fell into it”, “it was a natural choice”, and “it just 
sort of grew on me”. Milbourne also described his research participants explaining the 
influence of “chance encounters” in their initiation of UA.  (2012: 951). A community 
garden organiser described her chance encounter, “through a conversation somebody 
said there was nothing going on here, we have got it all set up but there is nobody to do 
anything would you like to get involved and it was a great opportunity and was a bit 
weary because I thought I haven’t done anything like this for anybody else before” 
(HO9 Children’s Centre Community Garden). This challenges academic ideas on the 
inherently planned nature normatively associated with the development of UA. 

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
This chapter explored when, how and where UA projects emerged in the city foodscape. 
The rationale for exploring this was that current literature describes that UA is 
experiencing a resurgence in many cities (McClintock 2016 & Tornaghi 2014). The 
chapter has addressed a literature imbalance by focussing on the process of emergence 
for both emerging and established projects. This was in preference to only studying 
established projects retrospectively. This was central in fulfilling Aim 2, the inclusion 
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of established and emerging projects. Table 18 summarises research findings and 
addresses the implications of the finding. 

The chapter was in three parts. The first Section, 5.1 explored temporal patterns in when 
projects emerged and observable trends in how UA has emerged in each city. This 
provided a basis for understanding the nature of and complexities exhibited in the 
process of emergence in the following sections of the chapter. The section observed 
methodological challenges evident in the literature and how by considering UA data in 
new ways, such as through the use of a typology researchers can gain new insights. The 
new insights gained included further understanding of Objective (i), who participates in 
UA and why. However, this insight looked beyond the individual organiser as outlined 
in Chapter 4 to understand patterns of when independent groups, organisations and 
networks (as facilitated by the typology), have established UA projects. Through the 
careful retention of rich data on the projects this study has identified specific trends in 
how projects have become established over longer periods of time and how ‘new’ 
projects have emerged. This showed a shift from projects which have emerged around 
themes such as wildlife, health, and therapy to projects emerging out of pre-existing city 
‘services’ such as churches, libraries and playgrounds. Findings included identification 
of site hybridity with multiple ‘types’ of UA occupying the space alongside one another 
in both locations. This also confirmed the influence that pre-existing allotments in both 
Hull and Copenhagen have had on how UA emerges. Projects also emerged around 
specific themes, for example organic growing principles, and projects increasingly exist 
in a ‘mobile’ state with planned impermanence so a project can move between sites. 
This opened debate on the value of questioning what happens in one location in 
comparison to another.  The chapter has moved emergence understanding beyond 
proliferation of particular projects based on a perceived nuance or originality of a 
project. Approaching emergence in this way should increase accessibility in UA 
research, enabling scholars to identify whether other cities are experiencing similar 
patterns. In addition, this approach has enabled me to highlight the individual nature of 
UA projects whilst retaining context. Understanding when UA projects emerge is 
important for the next section which explores how these projects have emerged.  

Section 5.2 considered spatial patterns of emergence moving from when projects 
emerged to how. The section complimented the first by addressing calls for time and 
space studies of UA (Kingsley & Townsend 2006). The chapter drew upon the 
separation of organiser motivation, project aims and emergence introduced in Chapter 4. 
When exploring the ways in which projects emerge, a useful but currently limited area 
of UA literature was drawn upon to make comparisons and some of the transferability 
issues were described. The section used the lens of ‘emergence form’ to develop a 
matrix to improve understanding on the multiple decision-making processes which 
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occur in the emergence of a project. Two factors were discussed in this section, the 
decision-maker and the decision rationale. The decision-maker related to hierarchy, who 
made the choice to initiate a project and the decision rationale explored why a project 
was started whether decision was made based on an interest or to change a specific 
‘place’. The matrix was considered in relation to the typology, which provided specific 
insights such as how a top-down decision was exhibited most frequently by NGOs, GOs 
and national networks when compared to independent projects and local networks. 
Section 5.3 continued on this theme to identify factors which influenced where a project 
has emerged. The section outlined the active debates on whether UA emerges evenly or 
unevenly across cities. To contribute to this debate on where UA projects emerge, this 
section considered how UA is used for a ‘planned intervention’ but also emerges 
because of ‘conducive conditions’.  

Together, the sections of this chapter have been instrumental in fulfilling research 
Objective (iii.) by investigating how UA projects emerged in Hull and Copenhagen. 
This addressed Aim 2 by including establishing and emerging projects. The end of this 
chapter marks a shift in how the analytical themes are explored. The last two chapters 
have described who was involved in UA, where UA is, what it does, patterns in when it 
has occurred and the processes through which projects come into existence. The 
following two chapters relate directly to each other. They explore qualities of projects 
which are enabling (Chapter 6) and hindering (Chapter 7) the development of both 
established and emerging projects in each city. The chapters use the conceptualisation 
of ‘persistence’ and ‘ephemerality’ to understand how these qualities are manifest and 
experienced by organisers. 
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Table 18 Summary of research findings from the chapter and implications of findings. 
Implications identify the relevant stakeholder of the finding and makes recommendations.  
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6 MANIFESTATIONS OF 
PERSISTENCE IN URBAN 
AGRICULTURE PROJECTS 

Introduction 
This chapter is informed by the insights gained into the people, practices and emergence 
of UA. This chapter and following chapter, Manifestations of Ephemerality In Urban 
Agriculture Projects, relate directly to one another. Together, the chapters address how 
UA projects and organisers behave by discussing qualities found to be present within 
the projects. Although seemingly dualistic, persistence and ephemerality are dialectal 
themes with aspects of both being experienced by a project at the same time. Discussing 
these themes attempts to conceptualise that which is constantly changing and shaping 
UA. By drawing upon the communal experience of projects, the chapters seek to make 
sense of what is happening in practice utilising project narratives that are grounded in 
the organiser perspective (Aim 3).  

‘Persisting’ qualities are those which ‘stabilise’ a project and facilitate it to remain 
active in the foodscape. The chapter explores the manifestation of these qualities and 
forms an understanding of the complex flux experienced by projects. Here, the term 
‘manifestation’ is used to conceptualise abstract themes and processes to understand 
how organisers experience them. Exploration of that which is ‘manifest’ can only be 
observed by taking a longitudinal approach (Objective v.). It provides a tangible lens 
through which to read and make sense of project practice. The way in which certain 
qualities manifest themselves in a project allows us to see which practices ensure the 
longevity of a project. The research intended to maximise the opportunity for data 
collection on the UA over the three-year research period (Glover et al 2005: 89). This is 
important given the finding that food projects take three years to establish (McGlone et 
al 1999). This assists in fulfilling Objective (iii.). Drawing upon the organiser 
perspective to identify these qualities is significant given the existing evidence that a 
“dedicated leader” is critical to project success (Corrigan 2011: 1232). 

In a project where the qualities of persistence are not manifest, we see the symptoms of 
change within a project that can affect the project’s stability leading to ephemerality.  

There are four themes or qualities of persistence explored in this chapter. Each section 
will explore how and why the theme is a persisting and stabilising project quality rather 
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than a driver of ephemerality in UA projects. The section addresses Objective (iv.). 
Similarities and differences between the organiser experience in Hull and Copenhagen 
are considered in each section.  

The first section 6.1 Identity; Project Aims and Discourse, looks at the scope and 
negotiation of project aims, what projects seek to accomplish. It draws on the separation 
of aims, emergence and motivation as introduced in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2.1 but goes 
further to explore how aims are used by organisers to stabilise an UA project. It also 
examines how organisers identify with the term ‘urban agriculture’, how far they align 
what they do on the ground with the term and other broader discourses. 

The second section, 6.2 Commitment to Action and Recognition looks at how ‘action’ 
has become a persisting strategy for organisers to rationalise their engagement in UA 
and describes how organisers seek validation through recognition in the absence of 
mechanisms to record what they achieve, ‘action’. It explores the complex relationship 
between ‘action’ and recognition. 

The third section 6.3 Managing Involvement and Feelings of Duty explores a personal 
theme to emerge over the research period. It details the struggles of organisers in 
managing their commitment to a project or projects. 

Finally, the fourth section is titled 6.4 Seeking Economic Security. The ways in which 
projects receive or generate funding has previously been identified as a critical 
challenge facing UA projects (Reynolds 2015). This section explores the financial status 
of the forty projects, organiser experience and attitudes towards accessing funding, 
strategies adopted to make the project economically secure as well as a discussion on 
the impact that funder criteria has in shaping UA organiser experience of insecurity. 
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6.1 Project Identity; Aims and Discourses 
How projects construct and use their identities is critical for understanding their 
stability. The identity of a project is considered highly important to organisers. In many 
ways, a project’s ability to view and leverage their identity as a strategy is an indicator 
of project resilience. Identities are created by projects for many reasons. Manifestations 
of ‘identity’ encompass written aims and manifestos expressing the purpose of a project, 
as well as informal declarations of project remit and purpose. Chapter 4 The People and 
Practices of UA Projects, section 4.1.2.1 Uncoupling Motivation, Emergence and Aims 
differentiated between the aims of projects, the motivation of organisers and the process 
of project emergence. It is our role as researchers to acknowledge this difference and 
understand the implications this has on the UA foodscape. Individual organiser 
motivations are fixed and project aims are static. The lens of project aims facilitates a 
broader understanding of what the purpose of UA is beyond the production of edible 
food. This produces rich suggestions for academic definitions of what UA is.  

The first section explores the scope of the aims of projects. Aims are central to a 
project’s public expression of identity. Project aims are the tangible lens through which 
organisers can rationalise and realise their individual motivations and hopes for a 
project. The aims of projects are important for academic understandings of the potential 
and role UA projects seek. This has implications for exploring how far projects seek to 
address food security issues and improve the urban environment.  

This second part of the section addresses a seemingly obvious topic. Currently 
insufficient literature exists which investigates the term ‘urban agriculture’ beyond 
academic appropriation of it for narrowing the study area. Accordingly, the term’s 
meanings for and usages by organisers are explored. This considers whether projects 
associate or disassociate with the term and why.  

6.1.1 The Scope and Negotiation of Urban Agriculture Project Aims 
That which a project aims to do is central to understanding what the role of an UA 
project is. It is of relevance to projects in both city locations. Chapter 4 demonstrated 
the variation of activities that projects currently engage in. Furthermore, it showed that 
the boundaries of activities they are engaged in extends beyond food production and the 
sites of projects themselves. Project identities are shaped by their aims and these 
activities form part of an understanding of how their aims directly shape what the 
project chooses to do. Project aims are explored in two ways, first, through 
understanding the scope of aims and secondly how they are negotiated and fulfilled.  



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

200   

6.1.1.1 Scope of Project Aims 
Aims are presented in varying degrees of formality; from a written manifesto to 
informal proclamations of “this is what we are trying to do”. The scope of aims are 
considered in three ways: the aims of each structural grouping, a comparison of project 
aims in Hull and Copenhagen, and some specific observations related to UA project 
type. The following shows how food growing is important to a project in different ways 
based on where ownership of the project lies, project location, and UA type.  

For GOs, there were three very clear features in the project aims: the provision of space, 
the growing of food, and a prescription for what a participant can gain from attendance 
to the project. GO projects aim to the provide space and the aims specifically describe 
qualities of the space the projects seek. This includes being “secure”, “safe”, 
“attractive” and “utilised”. This is further evidenced in Cameo 12. Food growing was a 
dominant feature of project aims, manifested to show food growing, to grow together, to 
show the cycle of growing, to conserve seeds and to grow organically. Beyond space 
provision and food growing, lengthier descriptions of project aims often included a 
quality or benefit someone can expect as a result of being part of the project. Terms 
included “enjoyment”, “learning”, increased “ownership”, “wellbeing” and “reflection”. 
For example, the Adult Centre aimed “to grow organic food together on a council estate 
with people from the estate” (Adult Centre Community Garden HO5).  
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Cameo 12   

In 2012, the local authority (GO) established a Community Garden in the grounds of a Youth 
Centre (Figure 26). The aim of the centre is to deliver youth work for the ages 10 - 19 years old 
with additional support for those in need up to the age of 24 years. The project had existed in a 
previous form from 2005 - 2012 on the plot of an allotment site. Having moved to the youth 
centre site the large garden has different structures including a wigwam, wildlife area (and 
pond), bicycle wheel structures to create zoned areas, planters made from tyres, fruit trees, a 
graffiti mural and a fire pit. The project aims to create “safe green space”, which young people 
can have “enjoyment”, input into and “can take ownership of” (HO3, HO4). The space is 
primarily used for weekly sessions with young adults with learning disabilities. The site was 
originally used for growing more produce however this is now changing with the development 
of the city farm (Cameo 15) on the land next to the garden. This means that the project is now 
growing fruit which requires less input and maintenance.  

 
Figure 26 Images of the Youth Centre Community Garden taken by project participants. 

For NGOs, the most featured theme in project aims was the focus on low income areas 
of the city or people living on low incomes. For example, one organiser’s stated aim 
was “to demonstrate that people from here [the estate] they can grow their own food” 
(Community Development Trust HO14). This contrasts with GO projects that had a 
more specific focus on food growing. NGO aims were more concentrated on providing 
food to people through the project than explicitly growing food. The terms “encourage” 
and “engage” were common in the aims. Where these terms were used it typically 
related to communal food growing, cooking and eating, healthy eating, understanding of 
food origin, time spent outside, education and supporting the provision for more 
projects. For example, a church community garden aimed to “provide local people 
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healthy meals… for people on low incomes and show growing, cooking and eating in 
the same space” (HO16 Church Community Garden). 

The aims of independent projects were generally more descriptive than that of GOs and 
NGOs. The most common theme in the independent project aims was the provision of a 
service. This service provision focused around four themes, i. the provision of space to 
grow food, ii. to increase sociability, iii. to provide opportunity and iv. to provide 
choice. These themes will be discussed in turn however many independent project aims 
had elements of each of these four themes.  

i. The provision of space to grow food. 

The aim to provide space to grow food was expressed in different ways with different 
projects focussing on specific aspects of facilitating food growing. This related to 
learning including, how to grow, how to grow with specific growing principles, the 
health impact of food and the benefits of seasonal local food. In addition, the provision 
of resources for people to take this learnt knowledge home and put it into practice by 
giving resources such as seeds. Some independent project aims had a spatial quality, 
relating to how to grow innovatively in small spaces. Others wanted to increase the 
relationship between the countryside and city through ‘reconnection’. This was the 
result of organisers having identified that the relationship between rural agriculture and 
the city had widened over time and organisers were unsatisfied with how disparate the 
connection between the two had become. 

ii. To increase sociability. 

An increase in sociability was presented in project aims in two ways. The first was to 
provide a space which facilitated increased communication, a space in which people 
could discuss ‘everyday’ issues with some organisers specifically stating these everyday 
issues as the “food system”, “food poverty” and “politics”. Interestingly very few 
projects explained whom they were trying to facilitate discussions of these issues 
between.  

Increased sociability through communication as a feature in aims was most evident in 
projects which aimed to target a specific demographic group. One example was the 
Black and Minority Ethnic Community Garden project. The aim of this project was 
threefold: to develop environmental awareness among the black and minority ethnic 
community with a focus on issues impacting day-to-day lives, to raise awareness of 
food growing opportunities, the impact of diet on health and facilitate communication 
across communities.  

This project’s aims introduce the second way sociability was presented through the use 
of the term ‘community’. This was a common feature in many projects aims, with 
community as something projects sought to “bring together”, “build” and “strengthen”. 
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When community development was mentioned, this was coupled with more abstract 
goals such as “for people to learn empowerment”, “encourage pride”, “create 
aspiration”, and “provoke ownership”. There was a sense in articulations of project 
aims of this type that ‘community’ was fragmented and required intervention to be put 
back together. For example, a Permaculture Community Garden project aimed to 
“…achieve social justice by creating a space for people to communicate and discuss 
issues, food poverty…people need to learn empowerment by experiencing food growing 
and receiving reward for their work” (HO23). This project’s aim demonstrates how 
both types of sociability were conflated by organisers. 

iii. To provide opportunity. 

The third provision in independent project aims was a sense of opportunity. These 
opportunities related to volunteering, undeveloped space, local people, idea sharing, 
reduced physical/mental health stigma, training and being outside. For example, one of 
the organisers of an urban orchard explained that the project aims as to provide 
“opportunity for healthy eating and exercise through outdoor activity, local produce, 
strengthen community and get more wildlife” (Urban Orchard with Wildlife Community 
Garden). Urban farms (mostly formed independently) had more project aims than other 
types of UA. These aims were generally more positive in their goals. To clarify, they 
did not identify deficiencies that a project sought to remediate in their aims. In 
Copenhagen terms included “curiosity and wonder” and others describe “promotion” of 
that which already exists including “biological and human diversity”. In Hull urban 
farm organisers spoke about the need to celebrate what is happening in the city as part 
of their aims. This celebration was often related to skills and knowledge gained.  

iv. To provide choice. 

The forth and least frequently mentioned theme was the creation of ‘choice’. Organisers 
aimed for their project to create an alternative way to produce food. This also included 
projects aiming to create models of UA that were an alternative to that of GOs and 
NGOs, such as communal growing rather than the allotment model. In addition, the 
creation of alternative spaces were cited, the ‘alterity’ of these being in how the spaces 
were to be managed. For example, seeking “freedom” with site use determined by the 
space users without leaders or hierarchies.  

The final group of projects are the networks. The aims of national and local networks in 
this study were found to be similar. All the organisers of networks studied exclaimed 
that they “don’t do political” because having aims which are politically grounded 
created barriers “to improve community resilience and improve their life chances” 
(HO43 Community Change Network). The aims of these projects are more outward 
looking and focused on ‘connections’ than that of other UA groups. This included direct 
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connections between national and local networks, as well as the transference of national 
issues to a local level. The aims of networks were presented in two ways: a broad 
overall aim that was ‘connection-based’ such as “bringing together local communities, 
businesses, policy makers and public health advocates”, or more specific aims such as 
“to form a land army” (HO44 Local Food Network). What they do is not necessarily 
self-determined but is shaped by how external groups use the network. For the organiser 
of a Global Environmental Network, “what we do sometimes depends on how we get 
used by stakeholders” (HO42). This is further illustrated in Cameo 13. 

Cameo 13  

An organiser from a Local Food Network in Hull explained how an external organisation uses 
the network, “the council uses it as sort of not so much a source of information but as something 
they can put in their reports, so they can put people in touch with the local food network” 
(HO44). The project was started in 2013 by a small group of people with common interests who 
came together to try and help a small local organic vegetable delivery business.  

The project is now part of the Sustainable Food Cities national network. The network has 
organised public events to bring together the food community in Hull, have created a resource 
website, kept themselves informed about the food industry, built up a small library of resources 
for loan, started and supported many food related projects across the city and hosted monthly 
meet ups of people interested in all things local food. Having been established for a number of 
years one of the organisers described the idea as being “to get everyone together so that they 
could meet and talk and at least know about each other, it doesn’t matter what else happens” 
and now the project aims to “get people together to talk to each other and not repeat the same 
stuff, the same mistakes someone has made” (HO41). 

Generally projects in Hull and Copenhagen had similar aims. However, there were some 
interesting differences between them. Network project aims were much more 
concentrated on ‘greening’ the city in a measurable way. Independent project aims in 
Hull and Copenhagen were both more descriptive than the other structural groupings 
and had more project aims. In Copenhagen, independent projects were particularly 
focused on the creation of green space and to demonstrate different models of growing 
and more likely to describe the financial aim of the project. The organiser of an Organic 
Rooftop Farm stated, the project aimed “to show a farm that is economically 
sustainable that does not rely on volunteers…to grow but also communicate how to 
grow organically and the benefits of locally produced food” (CO29, CO30). GO 
projects in Copenhagen featured a sustainability agenda much more strongly than the 
Hull projects. Furthermore, the aims were more specific in differentiating the 
relationship between the site and how it should be used, such as “to be a visual 
demonstration of sustainability in action” (Elderly Centre City Farm with allotment 
plots). There was also a greater trend towards health as a focus if sustainability was not 
featured as an aim. 

This section has demonstrated patterns between the locations, across the typology and 
the individualistic nature of project aims. It is clear from the terminology and concepts 
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used by organisers that project aims have been carefully considered. The next section 
discusses how organisers develop aims.  

6.1.1.2 Negotiation of Project Aims 
Having explored the scope of the aims of UA projects this section seeks to understand 
how those aims were negotiated and decided by organisers. This section seeks to answer 
questions on project aim formation including i. why do projects develop aims, ii. what 
phase of project development are aims developed, iii. who participates in deciding aims, 
iv. how are they formed and what happens over time? 

i. Why do projects develop aims?  

This study has found that projects have aims for many reasons. Fundamentally aims are 
the goals the project seeks to fulfil, the reason for a project’s existence. They offer a 
guide for organisers to make decisions about what falls within the project remit and a 
benchmark to make decisions about which activities they engage in. Aims are a tool to 
communicate what the project is about, which is considered particularly important for 
attracting participants to the project. Aim use as a tool for communication extends 
beyond this: aims create a communal language for organisers, participants and wider 
organisations to talk about a project. For organisers who felt the development of aims 
was extremely significant, having a set of aims created a “sense of value” for the 
project.  

ii. What phase of project development are aims developed? 

For nearly all the projects studied the development of a set of aims was one of the very 
first steps an organiser or organisers did to start a project. Aim formation often marked 
the beginning of a project’s emergence in the foodscape. Some projects created a project 
name and then a set of aims and others created their aims first. Aims were developed 
before a project had a site or began to plant anything. A project name and a set of aims 
were the two components used to begin to develop a brand for the project. Organisers 
branded a project through the creation of a logo and a sheet outlining the aims as a 
tangible element of a projects identity, marking their role.  

There were two reasons aims were developed so early on in a project’s emergence. The 
first, (as identified in Chapter 4) is that organisers engage in a lot of other organisations 
and activities, from this involvement they have seen manifestos, mission statements and 
‘about’ pages. This has been transferred to the creation of their project. The second is 
the expectation that a project should have a social media presence, many websites 
require a name, an image and a written line describing what the ‘page’ is about. 
Organisers have reacted to this and created a project name (name), a logo (an image) 
and an aim (a line describing what it is). 
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Aims enable all organisers in a city to identify how the project is similar to and different 
from what they are trying to do. Aims have two faces, and are presented differently 
depending on circumstance, privately (between organisers and organisers with 
participants) and publicly (in print materials and to funders).  

iii. Who participates in deciding aims? 

In terms of where aims come from, the aims of GOs and NGOs projects were generally 
developed because of a specific directive or agenda (as identified in 5.2.1 Emergence 
Forms). For example, the NHS ‘five a day’, an ‘affordable food’ intervention for a 
specific part of the city or “cultural integration in a diverse part of the city”. 
Independent project aims were developed by the initiator-organisers. Organisers 
expressed a “gradual encompassing of ideas” as the basis for the aims. The ideas of 
each organiser were rooted in the motivations they had to engage in the UA in the first 
place These motivations included to be involved in food and growing, to engage 
specific, hidden and minority groups within the city, to be philanthropic, to the change 
the ‘identity’ of a location, as a result of a life stage or event or to create change through 
‘difference’ for the future. 

Many factors affected how organisers decided their aims. This included the knowledge 
and experience of the organisers, with projects of multiple organisers having more 
considered aims than a project run by one organiser. Furthermore, individuality in 
project aims was important because organisers were cautious not to directly replicate the 
aims of another project in the city. Organisers used aims to differentiate themselves 
from the work of other projects. A further factor was how the organiser planned to fund 
the project. For example, the organiser of an organic rooftop farm recounted how the 
local authority had “plans in drawings and they were so much bigger and cost so much 
more and would take a long time to be realised” However in the meantime the farm 
“was the first project that people could come and visit. It wasn't just talking about it but 
it was actually there, so it was really beneficial for them [the local authority]”. As a 
result, when the organisers met with the local authority they said, “okay we have this 
money you can apply for and we are really interested in supporting this farm instead” 
(CO30). 

iv. How are they formed and what happens over time?  

Up until this point the aims discussed have related to the very first set of goals created 
by an organiser. It has been found that aims start as ‘fixed’ but then undergo a process 
of change. This is supported by existing work by Holland who showed that the longer a 
project had been established the more “changes in direction were recorded” pointing to 
“the dynamic nature of the movement” (Holland 2011: 299). After emerging, very 
quickly organisers have to adjust or change these aims. As a project emerges, aims 
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undergo a process of deliberation and refinement. Aims shift and change to include 
newfound project knowledge, because of funding specifications, or to align with 
broader agendas or specific discourses. 

Through this longitudinal study it is clear that UA project aims are changeable, which 
contributes to unique project identity assembly. The reason for this change is that as 
more projects emerge, each project seeks to clarify their niche and individuality. In turn 
this ensures their project is relevant and competitive. One way in which they do this is 
to learn the language of UA and leverage popular discourses into their aims such as 
‘sustainability’. This relevance and competitiveness is explored further below. For 
projects, the process of aim diversification enables projects to persist, preserving place 
by identifying themselves as embedded and specific to the people and location in which 
they are situated. All of which are attempts to manifest their identity, the role they have 
and the resource they seek to become or service they want to provide.  

Funding was a considerable contributory factor in aim change. When a project has 
broad aims, but seeks funding from external sources, funding bodies seek clear and 
realistic aims which an organiser can be held accountable to. This allows funding bodies 
to show demonstrable value and impact through their investment. This is discussed 
further in 6.4.4 Funder Preferences and Criteria. 

Having changed the original carefully crafted aims, many projects over time exhibited 
“aim drain”. This refers to the slow distancing of organisers from the new aims which 
have been influenced by multiple funding bodies and organiser ideas. They become 
increasingly distant to the original organiser motivations. Opposing views between 
organisers on the aim of the project becomes evident. Some organisers can overcome 
this distance for the betterment and persistence of the project. However other organisers 
leave to pursue a project that has aims which are similar to what they initially wanted 
the remit of their project to be.  

However, when some organisers have left, other organisers are able to overcome 
difference for the betterment of the project. This was the case regardless of structural 
group. One organiser described how this process occurred, “I think the original people 
interested did have competing ideas but inevitably some people have stepped away. So, 
it was left to a small nucleus of people who think the same and whether that's a good 
thing or not…I don't know” (HO27 Global Environment Network). The organiser 
alluded to the usefulness of this process in shaping the identity of the project, “work out 
what we are, who we are and what we were going to do”. 

6.1.2 ‘Urban Agriculture’ As Described By Organisers 
This section explores what organisers consider the term ‘urban agriculture’ to mean. 
The section also considers whether organisers identified their project to be UA and what 
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characteristics are contributory to their association or disassociation with the term. 
Meanings and alignment with the term are drawn from organisers of both established 
and emerging projects. The theme of discourse is considered a persisting project quality 
because organisers demonstrated more than awareness of the term, they have given 
thought to what the practice is whilst knowing they are instrumental is shaping what UA 
is, its identity and role.  

The responses were varied and this variation is useful for future field definition. 
Organiser rationale for not identifying their work as UA provides particularly thought-
provoking insight into the identity of projects. Most organisers considered their project 
to embody features of an ‘urban’ location and of ‘agricultural’ practices. However, 
association of their project with the term was less common with organisers citing the 
limited role of food production, or ‘agriculture’, in the overall aim of a project. Food 
production only forms part of what many projects aim to do as identified in the previous 
section. This confirms the findings of Chapter 4 that food production has a limited role 
in UA. 

The most common articulation presented by organisers was coupling the meaning of 
‘urban’ with ‘city’, and ‘agriculture’ with ‘growing’. These articulations led organisers 
to describe ‘urban agriculture’ as representative of the practice by which you grow fruit 
and vegetables in the city.  

The meaning of UA was compartmentalised by some organisers into its two parts with 
organisers considering first what they thought was ‘urban’ and then what they 
considered to be ‘agriculture’. ‘Urban’ was variously used to describe villages and 
towns, “built up space” or the location of a community. An organiser of an Adult Centre 
Community Garden located at the edge of Hull identified their project as urban because 
it was on a housing estate, which also has retail outlets and infrastructure such as a main 
road (HO5 Adult Centre Community Garden).  

‘Agriculture’ was referred to as food production with most organisers citing the 
growing of fruit and vegetables. Organisers of urban farms found it difficult to 
distinguish between ‘urban agriculture’ and ‘urban farming’. The consensus of 
organisers from other project types was that ‘who’ grows is different. Urban farming 
required an “expert grower” whose specific role was to grow the food, whereas UA can 
be anyone (non-expert). Urban farm organisers allowed participants to be involved in 
the food growing. Even though many of the projects had beehives producing honey as 
part of their project this was never drawn upon in their articulations of what UA is. This 
may be explained by the relative lack of success in producing enough honey to move 
beyond tastings for project participants.  
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Other organisers looked beyond defining the ‘urban’ and ‘agriculture’ to classify the 
term more conceptually. Organisers related the practice of UA to changing the 
physicality of available space. For example, the organiser of a community garden stated, 
“re-imagining food closer to home in a built space” and another related it to “growing 
food utilising the space you have, and growing appropriate to the space”. Of interest 
were expressions that signalled to UA requiring two components, people and land. For 
example, the idea that UA is the process of creating accessible green space and specific 
attribution to the achievement of accessibility for “local people”, people living near the 
site. Frequently cited in defining the term was the utilisation of perceived ‘waste’ in a 
city with UA being a way to remember “how to grow” and “that we [the region] used to 
grow”. This confirms the finding in Chapter 4 that organisers fear a loss of knowledge 
related to food production. Others considered UA as being a practice that should occur 
specifically on “wasted land”.  

Furthermore, UA was commonly described as a vehicle to encourage “people to grow 
themselves” on “wasted land”. The organiser of a BME community garden described 
this process as, “bringing people together, finding a space, a space where they can grow 
any type of food, weather permitting in its specific place". It doesn’t necessarily mean 
that we got to have an allotment to do gardening, any space that you have, you should 
be able to as long as you are very creative you should be able to grow something” 
(HO24). Interestingly this organiser associated with ‘urban’ but did not consider their 
project to be UA because of the limited amount of food the group produced.  

Thus far I have explored what organisers understand by the term ‘urban agriculture’. 
This becomes more interesting and complex when organisers were asked whether they 
considered (associated) their project to be an example of UA or of a UA type such as 
allotment, community garden, farm or orchard. For organisers deciding whether their 
project was UA provoked an initial response of either strongly identifying with UA or 
not. However, expressing a rationale for their response proved much more challenging.  

On the whole projects identified as being UA but to varying extents. When the 
researcher asked this on tours of project sites, there were proclamations of “this is it”. 
The organiser of an allotment, the most long-standing form of UA evident in Hull 
identified as being UA. She considered UA as a mechanism towards self-sufficiency in 
fresh produce but acknowledged it could not be an alternative to rural food production 
because “it’s not viable for the whole city” (HO11 Allotment Association Community 
Garden). For her UA was a supplementary system to rural agriculture. Cameo 14 shows 
how the organisers of a Mobile Container City Farm also considered the existence of 
UA as supplementary to rural agriculture.  
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Cameo 14  

Two organisers are establishing an independent Mobile Container City Farm. The idea was 
developed in 2013 and the organisers have begun developing their first site. The project planned 
is based on the ‘farm in a box’ concept. The plan is to create a unique micro farming enterprise 
in the centre of Hull, which will be structurally mobile and self-sufficient. Structurally mobile 
meaning that the site infrastructure is transportable and can be used to occupy empty 
development sites in the city centre as an ‘in the meantime’ site use. The purpose is to reconnect 
residents with food, improve knowledge and understanding of where food comes from and how 
to prepare it. A key element of the project is to make it “sustainable, accountable and 
profitable”. The site plans to be an “inspirational” and “innovative feature” in the city centre, 
similar to the current museum offerings. The main structures for the project will be based on 
container architecture to reflect the maritime history of Hull, housing a project office, café, shop 
and multipurpose room. Growing areas constructed using mobile raised beds. For power, they 
aim to have solar panels and use other renewable energy technologies.  

The organisers both thought the project will be UA when it is established. One organiser 
defined the term as “agriculture in the urban environment”. They consider the project to be a 
“fusion” project where they will both grow food but also provide a visitor attraction which they 
attributed to their city centre site location (HO31). The other organiser described UA to be 
“growing food in an urban setting for human consumption” adding that being in an ‘urban’ 
environment means that projects can have an education element with potential benefits for the 
sustainability agenda (HO32). 

The greatest sense of dissociation from the term arose from the role organisers viewed 
food production as having within a project. Some organisers viewed their project as 
creating “community” as well as “food”. For example, a community garden organiser 
expressed being “a community project, bringing people together to show what they can 
do. The vehicle of growing things, it’s just a mechanism to get involved and get people 
to do things in their neighbourhood. To see what we are doing and think I could do 
that” (HO5; Adult Centre Community Garden). 

Considering literature discussions on the potential of UA to be ‘upscaled’ (2.4.6 Multi-
Scalar and Multi-Faceted Claims for UA), further exploration was needed into the way 
‘scale’ was implicated by organisers to voice association or disassociation with the 
term. For example, an organiser of a network project decided their project was not yet at 
a stage to be considered UA. UA was considered a goal and the project was moving 
towards it but was currently in a “food growing initiative” state (HO43 Community 
Change Network). The organiser of a city farm who associated with UA supported this. 
The organiser expressed that UA was a “sliding scale” with projects sitting at different 
points on the scale, “it’s anything, whether it’s a box on a windowsill or a city farm. 
Any food growing that you can do rather than buy. The joining up of projects with what 
people are growing at home” (HO33 City Farm). The organiser of a Commercial-Run 
Rooftop Community Garden considered UA to be city centre farms however associated 
their project with being similar to an allotment and “a lower level version of a farm” 
(HO40). This demonstrates similarities between projects across all UA types. 

For some organisers associating with the term was problematic because they felt their 
practice needed be explicitly focused on food production but they only had a limited 
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yield. Additionally, to be UA there needed to be a market for the urban harvest to be 
bought and sold. This was driven by the idea that project viability and persistence in the 
foodscape was dictated by the ability of the projects to be able to sell the produce. Tied 
into this idea of ‘scale’ were ideas about appropriation of the term. Interestingly many 
independent project organisers felt, even when they associated their project as being 
UA, that appropriation of the term by “wider sectors and industry” would dictate 
whether they were UA or not. A local food network organiser claimed UA to be “more 
than individual projects in their spaces” describing how to be UA the projects needed to 
be a collective with “overarching guidance by somebody at an urban city level, maybe 
the council” (HO42 Local Food Network).  

6.1.3  ‘Sustainability’ As Described By Organisers. 
This section explores how organisers described sustainability. Existing literature 
suggests that the people involved in UA are often motivated by ‘sustainability’ in terms 
of sustainable development. However, this research has found that by asking organisers 
what they mean by sustainability organisers equate the term with the persistence of the 
project, the ability of the project to “keep going”.  

The overriding theme was that sustainability meant the project remained active into the 
future without having to be supplied with “extras” (HO18 Therapeutic Community 
Garden). Some felt that their project would always need a maintained level of input to 
keep the project active. This could be internal or external support, finance or new 
organisers, as examples. The ‘extras’ or persistent interventions required to give a 
project security were variables that organisers felt needed to be controlled. Safeguarding 
of land leases, external funding and the provision of organiser time were considered 
important.  

Other organisers considered their project to have ‘sustainability’ if the project merely 
still exists in its current state. Responses on this pointed to the establishment of certain 
elements of the project that can continue to happen, for example annual celebrations. An 
organiser described this solution-focused approach as “go with good ideas and stop the 
bad ones” (HO23 Permaculture Community Garden). 

Organisers viewed the sustainability of the project as part of their responsibilities. Ideas 
of sustainability also manifested as uncertainty, with organisers using the term 
‘sustainability’ to question the ability of the project to persist in its current form. This 
included the coordination of how that could be achieved, what the legacy of the project 
would be, and whether the community could take ownership of the project to develop 
and improve it. The idea that organisers expect “the community” to take control of UA 
projects was more often expressed by organisers of NGO, GO and national network 
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projects (HO43 Community Change Network). This is discussed further in 7.3.1 
Rationale For Seeking Participants.  

After organisers conflated sustainability and persistence in their answers, they began to 
consider what this meant to project practice. Interestingly to do this, organisers drew 
upon one pillar of theoretical sustainability including, economic, social or 
environmental and ecological sustainability. How organisers adopted these pillars are 
discussed in order of their prevalence.  

§ Economic Sustainability 

Unsurprisingly when asked what sustainability was most organisers in Hull and 
Copenhagen quickly related it to the project’s economic sustainability. Organisers 
across the structural groups described an awareness of economic sustainability. 
Economic sustainability meant that organisers had money for a paid project worker, 
they could afford continued access to water, project insurance and organisers could have 
DBS checks (criminal checks from the Disclosure and Barring Service). 

The organiser of the commercial-run Rooftop Community Garden described 
sustainability as being “something that has longevity that is not just a flash in the pan”, 
he went on to explain how this worked for the project, “we take proceeds from this year 
and use them going forward and that will be sustainability” (HO40). Re-investing 
income generated by the project, without having to look for external funding was 
considered the ideal way for a project to achieve economic sustainability.  

Whereas other projects claimed they had economic sustainability because they are in 
receipt of external funding. Others felt that if they have reliable projects funds through 
income generation or external funding that would remove the “constant unknown”. 
Removal of the unknown would mean organisers felt they had economic security. 
Economic security is the subject of the next section, 6.4.  

Interestingly organisers of both established and emerging projects accepted that their 
projects were economically unsustainable because of how they had and continued to be 
set up. Cameo 15 describes how this acceptance manifested for a city farm.  

Cameo 15 

In 2014 the local authority offered funding and a potential location for groups to bid to start a 
City Farm project. Three groups wrote and won the bid together. The groups included a charity 
supporting people feeling social exclusion because of mental ill health, a charity providing a 
voice for black, minority ethnic communities across the Humber region and the regional branch 
of a national mental health charity. The project aims to be a teaching site for training and to use 
the space to get rid of the stigma attached to mental health issues.  

The lead organiser described being given the opportunity but then having to develop a strategy 
for how they were going to deliver what they said they would. The organiser explained that “we 
[the project] will never reach viability because there is insufficient recouping of costs to make 
that viable. The project initiator described that the project could never be viable because the 
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produce value could never cover the cost of an organiser salary, “it’s going to cost us fifty grand 
[£50,000] a year for instructors and it is impossible to get fifty grand out of vegetables. No 
matter how many fruit trees you grow. We will never become profitable”. The initiator went on 
to add how the project has been possible, “the only reason this is viable is because we accept 
that it’s got to be helped by grants so that’s how we are funding it unfortunately” (HO14). 

§ Social Sustainability 

Overall, the social manifestation of sustainability was viewed as an unsustainable aspect 
of UA projects at the moment of study. In practice, social sustainability to organisers 
meant maintaining the number of both organisers and participants who contributed on a 
voluntary basis. To reach social sustainability in the future projects required 
engagement of people considered to be on the periphery of the project by organisers. A 
current organiser of an independent Permaculture Community Garden in Copenhagen 
described the need for a continuous flow of participants. Additionally, the project 
required participation by those who partake long enough to know the ‘system’ of the 
project, “sustainability for the garden would mean all the people who come to the 
garden keep coming, that’s the key part right now because the starters are gone and it’s 
still running which is good. I think part of the sustainability is that there is a good flow 
of people coming and staying for enough time to know the system and then being able to 
tell someone who comes next. I mean it would be awesome if some people just stay here 
forever and really get to know the place” (CO22 Permaculture Community Garden). 
Another community garden organiser considered social sustainability to be participants 
moving from an interest to active involvement, “making sure that we have people who 
have an interest, have it embedded in everything we do. Got to keep it going with active 
involvement” (HO26 Sports Club Community Garden).  

There was a lot of variation in how organisers considered social sustainability, with the 
organiser of a therapeutic community garden considering the pillar more holistically, 
“sustainability for me is about people and people being able to sustain their mental 
health, physical wellbeing and get on with life, and it is not just about something that 
happens, it continues, it’s a process…I think seeing something that grows does a have a 
huge impact on the people who are there, who can see it and see that things are 
possible when they haven’t been able to see things happen in their lives. To see 
something grow and flourish its time, practice, learning, it can be frustration, all those 
things and for our clients it’s about sustaining feelings, thoughts and emotions” (HO1 
Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden). Given the importance of these 
articulations this is discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.3 Fragmentary Participation.   

§ Environmental and Ecological Sustainability 

Environmental and ecological sustainability was the least frequently cited definition of 
sustainability by organisers. However, in the few cases this pillar was raised, organisers 



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

214   

described how they were growing as an inherent environmental process. This was the 
case for organisers who grew produce in their project according to organic or 
permaculture growing principles. In all instances where the environmental aspect of the 
project was considered the sustainability aspect of the project, the social was also 
mentioned. For the Copenhagen case studies, sustainability of the project was viewed 
more inherently and vocalisations focused on personal practice of the organiser in terms 
of lifestyle, with the project part of a wider lifestyle practice.  

In practice only one project, an urban farm conceptualised sustainability in terms of the 
three-pillar approach. Both organisers in separate interviews described how the strategy 
and implementation had been extensively considered prior to the development of the 
project. The elements would require continual adaptation as the site developed and into 
the running of the site. The critical nature of transparency was considered the most 
important part of the implementation of the three pillars.   
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6.2 Organiser Commitment to Action and Recognition  
This section describes the commitment organisers have to ‘action’. Organisers seek 
progress within the realm of their UA projects through ‘doing’, being in a constant state 
of activity. Organisers use commitment to what they do as the lens through which to 
rationalise their persisting involvement in UA. It also provides a mechanism through 
which organisers channel their energy and passion for being involved in UA. Organisers 
demonstrated perseverance when establishing their project and in continuing to ensure it 
remains ‘active’. There was a sense from organisers that a project gathers momentum 
and this embeds their continued commitment to action. The following quote from an 
organiser in Hull describes this process, “I guess it started out as something that was 
interesting and the more obstacles that came up, the more I became determined to make 
it happen and to make it succeed and for it to be something that was ongoing and 
sustainable and it wasn’t something that was just started, I was a group and had a team 
and then it folded so it has been a constant battle, and the earlier years were a lot 
harder but that made determination and I guess I became more passionate about it. It is 
the best thing I have ever done” (HO1 Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden). 

6.2.1 Action 
A theme to emerge over the research period was the commitment organisers have to 
being ‘active’ and achieving within the realm of a project. The theme was evident in 
discussions with organisers and when research interactions took place on UA project 
sites. An organiser’s commitment to action was particularly evident in project 
emergence. During tours of establishing projects, even when large pieces of land were 
either completely overgrown or empty, organisers always began growing in whichever 
way they could. They planted a tree or started growing in a planter or ‘grow-bag’. In 
many examples of emerging projects this was completed before an organiser had 
planned what the site would look like. This act took place regardless of previous site 
usage. Organisers considered this important for their feelings towards the project with a 
plant growing on site symbolic of a new direction and use for the site. Organisers used 
this to symbolise what the project could be like even if it was going to take a long time 
for the project to become ‘established’. The organiser of the therapeutic community 
garden discussed in Cameo 16 described feeling that it took 14 years for the project to 
be ‘established’. Action on site acted as a tool for communication between the organiser 
and people living and working near the site. The organisers could communicate that the 
site was changing as well as using ‘growing’ as a prompt for communication with 
people in proximity to the site. 

Continued action was also important for organisers of established projects. On project 
site tours this importance was evident. Organisers and participants sought to mark their 
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identity within the space. They did this by personalising aspects of the physical project. 
For example, at the Therapeutic Community Garden described in the cameo below, 
participants had painted their names on the back of the shed. At the Youth Centre 
Community Garden a walkway through the site was named after one of the participants 
who had spent a considerable amount of time clearing and maintaining the walkway 
access.  

Cameo 16  

In 1997 an independent Therapeutic Community Garden was established, at the time people 
called the organiser “a radical”. People consider her a pioneer of UA in Hull. The organiser 
previously worked for a housing organisation and people expressed a desire for more 
allotments. This gave the organiser an idea to develop a community garden and she received 
funding initially to set it up to grow salad and vegetables to educate children. There are many 
raised beds, a greenhouse, herb and vegetable plots, wild flower section, sculptures, bug hotels, 
composting facilities, a compost toilet, sensory garden and planters at wheelchair height (Figure 
27). There is also a small pond and seating near a shed for lunch and tea breaks. With such a 
range of aspects to the garden, the main aim emphasis is “for people to use the garden how they 
want” (HO19). The organiser demonstrated her commitment to action, “it took us quite a few 
years to get the lease. We got the lease which is a 99-year lease which is brilliant so when I’m 
dead people can carry on using it...because I was in my 50s then and we was offered a 25-year 
lease and I thought really... 25 years I could be dead by then and other people are going to have 
to fight to carry on the lease so I did fight for it” (HO19). As the organiser continued to express 
the achievements of the project, she explained that when the project received external 
recognition from a funder the group were able to feel the project had established, “the biggest 
we were established was the year [a funder] visited us, so you are looking at 14 years to get to 
that point and although we were ticking over it was that and the green flag award that all of a 
sudden people took notice” (HO19). 

  
Figure 27 Images of the Therapeutic Community Garden including planters growing vegetables.   

Cameo 16 introduces the theme of recognition. In the quest by organisers to achieve 
‘action’, few organisers recorded what they had done and found it difficult to articulate 
what they have achieved beyond a UA sites existence itself. Generally, the most 
common way organisers had evidenced the project was through formalised funding 
evaluation forms. This was a requirement of the funding bodies and not the result of 
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organiser choice. In cases where informal records were made organisers collated images 
of the development of the site, stored written minutes of meetings, posted on social 
media and created project newsletters.   

6.2.2 Recognition  
On the face of it, it does not seem unreasonable to have anticipated that organisers 
sought recognition as a validation for their actions in UA. This study has uncovered an 
interesting relationship between action and recognition. For organisers, recognition has 
become an unappealing but necessary coping strategy for rationalising their continued 
engagement in UA. Organisers struggled to account for what has and is being achieved 
by their project. There was a sense that recognition had become an unsatisfactory way 
for organisers to receive affirmation that what they were doing was beneficial or that the 
project was “being done in the right way” (HO42 Commercial Rooftop Community 
Garden). On the whole organisers were unsatisfied using recognition as a mechanism 
for project validation because they felt it was both at odds with the aims of their project 
and that their involvement was not to receive recognition.  

However, a key finding is the difference in attitude towards recognition between 
organisers in Hull and Copenhagen. Organisers in Copenhagen did not seek recognition 
to validate their actions in UA although they experienced similar difficult to Hull 
organisers in evidencing what the project had achieved. These reasons are discussed in 
the following list.  

§ Organisers found it difficult to identify and measure project success particularly 
when aims were continually shifting over the project’s existence.  

§ Organisers had limited expertise in how to evaluate an UA project. Some organisers 
in independent projects also had low literacy levels, as discussed in Chapter 4.  

§ Organisers cited a lack of time to evaluate other than for funding. This meant they 
equated monitoring the project exclusively with funding. This was contentious for 
organisers. The reason for this was the inability of independent and network 
organisers to create a paid position a result of the UA project. Even when paid they 
described that the money did not account for all the time involved in running the 
project. This was also the case for organisers in NGO and GO projects who often 
had to fundraise their salary for continued employment in the role. The uncertainty 
created by insecure funding streams was also at odds with implementing regular 
evaluation. Organisers described being ‘recognised’ through receipt of funding for 
the project but it was an “inadequate measure of its [the project] value” and instead 
they sought recognition but “without strings attached” to validate their engagement.  

§ A further reason was the length of time it took for a project to emerge and for an 
organiser to feel that the project was ‘established’ and ‘achieving’. For example, the 
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organiser of a community garden tentatively described this time period, “I think last 
year was the first time we could turn around in three years and be like it’s taken 
shape. Before that, it was hit and miss” (HO15 Academy School Community 
Garden). The organiser of the independent community garden cameo (21) describes 
the process of ‘establishing’ as having taken fourteen years. Despite this, organisers 
remain committed to action and the persistence of the project as shown by their 
continued involvement.  

§ Organisers faced challenges when asked to evaluate their projects and suggested the 
challenge was systemic of the third sector culture. To explain this, in a year one 
evaluation submission by a Local Food Network to Sustainable Food Cities, an 
organiser described, “as you will all know, it's difficult in a voluntary capacity to 
feel you are doing any good at all to anyone but the fact we exist, in itself, is good. 
There is a huge amount of interest and goodwill in the city and pockets of excellence 
and activity. We hoped initially to bring together all these initiatives to talk to one 
another - that was the idea and it is still something we do. It would be sensible to 
write a strategy and/or an action plan but saying that does mean we then have to 
apply for funding to "do" something as I'm not sure we all want to do that? There is 
much indecisiveness in the group and a great deal of 'wooliness'. But perhaps that is 
the best we can do at the moment”. This was in response to the question, “anything 
you would like to add?” on the form. The form was completed by one organiser 
(HO44) and submitted with the approval of other organisers (HO9, HO42 Local 
Food Network). Additionally, when asked on the same form for a scaled summary 
of the projects impact on the community, the organiser replied that they thought the 
impact was both “small scale” and “hard to tell” (HO44). 

§ Many organisers described a lack of external and internal support from wider 
organisations (for projects operating within NGO or GO organisation) as a reason 
for seeking recognition from outside of the project. The organiser of the Wildlife 
Trust Community Garden described how different types of relationships played out 
in UA, “in organisations you are the manager, you might also have a long-distance 
manager but they lack understanding of what you do and don't check up on how you 
are doing”. The organiser expressed a desire to be “occasionally, told, well done” 
(HO13). 

§ In projects with multiple organisers, organisers described receiving minimal 
recognition from other organisers. One organiser of a Local Food Network 
explained how she felt about another organiser, “I always try to tell her she’s 
brilliant because she is. I have never met anybody like her before”. The same 
organiser recognised “we probably don't tell each other enough” (HO44).  
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However, one project organiser had a different experience. The organiser of a Rooftop 
Community Garden on top of a shopping centre described receiving recognition for the 
project through external audits. Illustrated in Cameo 17.  
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Cameo 17   

In 2015 a Rooftop Community Garden was developed on a shopping centre in Hull. The garden 
has many raised pallet planters that are all made from recycled materials (Figure 28). The 
planters hold six tonnes of soil, the maximum the roof could facilitate. There are small 
greenhouses for propagation and seating areas. The project aims to bring the community 
together to think about food from the field to fork journey perspective. Additionally, the project 
aims to provide “fresh and tasty seasonable food” to be distributed by the many food outlets in 
the centre. The space also seeks to help reduce waste and environmental impact created by the 
shopping centre. 

The project emerged as part of the environmental scheme being implemented across the 
shopping centre and broader retail group. It forms part of their commitment to corporate social 
responsibility. The project is in a phase of establishing the link between the shopping centre and 
the garden. The organiser explained the role of the community garden in broader ‘greening’ of 
the business, “an accreditation for sustainability and environment… how [the shopping centre] 
impacts the environment. What we are actually doing to the environment is important because 
we are part of the Green Achiever Scheme. We are audited every year so we always have to 
keep moving forward with our achievements and our sustainability really so quite different 
driven on that” (HO40).  

 
Figure 28 Rooftop Community Garden on top of the Shopping Centre.  

As described above there were multiple reasons that organisers found it difficult to 
evidence what their projects had achieved. As a result of these difficulties organisers 
considered recognition from multiple sources important for two reasons. One reason 
was that organisers used recognition to self-validate. To clarify, the receipt of 
recognition validated that their actions were having a beneficial impact. Organisers 
persevered in their pursuit for recognition to have the actions of their participants 
acknowledged. Organisers received recognition from different places. These included, 
[1] seeing a change of attitude in their project participants, [2] from expressions of 
positive opinions by people living and working near the site, [3] from the project 
receiving media coverage, [4] when the organiser is invited to attend meetings and [5] 
when organisers of other projects expressed an interest in their project.  
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Organisers enter into citywide recognition mechanisms such as awards ceremonies to 
enable participants to engage in the city in unexpected ways. A community garden 
organiser described the excitement created by these mechanisms, “it is an opportunity 
for people to dress up at an evening event. People go to the city hall and they’ve never 
been there before, had no reason to go. They sit at the big table, all the anxiety leading 
up to that, getting to go up on stage and collect the award, have a picture taken, feel 
proud” (HO1 Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden). 
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6.3 Managing Involvement and Feelings of Duty  
In this section, the personal conflicts experienced by organisers are explored. The 
section specifically discusses the struggle for organisers to manage personal 
involvement in a project whilst feeling a sense of duty to be present and active on a 
project’s practice. This sense of duty was expressed through organiser descriptions of 
feeling obligated to a project as well as feeling attachment in ways that are both 
beneficial and detrimental to their wider wellbeing. This section explains the all-
encompassing and often complex feelings of attachment organisers have to their 
projects. 

During the interviews this was one of the more challenging topics to emerge. The 
reason for this was that the topic moved from project-based barriers experienced by 
organisers to the reflective personal realm of that which is changing their commitment. 
In this realm, what influenced, in some cases, their decision to leave (and return to) an 
UA project is discussed. In light of the personal nature of the narratives this section has 
been anonymised. This section includes the experience of organisers across all types of 
project including those whose role in the project was as paid project staff and those who 
work on a voluntary basis.  

To provide context to this theme, organisers, when asked about their involvement in 
other projects, said that they were often involved in at least one other activity on a 
voluntary basis. These activities were both food growing and non-food growing 
projects. As described in Chapter 4 in some instances organisers cited involvement in 
ten projects. There was a general consensus that vocalising the work they actually do, 
elicited feelings of anxiety. Throughout the interview process organisers often suddenly 
remembered their involvement in something else happening in the city. Organiser 
anxiety caused by UA involvement was expressed more strongly by the organisers in 
Hull than those in Copenhagen because organisers in Hull tended to be part of more 
activities.  

Through studying UA longitudinally, cycles of commitment by organisers was 
experienced. This included a general stepping back of an organiser to a role of reduced 
responsibility, and other organisers leaving for various reasons, including the pursuit of 
paid employment or career advancement. A rare cycle observed included organisers 
both leaving and returning to their roles during the research period. Organisers often left 
because they were unhappy with decisions being made by other organisers and felt poor 
decisions were negatively impacting the project. This was compounded by a fear that 
this would alter the legacy the project. The catalyst, which led one organiser to return 
was that, they observed the project in such a state of flux that it was at risk of closure.  

In terms of managing personal involvement many organisers cited difficulties in their 
ability to control their time commitment to the projects. As one organiser expressed this 
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“it’s taking over my life”. Others cited their involvement as negatively interfering with 
family commitments, causing relationship breakdowns and overall feelings of 
“neglecting things at home”. Many organisers spoke of life events such as health 
problems, children and weddings as catalysts for re-evaluating their involvement and 
the need to “reclaim time” with projects requiring extra days, evenings and weekends. 
The realm of the project work was not isolated to the project site itself and organisers 
spoke of feeling overwhelmed by the nature of the tasks such as applying for funding 
when at home. Such tasks completed away from the project site were “hidden tasks”. 
Organisers claimed that the time taken to complete such tasks was not adequately 
valued and through being “hidden” the work remains unappreciated. The term hidden 
was used by organisers to describe when what they had done had not been seen by other 
organisers, participants and/or managers in wider organisation. This feeling for some 
organisers extended to time spent on a project site, claiming to that they “spend all day, 
but others [organisers and participants] don’t see any progress”. 

The ability to “retain your priorities” and “change your attitude so it doesn’t become all 
encompassing” were deemed critical strategies to manage project time commitment. 
Managing time commitment required constant consideration, with organisers using their 
main interest to decide which project and project areas to be involved with. In some 
instances, this process caused them to leave other voluntary projects to pursue their UA 
project as the values most aligned with their own. Organisers compartmentalised their 
involvement in many projects, separating out activities, with the UA project being for 
themselves and supplementary voluntary work to benefit others. Organisers exhibited 
persistence in their ability to adopt strategies to manage involvement. Organisers 
employed by an organisation expressed difficulty in having an enjoyable job whilst 
pursuing hobbies around the job that are closely connected to its work. This generated 
increased stress with the line between work and hobbies being blurred. In one case an 
organiser reduced the number of activities they were involved in from six to three and 
moved job role.  

The geographical closeness between where an organiser lives and the project location 
impacted how they felt about their involvement. This relationship had both benefits and 
drawbacks. Benefits included being able to access the project quickly, being known by 
the local people, understanding the conditions of the local community, and being able to 
quickly respond to any problems that arise on-site. However, this closeness also meant 
that there were difficulties in detaching from the project, with a person’s identity being 
intertwined with the project that they manage. Furthermore, being in that close 
proximity was more likely to make the project all-encompassing in the eyes of 
organiser.  
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Furthermore changes to the organiser role were expressed as a personal conflict 
impacting involvement. Many organisers began as a participant and due to others 
leaving and their enjoyment of the project they took on more responsibility. In cases 
where they were not the initiator of a project this often happened subconsciously. One 
organiser described this as, “the sudden realisation of having all the responsibility and 
the pressure that brings”. Duality was expressed in balancing the regret of taking on 
more responsibility with the reward it brings, “the need to remember you’re doing it for 
yourself”. 

Having interviewed organisers separately, in some instances organisers were open about 
how other organisers adversely impacted their personal involvement. When other 
organisers did not fulfil the requirements of a prescribed task, this often caused an 
organiser’s role to change. In practice, many tasks often fell to one person. When roles 
were unfulfilled by organisers, conflicting ideas about the role and prevalence of the 
project within the local area compounded the feelings of other organisers. This was 
termed “short-sightedness” by one organiser who struggled ascertain why an organiser 
was involved when they felt that nobody else would be interested in what they were 
doing anyway.  

Discussions of this nature steered organisers to express feelings of obligation and 
attachment to the project. Organisers expressed “being compelled” to the project, 
enabling them to do ‘something’ that they feel strongly about. Managing these feelings 
alongside the conflict of not being able to say no when asked to do something, were one 
of the largest causes of organiser anxiety. One Hull organiser even experienced 
nightmares and panic attacks about their involvement in a project. This mostly occurred 
when a formal level of involvement was reached and organisers felt obligated to take on 
a committee role or responsibility for a specific aspect of the project, for instance, 
“dealing with people and not food”. When interactions were required with relevant local 
authorities or funding bodies, this negatively impacted the strength of an organiser’s 
commitment to a project. 

Organisers voiced strongly that the inability to create a paid position and be employed 
by the project played a pivotal role in affecting their commitment to a project. This was 
further affected by the lack of capital to purchase resources such as material items for 
the site, which meant project activities were compromised. The site physically reflects 
an organiser’s cycle of commitment, with some organisers describing a lack of garden 
maintenance such as watering and produce planting because of their feelings.  

Analysis of the organiser experience drawing upon the typology and two locations 
produced interesting observations. To compare the experience in Hull and Copenhagen, 
feelings of obligation and attachment to a project were experienced similarly. However, 
the inability to manage their involvement in a project and the emotional response this 
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evoked was experienced more strongly in the Hull interviews. Generally, organisers in 
Hull were part of more projects and felt their role or position was less secure.  

In terms of the typology, organisers of NGO and GO projects could manage their 
involvement more than the organisers of independent projects because they were more 
likely to be an employed organiser. However, organisers across the structural groups all 
felt obligated to their project because of the relationships formed between organisers. 
How organisers manage involvement and their feelings of duty becomes more complex 
when they describe limited mechanisms to have their work recognised (see previous 
section).  
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6.4 Seeking Economic Security 
The pursuit and subsequent attainment of economic security in different forms is critical 
to the persistence of UA projects. This pursuit relates to the receipt of grant money or 
the ability to make a project self-sustaining through income generation. Each project has 
a unique experience with funding, which can be both persistent and ephemeral at 
different times. Despite the challenges experienced projects are still active and new 
projects are emerging in the foodscape. Organisers continue to establish UA projects 
despite articulating an awareness of funding-related challenges. For this reason, 
economic security is considered a persisting project quality. Explored in the section are 
the contrasting ways UA organisers in Hull and Copenhagen experience funding. 
Financial aspects of a project were a feature of almost every interaction with an 
organiser that occurred over the entire research period.  

The theme of securing a project economically elicited feelings of frustration for 
organisers. Organisers felt resigned to these feelings. In the interview phase when the 
topic of project challenges was raised, funding was mentioned followed by challenges 
with participation. Responses by organisers typically included stating the word 
‘funding’ followed by knowing laughter that suggested funding would take a central 
role in the interviews. For example, one organiser responded that their funding situation 
was “dire (laughter), dire” (HO43 Community Change Network). 

To provide an overview, the most common experiences for an organiser included either 
receiving and maintaining funding grants from numerous external sources or struggling 
to receive any funding beyond the initial set up of a project. This is similar to 
Milbourne’s research, who identified that projects draw on “different forms and scales 
of funding” (Milbourne 2012: 951). In this study there were projects that had attained 
self-sufficiency through income generation. For most of the organisers employed by a 
project, their employment was directly related to their own ability to receive funding or 
generate income. Attitudes towards the funding pursuit were articulated in three ways: 
the need for the project to have economic security, the feelings experienced whilst 
seeking it and the repercussions of not receiving it.  

Organisers in this study also needed significant funding for “initial infrastructural costs 
associated with the establishment of their projects, such as the enclosing of spaces and 
hard landscaping” (Milbourne 2012: 951). In addition, organisers required continuous 
smaller amounts of funding for the cycles of repairing and replenishing equipment such 
as “tools that are fifteen years old”, to pay for their role, for more planters, plants and 
polytunnels.  
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6.4.1 Funding Status and Experience  
To explore the funding experience of UA projects this section considers the most 
common funding statuses experienced by organisers for their projects. These are (i) that 
the project is in receipt of full external funding; (ii) the project is in receipt of partial 
funding and (iii) projects without external funding.  

§ Projects in receipt of full external funding. 

Projects in receipt of funding grants, often received money from many different streams 
and types of funder. During interviews, in some instances organisers cited five or more 
different funders. Organisers who pursued external funding sources often received 
grants from “surprising” sources. The funding sources identified included: health trusts 
and specific initiatives run by a health trust, area trusts, supermarkets and supermarket 
grant schemes, lottery programmes, the local council (Kommune in Copenhagen), 
national government, probation services, as part of commercial business (corporate 
social responsibility), funds leftover from the closure of an NGO and landfill taxes. 
Landfill taxes are accrued when UK businesses pay taxes on waste they are sending to 
landfill. This scheme was introduced to encourage businesses to operate in a more 
environmentally friendly way. The money collected from this tax is used to fund 
community or environmental projects which seek to mitigate long term environmental 
damage, of which UA is considered to be an example of.  

Milbourne’s work on multiple cities in the UK identified that projects often relied on a 
“mix of funding sources”. He found evidence of projects relying on a mixture of “fund-
raising activities” by the organiser themselves as well as “small grants from public 
sector organisations, charities and businesses” (Milbourne 2012: 951). This ‘mix’ 
described by Milbourne was evident in projects in both Hull and Copenhagen. 
However, organisers in Hull exhibited more caution in ensuring the values of the funder 
aligned with that of the projects as outlined in their aims. Hull organisers did not pursue 
funding from sources that they felt were at odds with the aims of the project. However, 
Copenhagen organisers had a more relaxed attitude to this and were content to have a 
project funded by a for-profit business as part of their social responsibility even if what 
the business did had a disconnect with aim of the project. The organiser of a 
permaculture community garden in Copenhagen explained how the project was funded, 
“we got a little bit of money from the Kommune and then we got the land and then we 
had a nice batch of money from a local brewery. A local company, from the 
neighbourhood and they decided to give us money because we rock and they were 
happy about it and we were happy about it” (CO22 Permaculture Community Garden). 

Organisers reported a challenge in managing the funder-project relationship. Organisers 
had different activities to deliver as demanded by each funder. For example, as a project 
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emerged organisers have received funding to start a project which aims to use the 
permaculture principles. However, in trying to keep the project active an organiser may 
apply for and receive funding from a different type of funder. This ‘new’ funder could 
give money for the project to run a healthy eating programme of activities for young 
people from a specified area of the city. The organiser had to deliver that which was 
specified by each funder. In practice, this meant that organisers used the project to 
increase participant understanding of the permaculture principles in the hope of meeting 
targets which may enable them to qualify for more funding from this initial funder. At 
the same time the organiser has to run a series of activities for young people focused on 
an increased understanding of healthy eating as specified by the new funder. The result 
is that the organiser must manage the relationship with the ‘new’ and ‘old’ funder, 
deliver the activities and demonstrate how the money had been used. Often the project 
no longer qualified for funding from the initial funder because it did not meet their 
specifications anymore (see 6.4.3 Funder Preferences and Criteria). One organiser in 
Hull felt “challenged” having so much to manage with each new funder that the project 
is “pushed in different directions”. The result being the project tries to appear “all things 
for everyone” (HO21 Children’s Planters Community Garden). 

External funding created additional expectations. Organisers felt tied to their funder 
obligations and tried to couple this with the original aims of the project. In existing 
research Dowler and Caraher found that a change of funding stream may dictate a focus 
shift for a project such as from the ‘the elderly’ to ‘young mothers’ (2003:10). Some 
projects in this study chose to shift focus, “when funding becomes available you start 
shoehorning what you do into getting some money for the next bit” (HO14 Community 
Development Trust – Community Garden). Others widened the remit of the project to 
encompass every shift as a result of receiving funding from multiple sources at the same 
time.  

§ Projects in receipt of partial external funding.  

Established projects were mostly commonly found to be in receipt of partial funding. 
Organisers were frustrated by this because it meant they had to compromise which had 
repercussions for the project later on. The organiser of an NGO community garden 
received funding to establish a project that was socially inclusive. To be inclusive the 
planters were designed to be an ergonomic height for wheelchair users. The organiser 
expected the project would get more funding as a result of being established. This was 
not the case and initial funding ran out quickly. The result was that the organiser used 
cheaper smaller-sized gravel for the site. This meant that wheelchair users could not 
access the planters that had been designed for wheelchair height.  

Organisers in receipt of partial funding described access to water as the most expensive 
part of UA project infrastructure. Even when a site had been developed and began to run 
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activities, one organiser explained the reason that they needed more funding, “to allow 
us to actually ‘do’, then we can put more and more events in that garden we need to be 
able to pay to get access to water and then afford it” (HO21 Children’s Planters 
Community Garden). 

Organisers did not only feel frustrated but they felt stressed, one organiser anonymously 
explained that the project could not afford the cost of criminal record checks. This was 
needed for organisers who assisted in running events when children were in attendance.  

Organisers, including those who are experiencing poverty themselves, often made up 
funding shortfalls by spending their own money, “when it comes to the work, I do it 
because I’m the only one with a car, a trailer, can I go here and there and it costs me 
an arm and a leg [a lot]. If I walk into a [plant] nursery and I see a plant and I like that, 
I’m having it... My own money, oh thousands but to me, it’s been worth it” (HO15 
Academy School – Community Garden). The organiser continued, he felt that spending 
his money in the project meant that he was giving his legacy to a “worthy cause”. 

§ Projects without external funding.  

Projects without external funding were in two groups. One group of projects were 
operating without funding but were in need of funding. The other group were content, 
feeling that the project did not need external funding or were trying to make the project 
economically self-sufficient.  

The language used by Hull organisers who needed funding was telling. They used 
idioms to explain how they felt. One organiser described the funding pursuit to be 
“selling your wares”. This meant she continually had to expose project ‘value’ by 
offering project ideas to potential funders. Another organiser felt they were “going cap 
in hand” to funding bodies. By this they mean they were almost begging for funding to 
those with the power to award it. This introduces the theme of the next section in which 
organisers felt that they had to compete for funding. 

Organisers in the second group who were content at not being in receipt of external 
funding feared that receipt of funding would foster systemic reliance on it. The 
implication being a project could not then move towards self-sufficiency. The organiser 
of a project that closed during the research period, explained this attitude, “sometimes 
you just have to make it work and then you have continued. It doesn’t all fall apart. 
Access. It has kind of been a big principle of it, it has to be able to survive itself, 
whatever, whether there is anybody there or not and it doesn’t require funding to keep it 
going” (HO9 Children’s Centre Community Garden). A further reason that some 
organisers did not seek project funding was that they felt it produced too much 
expectation and that the project would have to be able to demonstrate “a result”. 
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6.4.2 Funding Access and Perceived Competition 
Organiser attitudes towards ease of access to funding varied widely. The widest 
observed contrast in attitude was between organisers of emerging and established 
projects. Organisers of emerging projects felt that it had been relatively easy to access 
funding whereas organisers of established projects struggled to access more funding to 
run the project once the initial infrastructure costs had been covered. Organisers of 
established projects felt that their project had to compete with other UA projects in the 
city for funding. More competition for funding was exhibited in Hull than in 
Copenhagen. The reason for this was the higher number of UA projects active in Hull. 

Other factors also affected organiser attitude to funding access. As shown in Chapter 4, 
4.2.1 Project Organisers and Nature of Involvement the majority of UA organisers 
engaged in several food and non-food related activities in the city and some organisers 
have roles in a number of UA projects. In a rare case, the organiser of a community 
garden at a sports club in Hull did not know that there were any other UA projects 
active. The organiser found it easy to access funding, his experience is explained in 
Cameo 18. How involved organisers were in food and non-food related activities 
influenced their attitudes towards funding access in an unexpected away. This is 
interesting because you might expect that organisers with more social capital and 
connections to know more about how funding works. In practice, some organisers were 
held back by their knowledge of the intricacies between organisations in a city because 
they had observed the “funding game” elsewhere and developed perceptions about 
access ease. 

Cameo 18 

In 2014 a community garden was established on space outside a Sports Club in Hull. Fly tipping 
prompted the idea for the garden, “before we started clearing up down there, it was just hellish, 
people slinging anything. I’ve literally had all kinds like couches, rubbish. People don’t look 
after the area, so there will be rubbish everywhere and kids are just slinging stuff on the floor”. 

Over a weekend, volunteers from the sports club cleared the waste and then had to decide what 
to do with it. They wanted to provoke pride from the local community to deter it from being 
used for waste and decided on a community garden. There are now four large raised vegetable 
beds on a decking area (Figure 29). To fund the planters and plants, the organiser explained the 
process as “really easy” because he went back to the organisation funding the sports club told 
them what he wanted money for and they obliged.  

The aim of the project is social, to facilitate attitude change in residents, to promote eating well, 
provide family support and create opportunity for young people. Sports club attendees and local 
people have been cooking and eating the produce. The organiser observed local children 
‘stealing’ strawberries, which he thought was great. In the next growing season, they hope to 
plant more potatoes specifically for communal events. There are plans to build an extension to 
the building and include more raised beds. This would mean a bigger kitchen space to facilitate 
more activities with the local community including cooking classes. 
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Figure 29 Planters outside a Sports Club in Hull.  

Organisers of urban farms perceived that they could access funding easily because they 
were different to other forms for UA. The organiser of an emerging urban farm 
attributed this to the strength of the project idea. The plan to “be mobile” and move 
across city centre sites was conducive to their ease of funding experience, “it’s not been 
that difficult because it’s a bloody good idea, it’s different you know. There’s a lot of 
people out there applying for money just to keep their job, going back to this boom and 
bust cycle. We’ll just reinvent what we’re doing to fit the current funding theme and we 
tick a lot of boxes. We’re doing something that is actually quite novel” (HO32 Mobile 
Container Urban Farm). 

Contrary to these isolated experiences, the consensus between organisers was that they 
competed for the same funding pots. Organisers hold perceptions about who gets the 
money and what money they get. The wildlife community organiser identified, “small 
amounts of funding” going to “the people who need it and deserve it” and “bigger pots 
of money from national and international level” goes to “who can write the best 
funding bid” (HO13). 

The repercussion of this division is that organisers become guarded to protect their 
project and their interests, “people are very guarded, in a funding sense about what 
they're doing because there's no benefit in telling everyone you're about to apply for a 
fund because they'd all apply for the fund, and why wouldn't they? They're in the same 
boat as you, they want to carry on doing what they do because they like doing what they 
do, and they believe in it” (HO14 Development Trust Community Garden). Independent 
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project organisers felt that NGO and GO project organisers received more support and 
funding. A permaculture community garden organiser passionately felt that larger 
organisations were benefiting from claiming to have worked with independent UA 
projects, “I have had no experience of being nurtured by any other organisations. What 
has happened is competition, backstabbing, horribleness, knocking ideas. It is 
disgusting. It is not about community empowerment and they’ll [NGOs and GOs] work 
with us on the basis that we will become delivery partners, but they won’t be sharing the 
money. I have just about had enough of the voluntary sector. It does not reflect a lot of 
the politics and values that I have anymore” (HO23). 

Hull organisers considered themselves to be in a worse funding position than other 
cities because of the long history of NGOs working in the city, “it’s got a big social 
third sector all after money. It’s a reflection of low employment, high poverty and high 
levels of poor health. Inevitably when those things happen you get people trying to do 
stuff about it and that sort of stuff doesn’t make money, it costs money. It’s not 
surprising. You wouldn’t see if in other cities quite so strongly I’m sure” (HO32 Mobile 
Container Farm). 

Despite UA projects experiencing their own unique economic insecurity stories, during 
interviews organisers spoke about how they see other projects in the city operate with a 
lack of funding. They saw the detrimental impact that funding uncertainty produced, 
“you see what they’re doing and again…limited budget, never quite knowing whether 
they’re carrying on, finishing or stopping.” (HO14 Community Development Trust – 
Community Garden) 

In general organisers agreed that funding created barriers to partnership. They felt 
stressed competing against similar projects in the city. Competition hindered aspirations 
of partnerships between projects, “[on competition] it happens all the time. It is really 
horrible. It’s really stressful because you want everybody to succeed but selfishly you 
don’t, it’s not selfish, it’s your survival. I think there’s a lot of unspoken competition 
and also there’s this thing that the people who supply the funding say, ‘work in 
partnership’ but then if you do that you can’t meet all your needs and resource things 
properly. So, there’s that level of how much partnership can you do before you 
compromise on either objectives or how much money you will get” (HO13 Wildlife 
Community Garden). 

6.4.3 Funder Preferences and Criteria 
The preferences of funders and the criteria a project needed to meet to attain funding 
impacted which funding grants organisers sought. The amount of time a project had 
been active played a role in the likelihood of securing a funding grant. The general 
consensus is that to be successful in securing funding, a project must either be a new 
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project establishing itself or have been established for a long time. Funding for a new 
project is short term and usually only covers the initial development of a site. The 
organiser of a therapeutic community garden established in 1990 was successful in 
funding applications because of project longevity “the funders felt we weren’t just a fly 
by project” (HO1 Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden).  

Projects that were emerging during the research period as new projects were the least 
likely to struggle to obtain funding. This was because they were emerging as a direct 
result of having secured funding. As more projects emerged, organisers have witnessed 
a reduction in the amounts of funding available. These pots of money have reduced so 
the same funding can be spread across more projects. The rationale for this is that 
funders are then able to say they fund a larger number of projects within a city. Middle 
ground projects were those that had received and spent grants to set the project up 
initially but had not been established for a similar amount of time to others in the 
foodscape. Economic security became crucial for a project to deliver activities. These 
striving middle ground projects had been established for between one and two years. 
This so-called ‘one year syndrome’ is experienced similarly in Hull and Copenhagen. 
This finding is similar to Dowler and Carahar who identified projects having “to re-
invent themselves year-in, year-out, to take advantage of funding initiatives” (2003: 10). 

One organiser summarised the situation for the middle-ground projects, “everyone is in 
the same boat in as much as their projects are supported by short term funding so they 
end up jumping and it affects the way in which [a] project runs. A couple of years they 
are working very strongly in one direction followed by a year working very strongly in 
another direction. But if we want to do this you [organisers] have to do that.” (HO14 
Community Development Trust – Community Garden) 

Along the same the theme, funders prefer to provide money for the physical, visible 
aspects of a project; this provides rationale for the ‘one-year syndrome’. During a 
project site tour, organisers would point to specific features of a project such as a 
shipping container or compost toilet and say who funded it. Other examples of this 
included plaques and signs with funder names on specific planters. This generates a 
conflict between what a funder prefers to give money for and the aims of the project. 
The result is that projects end up with funding earmarked for specific things which are 
not critical to fulfilling project aims. 

Coupled with funding preferences are the criteria that projects must meet to qualify for 
funding grants. The challenge present was the perceived misalignment between the way 
in which a project operates and the extremes of the criteria expected to be met. For 
example, some projects required an income level of over £30,000 to access certain types 
of grants. Whilst others seek funding to run an activity after the initial set up did not 
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qualify for smaller grants because they had already received £1000 over the course of 
the project’s existence. A further criteria barrier was the specification that a project had 
to be ‘open’ or have ‘open access’ to the public for a minimum number of days per year. 
The diversity of the location of UA projects made this particularly difficult with 
variation in access to the sites (See Cameo 19). 

Cameo 19  

In 2004 an Urban Community Orchard was established in Hull as part of the ‘five a day’ fruit 
and vegetable initiative by the National Health Service. After a few years the NHS withdrew 
support for the project and it is now independently run. The project occupies two acres with 
three hundred and fifty trees within an established allotment site. There are beehives and an 
accessible composting toilet. The site has several storage sheds and shipping containers. At the 
entrance to the orchard there is a wildlife community garden, both of which are accessed 
through an allotment entrance at the bottom of a residential street. The aim of the project 
according to an organiser is “to promote healthy eating, exercise and outdoor activity”. As well 
as “promoting local food production and generate a stronger community identity” (HO38). The 
primary activities on the project are weekly participant sessions during the harvest period, 
between August and November. However, a group of project organisers and participants (who 
are mostly retired) visit the project every day. Activities have also included Pagan events, 
wassails, weddings and open days. The project produces twenty-six varieties of apple (Figure 
30). The several tonnes of apples are prepared as whole, juice or pressed. The public can make a 
donation to buy produce. Some of the surplus is donated to schools, elderly residential homes, 
homeless hostels and elderly charities. The group plans to develop new connections for 
distribution of the apples. The project is also seeking to take ownership of a piece of council 
owned land that runs alongside the site. The reason for this is to make the site continually 
productive into the future by planting new trees whilst managing some of the original trees into 
senescence. Furthermore, to develop the brand and promote the project so that it becomes a 
normal part of people’s lives. 

The orchard has had a particularly challenging experience of funding, with an organiser 
describing how she “never knew how difficult that [funding] was going to be”. Her experience 
included seeing “reams and reams and reams of charities online where you can apply” but 
there was so much funding available that it would “take me an absolute lifetime to go through 
these”. The criteria of what the funders wanted held the project back, “they said the same thing, 
you’ve got to be open access and we’re not”. The organiser expressed shock “because I didn’t 
know that there was going to be this criteria with everybody that said you must be open for at 
least 150 something days a year to qualify for funding”. The project cannot be open access in 
the way specified by funders because of its location within an allotment site. This has had a 
profound effect on the project, “it really held us back because I thought it would be great to get 
a couple of thousand pounds”. The organiser went on to describe what the funding would have 
enabled, “we could have a bird hide so we can watch the birds in comfort and in the dry, we 
could put a maze in for kids… and all the equipment that we need but we weren’t entitled to a 
penny of it, so I thought this is getting difficult what are we going to do?”  

The organiser learnt from this process and has adopted a new strategy to put them in a better 
position, when they donate boxes of apples “I say to them ‘would you mind sending us a letter 
just to say thank you’ because, just in case we can get some grant money we’ve got to 
demonstrate that we are making a difference to people's lives because it's always a criteria, 
social cohesion is a major criteria” (HO38). 
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Figure 30 Images taken at an Urban Community Orchard. Left Handwritten details documenting 

the different apple species on the wall of the shipping container. Right A project participant 
collects apples using a tennis ball gadget.  

6.4.4 Strategies in Seeking Funding 
In the face of substantial economic challenges, strategies were adopted by organisers to 
enable the project to persist, even if this meant it had to run at a reduced level. This 
reduced level could be manifested in running fewer sessions for participants, opening 
the project less frequently or allowing other projects with funding permission to use the 
site to run a programme of events. The organisers of UA projects were often proud of 
the strategies they had implemented to be able to keep the project ‘active’.  

Many strategies were centred around the ability to make the project generate income. 
However successful implementation of this was challenging for the projects when it had 
not been considered in project initiation. For example, many organisers felt they could 
not start charging participants when they had not charged for sessions from the 
beginning. Others felt that to implement charges would compromise project aims and 
organiser values by making a project only accessible for those who could afford to 
attend. For many projects this was a last resort scenario. One income generation model 
implemented by some of the NGO-run projects charged participants to attend however 
organisers were explicit in vocalising that this money does not benefit the project 
directly, with the income generated going into the organisation’s central funding pot.  

Some projects strategically only applied for funding when it had been insinuated by 
funders that if they applied they were likely to be awarded. A community change 
network organiser explained why this happened, “there are deals going on behind the 
scenes around funding and it is stupid. Collectively we can achieve a lot more but 
everyone is about their own jobs. They are about their own jobs and their own projects 
which I think is really good. I can understand why they are doing it. If you are building 
a project, you want it to sustain” (HO43 Community Change Network). 
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Leveraging topical discourses was a popular strategy adopted by organisers when 
writing funding applications, “It’s a batting around of discourses but it’s knowing that 
you’re doing that and that is your strategy. You’ve been in it long enough to know the 
discourses that come and go. It was all about social cohesion, financial inclusion, social 
inclusion and exclusion, poverty that is very broad by definition. Now it is all about 
resiliency, innovation, enterprise. Most people know that it is a game and play it and 
actually the work hasn’t substantially changed we’re just calling it different things” 
(HO43 Community Change Network). 

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
Chapter 6 has been instrumental in fulfilling part of Objective (iv.) by identifying 
factors which hinder UA project development. Table 19 summarises research findings 
and addresses the implications of the finding. The four main sections of this chapter can 
be summarised as follows. 

Section 6.1 looked at the scope of project aims to identify themes within the typology. It 
was observed that GO projects are more likely to aim to be concerned with the 
provision of ‘space’ in the city, the growing of food and to prescribe within their aims 
what a participant can gain from attendance to the project. This differed from NGO 
projects which aimed to support low-income areas of the city specifically or more 
generally people living on low incomes. Independent projects aimed to do more than the 
NGO and GO projects and were considered in more detail in the chapter. To summarise, 
their aims were to provide space specifically to grow food, to increase sociability, to 
provide opportunity and to provide ‘alterity’ in the city. As to be expected networks 
were more outward looking in their aims focused on ‘connections’ and facilitating those 
connections. They frequently aimed to transfer national issues to a local level through 
connections developed. Aims were compared in Hull and Copenhagen. Many 
similarities were found in terms of what projects aimed to do with the exception that 
Copenhagen had more descriptive aims and a more prevalent financial and 
‘sustainability agenda’. Additionally, how projects negotiated their aims was discussed. 
Discussions on aim negotiation answered a number of questions, why projects have 
aims; when aims were formed; how they were formed and by whom; what forms they 
take; what role do they have in a project’s identity; and what happens to the aims of 
projects over time.  

Section 6.2 considered organisers’ commitment to action and recognition. The section 
explored how organisers needed to feel that they had achieved ‘action’ within the realm 
of the project. This need for ‘action’ was a strategy adopted by organisers to be able to 
measure what they had achieved. It went on to explore how organisers sought validation 
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for what they have achieved through recognition to rationalise their continued ‘action’ 
and engagement in the UA project. 

The third Section, 6.3, was an exploration of the personal conflicts experienced by 
organisers. Given the sensitive nature of the topic the section was anonymised and 
refrained from the use of specific project cameos. The section described the personal 
struggles articulated by organisers. These struggles related to their ability to control 
their role and involvement in the project. The longitudinal approach of this study meant 
it was possible to see the effect of an organiser’s inability to manage involvement and 
feelings of duty. In practice, this often meant that an organiser significantly reduced the 
activity offering of a project or ended their engagement in a project. However, this is a 
persisting quality within projects because despite these feelings within the research 
period it was observed that organisers often returned to the project or became involved 
in another UA project. The section considered the all-consuming time commitment 
described by organisers and the strategies they adopted to manage their obligation and 
attachment. 

The final Section, 6.4, explored the experiences organisers have in seeking economic 
security for themselves and their projects. It identified the range of organiser attitudes 
towards their current funding status and briefly considered what they wanted funding 
for. The experience of funding status was compared between established and emerging 
projects. This showed contrasts in attitude towards a project’s ability to secure funding, 
with emerging organisers finding this much easier than established projects. The section 
specifically discussed how and why this difference in attitude occurred. It examined the 
criticality of time as a rationale for this attitude change in the process of moving from 
emerging to being established. To identify this a number of topics were explored. These 
included attitudes to funding access, competition for funding, strategies and tactics 
adopted by organisers to get funding and the impact of funder preferences and criteria to 
their ability to get funding. 
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Table 19 Summary of research findings from the chapter and implications of findings. 
Implications identify the relevant stakeholder of the finding and makes recommendations.  
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7 MANIFESTATIONS OF 
EPHEMERALITY IN URBAN 
AGRICULTURE PROJECTS 

Introduction  
This chapter complements the previous chapter on persistence. The chapter adds to the 
narrative of projects as a performative practice by exploring projects’ more transient 
qualities that can lead to ephemerality. In this chapter I deepen the understanding of 
project stability and instability in each city. The following sections question the 
presumption that persistence and stability is good whereas ephemerality and instability 
is bad. The presumption is that an ‘unstable’ project is more constrained than a 
comparatively ‘stable’ project. The chapter demonstrates that although certain project 
qualities can lead to project crisis, in this period of flux, to keep the project ‘active’ 
organisers adapt and implement strategies. The project qualities are discussed in terms 
of how they reproduce ephemerality whilst at the same time produce opportunities for 
continued project resilience.  

There are three characteristics of ephemerality explored in this section. Each section 
will discuss how and why the characteristic is producing both instability and 
opportunity for projects. Similarities and differences between the organiser experience 
in Hull and Copenhagen are considered in relation to each section. The previous chapter 
dealt with enabling factors as outlined by Objective (iv.) and this chapter fulfils the 
remainder of that objective by exploring hindering factors. 

The first section, 7.1, explores ownership. The section considers the complex ways 
ownership manifests for project organisers. It looks at how organisers use ownership as 
an outward expression of control in their project. The section demonstrates how 
manifestations of ownership can provoke project uncertainty but also create 
opportunities to increase a project’s resilience.  

The second section, 7.2, explores challenges experienced by organisers. The section 
focuses on the ‘everyday’ barriers for project organisers. It looks at challenges including 
the length of time it takes for a project to emerge, risk perception and anti-social 
behaviour. 
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The third section, 7.3, explores the fragmentary experience of participation expressed by 
organisers in this study. To do so this section considers why organisers seek 
participants, their attitudes towards participation numbers and how they seek to attract 
and engage participants. This is followed by a discussion on the challenges organisers 
have identified with having participants. 

7.1 Organiser Sense of Ownership  
The first section of this chapter explores an elusive but important theme to develop over 
the research period. The section looks at organisers' sense of ownership and how this 
manifested in their UA projects. An organiser’s sense of ownership can be perceived in 
their awareness of their ability to control what the project is and does. This section 
draws upon Section 6.3, Managing Involvement and Feelings of Duty which considered 
the personal impact and commitment of an organiser's involvement in an UA project. 
The ‘involvement’ related to the emotional attachment organisers show towards their 
project within the wider context of their lives. This section explores this emotional 
attachment but goes further to explore an organiser’s ownership as an outward 
expression of control within their project and in relation to other projects operating in 
the foodscape. On the whole ownership is considered an ephemeral project quality 
because the resulting organiser behaviours can produce flux.  

The theme was elusive for two reasons. The first was because a sense of ownership is 
difficult to identify given its individual nature and complexity in how it was felt by 
organisers. The decision to use the term ‘ownership’ to encapsulate this elusive theme 
stems from organisers use of the term as a mechanism to describe challenges they have 
experienced. For example, one organiser described, “I have felt that it was only myself 
and one other person that were actually being here and taking care of the garden 
everyday”. The organiser went further to attribute this challenge to the ‘elusiveness’ of 
feelings of ownership, “it’s to do with ownership but I don’t know in which sense, 
personally it is a feeling” (CO22).  

The second reason ownership was elusive was that it can be exerted over both tangible 
and intangible aspects of a project. The tangible are the physical ‘material’ parts of a 
project such as the project site, equipment and plants. The intangible includes organiser 
ideas about the project, and their ideas about how to solve localised or citywide urban 
challenges. Also relevant was their stance on how the project should be run such as 
having democratic decision-making, as well as the appropriate relationship between 
organisers and participants. This sense of ownership manifested in the day-to-day 
decisions involved in running a project. For example, deciding which organiser signs 
the paperwork resulting in increased accountability of that organiser to the project. In 
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addition long term concerns regarding who will run the project in the future were 
evident.  

An organiser’s sense of ownership is shaped by both their ‘closeness to’ and ‘interest 
in’ the UA project. ’Closeness’ is their attachment and role in the project whether they 
run the project’s day-to-day activities or are the treasurer, as examples. ‘Interest’ is that 
which motivates them to be involved in an UA project (4.2.2 Project Organiser 
Motivations). Ownership is worthy of exploration in UA given the variety of roles 
organisers have within projects (4.2.1 Project Organisers and Nature of Involvement). 
Ideas about ownership were evident in how organisers controlled the project and their 
expressions on belonging to the project. How organisers regard ownership is useful for 
gaining insights into how individual organisers behave in these different roles. 

Organisers considered having a sense of ownership as inherent to community work. 
They believed that it was a quality that required protection by organisers, can be subject 
to testing from within projects and by other UA organisers, and can provoke uncertainty 
about the project’s future. Finally, it is a quality that created opportunity and had the 
potential to increase a project’s resilience. These themes will be discussed in turn.  

7.1.1 Ownership as inherent and complex  
Organisers considered having a sense of ownership as an inherent feature of running an 
UA project primarily because of the many relationships they have to manage. This 
includes relations between an organiser and the other organisers, people who live and 
work within proximity to the site who may not be participants. They must also consider 
wider organisations and bodies such as those an organiser is employed by or works with 
(either by choice or necessity). For example, the local authority, landowners and the 
complex relationship between organisers and project participants. Section 4.2.2.1. 
Organiser Insight Into Participants demonstrated the unique insight organisers have as 
to the lives of participants on a project level (participation patterns) and a personal level 
(individual circumstances). This inevitably manifested as a need for a certain level of 
ownership to be exhibited by organisers for a project to be able to persist. Ownership 
was felt by organisers to require maintenance and balancing within a project. In 
practice, this meant that too little or too much ownership showed by organisers could 
have a destabilising effect on the project and could lead to ephemerality, and potentially 
the closure of the project. A project development phase impacted how organisers 
exhibited ownership over and within the project. As a project progressed from emerging 
to becoming established, feelings of ownership began to manifest themselves among 
organisers, which widened to encapsulate more tangible and intangible aspects of a 
project. Transitions of ownership encompassed individual organiser expressions of 
ownership, the transference of a project from one organiser to another and the broader 
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project to organisation ownership. The following Cameo 20 is from an organiser of a 
wildlife community garden. It begins to unpick the inherent and complex ways that a 
‘sense’ of ownership presents itself for organisers in different aspects of a project.  

Cameo 20  

To provide context to the project in the early 1990’s the local authority gave control of a space 
to a NGO Wildlife Trust who have since developed the space and established an office. There is 
a wildlife pond, woodland, mature herb garden and vegetable growing area. There is also a 
demonstration kitchen garden to show visitors what can be grown at home (Figure 32). The 
main aim of this project is to provide accessible green space for the community that promotes 
and conserves biodiversity in the urban environment. This is done through activities, which aim 
to increase understanding of food growing, gardening, wildlife and the environment. A number 
of different activities are run on site including children's educational activities (linked with the 
national curriculum), weekly participant sessions and as a venue for events such as plays. 

The organiser described how the project site used to be an “unwelcoming space”. They 
attributed this to two factors, the first was that the site was “really overgrown” and the second 
was that “there was a volunteer who didn't want other people on site”. The organiser 
rationalised why this had occurred by generalising the relationship between participants and the 
project, “every person who walks through those gates sees it in a different way. It’s a really 
hard thing to do, empathise when that person walks through the door and walks in your site and 
uses it. They are now seeing it as, this is my garden and my space and I do this in it”. The 
organiser identified how participants have their own sense of ownership of the project. Through 
articulating how participants see the space as theirs, the organiser reflected on this ownership to 
conflate the participant experience with her own sense and experience of ownership. As 
follows, “any person that does this type of project the most difficult thing to do is take 
ownership but still share it. You [organisers] have to share it and you have to go right it might 
not be what I think is right for the place but if it's right for them [participants] then they need 
it”. This was a common feature of interactions. Organisers found it easier to articulate their own 
sense of ownership when drawing upon and comparing it to the relationship they observe 
between participants and the project.  

The organiser of this project is employed by a large NGO. Therefore, there has been a 
succession of organisers over the period of the project’s establishment. The organiser observed, 
“people who have been involved in the site in the past haven't let go and accepted that it's 
changed and it eats them up”. This organiser feeling of persistent ownership by other organisers 
was not confined to how it effects their own project but how it also manifests in other UA 
projects in Hull, “I see it on other projects where people are so embedded in it that they can't 
move forward or on from it because it's too consuming." The organiser equated an overbearing 
sense of ownership by organisers to “strangling their project” when an organiser remains in the 
city but has moved project or ceases to be involved in UA at all.  

When considering the future of the project, the organiser described that “if I move on from that 
site I’ve got to expect that the next person who is there, a patron or carer or keeper of that 
garden will have a different idea of how it all works”. The organiser went further to describe 
what this process looked like in practice, “you [the organiser] have to be able to step back and 
go actually that's fine if you do it that way because that's your interpretation. You can't be too 
precious about a place that you are involved in. I think that helps it be more sustainable if you 
don't. If you have balance between ownership and care, doing your job properly, your volunteer 
role properly or taking the duties correctly and also being able to let go and let people move it 
for the next stage because you need to hand it over” (HO13). 

In this cameo we see the different ways ownership plays out in practice, its complexity, 
particularly in relationships and how it builds and changes over time. Ownership takes many 
shapes, has to be balanced and can cause conflict. A project having a history of different 
ownership itself had an impact on the experiences and actions of current organisers. In terms of 
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experience it influenced organisers' capacity to feel a sense of ownership, and it altered their 
behaviour before and after leaving the project. 

 
Figure 31 Demonstration kitchen garden at Wildlife Community Garden.  

To summarise, we see how an organiser’s sense of ownership is complex and interacts 
with many project aspects. Firstly, ownership has a role in the day-to-day running of the 
project in the ownership relationship between participants and the project as observed 
by the organisers themselves. Secondly the difficulty the organiser had in articulating 
their own sense of ownership within the project but also the ease with which the 
organiser could identify how another organiser’s sense of ownership was negatively 
impacting a project. Thirdly, that ownership takes time to establish within in a project 
and it is critical for the long-term future of the project.  

7.1.2 Ownership requires protection 
As shown in Cameo 20, the organiser labelled their role as “a patron or carer or 
keeper” because the individual had not established the project herself. A strong theme to 
emerge within ownership was the attitudes of organisers of independent projects which 
had been started and continued to be run by the same organiser. Their sense of 
ownership was considered to require protection. This most commonly related to the 
‘ideas’ organisers had for their project. They questioned what would happen as a result 
of sharing their ideas with other active or potential organisers in the city. One City 
Farmer described how organisers generally behave in UA projects when sharing ideas, 



Established and Emerging Projects in Hull and Copenhagen. 

246   

“you can imagine that everybody has their own little charity and they are very cellular 
and they don’t like talking to other people and they don’t like giving too much away” 
(HO33).  

Another organiser articulated why this lack of communication occurred which led them 
to censor the information they shared with other organisers. The “positionality” of other 
organisers, who work as part of an organisation allows them to behave in a certain way, 
“their positionality allows them to engage in certain stuff. I have a reality to earn a 
living. I cannot mess around as some sort of hobby. And then when people go and steal 
the ideas, like why steal an idea from people working in a grassroots organisation when 
other organisations who have funding, who knows people working for them, what is it, 
why can’t they think of their own ideas. It is cut-throat out there” (HO23 Permaculture 
Community Garden). 

From this we see typical tensions between the organisers of different types of projects. 
Independent organisers felt that if they did not self-censor and protect their ideas, there 
was a perception that NGO and GO projects would “steal” and implement their ideas 
before the independent organiser was able to find the funding to implement ideas 
themselves. The reason this occurred was because independent and network organisers 
often perceived the NGOs and GOs to have more resources and therefore can 
implement ideas quickly.  

The sense that ownership requires protection manifested for organisers in numerous 
ways. One way was that organisers felt they needed to protect the history and future 
legacy of the project. The reason for this related to the amount of time and often 
financial investment organisers have put in their projects. A further reason is that 
emergence organisers have faced many barriers, some of which they have been able to 
overcome (see 7.2 ‘Everyday’ Barriers for UA projects). These struggles intensified 
their closeness to the project. Organisers find ways to protect the project from external 
forces that can change a project’s narrative. They do this because their commitment and 
duty deepens through what they experience in the project. 

A second way that this sense of ownership manifested as requiring protection was for 
the organiser to safeguard ‘value’ in the project. This ‘value’ related to the uniqueness 
of their project in relation to others in the foodscape. The reason for this (as seen in 6.4 
Seeking Economic Security) was that often the criteria of funding bodies sees projects 
favoured for having innovation or being a ‘new’ project. For other projects the length of 
time they had been established impacted how organisers saw their project value. The 
organiser of a therapeutic community garden, which has been established for over 
twenty-five years, stated that “we’ve had so many visitors and they’ve come to get some 
ideas. I say if you're going to use some of our ideas and if you're writing about it, 
mention us won’t you. Some do but the odd ones don't and you think, oh really, I gave 



Chapter 7: Manifestations of Ephemerality In Urban Agriculture Projects 

247 

you that idea” (HO18). Furthermore, an organiser’s ability to secure project funding 
directly related to their ability to be employed as a result of establishing the project. 
Therefore organisers see value in their ideas and seek to protect them as demonstrated in 
section 6.2 Action and Recognition. 

To summarise I have distinguished how and why organisers seek to protect their sense 
of ownership over their project. Furthermore, the observed tensions in the relationships 
between structural groups regarding the protection of ideas invariably leads to group 
conflicts, which can have a detrimental impact on the persistence of the projects.  

7.1.3 Ownership is subject to internal testing. 
The previous section demonstrated how ownership required protection from the 
‘outside’. This section looks internally to show how an organiser’s sense of ownership 
was tested within the realm of the project. There was a general consensus by organisers 
that other organisers within the same project tested their ownership. By this I mean in 
projects with multiple organisers, they measured each other according to their 
commitment and motivation. This related to the ‘closeness’ and motivation of the other 
organisers. Organisers described overbearing attitudes by other organisers towards 
ownership of the land. This would lead to a disagreement over what the aims of the 
project were and who the project was for. For example, when asked about challenges 
one organiser commented that “ownership, because [another organiser] thinks or 
thought that the orchard was his. He treated it as his own piece of private land and I 
could never get him to see that. For instance, when we first set the orchard up and when 
I was there it was only three years old. I said we’ve got to market this place and get it 
known through every which way we can. And he said we don’t want many people 
knowing about this and I said why?” (HO38 Urban Community Orchard). The 
organiser who “treated [the land] as his own piece of private land” did not want people 
knowing about the project because the organisers had received funding from the local 
authority. The authority had specified that the project should attract and engage people 
from a specific postcode area. This presented a challenge because the organisers did not 
know how to attract people from that specific area whilst excluding people from the city 
more generally. The organisers' uncertainty over whether this participant criterion was 
for the funding period only or the project's persistence compounded this. The result is 
that the organisers failed to agree on who the project is for, with some organisers 
exhibiting more control over the project than others. This has led to project instability 
through inertia and organiser stasis. The project is now at risk of closure because they 
do not have enough participants. 

An organiser from a different project witnessed this happening in other projects in Hull. 
In part, this had led her to keep the number of people in an organiser role to a minimum. 
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The organiser described “A lot of them break down because of in-house fighting 
between themselves. They fight between themselves because they want their accolade or 
they want their ideas to be put forward before anybody else's whether you’ve got money 
for the project or not” (HO21 Children’s Planters Community Garden).  

There was also a sense that in testing each other’s ownership organisers could calculate 
which of them was going to take accountability for the project, particularly if they took 
the risk present in attempting new ideas. One organiser felt “people test my authority 
and people blame me if there is an issue” and she felt that she adopted a position to be 
able to deal with situations in which this occurred unlike other organisers, “I am willing 
to say I’ve made a mistake or I could have done that differently and I know that” (HO13 
Wildlife Trust Wildlife Community Garden). It is important to note that such 
positioning was not prevalent in many projects. 

To summarise, organisers test each other’s ownership within the project for a variety of 
reasons. In project fighting and attempts by some organisers to secure their sense of 
ownership inevitably can cause problems. For other organisers opportunities arise 
organisers strengthen their own identity and project identity.  

7.1.4 Ownership; a producer of ‘uncertainty’ and ‘opportunity’  
As a result of the longitudinal approach of this study it was possible to observe how an 
organiser’s sense of ownership produced uncertainty and opportunities. This was the 
result of observing what periods of uncertainty looked like for projects and at the same 
time how other projects used the ‘uncertainty’ to create ‘opportunity’. The adage that a 
crisis is another form of opportunity rings true, as during the uncertainty period, which 
could last for even a year or more, one's position could change massively. Time 
criticality is inherent to the process of uncertainty and organisers' responses to it. 

7.1.4.1 Uncertainty 
Uncertainty in ownership was observed to occur in two main aspects of a project in the 
role of organisers and in a project’s future. In terms of the role of the organiser, an 
organiser’s own sense of ownership had 'planned' ephemerality. In many projects, 
organisers, conscious of the project's ephemerality, assumed that over time there would 
be a change of ownership from the current organisers to participants. Interestingly this 
assumption that participants would gain their own sense of ownership within projects 
was most evident in projects which were in receipt of the most financial support (NGOs 
and GOs). Typical responses from organisers alluded to probability that “community 
people” would want to run the project. However, in practice once participants observed 
the volume of work carried out by organisers appeared to become increasingly content 
in their participant role. Somewhat contrarily to the idea of the organiser-participant 
insight, many organisers are unable to perceive that participants usually do not want the 
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responsibility of an organiser role for themselves. This created a challenge for 
organisers in how they balanced exerting ownership over the project and yet facilitating 
the future sharing of ownership with participants. 

Furthermore, in my limited examples of when a transfer of ownership from an organiser 
to a participant occurred, organisers did not know the remit of what they can and cannot 
do within the project. For example, a new organiser of a permaculture community 
garden in Copenhagen did not know how long the land lease was for and his 
tentativeness in engaging in some aspects of a project, “I think it’s this year or the next 
year that we have to renew the contract. I mean it’s those things I don’t know because I 
have been involved in the garden but the people who know all of the details are [names 
omitted] because they started it and that makes sense but I wouldn’t dare to dive into 
the legal things going on” (CO22). The organiser directly attributed this to a failure to 
“transfer power”, or what we would perceive as ownership, from organiser to 
participant, “I think that’s one thing we have missed it’s the transfer of the power with 
them saying this is how you do it” (CO22).  

Uncertainty in ownership was evident in organiser articulations of project future. There 
was evidence of this predominantly occurring at two main points of a project's 
existence. Uncertainty was experienced particularly after the initial emergence of a 
project. This correlated with the end of funding with projects experiencing the ‘one year 
syndrome’ as discussed in 6.4.3 Funding Preferences and Criteria. This also occurred 
once the project had been established for a long time, typically more than five years. 
Organisers could feel powerless in their ability to control the project’s future and many 
were concerned about who would take over control of the project. There also existed 
some organiser awareness of their own age in relation to the projects' ability to continue 
without them. The outcome of this uncertainty is that organisers are unable to plan for 
the project and lose momentum for fulfilling project aims.  

7.1.4.2 Opportunity 
The section above identified how an organiser’s sense of ownership can produce 
uncertainty for them in terms of their organiser role and in a project’s future. When 
some organisers felt their sense of ownership was uncertain, they were also able to find 
ways to use this to their advantage. It was seen how in periods of uncertainty and flux 
there were opportunities in organiser roles and for the emergence of new projects.  

Cameo 21 demonstrates how new projects can emerge in the fallout of feelings of 
ownership uncertainty. The cameo shows how an organiser became aware that there 
were too many initiator-organisers in the emergence of a community garden and as 
result it was unlikely all organisers would be able to have an equal role and be 
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employed in the project. In light of this some organisers left to establish a different type 
of UA in another part of Copenhagen. 
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Cameo 21 

A community garden was started by a group of eight organisers in Vesterbro, Copenhagen. One 
organiser described the impact of having so many organisers for the project, “there was so many 
of us. I was sure that we could find a way to make it work better and to do it in a way to make 
some jobs. I was sceptical. If everyone wanted to be a part of it in the long run, how was that 
going to be possible because it was hard enough just to make one job within it and it needed 
that at the beginning at least. So, we [three of the group] just decided to leave the garden and do 
something else and make it so there was just a handful doing that project. It’s survived as a 
project and I would be really sad if it didn’t so us leaving the project wasn’t because it was just 
gonna die out… if it continued being on just a voluntary basis for everyone involved then it 
would be nice for it to be a lot of people involved but I wouldn’t be in a project like that for the 
long term so the way I was thinking was what’s the future. It should be run by fewer people in a 
more sustainable way” (CO29). 

At the same time of these members leaving, in another area of the city (Østerbro), an owner of a 
building approached the local kommune to offer space for a growing project. The site was 
previously used for car auctions and was a rooftop capable of bearing the weight of the soil, 
water and garden infrastructure, accessible by way of a large car lift. The result of the 
uncertainty for these three organisers was the development of a 600 m2 Organic Rooftop Farm 
in 2013 (Figure 32). The project is run as an association with members visiting weekly to help 
prepare and collect a box of organic produce. Activities on site also include, tours, lectures, 
education, workshops, dinners, weddings and exhibitions. The main idea of the project is to 
create local and sustainable food production in the city by serving as a link between 
Copenhagen and organic agriculture, to inspire local organic markets and disseminate 
knowledge about food.  

 
Figure 32 Growing beds at an Organic Rooftop Farm in Copenhagen.  
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Opportunities were also observed to have been created when an organiser perceived 
ownership ‘crisis’. In one case an organiser identified that the control of the project was 
at ‘risk’. The risk was of project ownership being transferred from an independent back 
to the GO who initially established it. For example, it was possible to see an organiser 
leave a project fully and then return during the research period, because they did not 
want the transfer of ownership to occur. This tended to be because of the work they had 
done to increase and preserve its independence in the past.  

Opportunities were also created in uncertainty which led organisers to be more open in 
their attitude towards control in the project, agreeing that it was necessary to have more 
organiser roles. This meant new people entered a project and as a result new ideas, 
motivations, cultures and enthusiasm were brought to the organiser group.  

In some instances, a strong sense of organiser ownership and identity of control within 
an established project enabled organisers to create paid jobs because they had become 
synonymous with the project and its successes. Older project organisers, who identified 
their own temporality as an organiser, could identify that they needed new organisers 
because at some point they would not be able to continue their role in the project. One 
example of how this occurred in practice was that when a project applied for funding for 
an employed organiser, that older initiator-organiser decided to continue working on a 
voluntary basis but gave a younger organiser the opportunity to be employed in their 
role.  

The theme of an organiser’s sense of ownership was particularly evident in the 
contrasting attitudes between organisers in Hull and Copenhagen. In Copenhagen, 
organisers had a greater understanding of a necessary level of transience in ownership. 
They were more aware of how the flow of people to and from the organiser role affects 
a project's persistence. There was a greater sense of pro-activity in leaving to start a new 
project when they saw that they could not attain a job from the project. Organisers in 
Copenhagen were also able to understand the increased likelihood of securing project 
funding for a new project by targeting areas with state-run regeneration programmes. 
The parameters of ownership for organisers in Hull were more fixed and there was less 
movement of organisers from a project which they had themselves initiated. The 
cameos used in this section highlight contrasting experiences of how this happened in 
practice in both locations.  

7.2 ‘Everyday’ Barriers For Urban Agriculture Projects  
This section explores the many barriers experienced by project organisers. The barriers 
explored affect the ability of organisers to establish and run their project. Barriers are 
complex and evolve over the existence of a project. This section adopts a similar format 



Chapter 7: Manifestations of Ephemerality In Urban Agriculture Projects 

253 

to the previous section in identifying a barrier but also describing how in some cases, 
organisers have formed strategies to mitigate the effect of these barriers.  

Project participation and financial economic security are the two biggest challenges to 
running UA projects according to project organisers. How and why an organiser seeks 
economic security was discussed in Chapter 6. The reason that it was a considered a 
‘persisting’ quality in that Chapter is that despite the acceptance that it is a barrier to 
UA, organisers continue to initiate new UA projects. The following section of this 
chapter explores the fragmentary experience of participation by many project 
organisers. This is considered an ‘ephemeral’ project quality because a lack of 
participation is nearly always the root cause of a project’s financial insecurity.  

In light of this, this section will explore barriers beyond the two most dominant 
challenges for projects. It focuses on the ‘everyday’ barriers which are experienced 
frequently by organisers. This is important because these ‘everyday’ barriers are being 
experienced at the same time as the bigger challenges of participation and funding. 
When asked about barriers organisers often listed many features they deemed 
problematic. As example an organiser of an established project listed, “the obstacles 
have been funding, tools, equipment, managing the site, knowledge, skills” (HO1 
Therapeutic Community Garden) and the organiser of an emerging project which had 
since ceased listed “people, red tape, occasionally time” (HO9 Children’s Centre 
Community Garden). 

There was a general feeling by organisers that established projects had learnt a 
significant amount about how to overcome barriers because of the process of 
emergence. For example, an organiser of the urban orchard described this 
retrospectively, “if I had to this again, I would do everything completely different 
because I have learnt such a lot, a massive amount. There was lots of short-sightedness, 
myopia gone mad because nobody actually knew what they were doing” (HO38 Urban 
Community Orchard with Wildlife Community Garden).  

The barriers discussed in this section are the length of time it takes for a project to 
emerge and become an established project. This is followed by the challenges related to 
‘risk’ how it is perceived and managed within projects and anti-social behaviour. 

7.2.1 Time Period of Emergence.  
The period of project emergence was longer than many organisers had anticipated. In 
cases of projects establishing during the research period, organisers typically described 
the project as being two years behind their expected opening date. The organiser of an 
independent urban mobile container farm described how the length of time had become 
“frustrating” and felt that it had become “a fight” to get the project established, “a lot of 
people have good ideas but this is too good an idea not to keep fighting for it. It’s 
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coming through, we haven’t hit a brick wall everywhere and we’ve got some support 
from significant businesses in Hull. It's just frustrating because it takes so bloody long” 
(HO32). The urban farm has two organisers. The other organiser also identified “length 
of time” as a barrier to the project’s emergence. However, he also identified how time 
had created opportunities for the project in terms of applying for more funding and 
developing more partnerships, “we were hoping to get going this summer and we were 
going to be pushed to do that but that really is a blessing in disguise because it’s given 
us the opportunity to look for more funding and get more people on board” (HO31). 

This echoed the experience of the organiser of the rooftop community garden who had 
initially sought to establish the project the previous year. The time had allowed for 
better planning of the project with the organiser “able to start again”. He described how 
“we just ran out of time. We weren’t giving it justice, quite how much work it would take 
putting into it. So, time was just running away. We just scrapped it because I was 
ultimately thinking we are doing it wrong, so let’s start again” (HO40). Within this 
description it is interesting how the organiser perceived that there was a ‘right’ and 
‘just’ way to practice UA.  

Not all organisers were able to feel so accepting of the time period. Some organisers 
with external funding felt pressured by their funders to establish the project within a 
specific time limit. The reason for this was that funding bodies wanted to physically see 
what they had invested in. One organiser felt this pressure, which was compounded by 
vulnerabilities of ‘open’ access to the site, “the funders were like ‘come on are you 
going to do it?’ But what I needed to do was to be able to coordinate the time to get all 
the deliveries together because I didn't want to just have wood and pavers turn up 
because I think they might have gone walkies [stolen]. So, I had to make sure everything 
came on the same day but we got there” (HO26 Sports Club Community Garden). 

In Cameo 22 we see how other obstacles and unpredictable site incidents experienced 
by the organiser also impacted the period of emergence. The result of this was project 
ephemerality with the organiser ceasing to continue re-establishing an existing project 
during the research period.  

Cameo 22 

In 2013, an organiser wanted to re-develop a community garden at a government organisation-
run Children’s Centre in Hull. There was a project previously established on the site but it was 
not being utilised by the children’s centre nor were activities being run on the site. The 
independent organiser sought to re-establish a project on the site with the aim to “teach kids 
about where food comes from, what healthy food is, what you can eat and what you can grow, 
all that kind of stuff”. However, in the process of re-establishing the project the organiser faced 
many obstacles.  

The first obstacle related to the “technical” and “legal” permissions to run a project on the GO-
owned land and the time it took for the land to be secured by the organiser, “there is a contract. 
The council had to have their legal team look over, which took about a year. That is why it was 
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so complex. It just sort of says ‘token rent, next to nothing, you can deal with it [the site] for a 
while, as long as you want to’. It took so long because of council processes”. This supports 
findings in existing research which has identified bureaucratic resistance (Wakefield et al 2007) 
and land security (Knapp et al 2016, Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny 2004: 399) as UA project 
barriers. 

A second obstacle occurred during this year long period of waiting for the legal team to create a 
contract. An incident happened on the site as described by the organiser which had long-term 
repercussions for the emergence of the project, “I was in the garden one-day and guys turned up 
to spray pesticides on the area and I kind of reacted quite strongly to that shall we say. I went to 
talk to the people and said ‘you can't do this we are growing food for children. You can't just 
spray in there’ [land surrounding electrical substation next to the community garden] and I went 
through all the EU pesticide regulations to say it will be declared as something serious soon. 
The guy went away to talk to his boss, he came back and he said, ‘my manager says that I have 
to do it. I have to spray’. He did say ‘one thing we can do is we can set aside an area’ and I 
thought well that is a little bit of a result but then I did start to think that is not good enough 
really”.  

In response to this the organiser used social media to try and stop this happening “I got on 
twitter and I tweeted [the electricity company] and said ‘help! They are going to spray an area 
next to a children's food growing area. We have to stop this. Can we use the land for something 
else?’ I got a message back kind of pretty soon saying ‘ring me’ (laughs) and that got things 
happening. The company didn't want people to see that”.  

Whilst this was happening the organiser described how, “the guy said ‘I'm not going to spray, 
don't tell anybody but I haven’t got the heart to do it’. We got success on the day, we got a 
contact [at the electricity company]”.  

The organiser went on to explain the response of the electricity company and another time-
related obstacle, “they were amazed. They didn't quite know what to make of it at first. I think it 
was their first time, there was an extra issue involved which kind of made things worse because 
we were struggling. The person who was our local representative [of the electricity company] 
has such a large area that they are only going to come to this area if there are lots of other 
things to do. So I mean there were 6 to 8 months before we heard anything anyway although the 
initial response was excellent” (HO9). The organiser explained that six to eight months later the 
company began to support the emergence of the project and “put drainage on their sheds for 
water butts” to be used by the organiser. 

The length of time that these processes took slowed down the emergence of the project and had 
a detrimental effect on its future. The initial enthusiasm of the organiser had diminished through 
waiting and workers at the children’s centre had observed what had occurred and began to think 
that the project idea was too risky. The organiser described having “lost heart in the project” 
and realising the project according to the initial plan became an overwhelming prospect for the 
singular organiser. As a result the organiser went and removed everything they had begun to re-
establish on the site and distributed it to other active UA projects.  

7.2.2 Risk Perception and Risk Management 
Risk manifested in projects as a barrier in two ways. The first way was in risk 
perception, how dangerous UA was perceived to be by the local authority. The second 
was how project organisers had ‘risks’ to be identified and managed within their 
projects.  

Through using a longitudinal approach to the study of UA it was possible to observe 
how local authority attitudes towards UA changed. As shown in Chapter 5 The 
Emergence of UA Projects, the local authority in Hull has a longstanding role in the 
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emergence and management of allotments across the city. Additionally, in the 1990’s, 
the local authority gave permission for two pioneer therapeutic community gardens, one 
run by a governmental organisation and another that was independent. The organiser of 
the GO run community garden described how risk was managed in the formation of that 
project, “the Trust [wider organisation] was worried about risk and how would we 
manage risk. Off the back of that everything we did and everything that we do is risk 
assessed. Every tool and every action has been risk assessed, it goes through that 
process, so although that seemed really long winded. It was important to do” (HO1 
Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden on Allotment Site). Permission was 
given for these projects because it was perceived that the organisers had the 
“organisational capacity” and associated skills and resources to be able to manage risk. 
Permission for the independent therapeutic community garden was granted for two 
reasons. The organisers had funding and the proposed land for the site had been 
historically problematic for the local authority with high rates of criminal activity.  

As UA has re-emerged and diversified to encompass different types of project the local 
authority has changed their attitude towards the formation of UA projects on state-
owned land. Originally, they deemed there to be too much risk in allowing independent 
groups to run and manage land. The local authority considered urban farms to be more 
of a risk than community gardens because of the addition of livestock. The organisers of 
an urban mobile container farm described how the local authority perceived their idea, 
“they won’t accept new technology and new ideas and they would rather go with 
something that is safe and boring and just traditional. So, I think that has been one of 
our biggest problems and I think it still could be, we seem to be caught up in a political 
type idea that what we are doing is too new and unique and Hull isn’t the place for it... 
we feel in one way totally let down. Just totally disappointed and sad with them” 
(HO31). The organiser simply had to “cope” with the local authority’s attitude and hope 
that the “council doesn't push their noses into what we’re trying to do”. The other 
described the project as “dynamic” and that “the council should have bought it” 
(HO32). When asked as to why they thought the local authority had these attitudes, the 
organiser felt that the local authority, “all go for safety, somebody high up somewhere 
has said no we cannot take these two [organisers] on because they have not been on the 
go long enough. This idea is totally out of our remit” (HO31 Mobile Container Urban 
Farm). 

However, over the course of the research period it has been observed that the local 
authority has changed their attitude towards urban farms. They have since allowed and 
funded a group of established NGOs to develop a farm on their land. That which is 
really interesting in how the attitude has changed, is that the local authority specified the 
land on which a potential farm would have to be sited. They identified ‘high risk’ with 
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land, which is directly next to a youth centre which also already has its own UA project. 
The organiser of the NGO city farm described the connection between the two projects 
in close proximity, “we have no connection, no official link whatsoever. It is a piece of 
land that belongs to the council. So as you see, we have put a sort of barrier, a frame 
there”. When asked about why the project needed a barrier between the two, the 
organiser described that it was “to let those people in (youth centre) …create a barrier 
for people at this project”. The reason the organisers wanted to prevent their 
participants crossing over the barrier to the youth centre was “we have all sorts of 
people coming in here. So, one of our challenges, we have people who may be ex-
offenders and we are aware of the management of risks that we are going near a youth 
centre so that has to be managed and will be, it’s not a problem” (HO33 City Farm). 

Organisers also had to manage risk for participants. When projects were unable to 
secure funding for site facilities organisers had to find other ways to access facilities for 
themselves and their participants. The organiser of the longest established community 
garden in Hull described that it had taken over a decade to secure toilet facilities on site. 
The organiser recalled what happened before installation of the compost toilet on site, 
“it was a bucket behind a bush…and then it was the kids they’d come for a workshop 
and we used to take turns in groups walking them over to another organisation for them 
to use the toilets (HO19 Therapeutic Community Garden). The provision of practical 
on-site facilities meant all organisers were able to stay on site. Additionally this has 
improved participant numbers to the site because it has enabled people to feel more 
comfortable spending time on site.  

7.2.3 Anti-social Behaviour 
A recurring barrier experienced by emerging and established projects was anti-social 
behaviour. This played out in a number of ways. Organisers faced vandalism and 
burglaries, “we have had loads of vandalism they set fire to benches, they broke into 
stuff, adults have broken into the portakabins on two or three occasions, it’s been pretty 
terrible” (HO38 Urban Community Orchard with Wildlife Community Garden). 
Another organiser of a community garden on a public walkway called vandalism as 
“mindless acts”, “someone just smashed it up and we’d done a lot of work and someone 
broke all the trees, smashed every corner of the picnic table and you think why”. The 
same organiser explained how plants had been stolen and identified adults as 
responsible for the theft because of the way in which they have been stolen, “they are 
clearly adults as well because kids will pull it up or just trash it but you get adults 
stealing plants”. When this has occurred the organiser “just replants them” (HO21 
Children’s Planters Community Garden). Many organisers had found drug 
paraphernalia on the site they sought to develop a project on, “it was used by drug users 
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as well. I have picked up a lot of needles, hundreds” (HO17 Housing Trust Community 
Garden).  

One organiser in Hull experienced all the types of anti-social behaviour on-site as 
described above. She recalled coming in to the community garden “and finding piles of 
needles”, she has also had to “move people out but every now and then there are 
occasions where I have had to ring the police or an ambulance and it's the usual drug 
and alcohol-related issues” (HO13). With such frequent occurrences of this on-site, the 
organiser had “toughened up” because “it is uncomfortable for volunteers if people are 
doing that”. Frequently fruit and vegetables get “stolen” from the garden and the 
organiser recounted the initial impact this had, “when it first happened to me I was like, 
oh God. I was bereft but then you do say in your head perhaps that person hasn’t got 
anything to eat” (HO13 Wildlife Trust Wildlife Community Garden). The organiser 
then has to explain that this may be the case to participants who are upset at the produce 
having been stolen. These participants may also be experiencing food poverty.  

This was also the case in Copenhagen, an organiser described that a local resident 
“doesn't understand the idea of the garden”. The organiser recalled seeing the resident 
entering the garden, cutting all the chives and stripping the broad beans. At first the 
organiser was reluctant to say anything but due to the frequency of the occurrence, the 
organiser intervened to say, “you came last week as well and this garden is for everyone 
and there should be some for next week, so you can’t just come every week and take 
whatever you want” (CO6 ‘World’ Children’s Centre Playground Community Garden).  

As a result of the continued experiences of anti-social behaviour, organisers have 
adopted strategies to cope. However, the strategies do not minimise the effect that the 
incidences have on organisers and participants. The strongest deterrent to anti-social 
behaviour was for organisers to be physically present on the site. This was either due to 
the openness of the project or the nature of the area. Organisers have installed security 
measures such as cameras on the site. The school community garden organiser 
described how the cameras combined with increased investment in the local area has 
“turned around that area” and reduced antisocial behaviour. The organiser explained 
how the local area “used to be known as a war zone, it used to be terrible, fights every 
night, stolen cars driven around every night, absolute nightmare, you didn’t dare put 
anything down, you parked your car in the street and later there would be no tyres on it, 
it’s been turned around” (Academy School Community Garden). The effect of anti-
social behaviour on a project was “soul-destroying”.  

The church community garden organiser had aimed to increase access to the project and 
gave some community members keys to the locks. However shortly after there were 
reports of anti-social behaviour with participants entering the project at night time and 
playing loud music. The organiser has since changed the lock and reduced access to the 
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site, describing how “we’ve [the organisers] got to be here to be able to do that because 
of the area which is a shame” (HO16 Church Community Garden). The organiser felt 
that “trust” between organisers and participants had been affected. Other projects have 
been targeted by their own participants, a therapeutic community garden organiser 
recollected, “we had a couple of lads, they call it disaffected, don’t they? When they 
don’t go to school and they started to be great but then they were seen on the roof and 
they’d gone around and smashed all the pots up and that”. The impact of this incident 
on the organiser was highly emotional, “I’ve cried, I’ve sat at home and I’ve cried about 
stuff like that but you always get more back. There’s been more marvellous things than 
there has been bad things” (HO19 Therapeutic Community Garden). The site was 
vandalised again, when participants arrived and saw what had occurred they “walked 
out, they’d had enough”. 

The organiser of children’s planters on a public walkway explained that drinkers 
congregate on the bench next to the planters. However, there are no rubbish bins in the 
immediate area and instead people use the planters. To tackle the problem the organiser 
described, “fighting [the local authority] at the moment for bins”. The fight she 
describes is the length of time it takes for the community to ask for something and the 
council to deliver it. She described the process as “ridiculous”. In the meantime, the 
organiser has developed her own strategy, where she has been tying plastic bags to 
benches, which has been successful, “people use them, it stops [in reference to waste 
being thrown into planters]” (HO21 Children’s Planters Community Garden).  

In experiences of anti-social behaviour organisers see unexpected involvement in the 
project and “care” by residents. Cameo 23 tells the story of how local residents became 
mobilised having witnessed anti-social behaviour on a project’s planters.  

Cameo 23  

To provide context to the planters in 2013 a local outpost of a National Community Change 
Network was established. The wider network works on global issues which have local impacts, 
facilitating communities to develop solutions to challenges through positive green changes. 
Aims which specifically focus on food remit of work, include deliverance of support to families 
and individuals to aid in the development of a healthy lifestyle. Aspects include growing, 
cooking and eating together within a budget, healthy literacy sessions and the creation of 
volunteering opportunities which have a number of aims. The local network project organiser 
supports a number of services in Hull, including a homelessness charity, a women-orientated 
charity which helps in moving away from damaging lifestyles, a supported living project for 
homeless families (which also has an allotment plot), a charity aiding people with disadvantages 
into community work and an organisation promoting the welfare of the disabled and vulnerable 
(which has a centre and cafe).  

For one project, the organiser “took over a number of planters last year to grow food in”. The 
planters were then targeted by anti-social behaviour, “some young people vandalised the 
planters the other night”. The organiser explained the response of residents to the planters, 
“what happened is a little old couple who have never been involved in the project, came out in 
the dark, with a torch and an extension cable and spades and put all the plants back in. That’s a 
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massive step. They might not have been able to stop vandalism, people will be people but the 
fact that someone came out in their own time to replant it, who would have never been part of 
the project. It is a massive step and that’s what it is about, we’ve started to create a community 
who actually cares” (HO43).  
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7.3 Fragmentary Participation 
Managing the consistent involvement of participants was considered by organisers to 
present the greatest challenge in running an UA project. The organiser of an urban 
orchard in Hull expressed the gravity of the challenge, “my biggest fear is that we lose 
too many volunteers and we have got to close and I really don’t want that to happen. 
That’s got to be my main concern this year, it has to be” (HO38 Urban Community 
Orchard). Section 4.2 Demographies of Actors in UA differentiated organisers and 
participants. This section explores how participation is enacted within UA projects. 
Organisers hold mixed attitudes towards and have differing experiences of seeking and 
having participants. The section focuses on the often complementary and contrasting 
ways participants present both an opportunity and a challenge for organisers. Exploring 
participation furthers understanding of the negative consequences for projects which are 
unable to move beyond a fragmentary experience of having participants. ‘Fragmentary’ 
in this section describes the changeable nature of participation with unpredictable 
increases and decreases in participant numbers. Participants are considered by 
organisers to be a critical project asset, which directly affects the ability of a project to 
remain active in the foodscape. Organisers of projects, which do not have consistent 
participation numbers, can become at risk of closure (ephemerality). The core reason for 
this is the relationship between participation and funding, low participant numbers 
reduces the likelihood of an organiser being successful when applying for funding. The 
quantity and depth of data collected on this theme during the research period reflects 
how important issues of participation were to organisers. Generally attracting and 
engaging participants was considered more important to organisers than a projects 
ability to produce food.  

Participation has been identified as problematic for community gardens in the literature; 
with Guitart et al identifying “managing volunteers or volunteer drop off” as a common 
challenge theme in their review (2012: 368). The section will explore, in turn, why 
organisers seek participants, how satisfied organisers are with current levels of 
participation, the methods used by organisers to attract and engage participants and the 
challenges with participation for both emerging and established projects.  

7.3.1 Rationale For Seeking Participants 
To begin to explore the important role participants have for projects, it is first necessary 
to understand why organisers seek participants to attend their project. Although this 
may be seemingly obvious, in practice the reasons are more complex. The reasons are 
complex because for organisers having participants attending their project is 
representative of more than just attendance. Organisers equated participation with the 
project being ‘stable’ and ‘successful’. Organisers equated this project ‘success’ with 
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having been able to fulfil aims as a result of their interactions with participants. For 
example, organisers this meant having “inspired”, “changed attitudes” or “convinced 
someone to try something new”. The organiser of a wildlife community garden felt the 
project was successful when she observed, “seeing a difference” in participants. The 
organiser continued to explain seeing this difference when a participant has learnt about 
food, growing or wildlife and retained what they have learnt. For example, “when a kid 
comes up to you and says ahhh look at this or there is a little boy that came last year 
and I showed him the Nasturtiums and now he comes in and he was like where’s the 
Nasturtiums and a three-year old saying Nasturtiums is just the best thing in the world” 
(HO13 Wildlife Community Garden). To equate ‘success’ through aim fulfilment was 
exhibited more strongly in NGO and GO projects. For example an organiser from an 
NGO had two main aims, “the Trust has really clear objectives as an organisation and 
the main one is to create living landscape which are areas which in wildlife…the other 
thing that is our key objective is to educate and inspire and you can’t do that without 
showing people what you can do and giving people a place to enjoy it” (HO13).  

This was also evident in the experience of the organiser of a GO therapeutic community 
garden who saw difference or changes within participants, “they [participants] can do 
things and they can focus on something and you can see people who haven’t smiled, 
they haven’t cracked jokes, they haven’t been appreciated, you can see that they are 
becoming the person they can be, the person comes to the fore” (HO1). The same 
organiser went on to describe seeing the impact on participant lives outside of the 
confines of the project, explaining how a participant “can move on, they can get the 
train to London to go and see a show, spend time with other family members or get in 
touch with their daughter who they haven’t seen in a long time, All of those things that 
are important to people’s lives and getting those people who have disengaged, back” 
(HO1). Figure 33 shows data provided by this organiser. The figure displays a rare 
example of participant evaluation in which the organiser has specifically set out to learn 
what the effect of participation has been on individual attendees.  
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Figure 33 Evaluation by organiser on the impact that project participation has had on an 
individual.  

Independent and network organisers also seek participants to fulfil their aims however 
participants also have a more contributory value to the project’s ability to remain active. 
This occurs in two ways. The first was that demonstrable continual participant numbers 
were required to satisfy the criteria set by funders in the initial set up of the project and 
there was pressure to maintain these numbers to qualify for subsequent economic 
security in the next funding cycles.  

The second way this occurs is that organisers need to engage participants to the extent 
that they can take ownership of the project so the organiser can reduce their role in the 
project or leave the project (as shown in 6.3 Managing Involvement and Feelings of 
Duty). A community garden organiser was concerned about who would take over the 
project, “I’m not getting any younger. I’m getting older and it’s getting the parents 
involved. We’ve run four sessions this year now. We had about thirty people including 
children at each session but trying but trying to keep them involved and get them to take 
ownership of the garden. The idea is that now we take the names of people and contact 
them and say would you be prepared to do an hour a week of it. The biggest problem is 
that, it’s a real worry. To get community people in is a real worry, the idea is to get the 
community engagement in mind because I turned around and said well I can’t do this 
forever. Somebody eventually will have to take over” (HO15 Academy School 
Community Garden). 

To summarise, organisers seek participants for reason three reasons, they are a 
mechanism through which organisers measure project success, for fulfilling the criteria 
as set by funders and so that participants can take over control and ownership of the 
project. 
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7.3.2 Variation in Satisfaction Levels with Participant Numbers.  
The attitudes of organisers towards participation levels in their projects ranged from 
highly satisfied to highly dissatisfied. To explore this, the section outlines these 
experiences, provides potential rationales for each experience, looks at how this played 
out depending on how established the project was and compares participation in Hull 
and Copenhagen.  

Organisers who were satisfied with project participant numbers never had to actively 
seek participants. They were able to maintain consistent numbers of participants 
attending their sessions. Generally, organisers of community gardens and urban farms 
were more satisfied. An organiser of a community garden which has individual 
‘allotment-style’ plots described having, “a reasonable number in terms of people 
growing, a few plots that haven't taken but generally we are oversubscribed” (HO14 
Development Trust Community Garden). The organiser of an organic rooftop farm 
stated that they had planned to gradually increase in participation in line with 
production “the first year we had 16 members. Members can be a family or a single 
person. We could grow for 20 but we didn’t want to have a full membership the first 
year” (CO30). The organiser of a black and minority ethnic (BME) community garden 
identified the changing nature of participation each week “we had 20 registered at the 
start but it's more than that we’ve had 60 people, 50 people, 25 people, 35 people” 
(HO24). That which is most interesting about the experience of this organiser is that he 
distinguished between having participants who are “registered” and other participants 
who attend. This is explored further in Cameo 24. The cameo also shows the close 
relationship between networks and UA projects.  

Cameo 24   

A BME Community Garden was established in 2013 for the black and minority ethnic 
community in Hull. The project grew out of the establishment of a BME Environmental 
Network. The project emerged in response to the role of food in the environment and its 
transformative potential as part of a sustainable economy. The organiser described it as a natural 
progression of the other areas important to the network which includes “environmental 
education and awareness, food growing diversity, energy and waste reduction awareness, 
carbon literacy, public health awareness, training opportunities for BME’s in the environment 
sector, volunteering opportunities, community engagement, community space improvement and 
built and natural environment access”.  

There are four large vegetable planters between houses on a residential street. The decision of 
what to grow focused on crops that are climatically appropriate to the UK. This has the added 
benefit as described by the organiser for new people in the Hull BME community to learn and 
discuss “typical British food”. The produce is shared and surplus goes to a weekly open door 
refugee centre.  

The organiser described the challenge of trying to attract and engage the BME community into 
UA and wider environmental issues. He described how “most BME’s in this country might be 
students or refugees or asylum seekers or illegal here. So if you are illegal here the first thing 
you want to do is organise your immigration status which is a huge priority for you. Then you 
want to have a job, get a steady income and then you can start to think about a family. So these 
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are your priorities in ascending order. Then environmental issues tend to be very least on the 
ladder”. 

The organiser described disconnect between BME community priorities and environmental 
issues. He identified the need for understanding the perspective of potential participants in 
trying to engage the community in environmental issues. The organiser described “when 
someone is an asylum seeker and you try to engage them to talk about recycling, telling them 
what they can or can’t put in a bin or tell them to do a bit of gardening. Some of them are too 
afraid to even go out”. The organiser went on to describe how he had managed to engage some 
of these people in the community garden project and wanted to be able to show he had engaged 
them and show that “these people are taking part in this activity” but “they don’t want to give 
their details because they think look, who are you giving my details to?” (HO24) The result has 
been that the organiser may have 20 people registered and ‘officially’ participants in the project 
but the actual number of attendees is much higher. This also highlights how UA projects often 
have ‘hidden’ participants with organiser’s building significant levels of trust with minority 
communities in the city. However, this is often at the detriment to an organiser's ability to have 
the project considered ‘successful’ by funding bodies which effects their ability to adequately 
evaluate their project for securing future project funding.  

When probed as to the rationale for consistent participant numbers, organisers often 
pointed to the potency of the idea, citing original characteristics of the project. This 
included being the first of a specific type of UA project within the country, city or 
within an area of the city. The organiser of a Mobile Container Urban Farm identified 
one way to ensure participation in a project “you get them if you’ve got an inspirational 
venue” (HO33). However, this project was in an emerging phase. Other aspects 
conducive to satisfaction in participation included being a unique hybrid of UA project 
types, for example the conflation of a community garden with a wildlife garden or an 
urban farm and restaurant. The ability to provide activities, which included growing, 
cooking and eating (or at least two of these elements) and gaining on-site provisions 
such as parking, toilets and bad weather cover were important to having consistent 
participation.  

However, despite these positive attitudes, even those who recounted never having 
needed to seek more participants to the project still considered them the greatest 
challenge. Those who felt frustrated by the lack of people the project had attracted were 
in a state of “constant panic”. In addition, they were annoyed at the amount of 
discussion around seeking participants but an absence of action, particularly when 
participants for the project were needed to secure funding. One community garden that 
has been established since 2013 has only had six participants involved.  

A handful of organisers alluded to the improbability of engaging everyone with UA and 
that it simply would not be suitable for everyone but valued the participation of the 
singular visit participant. In terms of participant numbers, there was a need to secure a 
specific type of participant one who would attend a project activity, become engaged in 
the project and remain active for a prolonged period of time. For organisers, this is 
preferable to ephemeral participants who “dip in for a few weeks or months and then 
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disappear” (CO22). As clear in the following quote, organisers have accounted for 
participant numbers but were hesitant and unsure whether this was a reasonable number, 
“we have got about 13 people who come but we are only on site once a week. So, we 
come down on the Tuesday, we come down at 10:30am until 3pm and that is it now and 
we have actually had 150-160 people discharged through the project. We don’t know if 
that is good? And one of our volunteers who has been with us for 11 years” (HO1 
Health Centre Therapeutic Community Garden). The quote also highlights how the 
length of time a participant has been engaged in a project was a marker of participant 
success.  

7.3.3 Factors Impacting The Organiser Experience of Participation 
A number of factors have been identified which influence how satisfied organisers are 
with their participation numbers. The following list describes the factors which are 
impacting how organisers experience participation. 

i. How demographic-specific initial project aims were. 

Organisers who established projects with the aim to target a specific demographic 
group, expressed being more satisfied with their participant numbers. By narrowing 
‘who’ the project was for organisers were forced to think more carefully about how to 
attract their specific participant group. The most satisfied were organisers of projects 
that were established for children. The organiser of the Children’s Planters Community 
Garden had increased participation as a result of targeting children initially, “I 
originally started it for kids but what is happening is, it’s becoming a family affair. So 
kids are doing it, the grandparents are doing it, uncles are doing it, mums and dads are 
doing it. We have got a membership now of about 60 or 70 and we don't see all the 
same people every week” (HO21). This was also the case in Copenhagen with a 
collaboration event between a community garden, playground, park and school, having 
“an expected turnout of between 500-1000 people but the actual number reached long 
over 2000” (CO2 ‘World’ Children’s Centre Playground Community Garden). 
However, UA projects within the grounds of a school had organisers who found it 
particularly difficult to sustain participation. The reason for this was the transient nature 
of education. This meant it was difficult to engage parents long term because their 
children would be moving on to continue their schooling elsewhere after a few years. 
School garden organisers increasingly relied on one person’s keenness to ensure the 
project continued without which the project would stop running activities.  

ii. Whether a project emerges from an existing service. 

Projects that had emerged out of pre-existing people-centred services had organisers 
who expressed more positive attitude towards participation. The reason for this was that 
a greater number of potential participants were already interacting with the service on 
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site. For example, the church community garden have a congregation and a Tuesday 
‘pay as you feel’ lunch club which the garden was set up to supply produce to. 

iii. The location of the project site. 

§ The location of where the project had been established also influenced organiser 
satisfaction with participation. This impacted participation because of how 
accessible and visible the project site was from the street. Participation depended on 
the reason the public had to be in proximity to project site. For example the 
children’s centre community garden had high footfall because there was a nursery 
on-site and a primary school next door and the library community garden had the 
public visiting to use the library services. 

iv. The development stage of a project, whether emerging or established. 

§ The development stage of the project, whether emerging or established also had an 
impact on the participation experience. This greatly impacted the consideration 
organisers had given to participants. For established projects, organisers had 
experienced cycles of high and low participant numbers in which organisers 
expressed reaching an “adequate number” of participants and then struggling to 
have any. Organisers were often surprised when numbers unexpectedly increased 
and felt in some cases they had lost knowledge about how to ‘have’ participants. 
Emerging project organisers often lacked skills to be able to attract participants and 
were hindered by the project’s lack of ‘identity’, “it’s about promotion of the thing”.  

v. The development stage that organisers sought participation. 

§ The point in a project emergence at which organisers sought participants also played 
a role. Organisers who had used public consultation in the planning and initial 
infrastructure development of the project had more consistent participant numbers. 
The inclusion of participants at an early stage of a project’s emergence was more 
evident in Copenhagen than in Hull. However, some of the projects, which had a 
long emergence process in Hull, were beginning to involve the participants at the 
very beginning. It is increasingly prevalent that organisers run sessions with 
participants to build a site together.  

vi. Type of UA project. 

§ UA type also played a factor with the organisers of urban farms being more satisfied 
with participant numbers. The reason for this was that urban farms had generally 
received more media attention than other forms of UA. In these cases, media outlets 
had approached the organisers rather than the other way around. In some cases 
projects had participants earlier than the organisers had planned as result of the 
attention. 
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To summarise, factors impacting project participation included, who the project aims to 
be for, the UA project type, how the project emerges, where the project is, how 
developed the project is and at what stage organisers seek participants in the 
development of a project.  

7.3.4 Attracting and Engaging Participants to a Project. 
This section differentiates between ‘attracting’ and ‘engaging’ participants. They are 
separated because organisers themselves distinguished between these two participant-
project relationships. ‘Attracting’ participants related to how organisers sought to 
promote the project to people who were unaware of its existence. ‘Engaging’ 
participants relates to forging a deeper relationship between the participant and project 
such as them attending an activity offered by the project and longer-term involvement.  

7.3.4.1 Attracting Participants.  
To attract participants organisers used two different methods, internal and external. 
Internal methods were ways in which organisers used the physicality of the site to 
attract potential participants. External methods are ways organisers attempted to engage 
participants beyond the project site. Before discussing these methods it is necessary to 
outline that some organisers considered the union of projects and participants to be a 
naturally occurring process and a path which will develop over time regardless of 
organiser intervention. Organisers who shared this view generally thought the best 
method of attracting and engaging was for the participants to do it themselves. By this 
they meant passing the project and becoming interested or searching for UA projects to 
become involved with online. Although the most common experience of organisers was 
to adopt strategies to attract and engage participants. 

A number of internal methods were used by projects from across the structural groups. 
This included signs on the street, which had both a “subtle and direct impact”. Signage 
was considered important to organisers in attracting participants. In a permaculture 
community garden in Copenhagen, the site had signage in both English and Danish, the 
organiser described why this decision had been made, “everybody thought that it was 
common sense to have it in English and Danish because we are in Denmark and 
because there are lots of international volunteers. It made sense. It’s more socially 
inclusive” (CO22). Many organisers have been trying to draw on the increasing 
popularity of posting images on social media by encouraging people who pass the 
project to take images of what they find in the garden so that the project can reach new 
audiences. Organisers were continually striving to understand what an UA project 
should look like. They needed the site to be perceived as an “open and welcome space”. 
To achieve this organisers often asked residents living in proximity to the site what they 
liked and how they thought the site could be improved. How long a project had been 
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established influenced the strategies used by organisers to attract participants with 
established projects relying on methods they have used which have proved successful. 
Organisers of established projects were more likely to highlight the importance of word 
of mouth for attracting new participants. Emerging project organisers were quick to 
articulate that they would “have participants” and they would be seeking to attract 
potential participants but had given less consideration to how they would do this. 

Organisers also used external methods through which to advertise the project beyond 
the confines of the sites’ physical space. There were many similarities across the 
structural groups in how organisers used external methods with a few key observed 
differences. In terms of similarities organisers considered having a social media 
presence as one way to attract participants, with one organiser describing that they “run 
eight twitter feeds”. Organisers also discussed their projects on local radio but found it 
difficult to maintain personal connections at the radio stations due to high staff turnover. 
Organisers produced project business cards, leaflets detailing project aims or events and 
created websites and email newsletters (See Figure 34). Organisers attended ‘city-wide’ 
events such financial inclusion forums and ran stalls to advertise projects and put 
leaflets up in existing resources in close proximity to the project site including local 
shops, community centres and libraries. 

  

Figure 34 Left: Leaflet produced by a Therapeutic Community Garden  
Right: A leaflet created by an Organic Rooftop Farm and distributed to attendees at the 

Conference on Urban Farming. The envelope contains kale seeds. 

A considerable difference emerged in how projects attracted participants between 
‘NGOS and GOs’ and independent and network projects. Projects which were part of 
wider organisations often had employed communication officers to advertise the 
project. Projects of this type also used dedicated volunteer organisations whose work 
specifically matches people with projects as befits the type of volunteering the 
individual wants to engage in.  

Some interesting observations were made about organiser attitudes towards attracting 
participants. Firstly organisers struggled to maintain a project’s online presence because 
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their motivation to establish or engage with a project initially was to be “hands on”. 
There was a juxtaposition between advertising a project and the nature of growing. 
Furthermore, and ironically, organisers perceived a well ‘marketed’ project as being an 
unsuccessful project because if the organiser had the time to maintain an online 
presence then they were not dedicating adequate time to the project site itself or their 
participants. There was also a difference in how organisers of Hull and Copenhagen felt 
about attracting participants. Organisers in Copenhagen were more optimistic in their 
ability to attract participants through internal and external methods. However some Hull 
organisers attributed poor marketing of their projects to the area, “it’s a Hull thing, 
we’re bad at it generally”. The rationale for this was because traditional methods were 
found to work best there such as through the local newspaper. 

7.3.4.2 Engaging Participants.  
Organisers differentiated between how they attract people to their project and how they 
engaged an individual into the project. They identified the relationship between the two 
as a process with one organiser describing there being a “tipping point”. This ‘tipping 
point’ occurring when a participant went from knowing about the project to “becoming 
part of the garden” (or project) and engaged in the activities. 

To engage participants, organisers used both informal and formal techniques on site. 
Informally organisers made an effort through actions that were “small and important”, 
for example “having at least a conversation with every person”. Organisers changed 
their own behaviour to facilitate participant engagement “by being someone people want 
to talk to”. Organisers also adapted the activities of a project to enable participants to 
engage with aspects of the project that they were attracted to or tasks which were more 
suitable to their ability. The rationale being that a participant is unlikely to engage in the 
project regularly if they do not have the freedom to complete tasks they enjoy and are 
able to do.  

If unable to engage participants directly into a project’s activities, organisers used 
‘peripheral’ aspects of the project. Peripheral aspects of a project are the non-food 
production activities they run. Organisers generally accepted that UA would not appeal 
to everybody “but we can get them [participants] here for something else”. Examples 
included, letting people borrow books and tools, combining the site activities with arts 
and music and allowing students to use the project to complete requirements of their 
degrees or to gain work experience.  

Informal techniques were more frequently used. However there were examples of more 
formal techniques from NGOs and GOs. One NGO project organiser explained how 
their training programme called “formal ladder of engagement” worked, “for us 
trainees are a step up from a day-to-day volunteer they will be volunteering for more 
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time per week and they get a training budget. The idea is you are taking somebody who 
wants to move their career forward. The organiser considered the success of the 
programme, “all of our trainees at our sites have come onto jobs in the sector or very 
similar sector or further education and they gain valuable experience”. The individual 
also identified what she termed “unsustainability through the knowledge lost as a result 
of planned participant transience in this formal method, “there is a little bit of 
unsustainability there because they’re only there for a year and then they go and get 
jobs and you’ve lost that amazing skill set and knowledge” (HO13). Formal engagement 
techniques were also used by a GO therapeutic community garden, which had 
developed a partnership with a local agricultural college to run NVQ (National 
Vocational Qualifications) for participants. Organisers of independent and network 
projects expressed a desire to adopt more formal methods. However a lack of support, 
money, time and resources prevented this.  

7.3.5 Challenges with Participants.  
This section explores the challenges experienced by organisers in establishing an UA 
project and ‘opening’ the project to have members of the urban community involved. 
The size of this section reflects the many challenges described by organisers in Hull and 
Copenhagen. The research interviews were instrumental in providing the space for 
organisers to describe the multitude of challenges they experienced at the same time. In 
addition, as evidenced in the following section, organisers began to rationalise these 
challenges and signal towards the cause of them, not only stating their experience of a 
challenge.  

Before exploring the challenges in turn, it is necessary to explain a clear difference in 
how organisers experienced participation. This difference was dependent on whether a 
project was emerging or established. Organisers of emerging projects did not foresee 
any challenges to the project having participants. These organisers were optimistic 
about the prospect and confident in the realities of what they perceived this to mean in 
practice. This attitude contrasts drastically to that of established project organisers. 
These organisers, with first hand exposure to attracting, engaging and having 
participants, described many aspects of participation that are negatively affecting the 
ability of a project to fulfil their aims and remain active in the foodscape. Established 
project organisers had the benefit of hindsight resulting from the process of emergence.  

In this section I have included the contrasting experiences of organisers depending on 
project development phase. As each challenge is explored I will present the optimism 
and anticipated positive expectations of organisers of emerging projects alongside the 
challenging on-the-ground practicalities for organisers of established projects. This 
approach has been difficult to write given how drastically different the experiences were 
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but I remain committed to this as an appropriate approach for two reasons. One reason 
is that it allows for a balance of views by presenting both the experience of emerging 
and established project organisers. This is important because the attitudes of emerging 
project organisers are valuable in themselves and should not be disregarded on the basis 
that they have yet to experience challenge themes in the same way as established project 
organisers. A further reason is the usefulness this combination of perspectives has for 
research impact. It is useful for UA organisers or potential organisers to understand how 
challenges may affect them by providing a ‘cautionary tale’. Additionally, this approach 
highlights the need for UA researchers to acknowledge the processes through which a 
project has come to exist. 

Two broad expectations of emerging project organisers exist. Firstly (i.) organisers 
anticipate that when the project becomes established it will attract and engage 
participants as outlined in aims. Secondly, (ii.) emerging project organisers anticipate 
that when the project becomes established they will have the necessary resources to 
manage participation. I will use these two expectations to explain the challenges 
expressed by organisers whose projects had established.  

(i.) When the project becomes established it will attract and engage participants as 
outlined in aims.  

However, in practice, this was not the experience for established project organisers for a 
number of reasons. The following list explores these reasons. 

§ Communicating project practice when aims are constantly shifting. 

As identified in Chapter 6, 6.1.1 The Scope and Negotiation of UA Project Aims, the 
aims of projects change when they establish. The reason for this is that organisers 
change their aims to align with funding body preferences. The result of this aim change 
on participation is threefold. The first is that who the project is for may also have to 
change. For example a project may have initially been set up for participation from 
young adults but after applying for funding the organiser receives money to run a series 
of events for keeping the ageing demographic active. The second result of aim change is 
that project remit moves further away from the initial organiser motivation and 
organisers become disillusioned about the impact of the project on participants. The 
final result is that organisers have to compromise on who they seek participation from 
relying on transient participant groups to get tasks done, such as students.  

Organisers realise that initial aims are unfeasible and cannot be realised by simply 
establishing their project. Examples of this type of aim included, “create identity”, “give 
pride” and “form a community”. These larger ideals were more evident in Hull aims 
than Copenhagen project aims.  
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When aims specified inclusion of specific or ‘hidden’ groups, organiser struggled to 
know how to advertise their project to attract these groups. It became apparent that it 
was difficult to communicate that organisers actively wanted participation by 
individuals experiencing homelessness, food insecurity or people experiencing mental 
ill health, as examples, without compounding possible feelings of exclusion. If 
organisers decided to try and attract everyone in their aims instead they knew they 
would struggle to be everything to everyone. Additionally for projects situated on sites 
where the main activity is not the UA project itself, it is challenging trying to engage 
different people to all the variety that the site does. 

§ Low levels of project interest.  

Organisers of established projects often lost momentum in publicising the project 
having ‘become’ established because they had dedicated their efforts to advertising the 
project idea in the emerging process. The organisers felt thwarted by underestimating 
the starting point for engagement of people who the project had been established for. 
Organisers initially thought the project would be about producing food in the city, 
however, in practice they found higher levels of urban community apathy than they had 
expected. This manifested in the prevalence of increasing crime levels, anti-social 
behaviour around sites such as residents disposing of litter and a generationally 
engrained systemic lack of community pride. The organiser of a wildlife community 
garden working across multiple projects was reticent to verbalise what she thought, 
“sometimes and I really hate to say it, but I don't think its always true, but there is a 
little bit of apathy in the city. When you're having to get over that hump before you can 
even engaged someone and get them on board” (HO13). Organisers in Hull and 
Copenhagen explained the importance of context. UA involvement had to mean 
something for participants to get involved and this was lacking. Organisers attributed 
this to “pandemic” low levels of food, nature and environmental education (HO1 Health 
Centre Therapeutic Community Garden). Not only did organisers face apathy by 
potential participants, they experienced resistance by individuals who they were 
accountable to. The organiser of a sports club community garden recounted how 
“people were saying when we were making this place, ‘don’t be so stupid’. Even the guy 
who runs the place, the chairman was like that ‘I hate allotments’ (gruff voice). I was 
forced to do works on an allotment when I was a kid, I don’t want to have anything to 
do with it” (HO26 Sports Club Community Garden). 

§ Organiser groups disagree about who the project is for.  

In practice, as aims were revised by organisers differences in opinion became more 
problematic. For example multiple organisers of the urban orchard had conflicting 
attitudes about who the participants should be. Despite all organisers recognising they 
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needed to make participant numbers a priority. One organiser suggested that they could 
have participants who have “mental health issues like depression, anxiety” or are “ex-
drug offenders, ex-alcohol offenders, that kind of people and I put forward that we 
[organisers] might want to bring these people down, actually help in the orchard in 
order to help their mental health” (HO39). The organiser was reticent to express this 
because they were not sure what the committee would say. When she shared her ideas 
about widening participation, the response was “the first thing they said is, ‘if they are 
ex-druggies aren’t they going to burgle us?’” This showed attitude difference between 
with the organiser who had the idea responding, “maybe they won’t because they might 
fall in love with the place like we have and that's the idea and they are ex-drug users not 
current” (HO39).  

Organisers of emerging projects also anticipated that when they ‘have’ participants, 
participants will feel the same way about the projects as the organisers do. However in 
practice organisers who have experienced fragmentary participation recognise they feel 
more strongly about a project than participants do (as shown in 6.3 Managing 
Involvement and Feelings of Duty and 7.1 Organiser Sense of Ownership). The result is 
organisers are unable to understand how participants can come and go from a project or 
attend multiple projects. In some cases the organisers take this personally as a reflection 
of how they are running the project.  

(ii.) When the project becomes established organisers have the necessary resources to 
manage participation.  

However, in practice, this was not the experience for established project organisers for a 
number of reasons. The following list explores these reasons. 

§ Attitudes and behaviours of organisers.  

In projects with multiple organisers, interviewees often cited the attitude and behaviour 
of other organisers as negatively impacting participant access. For example organisers 
deterred participants because they lacked understanding and experience of having 
someone who is volunteering their time and instead treat them as they would an 
employee. One organiser described how she just accepted this, “he is a volunteer, not a 
paid member of staff so you just have to take these foibles and quirkiness and just roll 
with it really” (HO38 Urban Community Orchard).  

Organisers of emerging projects expected that there would be fair exchange between 
organisers and participants. By this I mean that organisers and participants would 
contribute equally to activities of the UA project. However organisers of established 
projects had to constantly re-adjust the expectations they have about what participants 
can achieve within sessions. This was compounded by the project requiring 
participation for different things at different times. For example a project might need 
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more participants to help with harvests or participants to help with running an event, not 
only attending an event as a visitor. 

Organisers found it difficult to identify how participants should be treated within the 
realm of the project. A community garden organiser described not being a able to phone 
a volunteer and ask whether they were coming back because in this case participants 
were attending by choice. Another organiser explained, “you can’t shout at them 
[participants] if they do something wrong and that's a really difficult relationship to 
manage” (HO39 Community Planters). The more established projects recognised that 
they needed to value their participants, “it’s keeping them and it’s making sure you 
don’t over work some and making sure they know they are valued and appreciated 
because they all have different motivations. Make sure they are getting something 
positive out of it” (HO43 Community Change Network). 

In Copenhagen this was also evident but in a different way. Many projects had a high 
proportion of participants who were international students which meant, “suddenly it 
was exam period and everyone disappeared” (CO22 Permaculture Community Garden). 
This presented a challenge because the organisers themselves were international 
students, “I'm going to disappear for a month to Spain” (CO22). He described this as an 
“issue”, he was developing a strategy for “we [organisers] have to talk about this, stop 
growing physically and start growing socially. There’s too many internationals” 
(CO22).  

Additionally, deficient mixes of personality traits and organiser skillsets provided a 
further hindrance. For example, organisers described the tendencies of some organisers 
to be anti-social despite an organiser having self-appointed into the role to attract more 
people. The need for good communicators or the “skills of a teacher” within an 
organiser group were deemed important as without participant understanding of the 
project and tasks, they can become disengaged negating the organiser effort to get 
people to the site. 

§ Managing participant needs. 

Established project organisers experienced barriers negotiating and making provisions 
for the differing needs of their participants. These barriers were present regardless of 
who the target participants of the project were.  

Organisers who identified their project participants as mostly adults described their 
participants as having more complex needs, particularly when addictions were evident. 
Most organisers, except for those who run a therapeutic UA project were not trained to 
deal with this and felt inadequately prepared. One organiser of a community change 
network described that to be able to overcome this they would need “medical, social 
work and psychological training” (HO43 Community Change Network).  
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A sensitive theme that arose was the vulnerability of some project participants and how 
organisers experienced this. One community garden organiser spoke openly about this, 
but requested it was anonymised. The organiser described having suicidal participants 
attending project activities. A participant told the organiser that attendance had saved 
their life. The conversations occurred in an informal review where the organiser would 
chat to a participant on site whilst working. The organiser asked questions such as, 
“how are you finding it? What are you enjoying? Is there something you want to learn 
more about?”(Anon.). The organiser learnt how the project has “changed their life, I 
know where they started, I know where they are now. I can see that change” (Anon.). 

The project of discussion does not receive funding to run a mental health specific 
program. This elicited complex feelings as described by the organiser, frustration 
because of the difficulty in communicating to the wider organisation that these incidents 
occur, heightened by an inability to report and receive support as part of the day to day 
running of the project. It also generated motivation to maintain having regular volunteer 
days and meant the organiser felt more compelled to stay in the role. However having 
vulnerable participants caused anxiety with the organiser leaving at the end of the day 
but “continually worrying” about that person, especially if they come for a session and 
then disappear (Anon.).  

The urban location of the project was cited as the rationale for attracting people with 
complex needs. The organiser described that vulnerable people were attracted to the city 
and UA projects because they can feel part of a team and this contributes to a process of  
“normalisation” (Anon.). The organiser described the project as acting as a bridge 
between an individual’s life challenges and “feelings of ordinariness” (Anon.). The UA 
project was constructive for the participant because the vulnerable person no longer felt 
vulnerable having become part of the UA project community. For projects set up 
specifically for participation by children and young adults, there were additional 
challenges when the organiser group lacked a gender balance. However organisers 
could only observe the impact of gender balance on a project when a change had 
occurred and the affect could be observed (Cameo 25). 

Cameo 25  

A GO community garden in Copenhagen has been established on the site of a children’s centre 
and playground. The project is part of the ‘Moving Line’ plan, an initiative hoping to connect 
all of the green spaces through Nørrebro. The organiser’s colleagues (from other playgrounds 
and employees of the Kommune) visited community gardens in Berlin and were inspired to 
implement the same at playgrounds in Copenhagen. The centre provides a space for parents to 
sit and talk (Figure 35). The organisers often help people if Danish is a second language or if 
there are aspects of the society that they do not understand. Activity sessions specific to 
growing are also run, where they make food with produce from the garden. Children and young 
people often use it as a space after school to play games, sit and think or complete homework. 
The aim of the project is to create a safe, secure and welcoming space for ‘social gathering’ 
where people from different ethnic and cultural backgrounds can meet in the garden. The 
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growing space enables them to jointly cultivate vegetables, herbs and flowers. There are plans 
to develop an outdoor kitchen producing cheap ethnic food created by everyone. The reason for 
this is that many people are using the space until late in the summer and they want to stay but 
often have to go home to prepare dinner for the family. The organiser described how the 
organiser team were all female until one member of staff left for a sabbatical. As they sought to 
find a new member of staff for the project, the organiser described the unexpected impact that 
gender difference in the organisers group had on the project, “he’s only 19 and I feel that it is 
bringing a lot of young people back here now. It makes a difference to who comes in. It impacts 
whether we get males or female and we get more males now so it is really good that he is here” 
(CO6). 

 
Figure 35 The entrance to the ‘World’ Playground Community Garden.  

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 
Chapter 7 has explored project qualities that are hindering the ability of a project to 
emerge and remain established in the foodscape. This chapter has fulfilled Objective 
(iv) to investigate factors enabling and hindering development by exploring hindering 
project practices and organiser behaviours. It has only been possible to observe these 
practices and behaviours by taking a longitudinal approach to study of UA project 
emergence (Objective v). Table 20 summarises research findings and addresses the 
implications of the finding. 

This chapter explored four key areas considered ephemeral project qualities. The first, 
Section 7.1 Organiser Sense of Ownership explored organiser awareness and feelings 
over their ability to control what a project is and does. The section explored how 
ownership for organisers was omnipresent and complex, it was a quality that required 
protection, was subjected to testing, provoked uncertainty but also provided an 
opportunity for organisers. Of particular significance was the finding that organisers 
often articulated a desire for organisers and participants to be equal and wanted 
participants to have the same feelings of ownership over the project as organisers. 
However in reality organisers had to protect a greater sense of ownership to ensure the 
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persistence of the project. The section considered the difference in how feelings of 
ownership depending on the structural grouping of the project. The section 
demonstrated a noticeable difference between how ownership was experienced by 
organisers in Hull and Copenhagen and the detrimental impact this can have on the 
existence of a project. Organisers in Copenhagen were more likely to leave a project to 
establish a new project to increase the opportunity for paid employment as a result of 
UA.  

Participation and funding were considered the greatest barriers for UA projects. In light 
of their significance they were discussed in their own section. Funding was discussed in 
the previous chapter (see section 6.4 Seeking Economic Security) and participation in 
7.3. These extensive challenge themes were not the only barriers facing project 
organisers and section 7.2 ‘Everyday’ Barriers For Urban Agriculture Projects, focused 
on the smaller and more specific ways organisers experienced barriers. This included 
[1] the time period of emergence, [2] risk and how to manage risk and [3] anti-social 
behaviour. The section was grounded in highly specific examples of challenges which 
organisers considered to manifest in their ‘everyday’ experience of UA. 

Section 7.3 was a substantial discussion on project participation. The section 
demonstrated how a fragmentary experience of participation for organisers was a driver 
of project instability. This differed to current literature. In general, academic literature 
considers funding to be the biggest barrier for UA projects and usually mentions 
participants as a minor challenge. However this section demonstrated how project 
economic security and participation are entwined to shape the experience of both. 
Participation was a considerable factor in how projects experience economic security.  

The section considered why projects seek participants, how satisfied organisers are with 
participant numbers and how they seek to attract and engage participants. The latter was 
considered in turn finding that organisers ‘attract’ participants through both internal and 
external techniques and ‘engage’ using formal and informal techniques on-site. The 
most substantial part of this section focused on the challenges participants present for 
projects in practice. The attitude and experience of organisers was very different 
depending on whether the project was emerging or had been established. To draw upon 
projects in both phases of development, the section utilised some of the expectations 
and assumptions articulated by organisers of emerging projects. These related to how 
they predicted the course of having participants to occur once a project became ‘active’ 
and ‘open’. These ‘assumption themes’ were paralleled with the challenges described in 
practice from the organisers of established organisers. This enabled the section to 
present both the ideals held about participation in UA alongside the realities of the 
challenges on the ground. Besides highlighting the dichotomy in whether an organiser 
described this as a challenge or not depending on project development phase, it also 
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enabled the voice of all organisers in this study to be drawn upon. The final part looked 
specifically at challenges in the organiser-participant relationship. This identified 
disagreements between organisers about the role of participants in their UA project. 
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Table 20 Summary of research findings from the chapter and implications of findings. 
Implications identify the relevant stakeholder of the finding and makes recommendations.  

 

The next chapter is the final concluding chapter of this thesis. 
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8 CONCLUSION 
To begin to synthesise the findings of this research I refer back to the very start of the 
thesis. The aim of this study has been to explore the emergence of UA projects. This 
concluding chapter will demonstrate how I have contributed to knowledge on the 
process of emergence for the different groups who initiate UA projects. In addition I 
will present the ways in which I have increased insight into initiator behaviour and 
project practice, including how both relate to the process of ‘becoming’ established. To 
answer the research question a number of aims have been addressed. 

Aim 1 was to explore a range of different types of activities included under the UA 
label together. I have addressed this aim primarily within the methodology chapter by 
developing a structural grouping typology. This brought together community gardens, 
urban farms, allotments, community planters and guerrilla gardens. The typology 
reflected the groups who were initiating these different UA activities. As specified in 
the aim I have included activities which could be perceived to have more innovative 
features as well as those which represent the more numerous ‘everyday’ examples of 
how UA is experienced on the ground.  

Aim 2 specified investigation of established and emerging UA projects. I have 
addressed this aim throughout the data chapters (4 – 7). In Chapter 4 I considered why 
organisers seek to establish an UA project in the first instance and presented the 
practices of established projects. In Chapter 5 I investigated how both established 
projects emerged retrospectively alongside projects in the process of emerging. By 
investigating projects at different stages of development I have increased understanding 
of where, how and why projects are emerging. In Chapters 6 and 7 I investigated 
projects’ practices and initiator behaviours in relation to both established and emerging 
projects to identify similarities and differences between their experiences of seeking to 
‘become’ and remain established. 

Aim 3 required exploration of UA from the perspective of project organisers. I began to 
address this aim in the methodology conducting semi-structured interviews with 
organisers. In projects with multiple organisers, each organiser was interviewed 
separately. These in depth interviews were conducted initially on the sites of their 
project and in a location of their choosing away from the project site. Chapters 4 – 7 
were grounded in the organiser perspective. The perspective is evident in the personal 
themes to have been revealed by organisers such as belonging, action, ownership and 
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insecurity. The significance of these themes to the process of emergence was 
instrumental in shaping the structure of the thesis data chapters. The inclusion of 
cameos throughout added to aim fulfilment with organisers describing the specifics of 
how a theme was experienced on the ground.  

Aim 4 was to compare UA in two cities. In the methodology chapter I explained how 
the Hull and Copenhagen comparison was developed including the rationale for their 
appropriate selection. In Chapters 4 – 7 I have used cameos from projects in both cities 
to address calls for “nuance and uniformity” (Mount and Andrée 2013: 578). The 
process of comparative urbanism informed understanding of the nuanced similarities 
and difference in practices and behaviours that exist between Hull and Copenhagen 
projects. City-specific nuances were observable as my insight into each city grew. 

Having identified how this thesis has addressed the research aims I will now consider 
my contributions to methodological development. Following this I will explain how 
each data chapter has contributed to current debates surrounding UA, and discuss the 
further implications of the findings.   

8.1  Methodological Development 
The comprehensive methodology presented was carefully developed in response to the 
research deficiencies and gaps identified in the Literature Review. These were discussed 
in 2.4.2 Perspectives and Method in UA Research and 2.4.6 Caution and Directions in 
UA Research. Method has been very important to this study given the relative infancy 
of UA as a field of study. Thus far the field has been approached enthusiastically but 
remains disjointed. UA method has been guilty of weak study design and must move 
from anecdotal to systematic (Poulsen et al 2015, Warren et al 2015, Zessa & Tasciotti 
2010).  

To contribute to the study of UA I will show how I have remedied three key 
methodological challenges. These relate to transferability issues, comparative urbanism 
and researcher perspective. This will enable me to make some recommendations for 
future UA research. To summarise, I found, identified and mapped forty UA projects in 
Hull and Copenhagen. I developed comparative case study projects in each location and 
interviewed forty-six project organisers. To analyse the data collected I developed a 
framework which included transcript codification, multi-level theme development, 
project name demarcation and created a typology.  

8.1.1 Transferability Issues 
In seeking to access and understand how existing studies on UA have been completed a 
number of issues arose. The issues are predominantly tied to how and why particular 
UA projects have been sampled for inclusion. It is important for researchers to accept 
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that this issue is present in UA research because it restricts how replicable studies are. 
Sampling remains subjective or unclear. Researchers have made decisions about what 
they consider to be an UA project without explanation of what the project or projects do 
in practice. Other examples of vague sampling identified in the literature review related 
to perceived UA operational diversity, context, appearance and public accessibility. 
These criteria are open to broad interpretation. A further issue is that many studies claim 
to be studying UA but when case studies are presented only one type of UA project has 
been used, typically community gardens. The risk is that claims for UAs potential 
becomes inflated. In addition in studies of community gardens, urban farms are often 
drawn upon. This has been done without explanation of why they have been considered 
together or whether other forms of UA existed in the study location or not.  

To address this in the Methodology Chapter I explained the ways in which I sought to 
uncover UA activities operating in Hull and Copenhagen. The chapter was also 
presented in chronological order to assist in study replication. In addition not only did I 
present detailed sampling decision rationales but I also explained what was influencing 
the decisions made.  

The development of typologies is unpopular and remains very limited. Researchers who 
have attempted to develop typologies accept that they are “rough” and hypothetical 
(McClintock 2014: 3, Firth et al 2011). At the same time there has been a general 
consensus that UA projects lend themselves to typologies because they “often blur the 
lines between governmental, public, non-profit, cooperative, multi-stakeholder and 
private” (Mount and Andrée 2013: 578). I think that it would be fair to say that these 
blurred lines between the people and organisations involved in UA have been 
acknowledged but not widely researched because they are complex, difficult to map and 
be explained neatly.  

To address this I have developed a typology that attempts to work through and account 
for these complexities. The structural grouping typology represented the different 
groups who had a role in the initiation of UA projects in Hull and Copenhagen. The 
difference in these initiation groups had implications for how the emergence process 
was experienced, which I will discuss below. There were four distinct groups involved 
in UA project emergence. Governmental organisations refer to projects started and run 
by the local authority. Non-governmental organisations are non-profit groups who work 
independently of GOs. NGOs aim to provide services or deliver resources and work at 
different scales (national, regional and local ward areas in Hull and Copenhagen). This 
categorisation contributes to previous work which identified that “non-profit advocacy 
organisations” were involved in community garden emergence (Pudup 2008: 1232). 
Independent groups commonly referred to as “grassroot associations” initiate projects 
that are controlled from within and have no affiliation to a GO or NGO (Glover et al 
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2005: 89). Networks of interconnected groups of people also initiate UA projects. In 
some cases networks are instructed to start an UA project by an NGO or GO as well as 
existing more informally and initiating an independent project. Hull and Copenhagen 
had projects initiated by each of these groups. I hope this improves understanding 
between UA scholars as the field moves beyond ambiguous categorisation of UA 
initiators. This can be achieved by promotion of better methodological practice and 
prioritising UA study replication.  

8.1.2 Research Perspectives 
Insider perspectives and scholar-activism dominate how UA projects have been studied 
(Brannick & Coghlan 2007, Tornaghi & Van Dyck 2015, Angotti 2015). The claimed 
benefits that involvement in UA can have on people makes working within a project 
whilst researching highly appealing. I think this also explains the numerous studies 
which have been conducted by scholars with a hobby interest in UA. Of course, 
additions to the study of UA by scholars with expertise in other fields are welcomed and 
have beneficial implications for new insight, however such studies create challenges 
too. These being the repetition of study themes and qualitative research methods such as 
participatory action research (Charles 2011) and UA research idealism (McClintock 
2014: 148). 

To address calls for more “critical” perspectives in the study of UA (McClintock 2014: 
148) I have been explicit in outlining my positionality and perspective. To the study I 
have a brought a much needed outsider perspective. As the research progressed, my 
perspective of UA in Hull moved from that of an outsider to one of having greater 
insight. I was then able to bring this unique changing perspective to inform my 
understanding of the UA experience in Copenhagen and vice versa. I was able to tease 
out the nuances of practices and behaviours on the ground through the process of 
comparison. In the time I have completed this study the trend for insider perspectives 
has continued and UA research would benefit from continued widening of perspectives. 
However, maintaining an outsider perspective whilst building rapport with organisers 
presents challenges when as a researcher you have the skills required to assist an 
organiser.  

8.1.3 UA Projects and Comparative Urbanism 
Comparative urbanism and the use of case studies from multiple cities is experiencing a 
revival and this study contributes to this field re-orientation. As demonstrated 
throughout the Data Chapters 4 - 7 the comparison of UA projects in Hull and 
Copenhagen has identified many similarities and differences that exist in project 
practices and organiser behaviours. This section explains why a comparative study was 
needed in the study of UA and explains what the comparison added to this study that 
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may have otherwise been lost. The final part considers what UA can tell us about 
conducting comparative urbanism studies. 

Comparative urbanism was needed because where UA projects have been studied has 
become problematic. UA studies have tended to focus on particular locations with 
studies most prevalent for North America, Canada and Australia; with exceptions 
including UK studies by Milbourne (2012), Firth et al (2011), Holland (2011) and 
Tompkins (2014). Different terminologies and existing academic misinterpretations can 
make comparison difficult. For example, the term ‘allotment’ has been applied in a US 
context to describe community gardens whereas in the UK an allotment and a 
community garden are considered to be different. Additionally, Guitart et al (2012) in 
their systematic community garden study review identified a lack of European studies 
and ‘whole’ city studies of UA. The latter are needed to add to growing debates on the 
geographies of emergence (McClintock 2014, Taylor & Lovell 2012, Smith et al 2013, 
Nelson et al 2013) by moving from specific project studies to whole city project studies. 
In addition when UA studies are completed at a city level it is usually difficult to 
understand the implications of findings because of a lack of contextual city data to 
inform the accounts of the projects studied. Comparative urbanism forces the researcher 
to consider location context to inform research phenomenon accounts.  

To address these issues I chose cities from two European countries that share many 
similarities. Most significantly both had a long-standing presence of allotments from 
which other types of UA have emerged. Scoping trips were conducted in other cities to 
confirm their suitability as comparative locations. Additionally in 3.8 the Analytical 
Framework, I developed a method to demarcate project names which accounted for and 
explained the different UA project types that existed. I used these names throughout the 
data chapters so that in situ quotes could be attributed to each location and a specific 
UA type.  

To explore the complementary contributions of this study to UA and comparative 
urbanism I will explore two themes. The first is what the tool of comparative urbanism 
added to the study of UA and the second is what UA can tell us about conducting 
comparative urbanism studies. 

8.1.3.1 What does comparative urbanism add to the study of UA? 
Comparative urbanism allowed nuanced differences within UA to be identified. 
Nuanced differences related to the small divergences evident in UA organiser 
behaviours and project practices. These differences were observed in the smaller 
specific qualities of how something was experienced on the ground whether similarly or 
differently. For example project participation is broadly experienced similarly in Hull 
and Copenhagen. Similarly, organisers are close to their participants on a project and 
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personal level and hold varying attitudes towards how satisfied they are with participant 
numbers. Organisers seek to attract and engage participants to a project in similar ways. 
However Hull organisers were more pessimistic in terms of how easy it was to attract 
new participants to the project and in some cases projects had ceased to attract future 
participation. A further example of this was evident in how projects were funded. 
Projects in Hull and Copenhagen similarly received funding from multiple different 
sources. Both were hindered by funder preferences and have to adopt strategies to 
secure a project’s future. Additionally organisers found it difficult to manage funding 
body relationships and expectations. However Copenhagen organisers hold different 
values to Hull organisers with regard to who they are willing to have fund the project. In 
Hull, organisers wanted the funders values to align with the project’s aims however this 
was not the case in Copenhagen.  

For this UA study comparative urbanism produced richer data about each location than 
could have been achieved by studying each location in isolation. Through comparison it 
was possible to identify historical, cultural and stakeholder influences. Fundamentally 
nuanced differences and their influence on the UA foodscape may have been 
overlooked as inconsequential without observing these differences. In identifying 
nuanced differences through comparison it was possible to identify the causality of an 
experience. I could ask how and why did x happen in such a way by questioning what 
happened in the other city. For example, the length of time it took for a project to 
emerge was a challenge in both Hull and Copenhagen. A lengthy emergence time period 
affected Hull projects more than Copenhagen projects. However this was likely due to 
the slower project emergence in rate in Copenhagen.  

Comparative urbanism enabled shared narratives in the UA project landscapes of Hull 
and Copenhagen to be identified. For example organisers in Hull and Copenhagen are 
involved in multiple foodscape and non-foodscape activities beyond UA. Through 
comparison it was possible to observe how Copenhagen organisers were more likely to 
engage in other foodscape activities which were more food and environmental-related 
whereas Hull organisers were more active in political parties and/or campaigning. This 
shared narrative of project organisers in Hull and Copenhagen provides plurality of 
voice. By this I mean having multiple examples of the same experience. This was 
particularly evident when organisers were describing project challenges. A shared 
narrative gives more weight to the struggles experienced in establishing a project and 
shows that existing problems are not only city or project specific. For example both 
location organisers struggled to manage their involvement in the project and felt a 
strong sense of duty to remain involved. However Hull organisers described their 
involvement as being more precarious in the project and were more emotional in 
vocalising their feelings towards the project.  
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Comparing how UA projects in Hull and Copenhagen manifested examples of 
persistence and ephemerality enabled UA project best practice to be identified. Best 
practice cases are useful for understanding urban sustainability transitions because it 
allows transference of recommendations from one city to another. This benefits the rate 
of urban sustainable development because solutions can be found quicker to assist in 
developing project practices at a larger scale. For example Copenhagen organisers were 
more likely to include participants in the planning of a project and the process of 
physically establishing the project site. The impact of this was that organisers described 
participants as having a stronger sense of belonging to and identity in the project than if 
they joined once a project had been established. This example of best practice is useful 
for producing impactful research. I would recommend that organisers of emerging 
projects in Hull adopt a similar approach by engaging communities in the planning 
process. This is particularly important given the finding that organisers in Hull and 
Copenhagen overwhelmingly considered a project ‘having’ participants to be one of the 
greatest challenges to their work. 

Academic misinterpretations could also be viewed by broadening the study of UA to 
include two cities. In comparing what the literature says about UA practices against the 
two cities it was possible to see where the academic community has misinterpreted 
aspects of practice. The benefit to the study of UA is a clarification of terminology. One 
key distinction, which must be acknowledged in future studies, is that the UA practice 
of guerrilla gardening was viewed differently and played out differently in each 
location. Guerrilla gardening in Hull is a multi-site practice whereas in Copenhagen it is 
considered a singular site practice, ‘guerrilla garden’. 

Comparison also enables attitude benchmarks to be created. It was possible to learn 
how organisers felt about their own project specifically, UA practices more broadly, 
urban green space provision and the foodscape of their city. A stocktake of organiser 
attitudes from each location provides a benchmark from which attitude change can be 
re-measured in future studies. This can provide indication of how changes in UA occur. 

For example Hull and Copenhagen organisers viewed ownership to be inherently active 
in projects. They agreed it played out in complex ways because it affected all aspects of 
the project; ownership required protection, was subjected to internal testing by other 
organisers and was often a source of opportunity. However Copenhagen project 
organisers viewed the potential for opportunity in UA more positively in terms of 
providing new organiser roles and more projects. Copenhagen organisers were more 
welcoming of project ownership changes because they observe that with change 
benefits to the project can be seen. It would be interesting to go back and re-evaluate 
these attitudes as changes to project ownership occur.  
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To summarise I have identified how comparative urbanism added to the study of UA in 
terms of identifying nuanced differences, shared narratives, best practice, academic 
misinterpretations and attitude benchmarks.  

8.1.3.2 What does UA add to the study of comparative urbanism? 
In this study I have engaged in careful comparative urbanism rather than hypothesising 
its potential in the study of UA. As a result of doing so I can make contributions to the 
practicalities of conducting comparative urbanism on the ground in two cities. The 
following contributions draw on observations from the process and include 
recommendations for future studies. In brief contributions relate to, the appropriateness 
of the study phenomenon, comparison location choices and positionality. 

It is necessary to consider the appropriateness of the study phenomenon for using 
comparative urbanism. I observed that UA lends itself to comparative urbanism because 
we already know that the phenomenon’s re-emergence is not country specific. In 
addition UA by its very nature occurs in the ‘urban’, the city.  The process of 
comparative urbanism was useful for this study because the research focussed on UA 
emergence using projects which were both established and in the process of becoming. 
Comparison as a process was complementary in nature to studying emergence as a 
process. This was particularly important because I was seeking to understand the re-
emergence whilst the emergence processes continued around me, as the researcher. 

I recommend UA research studies do not always require a comparison component. It is 
important to decide what the purpose of your comparison is and whether comparative 
urbanism is an appropriate lens for the study field. 

In terms of comparison study locations in this study I chose to compare UA in Hull, 
UK and Copenhagen, Denmark. These unusual location choices raised questions from 
the academic community for a number of reasons. Firstly, due to the use of cities that 
appear to operate a different scales with Copenhagen as an ‘extraordinary’ city and Hull 
as an ‘ordinary’ city. Secondly, questions were raised from the deviation from where 
studies of UA are typically conducted. There are unspoken subjectivities about which 
cities are research-worthy and should be studied. 

I recommend that UA researchers need greater spatial imagination when considering 
where to study the phenomenon and when choosing comparative locations. The reason 
for this is that unexpected location choices can provide data surprises. For example UA 
projects were far more numerous in Hull than in Copenhagen. Even when frequency of 
a phenomenon’s occurrence is less in one city than the other it should still be committed 
to write up because the process of comparison has shaped how the phenomenon has 
been uncovered in the other location. However researchers must be mindful that there is 
risk in not knowing how a comparison will play out. 
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This study into UA highlighted the importance of the need for detailed exploration of 
positionality. The careful consideration of my position in relation to the study locations 
has implications for using a comparative approach. In this study I had an outsider 
perspective to UA however typically UA lends itself to insider perspectives, as explored 
in the methodology chapter. I was able to treat Hull and Copenhagen similarly because I 
was an outsider to not only the research subject but also to both locations. I was equally 
distant from UA and Hull and Copenhagen in terms of my starting point for the 
research. I suggest the need for a study which explores triangulation of UA, 
comparative urbanism and positionality. The reason for suggesting this is that it could 
benefits from producing more impactful research by increasing transferability across 
UA study locations which would enable UA researchers to better substantiate the 
beneficial claims of a city’s involvement in UA.  

8.2 Conclusions from Chapter 4: People and Practice in Urban 
Agriculture Projects 

This chapter provided context to UA project emergence by first exploring the people 
involved and then exploring the practices of established UA projects.  

8.2.1 Who is involved UA project emergence?  
NGOs, GOs, independent and network groups are all involved in the emergence of UA 
projects (as outlined in the typology and described in the previous section). Current 
thinking suggests that certain groups are more likely to initiate specific forms of UA. 
Community gardens are more likely to be “initiated and managed by community 
groups, although an increasing number have input from external organisations” (Firth et 
al 2011: 556). However I found that NGOs, GOs and networks were also instrumental 
in the initiation and management of community gardens. Additionally independent 
project organisers, those started and managed by community individuals and groups 
described a lack of support from external organisations. I do not believe my findings 
contradict that of Firth et al but suggest that there had been a shift in UA project 
emergence, which has occurred since 2011 in which NGOs and GOs are increasingly 
initiating their own projects and as a result do not have the resources to also support 
independently started projects. I appeal to funding bodies to look at ways that they 
could foster a culture of cooperation between projects whose work is fundamentally the 
same. One way in which this could be done is through an event in which projects share 
their projects aims. The reason for this is that I have found UA projects initiated by 
different groups broadly have the same aims even though organiser’s do not think they 
are developing projects with the same goals but fundamentally they are. UA projects 
aim to i. to provide space to grow food, ii. to increase sociability, (through 
communication and community), iii. to provide opportunity and iv. to provide choice.  
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In individual projects I have identified that there are two clear roles: organisers and 
participants. Organisers take an instrumental role in the emergence of UA projects and 
in the day to day running of established projects. Until now organisers have been 
labeled rather ambiguously within research (also described by Pudup 2008). The 
following insights add to the work of Glover et al (2005), McClintock (2014) and 
Armstrong (2000), who have begun to unpick the roles of individuals. Organisers have a 
“greater social responsibility” to their projects than participants (Glover et al 2005: 86). 
Organisers also demonstrate greater feelings of “commitment” and “obligation” to their 
project than participants as identified by Glover et al. On the whole the same organisers 
who initiated an UA project’s emergence continued to be involved once it had become 
established. This means that the same people were instrumental in both initial project 
planning as well as site seeking, food production and the facilitation of participation in 
events. I have identified that how UA is experienced on the ground differs from 
organiser to organiser. I suggest further research is needed on the commitment of 
project organisers. A new study utilises photo diaries of organisers could be used to 
explore organiser feelings about projects changes and how sites physically reflect it.  

Organisers are often part of multiple UA projects. In both cities organisers are part of a 
number of different food and non-food related groups. Hull organisers are part of more 
activities, with Copenhagen organisers involved in fewer activities which are more 
directly related to UA. This suggests that there are shared characteristics across UA 
project organisers in terms of a combination of socio-educational factors which 
determine whether they become an organiser. These factors could be utilised further to 
pool knowledge and connections to enable projects to be developed further and remain 
established. The majority of organisers had completed prior formal education as a 
mature student and studied subjects which could be considered to have transferable 
skills for UA practice. Interestingly many organisers of independent projects explained 
having been previously employed by NGOs and GOs in health, education and social 
work but not UA. Therefore volunteer organisers of independent UA projects are doing 
the same work in their communities that they have done before but within UA they are 
not paid for it. However in a small number of cases in Hull and Copenhagen, organisers 
were paid a limited sum of money as part of running specific initiatives. The implication 
of this is that projects lack financial security. A lack of funding is intrinsically tied to 
how organisers value themselves. I have observed examples of organisers experiencing 
poverty as a direct result of their UA involvement. This should be a priority area for UA 
researchers. UA project emergence presents an opportunity for organisers to change 
their career. Whether a project was in receipt of external funding impacted the 
likelihood that an organiser would be paid for their role. Organisers who are part of 
NGO, GO and network organisations are more likely to be paid than those of 
independent projects even though project practices fundamentally the same. The impact 
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of this is that independent organisers become more politically motivated in how they 
outwardly express their project.  

Across the organisers studied there were very few who had a formal background in 
agriculture or horticulture. This limited role of gardening knowledge further justifies 
use of the term organiser as opposed to gardener. I suggest we continue to clearly 
distinguish the roles present in UA projects. I suggest funders create a mechanism for 
distinguishing between whether a project organiser or participant is applying. The 
reason for this is that I saw examples of organisers supporting participants to gain 
literacy skills by applying to funding bodies even if it reduced the likelihood of securing 
funds. When an organiser did have informal experience and skills in agriculture and 
horticulture they were typically part of an organiser group in which the other organisers 
were educated to degree level. I saw evidence that organiser groups benefited from 
these different skillsets in the emergence process. For example, in one project an 
organiser was responsible for seeking legal permissions while the other focused on 
speaking with ‘the community’. The implication of this is that organisers leave if their 
role changes beyond what they are comfortable doing.  

8.2.2 Why are organisers establishing UA projects? 
From the perspective of project organisers what motivated them to engage in UA in the 
first instance and what the aims of the project differed. UA organiser motivations were 
(i.) to be involved in food and growing, (ii.) to engage specific, hidden and minority 
groups within the city, (iii.) to be philanthropic, (iv.) to change the ‘identity’ of a 
location (v.) as a result of a life stage or event or (vi.) to create change through 
‘difference’ for the future. 

The motivations of those involved in UA is a popular area of study. However most 
studies focus on the motivations of participants, do not distinguish between organisers 
and participants, or only focus on one type of UA project (typically community 
gardens). The most appropriate comparison of motivations is a review of community 
garden studies by Guitart et al (2012). 86% of the papers in the study discussed 
motivations and the study conflated motivations collected from “participants, project 
managers and institutions depending on who provided the information” (Guitart et al 
2012: 367). Clear delineation of who is included in the study must be planned into 
future study designs. 

Guitart et al (2012: 367) identified frequently cited motivations, which were “to 
consume fresh foods, create social development or cohesion such as community 
building and culture exchange, to improve health among members and to make or save 
money by eating from the garden or selling the produce”. Less frequently cited 
motivations included: “to educate, to enhance cultural practices, to access land, to enjoy 
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nature, environmental sustainability and to enhance spiritual practice” (Guitart et al 
2012: 367). There are interesting similarities with the findings in this study. The most 
common and similar motivation was (i) to be involved in food and growing, with 
Guitart et al also identifying “to consume fresh foods” and “to make or save money by 
eating from the garden or selling the produce”. Further similarities were found in the 
motivation (ii) to engage specific, hidden and minority groups within the city. However 
this was broader than the specific motivation identified in the Guitart et al study, “social 
development or cohesion such as community building and culture exchange”, and no 
evidence that organisers explicitly sought “to enhance cultural practices” was found. 
Additionally Guitart et al noted “to access land” as a motivation. The organisers in this 
study went further to specify changing a characteristic of the land they access; (iv) to 
change the ‘identity’ of a location. Within the motivation list compiled by Guitart et al 
there was no mention of altruism. I found evidence that many organisers were 
motivated to become involved in UA (iii.) to be philanthropic. Perhaps the sensitive 
class-based issues this evokes provides rationale for its lack of prevalence in existing 
studies. It is worth considering in future UA studies that organisers often hide their 
motivation from their fellow organisers and participants. This holds relevance for UA 
insider researchers who must seek to understand the role they have in shaping sensitive 
topics. 

Hull and Copenhagen organisers broadly shared the same motivations, although small 
differences were evident. Hull organisers were much more likely to become involved in 
UA (v.) as a result of a life stage or event. This supports the finding that some 
organisers viewed UA as an opportunity to change career. Copenhagen organisers 
described being motivated more strongly (vi.) to create change through ‘difference’ for 
the future. I believe that in part Copenhagen organisers used the idea of future 
betterment by assisting others rather than the difficult notion of philanthropy because of 
the contrasting social structures in the UK and Denmark. Therefore comparative 
researchers must understand what is appropriate to discuss and can consider how 
rapport should be built in different contexts. 

What a project aims to do is shaped by an organiser’s motivation. In UA projects with 
multiple organisers each organiser brings their own motivations to discussions on 
project aims and subsequently aims account for their differing motivations. I 
recommend that future work should be cautious not to conflate organiser motivation and 
project aims but acknowledge the relationship they have in shaping one another. For 
organisers the development of project aims marked a project’s emergence. Project aims 
differed depending on structural group and as a result UA’s function is diversifying as 
different groups increasingly become involved. What projects aimed to do by structural 
group and how aim agreement was reached was similar in Hull and Copenhagen (Figure 
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36). As researchers we risk overstating the claims for UA and equating claims with the 
benefits of UA rather than an individual’s personal motivation or motivations for being 
involved. Organisers are realistic that their projects are supplementary not alternative.  

Structural Group Project Aim Features 

GO  

To provide “secure”, “attractive” and “utilised” space.  

To “communally” produce “better” food whilst acknowledging the 
growing process.  

To describe potential benefits for those attending the project, including, 
“enjoyment”, “learning”, “wellbeing” and “ownership”.  

GO projects in Copenhagen featured a sustainability agenda much more 
strongly than any Hull project. Copenhagen aims were more specific in 
differentiating the relationship between the site and how it should be 
used. 

NGO 

Focussed on either on [1] low-income areas of the city or [2] people 
living on low incomes.  

Within these foci projects aimed to provide food. NGOs also aimed to 
“encourage” and “engage” specific areas or target groups to grow, cook 
and eat. 

Independent 

To provide a service. Within this provision there were four themes [1] to 
grow food, [2] to increase sociability, [3] to provide opportunity and [4] 
to provide choice.  

Independent projects in Copenhagen were more likely to describe the 
financial aims of the project because organisers feel they have more 
autonomy to control the future economic security of their project. 

National and Local 
Networks  

 

To support the work of NGO, GO and independent projects in 
‘greening’ the city in a measurable way. 

If an organiser is involved in a UA project and a network the projects 
often had complementary aims. 

Figure 36 Aim features from the structural groups initiating UA projects. 

These findings support the work of Reynolds who identified “financial, environmental, 
health, social/educational, and community development” as themes evident in project 
aims (2015: 248). For the projects in this study space provision was considered highly 
important. Reynold’s themes were evident in how aims specified the characteristics and 
use of space that the different groups wanted to create. I agree with Holland that 
community gardens in comparison to other types of UA project demonstrated “very 
little economic purpose” according to their aims (Holland 2011: 296). 

8.2.3 Defining Urban Agriculture Practices 
UA project activities were found to be exceptionally diverse. The majority of organisers 
considered their project to be an example of UA. When organisers were asked what UA 
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was they described it as a practice which requires two components, people and land. 
Generally speaking they considered UA to be the practice whereby an individual or 
group of individuals changes the use of available urban space to grow edible and non-
edible plants. In this ‘space change’ organisers wanted to create opportunities for 
‘wasted’ land in the city and for the ‘wasted’ skills of people in the city. Pudup 
described that community gardens were developed to change people and places (2008: 
1228). I have found this to be the case for UA projects more generally. Interestingly 
what organisers considered UA to be was reflected in the project aim features described 
(Figure 36). Therefore researchers who work on terminology clarifications should 
include the voices of those involved in UA in future definitions. 

Organisers considered the practice of UA to be a mechanism towards food self-
sufficiency but that it does not have to be a viable alternative to rural agriculture. They 
consider UA to be a supplementary practice to the existing food system. Organisers 
were quicker to articulate the non-food growing activities of a project than those that 
were food related. This is central to understanding the role of UA projects and supports 
work by Holland (2011: 292) who identified that food growing was not always an UA 
project’s priority. It can be said that organisers design a UA site to reflect the role of 
food in the production of the project. Food in UA projects holds symbolic importance 
beyond the provision of sustenance. Food, the result of the growing process, created 
openings for organisers and participants to learn how to learn, with food providing a 
prompt to exchange knowledge. In addition success in being able to produce food 
promotes a sense of opportunity. Organisers and participants have ‘achieved’ and can 
therefore achieve more. This is important for substantiating claims that UA can be used 
to alleviate food insecurity because the findings demonstrate that the relationship 
between UA projects and food security is more nuanced. Organisers were not motivated 
to become involved in UA for cultural integration. However there was evidence of the 
creation of cultural practices in a way that has not been previously described. Food was 
symbolic for organisers and participants who had moved from different countries. They 
used the UA project to be able to identify and connect to the food typically grown in 
that country.  

In general UA organisers gave more consideration to what to grow than to how what 
was grown would actually be used. Established project organisers attributed this to a 
lack of food distribution planning in the emergence phase. Some established projects 
had formalised networks through which they distributed the food and others distributed 
more informally. Informal distribution was used when the project had a high footfall 
from the local community. Urban farms are considered by organisers to have more 
potential for creating an alternative food network because they are likely to have an 
“expert grower” (urban farmer) in the project. The field should be welcome to studies 
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which seek to quantify the amount of land used for UA and the quantity of food 
produced. Organisers who did not consider their project to be UA cited a lack of market 
to trade their produce. Funding bodies should welcome applications for projects which 
seek to support the distribution of UA produced food. Holland identified that urban 
farms are more likely to be visited by the public than community gardens (Holland 
2011: 291). However my evidence contradicts this with some urban farms set up as 
associations producing food specifically for its members. On the whole established UA 
projects have food waste because organisers are reticent to distribute it to individuals or 
groups they perceive to be ‘in need’. Organisers did not know how to distribute produce 
without compounding participant feelings of food poverty. The reason for this is that 
UA projects are social spaces (Glover et al 2005: 86) in which relationships can be built 
with organisers and participants learning about one another.  

Organisers demonstrated an acute insight into both patterns of participation within their 
projects and their participant’s lives. Armstrong (2000: 321) described “co-ordinators” 
as being “familiar with local neighbourhoods”; I would go further to assert that 
organisers become the experts of the community in which their project situated. As 
researchers we must be cautious that we do not produce research fatigue for organisers. 
This expertise in “community affairs” (Glover et al 2005: 85) forms as a result of both 
the process of emergence in which they learn about the conditions of the locality in 
which they seek to establish their projects as well as the close relationships they have 
with participants. Organisers are privy to and custodians of their participants’ personal 
circumstances. The closeness of the organiser-participant relationship can create a 
barrier to addressing food access and availability issues. This specific relationship and 
affect on addressing food access warrants further investigation. 
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8.3 Conclusions to Chapter 5: The Emergence of Urban Agriculture 
Projects 

Chapter 5 directly explored the emergence of UA projects by providing insights into 
when, where and how projects emerged in Hull and Copenhagen.  

8.3.1 When projects emerged? 
Patterns of project emergence were relatively similar in Hull and Copenhagen. However 
there was evidence of far more UA projects in Hull than Copenhagen. Between the 
1990s and 2000s the re-emergence of community gardens emerged with a focus on 
either food production, wildlife or health and therapy. This supports the finding of 
Pudup (2008: 1233) who found community gardens proliferated in the 1990s. I have 
identified a continuation into the next decade. Following this, urban orchards and farms 
emerged, generally on the sites of existing community gardens and allotments. This 
means that in future studies on community gardens, the role of allotments must be 
acknowledged if they had impacted how the community garden has emerged.  

The most dramatic increase in UA project emergence thus far occurred between 2013-
2016. This increase has occurred because NGO, GO and network organisations began to 
initiate UA projects. These newly emerging projects either targeted a specific group of 
the population or aimed to grow using specific growing principles. Projects have 
emerged on sites of existing UA projects. An important conclusion is that UA projects 
are also emerging as attachments to existing community services such as sports clubs, 
playgrounds and libraries. This was evident in both Hull and Copenhagen. This is 
important because it marks a change from UA deployment as a ‘radical’ practice to a 
‘protectionist’ practice. Across the structural groups organisers are using UA project 
emergence to protect community resources from closure by increasing their community 
‘value’.  

In addition during this time period ‘pop-up’ and ‘mobile’ projects are emerging with 
planned ephemerality, aiming to exist only for a short period of time, at least in a 
particular location. This is changing how participants view UA projects. They become 
increasingly transient across projects rather than developing a deep engagement in one 
specific project. The structural group who initiated a project influenced which UA 
project ‘type’ they established. Independent projects showed the most diversity in UA 
type (Reynolds 2015: 241). A suggested study is to explore the place-making 
capabilities of these ‘new’ projects with planned impermanence.  

8.3.2 How and where projects emerge?  
As described in the Conclusion to Chapter 4, NGO, GO, network and independent 
projects are all initiating different types of UA project at the same time. Looking across 
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these initiators I identified a number of decision-making processes to be at play which 
shapes how and where an UA project emerges. 

The processes identified were informed by Firth et al’s (2011: 555) work on 
“community in community gardens”. I have identified that the following processes are 
similar across different UA project ‘types’. A decision maker is needed who decides to 
establish a project. Two types of decision maker have been found. A bottom-up decision 
to start a project refers to the self-organisation of community representatives. From the 
typology the experience of bottom-up emergence was observed to be most similar 
between local networks and independent projects which emerge initially without an 
association to an NGO, GO or national network. In some cases organisers form 
connections with these larger organisations once they have emerged to remain 
established. A top-down decision is one where the decision to initiate a project is made 
by an institution. The emergence experience of NGOs and GOs were the most 
representative of the top-down approach. However there were also more complex 
instances when NGOs and GOs have instructed independent groups to start a project. 
From this we now know that a multitude of individuals and organisers are initiating UA 
projects. A decision rationale is also needed. The reason organisers initiated a project 
related to the characteristics of a specific location or because they had a certain interest. 
Place-based projects are started because a group wants to change the characteristics of a 
particular space. Organisers were focussed on the appropriation of land. They wanted to 
change land use to bring it back into the public realm. Interest-based rationales related 
to particular feelings or experiences by an individual or group. In groups, the 
individuals develop a shared enthusiasm or mutual concern. At the same time wider 
influences shape these decision rationales. I have identified that projects are initiated as 
an intervention or as a result of conducive conditions. Where a project emerges is 
predominantly shaped by these decision influences. This has implications for debates on 
geographies of emergence by suggesting that emergence is complex and where projects 
emergence is the result of multiple competing factors. One conducive condition was the 
form and use of the city influenced by long-standing historical factors. This finding is 
similar to the work of Taylor and Lovell (2012). Another conducive condition was 
serendipitous encounters by individuals who shared a mutual enthusiasm or concern.  

UA literature describes an uneven distribution of UA projects within many cities. Smith 
et al identified three reasons for uneven distribution. Reasons included complex factors 
related to community prioritisation, spatial decision-making, ‘interests’ of different 
parties in where projects are situated and whether social capital has been formed by 
relationships with connections that have an influence (Smith et al 2013).  

My study has contributions for this debate in terms of who initiates UA and where they 
do so. The scope and remit of NGO, GO and network organisations influenced where 
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independent project organisers established. This included all of the work of these 
organisations, not only their UA activities. When an NGO, GO, or network organisation 
runs a large-scale community development initiative in one specific area, independent 
project organisers will not establish there to avoid competing for funding and 
participants. However if independent project organisers consider certain areas to be 
failed by ‘community prioritisation’ and resulting “disinvestment” they will intervene 
and establish an UA project in that area “to ameliorate conditions” (Pudup 2008: 1232). 
In addition if an independent project organiser perceives that an NGO, GO or network 
has established an UA project that does not meet the demands of the community, 
independent organisers might establish a project in close proximity to show them how 
the project should have been established. On the other hand, in some cases NGOs, GOs 
and networks observe the success of an independent UA project in an area and seek to 
replicate it.  

Independent organisers view their projects as working in the gaps leftover and created 
by the work of NGO, GO and network organisations generally as well as their UA 
projects. Therefore it could be said that work in these ‘gaps’ contributes to an evening 
of project emergence. However this was much more evident in Hull than in Copenhagen 
because of how many projects were emerging and established in Hull. This opens 
questions about whether an even emergence of projects is preferential to an uneven 
emergence and what an even emergence should look like. I suggest future work should 
consider mapping UA geographies of emergence alongside food deserts.  
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8.4 Conclusions to Chapters 6 and 7: Manifestations of Persistence 
and Ephemerality in Urban Agriculture Projects 

Together Chapters 6 and 7 identified organiser behaviours and project practices that 
relate to an UA project’s process of ‘becoming’ established. The chapters identified a 
number of qualities found to be present in the projects which influence how they behave 
in the foodscapes of Hull and Copenhagen. The term ‘manifestation’ was used to 
conceptualise how organisers experienced abstract themes. Exploration of that which is 
‘manifest’ can only be observed by taking a longitudinal approach because it took time 
for the impact of practice and behaviours to become evident. Persisting qualities are 
those that ‘stabilise’ a project and enable them to remain active in the foodscape (Figure 
37). Ephemeral qualities are those which hinder a project’s emergence and contribute to 
feelings of flux for organisers. Persisting and ephemeral qualities are dialectal themes 
with aspects of both being experienced by a project at the same time. Insight gained 
from how a theme is experienced on the ground conceptualises that which is shaping 
UA project emergence. This has implications for identifying the assistance UA projects 
and their organisers require to emerge and remain established.  

 

Figure 37 Identification of Persisting and Ephemeral Project Qualities. 

8.4.1 What behaviours and practices are shaping the emergence 
process? 

In existing research it has been identified that UA organisers “work to sustain” their 
projects (Glover et al 2005: 86). In seeking to “realise the benefits associated” with UA 
they face numerous challenges (Glover et al 2005: 86) with organisers striving for 
project “longevity” (Firth et al 2011: 566). Organisers consider the persistence of the 
project to be wholly their responsibility. Organisers simply took project ‘sustainability’ 
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to mean that the project continues to exist. Therefore researchers must be cautious in 
how they use theoretical ideas of sustainability in the study of UA, particularly given 
the limited frequency in which the concept of ‘sustainable development’ featured in 
organiser motivations and project aims. The two main challenges identified for UA 
projects were economic security and project participation.  

Economic security for a project was achieved when it had enough funds to begin to 
address project aims. Organisers in some cases generated income by asking for produce 
donations or running an association with membership. However nearly all projects 
studied seek economic security from external funding to be able to emerge and again 
when established. This supports findings that to persist, organisers develop strategies 
and external funds are crucial (Sonnino and Griggs-Trevarthen 2013, Reynolds 2015). 
In addition this study identified a ‘one-year syndrome’ whereby organisers struggled to 
qualify for funding after having secured initial infrastructure funds to emerge. Carahar 
and Dowler (2007) also reported a short-term funding commitment evident when they 
looked across twenty-five projects. The result of economic insecurity is that 
independent project organisers cannot create paid employment opportunities as result of 
establishing their project. This is also experienced by organisers working within NGO, 
GO and network organisations who have to raise funding for “their own salaries and 
project budgets” (Ballamingie & Walker 2013: 553). When an organiser experiences 
project financial insecurity, the project becomes jeopardised and in some cases 
organisers have to leave the project to seek paid employment. If organisers are in a 
position to do so, they will use their own money to keep the project active.  

This study has found that organisers in an emerging phase did not anticipate 
participation to be a challenge once the project became established. However in practice 
organisers of established projects faced many challenges. The challenges related to the 
number and type of participants the project needed to engage. Projects typically had a 
small number of core participants and the rest were considered by organisers to exist on 
the fringe of the project. Further challenges included: [1] over time organisers learnt 
that participants had different motivations that were at odds with project aims, [2] there 
were higher levels of apathy in Hull and Copenhagen than expected, [3] it was difficult 
to communicate to more ‘hidden’ social groups that the project has been established for 
them and [4] a lack of organiser skillsets to manage the needs of participants who have 
self-prescribed involvement in UA. An additional challenge for independent project 
organisers was that participants are increasingly being referred to projects by health 
services, criminal justice rehabilitation programmes and schools. Although many of the 
organisers explain they do not have the same resources as larger NGO and GO project 
organisations to address individual needs appropriately or effectively. Future work 
should focus specifically on the pressures faced by organisers who have participants 
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signposted from other services. This raised the level of expectation for organisers and in 
some cases led to an overwhelming feeling of personal obligation to the project (Glover 
et al 2005: 86). Given the limited role food has as a means to provide sustenance in 
projects it can be said that projects are increasingly providing an alternative social 
service rather than an alternative food network. 

An interesting relationship between economic security and project participation has 
been identified. Without participation an established project is no longer in a position to 
seek or maintain economic security because they cannot provide evidence that the 
project has benefited attendees as a direct result of their involvement in the project. This 
is the result of different groups initiating UA projects. Previously NGOs, GOs and 
network organisations used to fund and signpost participants to independent projects 
however they have now become UA project initiators themselves. Thus despite wanting 
to work together on urban development they are forced to compete for both external 
funding and participants.  

In response this is impacting the behaviours and practices of projects in a number of 
ways. In terms of project identities, organisers are changing what they aim to do 
between emerging and becoming established. According to organisers, the 
establishment of aims marks a project’s emergence. Aims were found to perform a 
number of functions: [1] to communicate the goals of the project, [2] to differentiate a 
project from other projects in the city, [3] to create a sense of value through which the 
project begins to gain ‘agency’ and can engage in conversations in the foodscape and 
[4] to provide a benchmark against which organisers make project decisions. Holland’s 
work surveyed community gardens on project purpose identifying that established 
projects had an “original intention” and “present purpose” (Holland 2011: 293-294). 
Strong evidence of this was found with aims shifting for numerous reasons. Reasons 
included: [1] to meet funding specifications, [2] as a result of newfound project 
knowledge or [3] to align with broader agendas or specific discourses. Interestingly 
organisers of emerging projects expressed commitment to their initial aims and did not 
expect these to change once the project ‘became’ established. However organisers of 
established projects described that their aims had changed a number of times. Holland 
(2011: 296) described aim change as indicative of “healthy development of the 
movement because schemes appear to have been able to diversify and to respond to 
changing demands in their community”. I propose that, generally speaking, changes did 
not relate to community demands but instead were changed to appease funding bodies. 
Often organisers presented aims differently in private (between organisers and 
participants) and publicly to funders. This should be acknowledged in future research 
because it is highlights a power imbalance. The field needs to know whether funders are 
aware that in some cases they are causing detrimental aim change. 
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Established UA projects in Hull and Copenhagen were experiencing aim drain where 
aims had undergone so many revisions that they became unrecognisable and no longer 
reflected the original intention or motivation of the organiser. Holland also identified 
that the older the project the more changes in direction were recorded, which supports 
my findings (Holland 2011: 299). This has contributed to a disorientated sense of 
purpose for organisers. However it was a persisting project quality because on the 
whole organisers changed aims for the betterment of the project, increasing the 
likelihood of appealing to funders. This supports the findings of Reynolds who 
acknowledged similarities between “practioner goals” and “the priorities of the funders” 
(Reynolds 2015: 249). A disorientated sense of purpose for an organiser created by aim 
change impacted their project further.  

Organisers demonstrated a commitment to action through which they were able to 
channel their enthusiasm and pursue progress for the project. However as organisers 
failed to feel adequately valued for their work by receipt of funding or participation, 
they seek recognition. Recognition has become a substitute for evaluation. This is so 
organisers can rationalise their continued involvement in UA having not been able to 
evaluate the impact of their project. The reason for this was that many organisers felt it 
was systemic of third sector culture to fail to meaningfully evaluate their work. This 
was compounded by evaluation becoming synonymous with funder requirements and 
affected how organisers felt about measuring project achievements. Organisers 
acknowledged that recognition does not align with why they are involved in UA. 
Organisers across the structural groups did not have the skillsets to know how to 
evaluate the project particularly when aims were continually shifting. Organisers of 
NGO, GO and national network projects felt they did not have the support or tools from 
their respective wider organisation to meaningfully evaluate their projects. 

Researchers, working from an insider perspective should explore existing funder 
evaluation formats. The output of such research should make recommendations for 
implementation of a UA evaluation toolkit. This seems realistic and could be done in a 
way that is in the best interest of funders and organisers. Additionally, increased 
evaluation by UA project organisers will provide useful data for UA researchers to 
substantiate current ‘claim’ debates. Failure to recognise the work of UA projects is 
having a detrimental impact on the ability of organisers to scale their project.  

An image that results from this study is that the goodwill of “dedicated” organisers is 
being tested by the foodscapes in which they operate (Corrigan 2011). This was 
observed in how organisers felt about their project and expressed in their sense of 
ownership. Organisers from projects across the structural groups experienced personal 
conflicts as a result of their role in UA. For organisers, articulating their involvement 
often caused anxiety. Many organisers described their “sense of obligation” (Glover et 



Chapter 8: Conclusion 

305 

al 2005: 86) as negatively impacting their health and wellbeing with repercussions 
affecting their families. This is particularly interesting given the claims made about the 
benefits of involvement for project participants and warrants further investigation. The 
role of ‘organiser’ in UA is time-consuming and a project requires constant 
‘organising’. Organisers feel their involvement is not adequately valued and their 
hidden work is not appreciated.  

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
The myriad of forms and practices of UA projects in Hull and Copenhagen are complex. 
Generally organisers consider their projects to be an example of UA. As ‘new’ initiators 
become involved the form and practices continue to diversify. Rising popularity is 
leading to unexpected initiators seeking to realise ‘claimed’ UA benefits. It can be said 
that food production in projects provides sustenance but the process of growing plays a 
more important symbolic role for both organisers and participants. 

Project initiators have disparate interests and reasons for becoming involved in UA. The 
personal motivations of organisers are often hidden from participants, whereas 
organisers have insight into participant motivations. UA project aims and organiser 
motivations are different. In cases where an individual organiser forms a group to 
initiate UA, personal motivations are used to influence what the project aims to do. 
Organisers consider project aims to be very important because they are the outward 
expression of what it is that their project does. However aims are changed to appeal to 
funders. Multiple direction changes mean a project’s aim in some cases no longer 
reflects the initial motivation of an organiser. Shifting project goals presents a challenge 
for researchers seeking to substantiate UA claims.  

How a project emerges in Hull and Copenhagen depends in part upon structural group. 
Generally NGOs, GOs and national network projects emerge similarly, with a 
contrasting experience for independent and local network projects. In emergence, 
multiple decision-making processes are at play which shape why and where a project 
may emerge. Regardless of structural group organisers are the drivers of UA project 
emergence. Similarities and differences in the emergence process are observable in 
multiple cities at the same time. Nuanced variations are present based on the collective 
experience of the communities in which organisers seek to establish a project. 
Collective experiences relate to historic, socio-cultural and economic factors that 
contextualise and underpin emergence processes. UA projects act as a bridge between 
the past experiences of organisers and the future directions they view to be needed by 
their community and or the city more broadly. Cities that are often viewed as ‘ordinary’ 
(Hull) because they make up the majority of cities in a national context, provide a 
valuable scale of analysis for whole city studies of UA. As proven in this study, 
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ordinary cities can unexpectedly have more UA projects emerging than capital cities 
(Copenhagen). In Hull and Copenhagen projects are emerging as a result of receiving 
external funding to develop the infrastructure required by the project. Thereafter 
established UA projects remain in constant flux. This has fostered a dependence on 
external funding because organisers do not have the time and resources to be able to 
make the project economically self-sustaining. 
On the whole UA projects emerge with place-making functions. However UA projects 
are increasingly being initiated with the overt aim to be ephemeral. This ephemerality 
means that a project can be initiated to only exist for a certain period of time and then 
close or to exist temporarily in one location and then move to new urban spaces. 
Organisers are playing on ‘placeless’ project qualities to widen potential participation 
and distribute the benefits of UA involvement. The purposeful ways organisers are 
testing project embeddedness and ownership warrants further study.  

The research identified project practices and initiator behaviours that shaped how the 
process of emergence was experienced. A fragmentary experience of participation is a 
greater driver of project closure than experiences of economic insecurity. This is 
because participation is required by organisers to be able to prove project value to 
external funders. Organisers are bound to their project by a determination for action by 
making project progress. During emergence, organisers become experts within their 
communities and as a result their commitment to project ‘action’ and feelings of duty 
deepen. Over time they struggle to control their involvement in the project. This is 
contributing to the persistence of UA projects in both Hull and Copenhagen. Organisers 
are initially able to receive some of the (physical and mental) health and wellbeing 
benefits from involvement. However a lack of resources mean organisers are unable to 
adequately record project achievements. They cannot evidence their accomplishments 
and communicate benefits of their project to those with the power to award funding. 
The resulting stress and frustration felt by organisers of established projects means they 
are not benefitting from UA in the same way as participants. The precarious nature of 
organiser work should be acknowledged in future studies which seek to substantiate the 
benefits resulting from UA involvement.  
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