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A B S T R A C T

Compact urban development, social demands and austerity measures are increasing pressures on urban green-
space. Meanwhile, active citizens, defined as voluntary individuals or groups who self-organize to contribute to
urban green space development, provide ecological and social benefits to urban societies. This has inspired local
governments to seek collaborations with non-state actors, including active citizens. However, the diverging aims,
place-specific focus, and varying expertise of active citizenship may inhibit its contribution to ecological con-
nectivity and upscaling beyond the local scale.

In this paper, we investigate how “mosaic governance” has potential as a framework for understanding active
citizenship, its potential for upscaling and its relationship to strategic UGI planning. Using the policy arrange-
ments approach, we analyse the role of discourse, resources, actors and rules of the game in the upscaling of
active citizenship. Based on eight empirical cases from seven European cities, we analyse the diversity of col-
laborations between local governments and active citizens in greenspace development.

The cases show how active citizens can significantly contribute to UGI planning and implementation, for
example by developing large parks with volunteers or designing a network of green corridors. The cases reveal
multiple ways citizens and local governments benefit from collaborations, as well as different pathways for
upscaling innovative discourses and practices from local communities to formal policy or to other cities. To
enable upscaling, UGI planning needs to combine long-term, more formalized and higher-scale strategic ap-
proaches with more incremental approaches that correspond with localized, fragmented and informal efforts of
local communities. While collaborations between municipalities and active citizenship is not without its diffi-
culties, the examples of upscaling in our cases demonstrate the transformative power active citizens may have
towards a more green, just and democratic city.

1. Introduction

An ever growing body of evidence about urban greenspace shows its
fundamental role in assuring urban quality of life by stimulating ex-
periences of nature that positively impact health and well-being
(Sushinsky et al., 2017), generating multiple benefits and services such
as recreation and climate change adaptation (Haase et al., 2014), and
building social cohesion and integration of different social and ethnic

groups (Peters et al., 2010). However, more compact urban develop-
ment and greater social demands continue to increase pressure on
greenspace (Haaland and van den Bosch, 2015). This presents national
and local governments with particular political, economic and social
challenges as they seek to protect, improve and manage greenspace
across urban landscapes.
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1.1. Strategic UGI planning

Against this backdrop, a call for strategic planning of urban green-
space has emerged, proposing urban green infrastructure (UGI) as a
unifying concept for tackling urban challenges such as climate change
adaptation, social inequalities or loss of biodiversity (Pauleit et al.,
2011). UGI planning is a comprehensive, strategic planning approach to
develop networks of urban greenspaces based on four core principles:
connectivity of greenspaces, enhancing multifunctionality through
combining environmental, social and economic functions of green-
spaces, integration of green and grey infrastructure, and social inclusion
(Pauleit et al., 2017). UGI planning has both spatial and process di-
mensions (Hansen et al., 2016). Ecological connectivity is crucial to the
spatial dimension, with a strong focus on developing multifunctional
networks of spatially connected greenspaces across the city and en-
hancing the range of UGI benefits. The process dimension relates to
governance issues, including efforts to move from top-down decision-
making towards involving a broad range of non-governmental actors
and recognising local needs and expertise based on citizens’ everyday
experiences (Faehnle et al., 2014; Hansen et al., 2016).

UGI planning approaches have been successfully implemented in
many cities across Europe and beyond (Davies et al., 2017). However,
several challenges remain, especially regarding the process dimension
of UGI planning. Most notably, UGI planning may fall short in its
adaptive capacity to align with the dynamics of local governance issues.
This is especially true for aligning long-term UGI planning objectives at
higher spatial levels with localized, fragmented and informal efforts by
local groups of active citizens (Buijs et al., 2016b). Strongly connected
with this is citizen trust in governmental actors (Aalbers and Sehested,
2018), and citizens’ reluctance to engage with the bureaucratic culture
of local governments (van Dam et al., 2015). Despite genuine efforts
towards inclusive decision-making, planning processes tend to be “de-
liberatively incomplete” (Buizer and Van Herzele, 2012), especially in
participation of underprivileged groups. Finally, while governmental
efforts typically focus on formal and large public greenspaces, informal
and small (semi-) private areas are much more difficult to include in
strategic planning processes (Andersson et al., 2014).

1.2. Active citizenship

These challenges to strategic UGI planning relate to an emerging
interest in contributions from active citizenship. Active citizenship is
considered a form of social innovation in which citizens act as volun-
tary producers and co-producers of urban sustainability (Mehmood and
Parra, 2013). In contrast to public participation, which is government-
led, active citizenship emerges from self-organisation and the lived
experiences of individuals and communities. The motivation of citizens
to engage depends upon their values, objectives and strategies con-
nected with what they perceive to be unsatisfied environmental and
social needs (Lévesque, 2013). As such, active citizenship may promote
action that is neither connected to, nor aligned with, wider govern-
ment-led plans and policies (Krasny et al., 2014). While active citi-
zenship has been criticised as a mere “disconnected innovator”, with no
impact beyond the very local scale or as “filling the void left by a re-
treating welfare state”, we are especially interested in understanding
how it can contribute to urban greenspace and urban sustainability in a
wider sense, including the upscaling of innovating practices to the city
scale or beyond (Frantzeskaki et al., 2016).

Active citizenship contributions to UGI creation and maintenance
relate to the quantity but also quality of greenspaces (Colding et al.,
2013), including, for example, increases in biodiversity and pollinators,
climate change adaptation and local food supply (Dennis and James,
2016; van der Jagt et al., 2017). Additional benefits have also been
reported, for example activating local communities and enhancing so-
cial cohesion and environmental awareness (Mattijssen et al., 2017a;
Veen, 2015). However, active citizenship also comes with several of its

own challenges, including: a lack of technical capabilities, expertise and
skills in dealing with particular forms of UGI and/or the institutional
environment, and securing long-term volunteer commitments
(Mattijssen et al., 2017b). The often site-focused, place-based attitude
of active citizenship initiatives may limit contributions to the ecological
connectivity crucial for UGI at a city-scale (Andersson et al., 2014), not
only because citizen interests may not tie in with strategic UGI planning
goals and processes (Pinto-Correia et al., 2006), but also because of
citizens’ reluctance towards institutionalisation and to taking up pre-
determined governmental objectives (van Dam et al., 2015).

These limitations of active citizenship suggest it is important to
avoid the “localism trap” (Purcell, 2006): Instead of considering local
community actions as intrinsically more democratic and ecologically
valuable than higher-scale governmental actions, a more fruitful ap-
proach may be to adopt principles from strategic planning to facilitate
upscaling and enhancing the ecological output of active citizenship.

1.3. Linking UGI planning and active citizenship through mosaic governance

The concept of “mosaic governance” has been proposed to develop
mechanisms and interventions that link up active citizenship with a
spatially connected network of urban greenspaces that have varying
levels of multifunctionality at different scales (Buijs et al., 2016b).
Mosaic governance aims to combine the micro-level of active citizen-
ship with the macro-level of strategic urban planning. We define mosaic
governance as “the diversity of processes that may facilitate existing
active citizenship and stimulate its upscaling through a mix of gov-
ernance modes and policy interventions tailored to the socio-ecological
context of urban landscapes”.

The challenge for mosaic governance is to combine the planning-
based, long-term vision for spatial greenspace networks with local
people’s enthusiasm and dedication manifested in locally embedded -
but usually not spatially interconnected - initiatives from active citi-
zens. Inspired by their own aims, local governments and active citizens
may find possibilities for collaboration in order to create more socially,
politically and environmentally resilient UGI. In so doing, mosaic
governance can be harnessed as an integrative concept for active citi-
zenship to prosper and to increase contributions to UGI protection,
maintenance and improvement.

While Buijs et al. (2016b) focused on agenda-setting and high-
lighted opportunities from mosaic governance, the current paper aims
to use the concept of mosaic governance as an analytical lens to in-
vestigate real-life collaborations between active citizens and local
governments. Accordingly, we distinguish the following research
questions:

i) How can we analytically elaborate the concept of mosaic govern-
ance?

ii) What examples of mosaic governance can be found in cities across
Europe?

iii) Can mosaic governance contribute to the upscaling of active citi-
zenship?

2. Analytical framework

To investigate how active citizenship contributes to UGI and how it
can be scaled-up through a mosaic governance lens, we combine theory
on upscaling with governance theory.

2.1. Scaling-out and scaling-up of active citizenship

Upscaling of active citizenship can be achieved in two ways:
through scaling-out or through scaling-up (Van Doren et al., 2016b).
Scaling-out, the horizontal pathway, refers to either an increase in the
impacts or to an increase in number or size of existing practices of
active citizenship (Ibid). While analysing the increase in size or number
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is rather straightforward, understanding the impact is much more
complex. With our mosaic governance lens, we consider impact from a
strategic UGI planning perspective, relating active citizenship efforts to
UGI planning aims: enhancing ecological connectivity, multi-
functionality, social inclusion and integration of green and grey infra-
structure (cf. Hansen et al., 2016).

The vertical pathway, or scaling-up, is about changing the institu-
tional context in which green space management and active citizenship
initiatives are situated (Van Doren et al., 2016b). Scaling-up is some-
times referred to as the “transformative potential” of active citizens or
other non-state actors (Hajer et al., 2015) or their ability to contribute
to “changes on the regime-level” (Geels, 2004). Improving the fit be-
tween institutional rules or resources and active citizenship may help
emerging or existing examples of active citizenship to thrive and to
scale-out (Aalbers and Sehested, 2018). As such, strategic planning
needs to include adaptive mechanisms to respond to the emergence of
active citizenship (Berkes, 2010). Thus, structural learning by govern-
ments from active citizenship practices is crucial to improve the fit
between planning and active citizenship. While scaling-out can be fa-
cilitated through simple policy instruments such as subsidies or the
provision of knowledge (Mees et al., 2014), scaling-up requires more
radical changes in local institutions, including rules or urban planning
routines (cf. Van Doren et al., 2016b). Another consideration is that
scaling-out and scaling-up are entangled, so mechanisms and inter-
ventions that facilitate scaling-up of active citizenship will often also
impact scaling-out, and vice versa.

2.2. Understanding mosaic governance processes through the Policy
Arrangements Approach

For a systematic exploration of mosaic governance we use the Policy
Arrangements Approach (PAA). A policy arrangement is defined in the
PAA as “the way in which a certain policy domain – [such as UGI
governance] – is shaped in terms of organisation and substance […]
consisting of four analytical dimensions: ‘discourses’, ‘rules’, ‘actors’
and ‘resources’” (Arts et al., 2006). The PAA has been employed to
analyse governance arrangements that encompass multiple public and
private actors and their interactions and activities (Arts et al., 2006;
Lawrence et al., 2013). The PAA is an appropriate framework for this
paper because (a) mosaic governance entails a mix of policy arrange-
ments and (b) instruments for supporting and upscaling active citi-
zenship can potentially be found in each of the four dimensions. Below
we will briefly discuss the four PAA dimensions and how they may
support or upscale active citizenship.

“Discourses” refer to the shared visions and objectives of actors and
may range from greening visions to specific (UGI) policy programmes.
Successful mosaic governance will combine top-down UGI discourses
with the – partly strongly divergent – discourses from active citizens.
Additionally, discourses from local governments will implicitly or ex-
plicitly include a vision on collaboration with local actors. Conversely,
active citizens also develop discourses on the relationship vis-a-vis local
governments, typically ranging from a strong preference for autonomy
from government interference (Dam et al., 2014) to more collaborative
views on partnership and co-creation (Franklin and Marsden, 2015).
While scaling-out of discourses relates to copying inspiring active citi-
zenship practices to other communities or places, in a similar way,
scaling-up could relate to, as one example, the incorporation of in-
novative solutions at the governmental level.

“Rules of the game” define the scope of action for local governments
as well as for active citizens. This includes informal rules based on
customs and traditions, or relations of trust between citizens and local
government. It also includes formal rules, which relate to issues such as
ownership and rights of use to public lands, ranging from lease, certain
permitted uses, urban commons or illegal use and occupation (Colding
et al., 2013). Scaling-up often includes changes in especially formal
rules, for example in regulations imposed on active citizenship such as

obligations around “proper” management of the land, the right to sell
produce from the land or to issues of accountability and transparency
(van Dam et al., 2015).

“Resources” such as land, money and expertise are crucial for both
local governments and active citizens. Local governments almost al-
ways have some degree of resources to contribute to UGI, but active
citizens may also generate resources through crowdfunding, sponsoring
or sales of produce (Mattijssen et al., 2017a). Regardless of funding,
UGI initiatives require technical, organisational and cultural knowl-
edge, skills and expertise, which local governments either hold in-house
or can obtain from consultants or researchers, but may also originate
from the informal or professional knowledge and skills present amongst
active citizens themselves. Scaling-out refers to resources being shared
across citizens, while scaling-up refers to adjustments in governmental
frameworks for structural supply of money, materials or expertise.

The role of “actors” also is important to understand governance
arrangements. Especially scaling-out may be relevant here, relating to
mobilising new actors, including citizens from disadvantaged commu-
nities. Although all types of urban actors engage in place-making and
place-keeping activities, including diverse governmental sectors, re-
sidents, developers, housing associations, companies and other private
land-owners, research institutions and consultants, the focus of this
paper is on local governments responsible for UGI and active citizens.
Because of the focus on these two actors, our elaborations of actors and
coalitions will be rather limited.

Mosaic governance encompasses all four dimensions of the PAA to
varying degrees. In stimulating active citizenship, local governments –
and/or other actors such as NGOs – may employ specific interventions
or instruments within the context of mosaic governance to contribute to
the scaling-out or scaling-up of active citizenship. Fig. 1 illustrates the
concept of mosaic governance.

3. Methods

The empirical part is based on comparative case study research (Yin,
2003). The cases were collected in 2015 as part of the GREEN SURGE
project, a European collaborative research project on Green Infra-
structure and Urban Biodiversity for Sustainable Urban Development
and the Green Economy (2013–2017). In the project, we selected in
total 32 case studies: 14 case studies from 10 European cities as good
practice examples for UGI planning (Hansen et al., 2016) and 18 cases
from 16 European cities to illustrate different participatory governance
arrangements for the development and management of UGI (Buijs et al.,
2016b). Researchers collected data on the role of UGI planning in-
struments, involved actors, discourses, resources, limitations, success
factors and environmental, social and economic effects. To only include
those cases most relevant for the scope of this paper, all 32 cases were
ranked by the authors on i) significance for mosaic governance (inter-
preted as substantial collaborations between active citizenship and
local governments) and ii) completeness of the information. The eight
cases that were ranked “high” on both criteria were included in the
dataset (see Fig. 2 for an illustration of the cases).

We used semi-structured interviews with local stakeholders in all
cases (2 to 15 interviews per case) as well as reviews of planning
documents and other written material. The interviewees all had
knowledge of the cases from their city and covered as far as possible the
core actor groups relevant for each case, including actors that had a
critical view on the cases. To aid analysis of the data, detailed case
narratives as well as case tables for cross-case comparison were de-
veloped (see Buijs et al., 2016a; Hansen et al., 2016). Using the PAA, we
analysed discourses from both the local governments and the active
citizenship initiatives. In addition, we analysed the rules and resources
relevant for the interplay between local government as well as ex-
amples of scaling-out and scaling-up. To ensure analytical consistency
and reduce personal biases, the results were deliberated amongst five of
the authors and refined in an iterative manner (Patton, 2009).
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4. Results

We analysed the cases based on the four dimensions of the PAA -
discourses, resources, rules of the game and actors - and on the scaling-
out and scaling-up of active citizenship. Table 1 briefly introduces the
cases and summarizes the results. From the eight selected cases, four
were initiated by local governments (Aarhus, Berlin2, Lisbon, Utrecht),
three by active citizen groups (Amsterdam, Berlin1, Copenhagen), and
one through a co-governance approach (Milan). Five of the cases relate
to city-wide UGI planning (Berlin1, Berlin2, Copenhagen, Lisbon,
Utrecht), while three are concerned with specific environments such as
a park (Amsterdam, Aarhus, Milan). In addition to the individual citi-
zens (up to 1000 citizens per case: Milan), local and sometimes national
NGOs were involved. Involvement of businesses was very limited in the
cases.

4.1. Discourses

4.1.1. Aims regarding urban green infrastructure
In most cases, the discourses from local governments included

strategic UGI planning aims such as increasing connectivity (e.g.,
linking the targeted area to the greenspace network), while also aiming
to meet ecological aims related to climate change adaptation or bio-
diversity protection (e.g., Aarhus, Amsterdam, Lisbon). Additionally,
social aims were strongly represented such as promoting the well-being
of citizens through provision of greenspaces for recreation (e.g., Milan,
Utrecht), personal fulfilment (Berlin2), improving social cohesion
(Aarhus), or food production (Lisbon). While most governmental dis-
courses comprised many UGI aims, including connectivity, the aims of
active citizens were usually more focused on individual green plots with
emphasis on recreational benefits, social interaction or gardening and
food production, but partly also broader environmental aims such as
increasing environmental awareness or knowledge about biodiversity
(Amsterdam, Copenhagen). Only in Berlin1 and Milan were active ci-
tizenship discourses explicitly aimed at contributing to UGI con-
nectivity. Overall, in most cases we saw a remarkable resemblance in
discourses between local governments and active citizens. This seemed
to be related to the scaling-up of local discourses, such as in Berlin1, or
to the development of a shared discourse through co-governance, such
as in Milan.

4.1.2. Interest in cooperation between local governments and active
citizenship initiatives

The governmental discourses on active citizenship predominantly
relate to capitalizing on its potential for additional contributions to
UGI, partly in the face of severe municipal budget cuts (Berlin1,
Berlin2). In addition, a limited number of local governments also aimed
to expand local participatory democracy by embracing the idea that
citizens can be developers and managers of UGI, either in the form of
small, self-managed plots within a given set of rules (Aarhus, Lisbon),
up to large, self-governed parks (Milan). In the Utrecht and Berlin2
cases, discourses on enhancing local governance and community self-
organisation also played a prominent role (see Table 1). For example,
the Utrecht case provided a framework that enabled citizens to directly
influence municipal greenspace decision-making. Furthermore, in some
cases, active citizenship was considered as a source of local knowledge
on greenspace needs and uses for improving UGI planning (e.g. Aarhus,
Berlin1, Copenhagen). In the citizen-led case Amsterdam, the involve-
ment of local government was very limited and despite their efforts,
citizens failed to connect on a structural basis to the local government
and its resources.

The discourses from active citizens were highly variable due to the
number of involved groups and/or individuals. The interest in colla-
boration by several groups seemed primarily driven by the motivation
for additional resources, including funding and the right to use (public)
land. In addition, some initiatives aimed for (formal) protection of the
self-managed site against urban development (Amsterdam, Milan).
Only in a few cases did citizens actively seek collaboration with local
governments for the scaling-up of their ideas and practices (Berlin1,
Copenhagen). In the Berlin1 case, there was a clear aim to influence
local policies and UGI planning decisions by providing a UGI con-
nectivity plan.

4.2. Interventions and processes for mosaic governance

Interventions to support active citizenship frequently involved the
provision of resources. Active citizens that developed or managed
greenspaces often depended upon external financial support, provision
of land for free or at low cost and/or provision of materials (e.g.,
Amsterdam, Lisbon). While the share of municipal subsidies can be high
(in Milan around 85% of the park’s annual budget), the active citizen
initiatives also leverage a significant amount of non-monetary re-
sources, for example through voluntary work. In Milan, local people

Fig. 1. Graphical representation of the di-
versity of practices and collaborations in mo-
saic governance: Bottom: physical manifesta-
tions of green, blue and red urban spaces;
Middle: icons depicting the diversity of active
citizen practices, ranging from local green
playgrounds to regional co-creation or co-
management of greenspace (icons based on
Buijs et al., 2016b); Top: local government
planning. Arrows: analysis of mosaic govern-
ance interventions and processes, including
resources, rules of the game, discourses, and
actors.
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have been heavily involved in park management since the project’s
beginning, with the number and diversity of actors growing up to
thousands of people. Several sections of the park are developed and
managed by different groups such as students, scouts and community
associations – supervised and facilitated by Italia Nostra.

In those cases where local governments directly engaged with in-
dividual citizens, this involved building knowledge through training
(Lisbon) or conducting public outreach to inform about options for
participation (Aarhus, Utrecht). The provision of inspiring examples
and data (Berlin1 and Berlin2) was perceived as an important resource
for citizens and local governments alike. In all cases, rules and reg-
ulations served to support or embed active citizenship in the local legal
and governmental context, e.g., through lease contracts or cooperation

agreements that clarify rights and obligations of all involved parties
(Amsterdam, Berlin1, Lisbon). In the cases Aarhus and Utrecht, the
local governments provided a regulatory framework for cooperative
decision-making. For example, in Utrecht the Neighbourhood Green
Plans (NGPs) encouraged citizens to submit ideas for local greenspace
improvements and provided € 5 million to implement these ideas. The
rules of the game were very flexible and ideas were mostly approved if
they ensured public accessibility, were supported by at least five local
residents and did not contradict municipal policies.

In half of the cases, interventions by local governments were de-
veloped on a rather ad-hoc basis, tailored to a specific active citizenship
initiative (Amsterdam, Berlin1, Copenhagen, Milan). For example, in
Milan, the park was established in 1974 when the municipality of Milan
granted a concession to Italia Nostra for redeveloping 35 ha of aban-
doned farmland. This area was then developed into a park following a
co-governance process involving citizens, NGOs and authorities. Only
Berlin and Utrecht employed a formalised city-wide strategy on mobi-
lizing active citizenship for urban greenspace management through
extensive subsidy schemes (Utrecht) or the development of a compre-
hensive Urban Landscape Strategy (Berlin2).

4.3. Scaling-out and scaling-up through mosaic governance

We observed several examples of scaling-out that were outcomes of
explicit efforts from either local government (Lisbon, Utrecht) or from
active citizens (Berlin1, Copenhagen). The kinds of scaling-out ob-
served especially involved increases in the number or size of local in-
itiatives, less so in an increase in impact through, for example, in-
creased connectivity (Berlin1 and Lisbon being notable exceptions). In
the case of Berlin2, the Urban Landscape Strategy acted as a starting
point for a broader municipal discourse on active citizenship in UGI
development. Similarly, the Utrecht case was aimed at engaging (more)
citizens in UGI development. Additionally, we observed spatial scaling-
out within some of the active citizenship initiatives, such as the step-
wise expansion of the park in Milan through land acquisitions or the
development of new greenspaces in Utrecht. The Milan case managed to
scale-out over time to an area of 120 ha including woodlands, mea-
dows, wetlands and allotment gardens. In Utrecht, the NGP strategy
resulted in 140 implemented projects across the ten neighbourhoods of
the city. In Lisbon and Berlin1, strategic planning aims related to in-
creasing connectivity were explicitly included in scaling-out processes.

In several cases we also observed processes of scaling-up. This was
likely most profound in Berlin1 and Copenhagen, where innovative
practices initially developed by active citizens have since been in-
corporated within formal policies and programmes. In Berlin1, the in-
itiators managed to scale-up the idea of the path network to the local
government, who approved the suggested network of 20 paths and
included it in their formal UGI planning discourse. The implementation
of the network is prioritized in the current Landscape Programme and
significant resources to implement the network were allocated. In
Copenhagen, the upscaling of the urban foraging app resulted in the
City of Copenhagen developing a ‘Food Forest’ to be designed in col-
laboration with Byhøst and citizens. In Aarhus, the citizen initiative
managed to promote their idea of a world garden for inclusion in the
restoration plan. In the Utrecht case, active citizens in one of the
neighbourhoods expressed concern about the lack of scoring criteria for
the ecological connectivity of proposed greenspace plans. Through their
efforts, they managed to steer allocation of NGP funding towards more
focus on ecological connectivity.

Additionally, other initiatives achieved formal recognition such as
legal protection, which is important to their long-term stability (Milan).
The cases also included examples demonstrating how working together
facilitated the institutionalisation and standardisation of strategic co-
operation between local governments and active citizen groups (e.g.
Milan, Utrecht). For example, in Berlin1 the corridor network is now
developed, maintained and promoted in cooperation with

Fig. 2. Examples from our cases. Top: local food production in World Gardens
in Aarhus, Middle: Area-view of a section of the 120 ha Boscoincittà Park in
Milan. Bottom: One of the project in the Neighbourhood Green Plans project in
Utrecht: citizen initiated development of a green playground. Photo 1: from the
project website ‘Friends of World Gardens’ http://www.verdenshaverne.dk/
velkommen (photo: Anett Sällsäter Christiansen); Photo 2: Center for Urban
Forestry archive, Milan; Photo 3: Arjen Buijs.
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governmental and non-governmental actors.
The cases Berlin2 and Copenhagen demonstrate how deliberate

creation of a discourse (on the “productive landscape” strategy or on
“urban foraging”) can help to bring different actors together and thus
potentially spark new forms of collaboration or development of new
policies. Likewise, successful pilots such as the Milan case supported
other initiatives and created acceptance for such arrangements. Being
the first of its kind and perceived as very successful, Boscoincittà has
inspired the development of similar parks around Milan and elsewhere
in Europe. With this, it has likely contributed to the scaling-up of si-
milar co-governance models for UGI development. Other cases also
acted as inspiration; the Copenhagen case raised awareness for urban
foraging in other cities across Denmark while experiences from the
Aarhus case were taken into account for a new national policy on social
housing masterplans.

5. Discussion and conclusions

5.1. The framework of mosaic governance

We have demonstrated how our novel conception of mosaic gov-
ernance has potential as a framework for understanding and oper-
ationalising urban environmental governance that has both spatial and
process elements. The framework highlights how local government can
work together with active citizens operating at different spatial scales to
better develop multifunctional UGI, while recognising the relative au-
tonomy of active citizens.

Empirically, this paper provides insight into how mosaic govern-
ance is emerging in European cities through a range of interactions
between actors, discourses, resources and rules of the game. The eight
cases described illustrate the variety in modes of governance, ranging
from smaller-scale self-governance projects with only limited involve-
ment of local government, to examples of larger and more intensive co-
governance efforts. We observed examples of collaborations which
emerge rather autonomously from joint interests. However, we also see
several examples with deliberate interventions from actors – whether
local governments or active citizens - to actively build relations.
Although active citizenship tends to have rather frail connections with
government actors and institutions (de Wilde et al., 2014), many of our
cases show that involvement of government actors is critical to scaling-
up and can play a key role in scaling-out.

Our cases demonstrate that mosaic governance has the potential to
help local authorities realise their strategic UGI development goals, for
example, by complementing and enriching top-down planning with
local initiatives, building legitimacy for local greenspace enhancements
and reducing the participation gap. Moreover, our research indicates it
is core to mosaic governance to capitalise on the long-term visions
developed in strategic UGI planning. Discourses and activities emerging
from active citizenship tend to be more local and fragmented. The
collaborative and place-based logic of active citizenship, compared to
the rational logic of strategic planning, requires a more dynamic, in-
cremental and adaptive planning approach from local governments
(Favoreu et al., 2016). Such an incremental approach also contributes
to the adaptive capacity of governmental planning and other formal
processes to align with the micro-dynamics of local communities. This
also includes the development of facilitating and networking capacity
of public managers to relate to local informal networks (Franklin and
Marsden, 2015) and the ability of governments to switch between
leading and following (Westerink et al., 2017). This requires subtle
manoeuvring between long-term strategic planning and more incre-
mental approaches.

Our formulation of mosaic governance combines insights from re-
lated approaches, such as landscape governance approaches (Arts et al.,
2017), polycentric governance (Ostrom, 2010) and multi-level gov-
ernance (Hooghe and Marks, 2001). Mosaic governance shares the
spatial component with landscape governance, which also explicitlyTa
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takes into account the natural features of –usually non-urban- land-
scapes, including the value of spatial networks. However, mosaic gov-
ernance has an explicit focus on grassroots and bottom-up processes
and more explicitly takes into account the socio-cultural diversity of
residents and communities which are an integral and unique feature of
the urban context. Although multi-level governance and polycentric
governance approaches often focus on formal or more institutionalised
actors, they explicitly recognise the socio-cultural diversity of actors
and the relevance of self-organisation for nature resource management
(Ostrom, 2010). Its focus on the diversity of actors, formal and informal
rules and mechanisms, and the multiplicity of scales (Bissonnette et al.,
2018) are all relevant for active citizenship in urban greenspace.
However, the relevance of spatial connectivity - ecological, recreational
and socio-cultural - is less elaborated upon.

Mosaic governance explicitly embeds the social network of formal
and (especially) informal actors and institutions into urban greenspaces
and the spatial dimension of strategic urban planning (cf. Ernstson
et al., 2010). It is exactly this combination of spatial diversity, socio-
cultural diversity and institutional diversity, enacted on different spa-
tial scales within the context of strategic planning processes and gov-
ernmental interactions, which constitutes mosaic governance.

5.2. Potentials of mosaic governance for supporting and upscaling active
citizenship

Not all active citizen groups were equally motivated to seek ex-
tensive collaborations with municipalities beyond securing resources.

This result confirms previous findings that suggest that resources – land,
money, knowledge – are a critical aspect of mosaic governance which
may offer openings for further collaborations and upscaling (Van Doren
et al., 2016b). Our cases also suggest that once collaborations emerge,
negotiating the informal as well as the formal rules of the game also
become an important element of mosaic governance. This for example
relates to issues of formal and informal access and use of public land (cf.
Colding et al., 2013), or to informal citizen modes of connecting with
disadvantaged populations that may become adopted and formalised by
governments. Discourses are a surprisingly important element facil-
itating the scaling-out of innovative citizenship practices, and a certain
congruence of governmental and active citizenship discourse is needed
for successful collaboration and diffusion of practices. We observed
governmental administrators adopting and integrating ideas and con-
cepts from active citizenship initiatives around increasing ecological
connectivity and the potential of urban gardening or urban foraging to
meet social justice goals into policies and UGI planning processes. The
“20 Green Walks” case in Berlin showed very clearly how a responsive
government can support and scale-up a local initiative into UGI plan-
ning. We also saw how active citizenship initiatives acted as pilot
projects to test new UGI approaches, or developed into good practice
examples that inspired other initiatives in the same city or in other
places (cf. Frantzeskaki et al., 2016; Van Doren et al., 2016b). We
further observed that the role of citizens and active citizenship in-
itiatives as strong actors in the creation and management of green-
spaces as well as the development of policies and UGI planning runs
contrary to views such as those of Westerink et al. (2017) and Attuyer
(2015), who argue that their agency is limited.

Upscaling mosaic governance depends not only on actors known to
government, or those who already form part of the “civic core”, but also
on mobilizing new actor groups or individuals. We agree with De Wilde
et al (2014; p3379), that “community participation cannot be con-
sidered in isolation from issues such as an uneven distribution of power
and resources”. As such, the current change in paradigm where gov-
ernments outsource the delivery of public services such as urban
greenspace to businesses and communities has significant impacts on
democratic values, including equality, transparency and environmental
justice (Kabisch and Haase, 2014; Wagenaar et al., 2015). This em-
phasises the role of NGOs or other organisations who can act as in-
formation brokers in mobilising the full diversity of citizens, helping
them to gain UGI-related knowledge and developing the discourse and
aims of active citizenship in a way that corresponds with the formal and
informal rules structuring governmental UGI planning action. Such an
important role for NGOs as powerful actors in urban environmental
management has been noted in other work too (Ernstson et al., 2010;
van der Jagt et al., 2017), but their role in scaling-up and scaling-out
needs to be emphasised. They offer organisational capacity, technical
capabilities and expert knowledge of UGI planning issues and the in-
stitutional environment that may be supportive or even necessary for
successfully creating UGI plans or managing larger greenspaces through
active citizenship.

As illustrated in our cases, specific interventions from local gov-
ernments or NGOs may facilitate the upscaling of active citizenship.
Table 2 gives an overview of the interventions illustrated in our cases,
expanded with evidence from other research.

5.3. Challenges of mosaic governance and future developments

Several scholars and practitioners signal the potential negative im-
pacts of government agents reaching out to active citizens, especially
their incorporation into neo-liberal agendas which threaten citizen
empowerment and its innovative potential (Aiken, 2017; e.g. Attuyer,
2015; Wagenaar et al., 2015). Indeed, we witnessed that reduced
funding increases the imperative for self-mobilisation of active citizens
(cf. Buijs et al., 2014), which may signal the danger that active citi-
zenship becomes instrumental “gap filling” to replace previous

Table 2
Examples of interventions that may contribute to scaling-out or scaling-up from
our cases (in italics) and other studies (not in italics). Superscripts refer to other
studies: 1=(Favoreu et al., 2016), 2=(Salverda et al., 2016), 3=(Van der Jagt
et al., 2017), 4=(Colding et al., 2013), 5 = (Van Doren et al., 2016b); 6=(Van
Doren et al., 2016a). No superscripts: this study.

Dimensions Interventions for scaling-out and / or scaling-up

Actors • Actively seek new groups of citizens

• Use of facilitators, such as NGOs• Develop informal or formal collaborations and partnerships• Matchmaking events2

• Increase networking capacity of public servants1,2

• Appoint public servants to link to and facilitate active
citizenship6

Resources • Provide access to land (informal, right of use, lease)3,4• Provide subsidies (generic or specific)3• Rent out equipment• Training and capacity building3• Codify knowledge obtained in active citizenship and share
publicly

• Allocate additional resources to social groups with limited
cultural capital

• Facilitate the building of social and cultural capital1,3

• Facilitate knowledge exchange between active citizen
groups3,5

• Provide loans under favourable conditions5

Rules of the game • Develop framework of pre-set rules (for providing
resources, for structuring UGI development processes)

• Develop regulatory framework for use of public land by
active citizens4

• Establish a front-office for active citizenship6• Enable pilots with flexible rules and regulations2

• Use of informal narratives for accountability, such as
storytelling2

(Change in)
Discourses

• Pilots to showcase practices or stimulate mutual learning5• Responsive and facilitative attitude towards initiatives of
active citizens1

• Recognition of citizens as important actors in policies or
UGI plans

• Awareness raising in communities• Increasing the status of active citizenship through e.g.,
formal recognition or ambassadorship of an alderman2

A. Buijs, et al. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 40 (2019) 53–62

60



governmental efforts (Frantzeskaki et al., 2016), including the danger
that “rights to local voice remain limited and the emerging forms
provide little scope to influence (declining) local services and (still
centralised) planning decisions” (Pill and Bailey, 2014 pp. 161). The
danger of co-option signalled in literature (Wagenaar et al., 2015) is not
very apparent in our cases, although more in-depth case studies may be
needed to reveal such subtle mechanisms. Our cases suggest that there
is a fluid relationship, where the balance between how far citizens and
their active citizenship influence government and how far they remain
independent and self-serving fluctuates spatially and temporally. Cer-
tainly, while mosaic governance may present a danger of entrapment in
existing power structures (Swyngedouw, 2005), its potential contribu-
tion to upscaling also opens up the possibility of avoiding the “localist
trap” (Born and Purcell, 2006). Active citizenship that is not up-scaled
or out-scaled through local institutions, formal or informal, simply re-
mains a set of local practices that produces small and incremental
changes limited to the neighbourhood scale (Aalbers and Sehested,
2018; de Wilde et al., 2014). Just as ecological connectivity is crucial to
maximise the biological potential of greenspaces, social and political
connectivity is crucial for active citizenship to imbue its full transfor-
mative potential (Wagenaar et al., 2015).

Remaining challenges for research into mosaic governance relate to
further unravelling enabling factors for mosaic governance, as well as to
improving our understanding of the mechanisms that contribute to the
scaling-out and scaling-up of active citizenship. Our current set of cases
only act as illustrations of such factors and processes, and lack the in-
depth analysis to fully capture the range of dynamics involved. The PAA
concept which has been used to understand governance in a number of
other natural resource contexts such as urban forestry (Lawrence et al.,
2013) and water management (Wiering and Immink, 2006) has pro-
vided a useful lens to assess the state of the art of this novel concept and
to identify some of the supporting and limiting key factors. In our
analysis, it also prompted us to consider the influence of discourse on
the emergence of mosaic governance. Further investigations may also
benefit from adopting other frameworks of analysis, for example em-
ploying a multi-level perspective to build on transition theory (Kemp
et al., 2007) or social innovation theory (Moulaert et al., 2013). In
addition, taking a longitudinal approach may help to identify critical
processes and interventions for upscaling active citizenship (Mattijssen
et al., 2017b), including investigating the endurance and institutional
effects of previous waves of active citizenship for the environment, such
as in the 60’s and early 70’s or the late 80's. A final way forward relates
to contrasting the motivations and aims that inspire individual citizens
with aims from local governments and the individuals working there
(Spijker and Parra, 2017).

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we have illustrated processes of mosaic governance
based on eight European case studies. The cases show how harnessing
the desire, enthusiasm and capacity of citizens to shape their living
environment can help local governments to meet demands for UGI
benefits. They also provide insight into the multifaceted nature of
mosaic governance, conceptualised as the multitude of governance
processes in which local governments collaborate with multiple grass-
roots initiatives or a large amount of individual citizens. Collaborations
may vary between ad-hoc financial support and long-term collabora-
tions with intensive forms of co-governance. The institutional culture of
local governments and the specific socio-cultural and environmental
context plays a strong role in the potential success of active citizenship
for enhancing UGI. A point of emphasis is that mosaic governance can
take many forms, but, in general, stands for a widening of governance
arrangements between local governments and the broad variety of
potential urban actors. Nevertheless, often limited municipal resources
mean there is a need to make informed decisions on how to enable and
upscale active citizenship to increase its contribution to UGI. While

enabling active citizenship is not without its difficulties, the examples
of upscaling in this study also demonstrate the transformative power
active citizens may have towards a more green, just and democratic
city.
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