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ABSTRACT 
 
Municipal bottom-up urban development is growing into an increasingly common 
urban practice. However, bottom-up urban development differs considerably from 
conventional top-down planning. The discrepancy forms obstacles for the relationship 
between top-down and bottom-up actors. Yet, creating an enabling relationship is 
possible, although how it can be realized is rather underexamined. Therefore, the 
aim of this research is to contribute knowledge to how municipalities can enable 
citizen-led urban initiatives. Empirical research in Stockholm and Istanbul, based on 
four examples of citizen-led urban initiatives and one municipal representative, 
provided valuable insights. On the one hand, within the existing municipal framework, 
certain possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-up urban development arise. 
However, aiming to creating a structural change that transforms the relationship, new 
urban governance arrangements need to be established at the local level. From a 
governance innovation perspective, implementing a neighborhood council and a 
municipal guide form feasibly possibilities. Especially its combination is found key to 
redeem most of the constraints while it has the potential to establish socially 
innovative urban development.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Municipal bottom-up urban development  
In recent years, bottom-up urban development has started growing as an alternative 
to conventional top-down planning. Small-scale local initiatives pop up at unusual 
places and in surprising forms and shapes (Zardini, 2008). In large proportions, 
citizens and communities initiate small-scale interventions; which suddenly have 
seemed to grow into a trend of bottom-up urbanism. These urban practices are 
collected under titles such as Everyday Urbanism, Guerrilla urbanism, DIY-urbanism 
and Tactical Urbanism. Citizens generally have developed an increasing demand and 
interest to take control over immediate surroundings (Gerometta, et al., 2005). As a 
result, more and more cities are witnessing not only the growth of but also an interest 
for these initiatives, as they bear the potential to reshape urban spaces (Iveson, 
2013). 

A closer look at the origins of citizen-initiated urban development reveals that 
this trend has existed for a longer time (Talen, 2014). In the early 19th century in the 
U.S., citizens initiated efforts to increase the livability in cities (Talen, 2014). Later the 
efforts developed into a more transformative character. During the 1950s in France, 
citizens’ initiatives developed into counterparts to alter modern architectural design 
and rational planning (Finn, 2014). The Right to the City started to form a strong 
statement against neoliberal-oriented urban development, and hence developed into 
a larger social movement (Harvey, 2012). The recent wave of neoliberalization and 
institutionalism that dominates urban planning (Zardini, 2008) combined with the 
governments’ budgets cut and the neoliberal agenda in planning might have sparked 
bottom-up initiatives to occur again (Harvey, 2008; Talen, 2014; Finn, 2014). An 
increased active approach from citizens seemed to re-appear, resulting in bottom-up 
initiatives developed outside the regular system and intervene in urban environments 
(Zardini, 2008). 

The implications of the informal and alternative citizen efforts in relation to 
formal and structured planning framework create groundings for further exploration of 
governance dynamics. The consequences of the efforts formulated as “these actions 
propose alternative lifestyles, reinvent our daily lives, and reoccupy urban space with 
new uses” (Zardini, 2008, p. 16) indicate emerging new dynamics in the urban 
environment, which inevitably affects the controlled city planning and its 
administration (Finn, 2014). Recent publications portray the emergence of citizen-led 
urban initiatives and examine its relations to top-down players. Through a diverse 
range of case studies it is demonstrated that the development of an enabling 
relationship as such becomes an increasingly common urban practice. As an 
example, ‘We Own The City - enabling community practice in Architecture and Urban 
Planning’ (Miazzo & Kee, 2014) analyzes five cities around the world where each city 
presents four urban practices with an enabling relationship between the initiatives 
and top-down players. More European-focused is the “Compendium for Civic 
Economy” about what cities can learn from change-makers of 25 cases in the UK 
(00:/, 2011). Which equalizes the type of an enabling relationship to: recognizing, 
inviting, connecting, legitimizing, seed-funding, guaranteeing, co-investing, 
legislating, procuring, reflecting. These practise-based publications observe a 
growing worldwide phenomenon of municipal bottom-up urban development that 
needs an adequate governance structure. Reinventing governance structures that 
allow for an enabling relationship between top-down and bottom-up urban actors 
benefits from a governance innovation perspective. It stimulates a more collaborative 
relationship between the two actors through the establishment of urban governance 
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arrangements, which encourage socially innovative urban development (Moulaert, et 
al., 2007). Therefore, central to this research is the exploration of the relationship 
between governmental actors and citizen efforts (named from now on: citizen-led 
urban initiatives). Adopting the lens of urban governance provides an alternative 
approach that emphasizes the need for new urban governance arrangements. 

1.2 Research problem and relevance  
The re-appearing citizen-led urban initiatives are increasingly becoming a common 
practice in urban development (Miazzo & Kee, 2014). With regard to its governance 
dynamics, top-down players increasingly try to find ways on how to respond to, 
understand and incorporate bottom-up urban actors. From an academic perspective, 
urban theory has widely identified, and occasionally examined, the trend of enabling 
relationships between the planned and unplanned urban practices. Yet, practical 
possibilities and constraints in how the enabling relationship can look like remains 
unexamined in urban theory (Finn, 2014). Contrasting to urban theory, the academic 
field of urban governance however mentions the concept of social innovation as a 
more profound perspective with an analytical ability (Moulaert, et al., 2007). 
Suggestions and complexities concerning new urban governance arrangements 
display the potential for an alternative environment for civil initiatives to relate to the 
municipality. For a research project in the field of urban and regional planning it is 
interesting to explore how local municipalities can enable citizen-led urban initiatives 
through examining its possibilities and constraints. 
 
Relevance arises especially in its practicality to generate an understanding. The 
understanding of how an enabling relationship between top-down and bottom-up 
urban actors can look like is found as an underexposed academic study area. A two-
fold argumentation shows the incompatibility of the current sources of knowledge. On 
the one hand, practical-based publications predominantly evidenced from ‘best 
practices’ demonstrate the emerging trend of an enabling relationship between the 
top-down and bottom-up urban actors, while critical-academic grounding is lacking. 
On the other hand, from academic strands, urban theory provides insight to origins 
and definitions of the trend and identifies roles of various urban actors, but lacks 
practical grounding. Thus, contrary to those two fields, the field of urban governance 
provides more analytical aspects. It centralizes new urban governance arrangements 
that generate considerable understanding to how to enable municipal bottom-up 
urban development. Hence, the relevancy is to complement the practical-based 
publications and the rather descriptive urban theory with the analytical urban 
governance.  

1.3 Objective, aim and research questions  
The objective of this research is to explore the possibilities and constraints for an 
enabling relationship between municipalities and citizen-led urban initiatives. Four 
examples of citizen-led urban initiatives and one municipal representative in 
Stockholm and a political councilor and municipal official in Istanbul are analyzed. 

This aim of this research is to contribute knowledge to how municipalities can 
enable citizen-led urban initiatives. Additionally, analysis of the initiatives and the 
cities are aimed to provide more generalizable conclusions that are potentially 
applicable to municipal bottom-up practices in other cities.  
 
This explorative research contributes with an academic-based theoretical framework 
that takes departure from bottom-up urbanism and utilizes the more concrete 
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suggestions and complexities from an urban governance perspective. The empirical 
research focuses on two cases - Stockholm and Istanbul. These cities do not 
naturally appear in debates on bottom-up urban development and differ in many 
respects; however they also show slight similarities that are essential in this 
research. Although both cities are less centrally situated in Europe, contrasting 
previous research; their strong top-down planning system is probably the most alike 
characteristic relevant to this research and of influence on bottom-up urban 
development. Noting that both top-down planning systems have varying features. 

The main research question “How can municipalities enable citizen-led urban 
initiatives?” is divided in the following sub questions: 
 
Theoretical sub-questions: 
1. “What are the challenges for the relationship between municipalities and citizen-
led urban initiatives for municipal bottom-up urban development?” seeks for an 
answer in the field of urban theory. It elaborates on the definition and origins of 
citizen-led urban initiatives and municipal bottom-up urban development, followed by 
the current challenges for the relationship between the actors (Theory section, 3.1). 
 
2. “What are possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-up urban development 
from an urban governance perspective?” employs underlying mechanisms and 
structures in the field of urban governance to provide concrete suggestions and 
complexities for an ‘enabling’ relationship. This section ends with a theoretical 
proposition that denotes possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-up urban 
development (Theory section, 3.2). 
 
Empirical sub-question: 
3. “How do municipalities and citizen-led urban initiatives relate to each other from an 
urban governance perspective in Stockholm and Istanbul?” present the empirical 
findings and results based on an analysis of both cities (Case-related conclusions, 
4.4 and 5.4) 
 
Analytical sub-question: 
4. “From the perspective of citizens/initiators on the one hand, and from the municipal 
perspective on the other hand, how can citizen-led initiatives be enabled by 
municipalities in Stockholm and Istanbul?” seeks to discuss the findings from the 
both cities in relation to the theoretical propositions (Discussion, 6.). 

1.4 Disposition 
The introduction has set out the starting points for this research as well as its goals, 
relevancy and the guiding research questions. The methods section explains how the 
research is conducted and what matters have been considered. Next, the central 
concepts, actors and its relations are being discussed in the first theoretical section. 
The second theoretical section adopts an urban governance perspective and builds 
up to the theoretical proposition of the possibilities and constraints for municipal 
bottom-up urban development. In the case section, first the case of Stockholm is 
presented whereafter the case of Istanbul follows. Both cases include a background 
on the city’s challenges followed by an analysis of the each initiatives and municipal 
representative. The case analysis concludes with cross-case conclusions. The 
discussion section interprets the case analysis in light of theory and structured by the 
theoretical propositions. The conclusion attempts to answer the research question 
and endeavors on generalizing prospects. 
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2. Methods 
 
This research is a qualitatively-based empirical study that utilizes an interactive 
approach (Maxwell, 2013) and from a reflective viewpoint (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 
2009). The “Qualitative Research Design – an interactive approach” (Maxwell, 2013) 
outlines a clear research design. It is prescribed to firstly establish the goals and the 
conceptual framework, which then forms a closely integrated unit that corresponds 
well to the research question. Next, the methods and validity, which are the more 
operational aspects of research, form the second unit. The units interact flexibly as a 
pragmatic compatibility in order to answer the research question. This approach is 
adopted as a guiding principle throughout the research. The first unit sets out what is 
being studied (the goals) and from what groundings that emerged (the conceptual 
framework) which then lead to the theoretical propositions. The second unit justifies 
how the study is conducted (methods) and why the research is considered sound 
(validity). The goals and conceptual framework, as explained below, bring forward 
certain features that correspond to the case study methods as the preferred method 
for answering the research question. Hence, “Case Study research – design and 
methods” by Yin (2009) is used. The method prescribes to formulate theoretical 
propositions that guide the empirical data collection and data analysis. In this 
research, the theoretical propositions are formulated as possibilities and constraints 
how municipalities can enable citizen-led urban initiatives. In addition, given the set 
goals and conceptual framework, it became clear that the research has a 
transformative character to the objectives. Hence, the critical realism paradigm that 
seeks to explore underlying mechanism and structures to create a fundamental 
change is adopted as the reflective viewpoint (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). 

2.1 Research methods 
This qualitative-based research follows an interactive research design. Alvesson & 
Sköldberg (2009) state in their “Reflexive methodology: new vistas for qualitative 
research” that qualitative studies tend to start form the subject’s perspectives and 
actions. The subjects in this research are citizen-led urban initiatives and municipality 
which both experience various difficulties in relating to each other. With regard to the 
research design, this forms the starting points of this research which also sets the 
goals and steers the conceptual framework. Next, the methods and validity should be 
compatible (Maxwell, 2013). Thus, given the starting points, the case study method is 
considered to be the preferred method for this research. This becomes clear 
following Yin’s (2009) three aspects of how the method corresponds to the type of 
research. The case study method is preferred, firstly, whether it centralizes a ‘how’ 
research question, secondly, whether it studies a contemporary phenomenon and, 
thirdly, whether it perceives the real-life context in its full body without controlling its 
events (Yin, 2009). As in fact, this research indeed chose to pose a ‘how’ question to 
be able to conduct an explorative study to an observable situation part of the urban 
environment. Furthermore, the real-life context as studied through case studies 
arguably provides a richness and extensiveness that goes beyond the scope of a 
comprehensive research study like this one. Also, the boundaries of where the 
phenomenon that is studied starts and ends are blurred. In order to cope with the 
multitude of data and the multiple sources of evidence as typical to case study 
method, triangulation is perceived as an essential tactic. How triangulation is 
approached is explained below.  

Yin’s (2009) case study method prescribes to develop a theoretical 
proposition that guides the phases of data collection and analysis. Following this 
approach, the theoretical propositions are developed in the Theory section. Deriving 
from secondary data, it brings forward guidance regarding the range of potential 
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governance arrangements for municipal bottom-up urban development. In addition, 
the theoretical propositions allow analytical generalization, which means using theory 
as a template to compare and reflect the empirical results of the case study with (Yin, 
2009). Hence, the theoretical proposition steer the research design including the data 
collection and data analysis to a comprehendible limit (Yin, 2009).  

This research follows in a reflective vista in which the researcher is present 
and cannot be separated from the research itself. Also in which the study is 
interpretative, using theory that is intertwined with empirical data, as stated by 
Alvesson & Sköldberg (2009). Subsequently, abduction is emphasized as a relatively 
new approach to research that adds essential elements rather than to form a 
practical combination of deduction and induction. The deductive point of departure is 
found in the theoretical framework that defines and limits the research focus. The 
inductive aspect is found in the flexibility to incorporate and modify the practicalities 
of municipal bottom-up while conducting case study research. Abduction serves an 
additional explanatory function for understanding the reality through analyzing a 
case, that combines theory with empirical data while continuously adjusting and 
redefining the theory in order to achieve understanding (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 
2009). As such, it exemplifies the intertwined relationship between the always 
empirically-laden theory and always theory-laden empirical data (Alvesson & 
Sköldberg, 2009). 

2.2 Case selection 
The cases selected in this research refer to two cities – Stockholm and Istanbul. The 
cases include the units of analysis which correspond to four examples of citizen-led 
urban initiatives. Yin (2009) recommends to take previous studies as role models for 
cases; they can be either similar or innovative. The rationale behind the case 
selection in this research is for a large part borrowed from a practice-based 
publication ‘We Own the City’ (Miazzo & Kee, 2014). It presents ‘best practices’, a 
method for selecting good examples of cases, in five cities around the world. Four 
cases in each city represent citizen-led initiatives that were gradually successfully 
enabled by top-down players. From a case study perspective, this method of case 
selection follows a rather broadly stretching “embedded multiple-case design” 
consisting of multiple cases with underlying multiple embedded units of analysis (Yin, 
2009, p. 46). Another study is adopted as a role model for a case selection method. 
The concept of social innovation is studied in various European cities under the 
research project called SINGOCOM (Moulaert, et al., 2005). The research project is 
rather extensive, whereas the paper by Moulaert, et al. (2007) elaborates on four 
European cities of which each present one social innovation initiative.  

In sum, both examples of case selection show the possibility and advantages 
of selecting more than one city and within each city several initiatives to be able to 
draw insightful cross-case conclusions. When selecting the cases, Yin (2009) 
stresses to carefully select the cases that match the planned data analysis, because 
the conditions for case selection determines to a large degree the results of the 
study. The data analysis in this research is aimed at analyzing the potential for 
municipal bottom-up urban development and to draw generalizable conclusions for 
other cities. Therefore, with selecting the cases Stockholm and Istanbul, it follows 
Yin’s (2009) recommendation to select similar cases (similar to previous research) 
while also having somewhat innovative, since both cases are not necessarily 
associated with each other and with bottom-up urban development. Thus, this 
research does not primarily aim to seek only for literal replication (cases show similar 
results) but also aims to find theoretical replication (cases show contrasting results 
but for anticipatable reasons), which give chance to rival explanations regarding 
possibilities and constraints, the theoretical propositions (Yin, 2009).  
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Besides the methodological argumentation, Maxwell (2013) emphasizes that 
the researcher should be frank about the case selection that derives from practical 
matters as well as personal interest. This clearly relates to the fact that both cases 
(the cities) are locations where I have undertaken education in the field of urban 
planning, and, undoubtedly, I have developed an interest for the city and its 
dynamics. In addition, previous work experience reflects my experiential knowledge 
(Maxwell, 2013). From working with citizen-led urban initiatives in Amsterdam, I 
learned that cities as Amsterdam, Berlin and London have a richer developed 
environment of municipal bottom-up urban development. Also, I experienced that the 
majority of the available academic literature on this topic primarily originates from 
central Europe and Northern America. Controversially, I came across the publication 
‘We Own the City’ by Miazzo & Kee (2014) that selects five cities (Amsterdam, Hong 
Kong, New York, Taipei and Moscow) which are situated outside the conventional 
geographical focus areas. The publication argues that the emerging trend of 
municipal bottom-up urban development happens worldwide. For me, this developed 
curiosity to look beyond the conventional and hence to conduct this study in 
Stockholm and Istanbul, as both cities are also not located in the prime areas and are 
not naturally associated with each other and with bottom-up urban development. In 
short, Istanbul is the biggest city in Turkey and under high pressure of neoliberal 
planning and part of a country that is ruled by autocratic political system. Stockholm, 
as the capital of Sweden, is one of the fastest growing European cities and has been 
governed by a strong welfare state which witnessed a shift to privatization in the last 
two political terms. Following Yin (2009), innovative case selection might lead to rival 
explanations, which is rather valuable in this explorative research that aims at 
contributing knowledge. Therefore selecting the extreme cases of Stockholm and 
Istanbul match the goals of this research, connecting the first unit (the goals and 
conceptual framework) and the second unit (method and validity) of the research 
design (Maxwell, 2013).  

2.3 Data collection 
The previous section justified the selection for the chosen cities, however, within 
each city, four units of analysis are selected to allow for the empirical data collection. 
Empirical data is collected through examination of the phenomenon delineated as the 
relationship between citizen-led urban initiatives and municipalities. The citizen-led 
urban initiatives are initially selected based on indicators deducted from theory, but 
are to a certain extent also bound to the researcher’s decision. The municipalities are 
the respective local authorities in the geographical area. The selection of the 
initiatives could have potentially followed the method of selecting ‘best practices’, 
mirroring the practice-based publication We Own the City, however, aiming for a 
more critical-analytical research that could potentially unveil new insights (rival 
explanations), it is considered necessary to select a more diverging range of 
initiatives. Purposes for selecting the initiatives varied between: selecting initiatives to 
capture heterogeneity as well as achieve representativeness but also to 
deliberatively select cases that are critical to test the theory and to establish 
particular comparisons, while selecting initiatives with whom I was able to establish 
the most productive relationships, e.g. taking into account the feasibility issues of 
access and language (Maxwell, 2013). The actual search started with a wide range 
of initiatives collected through online searches, personally attending seminars, talks 
with people familiar to the topic and the initiatives and interviewees about their 
suggestions. During the selection phase, indicators deriving from two different 
academic areas were utilized to narrow down the search to four initiatives.  

As the phenomenon of municipal bottom-up urban development was not 
naturally evident in both cities, the selection of initiatives has not entirely followed a 
clear and determined path. Particularly in Istanbul, due to language barriers and the 
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city size, some of the initiatives and interviewees were found through the snowball-
effect, previously established personal relations and simply by coincidence. Although 
such selection decisions might be based on previous knowledge and yet appear 
biased, in defense, all interviewees are key persons or initiators of the initiatives, 
which make them publicly available to the next researcher, tackling its reliability. The 
duration of my stay in Istanbul for conducting field research was approximately three 
weeks in May 2015. Prior to my stay I sent out emails to relevant local persons whom 
I met during my previous stay in Istanbul (exchange semester Autumn 2014 at ITU). 
Those contacts have helped me finding relevant initiatives. In Stockholm, the field 
research was conducted in June 2015. The initiatives in Stockholm were easier to 
find, evidenced by the fact that the selection of initiatives did not benefit from any 
personal relations. Instead, undertaking education in Urban Planning in Stockholm 
(Fall 2013-Summer 2014 at KTH) and the fact that Stockholm is a less chaotic city 
than Istanbul in respect of its size and (in)formality, supported my knowledge on the 
city’s bottom-up urban development. Knowing whether I had selected the most 
common and significant initiatives, I adopted a reflective attitude to review and 
assess the range of initiatives and justify for the selections.  

The data is collected through the method of in-depth interviews. Interviews 
were held with the founder or representative of the initiative to obtain knowledge 
about the initiative and features of its relation with the municipality. The interviewees 
from the municipality could not be chosen purposefully as it depended on whose 
name I received and who had time and took interest in this research. In Istanbul one 
interview was held with a political councilor together with a city official from Kadıköy 
municipality. As I wished to hold the interviews separately, this was not possible due 
to time restrictions of the respondents. In Stockholm, one interview was held with a 
representative of the city planning administration. One more interview was held with 
a representative for park and greenery maintenance of the city district Skarpnäck in 
Stockholm, however, the interviewee possessed an insufficient level of English and 
did not raise any relevant information, why it is decided to not integrate the interview 
in the results of this research. The same goes for an interview with a representative 
from Kağıthane municipality in Istanbul. Interviews with municipal representatives 
were held to obtain knowledge about the municipality as an enabling actor as well as 
to assure multiple sources of evidence for a triangulation process to occur.  

Furthermore, the semi-structured interviews were kept adaptive and flexible 
under the nature of the investigation (Yin, 2009), being it an explorative research that 
aimed to disseminate possibilities and constraints. The theoretical propositions 
developed in the Theory section aimed to satisfy the construct validity, defined as 
operational measurements for the concepts (Yin, 2009). The theoretical propositions 
cover the shift between theoretical fields, from the descriptive and normative DIY-
urbanism study area to the more constructive and analytical urban governance field 
that discusses complexities regarding municipal bottom-up urban development. 
Employing both fields was meant to find the operational measurements best 
corresponding to studied phenomenon. It functioned as guidance regarding the 
structure of the interview and the formulation of questions, but the interpretation of 
the answers and openness to new directions were experienced just as important. 
Following Maxwell (2013), the questions were attempted to be close to their real-life 
context, in order to create a more symmetrical and collaborative relationship. The 
levels of the questions (Yin, 2009) varied from personal opinions of the interviewee to 
ideological questions about ideal policies, with strong focus on case-related 
questions. Firstly, I asked questions about the facts of the initiative including the 
interviewee’s role to comfort the interviewee. Secondly, I asked about the personal 
motivations and ideologies to start the initiative. Lastly, I asked questions about the 
complexities and the potential for an enabling relationship with the municipality. Note 
that the possibilities and constraints that arose during the interviews mostly came 
from the interviewees with little steering effort from the reserach. The length of the 
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interviews varied from 35 minutes up to 100 minutes – when two persons were jointly 
interviewed. All interviews were recorded and in its full transcribed. The interviews 
mainly took place close to the interviewee’s workplaces or locations of the initiatives 
in a mutually agreed relaxed atmosphere (Yin, 2009). The majority of the interviews 
was held in English, with the exception of one interview in Istanbul that was 
conducted in Turkish with the help of a Turkish friend who is graduated in urban 
planning, as the interviewees did not speak sufficient English.  

2.4 Methodology and analysis 
The approach to the data analysis and interpretation derives from a clear 
philosophical and methodological stance. Using an established paradigm is 
recommended not only to explain and justify the research design but also to reflect 
on the basic assumptions taken on the world, the topic and how we can understand 
these (Maxwell, 2013). The philosophical and methodological stance that forms the 
base of this research can be tied back to Critical Realism (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 
2009). Critical realism does not only try to explain the world but also to change it. 
Since this research strives to explore a structural change in urban governance 
arrangements, this research has an inherent tendency toward a transformative 
character, and hence corresponds with Critical Realism. Critical Realism shows a 
shift from epistemology (knowledge) to ontology (truth), and within ontology a shift 
from events to mechanisms. Whereas positivists and social constructionists 
emphasize epistemology, critical realists draw more attention to ontology – as an 
investigation to the ontological depth of reality, which is layered and, as strongly 
emphasized, exists separate from the researcher’s perspectives. Critical realism 
centralizes the notion of reality that consists of three domains in order to explain our 
experiences through underlying mechanisms and structures. A generative 
mechanism “can be loosely defined as that which is capable of making things happen 
in the world” (p. 42). Underlying mechanisms operate autonomously in the real 
domain, they explain what happens in the actual world (actual domain) and produce 
the observable events in the world we experience and hence investigate (empirical 
domain). The real world is perhaps the most difficult one to understand. The 
underlying mechanism and structures can be interpreted as deeper lying, perhaps 
invisible social forces that give shape to what we experience in the world around us 
(actual world) and the subjects that can be researched (empirical world). Empirical 
research doesn’t necessarily produce clues about the truth, as the empirical world is 
perceived too narrow as it stands in relation to two other worlds. Therefore, 
“according to critical realism, the task of science is to explore the realm of the real 
and how it relates to the two other domains” (p.40). Thus, studying the deeper 
dimensions of reality generates knowledge for advanced understanding of the world 
we experience and the world that happens around us. Conveyed to this research, the 
relationship between citizen-led urban initiatives and municipalities is studied as an 
event in the empirical domain, but is too narrow to generate clues about what actually 
happens. Yet, the relationship is part of and an actual world and includes underlying 
mechanisms that produce the phenomena (reality). Thus, in order to understand the 
events that are studied – the relationship between the initiatives and municipalities – 
it is deemed necessary to investigate the underlying mechanisms. Thus, the 
underlying mechanisms studied in this research are the urban governance 
arrangements which produce the possibilities and constraints to gain a better 
understanding of the event – the relationship – in the actual world.  

From a methodological point of view, the attitude toward the empirical subject 
that is studied derives from the assumption that an ‘enabling’ municipality is possible 
and desirable. My point of entry to the research topic of an ‘enabling state’ started 
with the practice-based publication We Own the City (Miazzo & Kee, 2014) as well 
the Compendium for Civic Economy which equalizes the type of an enabling 
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relationship to: recognizing, inviting, connecting, legitimizing, seed-funding, 
guaranteeing, co-investing, legislating, procuring, reflecting (00:/, 2011), whereafter I 
found references to the ‘enabling’ relationship in theory (Taylor, 2007; Gerometta, et 
al., 2005). I might have also been influenced by ‘experiential knowledge’ that formed 
this assumption and perhaps naïve belief (Maxwell, 2013). My previous work 
experience with citizen-led urban initiatives in Amsterdam evidenced the potentials 
for a fruitful collaboration with top-down and bottom-up urban actors. The publication 
‘We Own the City’ has most likely strengthened this with international opportunistic 
evidence for such an enabling relationship. However, I have considered my prior 
developed optimism and/or opportunism regarding an enabling relationship between 
citizen-led urban initiatives and municipalities. Subsequently, avoiding being bias, I 
have altered my attitude to embrace a certain objectivity to allow for contrasting 
results. Thus, In order to allow for investigating the underlying mechanisms in 
Stockholm and Istanbul, I have developed a skeptical interest, pursuing a more 
critical attitude and standpoint toward the likelihood of an always positively-
associated enabling relationship between municipalities and citizen-led urban 
initiatives.  

The practical execution of data analysis in an embedded multiple-case study 
follows the Case Study Method (Yin, 2009). It prescribes to report the findings of 
each case to prepare for cross-case conclusions. Next, it is recommended to modify 
the theory, develop implications and to eventually write a cross-case report. In this 
research, the findings of each initiative (unit of analysis) are considered first 
individually and then compared with the findings of the other initiatives in the city and 
documented (case 1). The findings of the two cities (cross-case analysis) are 
presented in the Discussion section. The Discussion section compares and reflects 
the findings of both cities guided by the theoretical propositions. The data analysis is 
practically done with the use of transcribed interviews and coding the most important 
quotes that are either essential material for comparisons or unique in context. I did 
not set up the categories (similarity relations) or connections (contiguity relations) to 
structure the coded data, but those were formed along the analysis process, based 
on written memos which facilitate analytical thinking and stimulate analytical insights, 
which corresponds to the interactive approach (Maxwell, 2013).  

2.5 Validity and limitations 
The quality of the research in terms of evaluating whether the results are sound in 
relation to the research design, including the goals, conceptual framework and 
methods. Yin (2009) has developed four tests to assess the quality of the research 
design. It starts with construct validity that identifies correct operational measures for 
the concept. The construct validity in this research is attempted through the shift from 
the academic field of urban theory to the academic field of urban governance in order 
adopt a more profound analytical approach to the subjects being studied. The second 
test, External validity, refers to generalizability. This research aims to draw 
generalizable conclusions for other cities how to work with municipal bottom-up 
urban development. Through selecting contrasting case studies (Istanbul and 
Stockholm are in many ways different) it has the ambition to unveil insights that can 
say something more general on city-level. Yet, the conclusions of the cases might 
relate most to other cities that have similar features, e.g. Stockholm in relation to 
other Nordic cities and Istanbul to other cities in south Europe. As the test internal 
validity does not apply to an exploratory research, the fourth reliability is the last test 
to consider. It relates to whether the operations of a study can be repeated with the 
same results. Replicating this research will be an impossible job, given the particular 
aspects e.g. the theory that is chosen, the adopted research angle and paradigm, the 
case selection and ways to find the eight unique initiatives and the background of the 
researcher. The researcher is inherently entangled to the research and hence to the 
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research results. Basic assumptions and taken decision are personally linked to the 
researcher, although such matters are considered well. The research topic is 
determinant too, as conducting a research in a pioneering field of municipal bottom-
up urban development with quickly changing citizen-led urban initiatives and adapting 
municipalities is hardly to be replicated generating same results. Thus, replication is 
not considered to be of high relevance as each exploratory research has the ability to 
unveil new insights. Those results should be seen as new pieces of information that 
enlarge knowledge on the topic in general. 

As replication is rather unfeasible, this study comes with certain limitations. 
Practical limitations to this research where on the one hand the language barrier that 
was encountered to a larger degree in Istanbul but also to some extent in Stockholm, 
and on the other hand the access to the right respondent within the municipality. 
Firstly, locations and relations of the initiatives with the municipalities formed a 
natural selection to the municipalities that are studied. From outside it is hard to 
comprehend what position and which person within the municipality is familiar with 
municipal bottom-up urban development to elaborate on the topic. On the other hand, 
municipal officials have tight schedules and as a master student you should be happy 
to win one hour of their time for conducting an interview. For this to realize, the 
willingness of the municipal official to schedule an interview might have benefitted 
from the fact that the topic is trending and also lays within the vision of both 
municipalities (Stockholms Stad and Kadıköy district municipality). Although, it should 
be mentioned that the selection was rather arbitrary and based on eagerness from 
the municipality, which might lead to a biased view upon the municipality’s 
engagement with civil initiatives.  

2.6 Ethical considerations 
The interviews conducted for this research were aimed at two kinds of respondents. 
Firstly, the founders or key representative of the initiatives and, secondly, municipal 
representative who is familiar to the research topic. Considering the ethics, in the 
case analysis their names are held anonymous. Despite the respondents are key 
figures, using their names would not add anything in particular to the research and 
perhaps rather distract. The interviews were held in a trustworthy environment and in 
a one-to-one relationship. The recordings belong to the researcher and will not be 
made public unless the respondent gives approval. This is essential with respect to 
the sometimes complicated nature of the relationship between the initiatives and 
authorities.  

Ethically, the relationships I had with the interviewees form an essential part 
of my research, as the relationship is about trust, continuity and collaboration 
(Maxwell, 2013). The interviewees from the initiatives dedicated their valuable time of 
around an hour to an interview about their relationship with the municipality. In most 
of the cases, the relationship involved a long history of struggles and 
disappointments and from time to time as well some positive aspects. Almost all the 
interviewees hold the opinion and attitude to rather not spend their time on 
bureaucratic issues with the municipality but to work on the core idea of their 
initiative. Therefore, I sensed that for them to talk about this topic evoked some 
contradictory since it raised old frustrations and reminded them of powerless 
situations. My way to handle this situation was to often keep a grateful and 
understanding attitude toward the respondent. On the one hand, to show my 
appreciation for the willingness to discuss this sensitive topic, and on the other hand 
to win trust and reliability, what in both cases only benefitted the relationship and 
hence the interview results. I have followed the habit of introducing myself first, giving 
them the chance to introduce themselves and elaborate on the initiative to settle 
comfort, where after I presented the interview topic in order to state the interest 
clearly from the beginning. Throughout conducting the interviews I learned that 
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representatives of the initiatives rather avoid talking about their relationship with the 
municipality, as it is often not a straightforward success story, but by directing the 
interview toward the topic was attempted to create a safe environment to discuss the 
topic.  

Maxwell (2013) draws emphasis to the feelings of a researcher in a relation to 
the respondent. To me, it felt, as it was my “research project” that marked by a clear 
ending, while, on the contrary, I intruded into the lives of the interviewees. I drew the 
respondents into an interview and wanted to discuss a complex and sometimes 
sensitive issue that can hardly be grasped in a one hour interview. However, what 
usually dominated the relationship was the willingness of the interviewees to help, 
based on the common understanding and belief that something can be changed. The 
researcher cannot be separated from the research and the Critical Realism 
perspective aims to emphasize the underlying mechanisms and holds the attitude to 
change something structurally (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). Pointing out clearly 
from the beginning the interview topic, it was also mentioned that the underlying aim 
of doing research on this topic was to explore the prospect of creating structural 
change in underlying mechanisms of their relationship with the municipality – the 
urban governance arrangements.  
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3. A theoretical approach toward Bottom-up 
Urbanism and Urban Governance 
 
The concepts Bottom-up Urbanism and Urban Governance are approached from a 
theoretical stance. The first part of this chapter attempts to answer the first theoretical 
sub research question “What are the challenges for the relation between 
municipalities and citizen-led urban initiatives in municipal bottom-up urban 
development?” The field of urban theory is employed to investigate the theoretical 
concept of bottom-up urbanism and the definition and origins of citizen-led urban 
initiatives. It also examines the relationship between municipalities and citizen-led 
urban initiatives. Yet, the main research question of how municipalities can enable 
citizen-led urban initiatives demands constructive suggestions and more profound 
complexities to reflect on new government arrangements that accommodate 
municipal bottom-up urban development. Therefore, the second part of this chapter 
shifts to the field of urban governance to provide an answer to the second theoretical 
sub research question “What are possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-up 
urban development from an urban governance perspective?”. The chapter concludes 
with theoretical propositions that denote possibilities and constraints for municipal 
bottom-up urban development.  

3.1 Bottom-up urbanism 
 
A first understanding of the concept Bottom-up urbanism benefits from employing a 
relative positioning in the broader concept of Urbanism. Kelbaugh (2007) 
distinguishes three paradigms within Urbanism. Firstly, ‘The Formal/Classical 
Paradigm’ brings forward New Urbanism, a utopian view that creates the idealistic 
city with strong emphasis on mixed-use of various physical elements that produces 
positive effects on society. The relation between physical form and social behavior 
takes a more integrated and less obvious form in Everyday Urbanism that belongs to 
‘The informal/vernacular paradigm’. Its goals stay more or less undefined but it 
generally celebrates the ordinary life by its informality and bottom-up character. The 
third paradigm ‘The avant-Garde/Inventive Paradigm’ called Post-Urbanism covers 
the globalized abstract high-standard architectural projects with little or no 
engagement with the public. Haas & Olsson (2014) retitle the last paradigm as Post-
Urbanism, and expands with two more ideals. ‘Re-urbanism’ relates to re-production 
of historical precedents expressed in a modern way of life with prescribed places of 
gathering. Next, ‘Green Urbanism’ outlines a holistic view on the urban environment 
with a central role for nature and resilience through technology in the public realm 
and open spaces. For obvious reasons, bottom-up urbanism, as centralized in this 
research, finds position within the Everyday Urbanism paradigm. 

3.1.1 Contextualizing Bottom-up Urbanism and Citizen-led urban 
initiatives 
 
Everyday Urbanism is considered to be the most modest, incremental and 
compassionate paradigm that builds upon and favors what already exists, and 
emerges from the bottom (Kelbaugh, 2007). In addition to building on the existence, 
this type of urbanism intends to improve the public’s urban experience; through 
temporary or permanent actions that address serious local urban problems. Doing 
so, it forms a critical challenge for urban governance, management and planning 
(Finn, 2014).  
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An understanding to the concept of Bottom-up Urbanism 
The practices being categorized under Everyday Urbanism find various labels in 
urban theory. Scholars generated manifold perspectives in attempt to dismantle the 
different forms and shapes that fall under ‘Everyday Urbanism’. The main concepts 
denote Tactical Urbanism, Guerrilla Urbanism, Temporary Urbanism, Pop-Up 
Urbanism and Insurgent Urbanism, of which many are part of the Do-It-Yourself (DIY) 
movement (Finn, 2014). In order to simplify the range of ‘isms’, Bottom-up urbanism 
and DIY urbanism are perceived somewhat equivalent and are used interchangeably.  

Finn (2014) outlines three indicators that categorize the DIY movement 
centralized in his paper “DIY urbanism: implications for cities”. He aims to go beyond 
the commonly emphasized benefits in order to draw attention also to the potential 
harms, drawbacks and limitations to official planning. The categorization firstly sets 
out that the urban initiatives are initiated by citizens. Secondly, it denotes that the 
initiatives’ aims vary, but that also a commonality can be observed. The commonality 
denotes that many initiatives have occurred to increase or extend official municipal 
infrastructure in public space. Thus, it supplements to what is provided by 
municipalities. Consequently, the role is rather functional than aesthetic or political. 
Finally, since citizens are the producers of the initiatives they are also the users and 
hence the main beneficiaries.  

The indicators by Finn (2014) provide a somewhat clear, but yet insufficient 
overview of the type of initiatives categorized as DIY urbanism. Other scholars that 
review this type of urbanism expand the description. The initiatives present in fact a 
diverging category. The most unifying factor among them is probably their diversity 
(Iveson, 2013; Talen, 2014). Assuming that there is no normative position toward 
what can be categorized as DIY Urbanism. Similarly, the absence of a defined end-
state is visible in its aesthetics as well as observable to its outcomes (Talen, 2014). 
Yet, its diverging commonality and unclear end state lead to a still somewhat 
fragmented description. A more unifying character can be explored in its relation to 
the urban system. Its relation can be described as “being in direct opposition to top-
down, capital-intensive, and bureaucratically sanctioned urban change of the kind 
most often associated with urban planning” (Talen, 2014, p.2). There is belief that 
such small-scale interventions can provoke a change in economic or political spheres 
(Zeiger, 2011a). Together, as Zardini (2008) argues, they have the potential to, on 
the one hand, oppose the contemporary growth society, while, on the other hand, 
they “propose alternative lifestyles, reinvent our daily lives, and reoccupy urban 
space with new uses” (p. 16). Moreover, Hou (2010) denotes that such alternative 
city-making has the ability to challenge the conventional power structures, 
conventional procedures and traditional purposes. For instance, the conventional 
city-making is challenged when existing public spaces are taken over either 
permanently or temporary to inject new functions and meanings.  

Thus, a transformative character is employed for the purpose of forming a 
counterpart to prevailing forces that currently structure the urban environment. Doing 
so, the initiatives are generally constructed outside governmental structures and 
neoliberal redevelopment policies (Talen, 2014). Examining the relations to the urban 
system, Brenner (2015) analyzes what the citizen-initiated efforts can potentially offer 
cities that are governed by a neoliberal regime. More specifically, his paper 
centralizes “Is tactical urbanism an alternative to neoliberal urbanism?”. He states 
that particularly outside the control of specific organizational frameworks lay the 
generative sources to confront emergent urban issues. The sources emerge from the 
bottom and leave room for professionals to participate in and actively stimulate the 
efforts. In fact, the efforts are rather a proactive response to solve what is currently 
missing or unmet in the urban space. This stands in contrast to a more conventional, 
reactive response to highlight a problem or a reaction to for instance requests for 
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proposals (Brenner, 2015). Also, recent trends of urban transformation prevail that 
public spaces become centers of consumption that centralize individuals and hence 
draw away from centers of production (Haas & Olsson, 2014). With citizens as 
producers, the benefits they experience are not expressed in fiscal terms. Rather the 
absence of fiscal means and gatekeeping mechanisms are prominent. Unlike other 
efforts, citizen-led urban initiatives go beyond serving the individual stakeholders for 
consumption of the benefits, instead focus is drawn to benefitting a user-friendly 
urban environment that serves all.   

The term ‘citizen-led urban initiatives’ derives from Finn’s terminology ‘citizen-
led place-making’. But instead of Place-making, urban initiatives is the topic of this 
research. The terminology ‘citizen-led urban initiatives’ is believed to indicate certain 
aspects. Those aspects correspond to the initial categorization of Finn (2014) and the 
additional characteristics provided by other scholars. It indicates firstly that the 
initiatives are citizen-initiated. Secondly, that they refer to the urban environment and 
are initiated outside the conventional planning system. Thirdly, that they are led by 
citizens what could presume a certain transformative character that challenges the 
conventional planning system. The citizen-led urban initiatives could be confused 
with engagements of civil society in urban development, however, the following 
presentation of the history show that citizens have always come together on an 
individual basis to address a pressing need or concern related to their urban 
environment.  
 
The history of Bottom-up Urbanism 
Bottom-up urbanism, as the collecting term for citizen-led urban initiatives, appears 
as being contemporary. However, Talen (2014) argues in “Do-it-Yourself Urbanism: 
A History” that DIY urbanism is not new, neither are the tactics nor the driving forces. 
An insight to the history provides more profound understanding of the roots and 
ideology of the emergence of the initiatives.  

Where Finn (2014) traces its emergence back the mid-20th century in France, 
Talen (2014) argues that the history that reveals the emergence of DIY urbanism 
goes back even further. According to Talen (2014) arguing from the case of the U.S., 
DIY urbanism is part of a longer tradition of civic engagement and city improvement. 
Outside formal municipal planning, the citizen-initiated efforts emerged from a 
common enthusiasm for city improvement from bottom-up. The first citizen-generated 
efforts in the early 19th century were carried out with the belief to make the city more 
livable and beautiful. Here it becomes already obvious that the efforts relate to the 
planning profession, as that had not yet come to existence. Hence, citizens and 
associations attempted “to improve cities in small-scale ways, from the bottom-up, 
and without direct involvement of government” (p.8). Without a formal municipal 
planning framework, it was no question of going around the system to provide small 
and incremental changes that the planning officials lacked to deliver. On the contrary, 
and also in contrast to hegemonic urban practices, the small-scale interventions were 
intended to supply what was needed and aimed to become part of the large-scale 
master plans once that came to existence. When the modernistic urban planning field 
emerged in the early 1960s, and master plans were developed, they were intended 
to run as a smooth and efficient machinery in order to master the urban environment 
with little attention to human-scale details (Zardini, 2008).  

Finn (2014) identifies an even more reactive response in the emergence of 
Bottom-up Urbanism. He traces its emergence back to France where in the mid-20th 
century a Paris-based collective reacted to the era’s shift toward modern architectural 
design and rational planning. In the 1960s and 1970s the controversial experiments 
took more serious forms in opposition to the ongoing shift. The collectives 
increasingly related their efforts closer to urban issues. By doing so, they blurred the 
lines between architecture, art and urban design with temporary design as well as 
practical solutions as results. In the same time period, Lefebvre introduced the 
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concept of “The Right to the City” which is much further elaborated, revised and 
rearticulated by efforts of Harvey and other scholars who they inspired (Stickells, 
2011). What is remarkable here, is its responsive character to contemporary 
developments in urban planning and the demand for greater control over direct 
surroundings. Finn (2014) observes in that era a turning point in the general public 
opinion. The public started to question the top-down system’s strong dominance that 
was characterized by highly managerial and technical approaches. It built up to what 
in the late 1960s started to emerge as more common debates on the appropriate role 
for citizens in urban planning and design and policy-making, now within the formal 
planning framework. Nowadays, community participation is more widely accepted if 
not minimally required in discussions related to effectiveness and ethical practices in 
municipal planning and management. However, participation developed into 
becoming more of an exercise in persuasion (Stickells, 2011). 
 
Why citizen-led urban initiatives resurface 
Zardini (2008) claims that the practices that manifested themselves in the 1960s and 
1970s are now resurfacing. After a temporary absence marked by a couple of 
decades, nowadays citizen-led urban initiatives flow and re-emerge in new forms and 
at unexpected places. What is observed is “a shift from passivity in which we comply 
with what is offered up every day, to an active posture not so much of resistance, but 
of a quest. If we observe the contemporary urban world attentively, we see new 
forms emerge, microbe-like, singular, and plural practices that develop outside the 
rules and regulations that inform our current urban system” (Zardini, 2008, p.15). 
Since the early 2000s, Finn (2014) observes a true movement in which these actions 
such as art, urban activism and urban life are captured driven by shifts in thinking 
about citizens’ roles in urban planning. Why these urban practices tend to resurface 
is an essential question to understand the motifs and ideology behind the emergence 
of the initiatives. Inevitable, explanations strongly link to contemporary thinking about 
the role of citizens in urban planning and development. Fundamentally, the small-
scale interventions are motivated by necessity as well as carried out from optimism 
and enthusiasm for small-scale actions (Talen, 2014). Even though Talen (2014) 
argues that the emergence of the citizen initiatives is not new, Iveson (2013) signals 
contemporary collectivity and a will to change and transform the urban environment.  

Such collectivity and will can be framed as a particular type of human right to 
the urban environment. Mayer (2009) argues that addressing this human right, as an 
exercise of The Right to the City, sparked various waves of social movements. The 
Right to the City, as explained by Harvey (2008), is a human right that goes beyond 
individual freedom to access urban resources. Instead, it departs from an individual 
desire to change the city after our own individual desires to change ourselves. Since 
action is believed to be exercised from collective spirits, The Right to the City is 
framed as a common right - as “the most precious yet most neglected of our human 
rights” (p. 23). Through utilizing collective power, the right is based on the will and 
practice to reshape the processes of urbanization. Especially since the last decade 
the idea of The Right to the City has undergone a certain revival (Harvey, 2012).  

Mayer states that the first wave started to emerge in the 1960s. In the U.S., 
these movements reacted to struggles with the crisis of Fordism to build a more 
progressive and democratic society. European-based, Lefebvre wrote his seminal 
essay on The Right to the City in 1967 that coincides with the urban social 
movements of 1968 that “sought to define a different way of urban living from that 
which was being imposed upon them by capitalist developers and the state” (Harvey, 
2012, p.22). Mayer (2009) observed a shift in that era, in the U.S. as well as in 
Europe, from productive (labor-related issues) to reproductive (issues concerning 
people’s life in neighborhoods). In this shift, the relation of citizen’s engagement in 
urban development by means of addressing The Right to the City surfaces.  
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The second wave results from an increasing intertwined relationship between 
capitalism and urbanization which sparked a neoliberalized climate (Harvey, 2008). 
Social movements in the 1980s addressed the concern for and politics of this 
emerging neoliberal paradigm. As such, the movement terrain became more complex 
with the greater variety of concerns, resulting in more varied and more fragmented 
forms of urban protest (Mayer, 2009). Using the idea of The Right to the City seemed 
to help to address the resistance against the neoliberalization of the urban.  

A third period was characterized by roll-out neoliberalism throughout the 
1990s. Mayer (2009) points out that beyond imperative market mechanisms, the 
emphasis of the neoliberal dominance shifted to side-projects that found their 
implementation in urban issues. For instance, local economic development policies 
and community-based programs to serve economic competitiveness. This so-called 
“revitalized urban growth machine” that urged the “politically regressive, 
individualized and competitive direction” (p.365) considerably pushed the 
development of The Right to the City movement (Mayer, 2009).  

As a fourth wave, Mayer (2009) denotes that urbanization has gone global. 
Until the global financial crisis in 2008, the housing market was perceived as an 
important stabilizer of the global economy. With the globalization of national 
economies and urban processes, urban development took another transformation of 
scale. The economy and the urban got so intensively intertwined that the crisis 
sharped social divides and increased urban polarization (Harvey, 2012). As a 
response, citizen initiatives reinvented their main purposes and revisited their actions 
and impact by implementing local social and employment programs (Mayer, 2009).  

 
The Right to the City applied to the urban environment 
Although, the initiatives that emerge from bottom-up are part of a longer tradition of 
efforts that address city livability, The Right to the City movement seemed to have 
attributed power and significance to recently initiated citizen-led urban practices 
(Stickells, 2011). Lefebvre breaks down the concept of The Right to the City into two 
practical rights. Firstly, ‘the right to participate’ which allows citizens to “access and 
influence decisions that produce urban space”. Secondly, ‘the right to appropriate’ 
allows citizens the “right to access, occupy and use the space and create new space 
that meets people’s needs” (Stickells, 2011, p.215). 

 “The right to appropriate” addresses interventions in the use of space, aimed 
to challenge the norms of the conventional city making. Often commodified spaces 
are challenged (Stickells, 2011). Hou (2010) describes appropriation as “it represents 
actions and manners through which the meaning, ownership and structure of official 
public spaces can be temporarily or permanently suspended” (p.13). This perception 
of use of public spaces acknowledges the people’s efforts for transforming an 
existing public space according their desires. Appropriation in relation to neoliberal 
urbanism is mentioned by Brenner, et al. (2009) as the use of a space that is never 
fixed. Urban space under capitalism is continually shaped and reshaped under 
unabated clash of oppositional social forces. The conflict arises between the 
exchange value (profit-oriented) and use-value (everyday-life) dimensions (Brenner, 
et al, 2009). As that is where the right to appropriate should refer to, the right to use 
and not the right to exchange (Purcell, 2003). As such, the initiatives from bottom-up 
embark on restoring the use value (Lefebvre, 1966 cited in Brenner & Elden, 2009).  

 “The right to participate” addresses interventions in the production of space, 
aimed to defy the city’s requirement for citizen interventions. In addition, it engages 
the public in the debate around city-making (Stickells, 2011). It gives citizens the right 
to take a central role in decision-making process in any scale of urban development 
(Purcell, 2003). According to Hou (2010) citizen acts represent various “small yet 
persistent challenges against the increasingly regulated, privatized and diminishing 
forms of public space” (p.1). Although besides the somewhat narrow focus on public 
spaces, it is mentioned that this act emerges in many cities around the world. From 
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this it can be understood that a proactive response emerges globally against a 
certain type of public space, namely the regulated, privatized and diminishing forms. 
Mayer (2009) observes needs-oriented movement activities, as a proactive response 
that is more pragmatic and aligned with people’s desires. Especially evident since 
Harvey (2008) argues that those increasingly privatized public spaces seem to not be 
so much directed to ordinary citizens. Thus, underlining this proactive response, 
public spaces are being occupied and converted, adapted and transformed into new 
uses and to support new functions and activities (Hou, 2010). It is remarkable that 
the notion of citizens under the Right to the City has developed into a proactive 
citizenship towards addressing certain set of human rights.  

3.1.2 Challenges for the relation between municipalities and 
citizen-led urban initiatives 
 
After gaining insight to the Bottom-up Urbanism and the definition and origins of 
citizen-led urban initiatives, the relational component between the actors needs to be 
pointed out. This section employs the field of urban theory for discovering the 
dynamics between the top-down and bottom-up urban actors that are positioned 
central to this research: municipalities and citizen-led urban initiatives. Both actors 
experience considerable difficulties in relation to one another (Finn, 2014). 
 
Actors in Bottom-up urbanism 
New urban actors enter the urban sphere as citizen-led urban initiatives increasingly 
emerge and claim their rights to the urban environment. These new urban subjects 
will act and thus interfere with existing actors and authority-holders that govern the 
city; causing challenges for urban governance (Finn, 2014). According to Talen 
(2014), the challenges regarding the relation of the two urban actors have always 
addressed the complex issue whether the bottom-up urban practices should be 
supported by government-sanctioned planning or instead not be merged into 
bureaucratic complexities. More recently, it has also addressed whether the role of 
neoliberalization that has taken over the responsibility from the state to deliver what 
the formal planning does not deliver. Governmental actors raise doubts about 
whether the interventions should simply be ignored or whether this shortsighted 
behavior should be replaced with strategies to usefully engage with the growing 
enthusiasm for citizen-led efforts (Finn, 2014). As stated before, in the earlier phase 
of civic engagement, the efforts of small-scale urban improvements tried to build 
toward a larger, government-backed approach to urban environment, whereas in the 
later phase urban practices tried to work around the formal municipal planning 
system. Both approaches occurred out of necessity, as earlier the government-
backed municipal improvement did not exist and later the institutionalized, 
government-backed planning did not deliver, Talen (2014) argues.  

The small-scale improvement efforts, as outlined by Talen, have always 
existed outside the government-sanctioned planning agendas. Meaning, as Finn 
(2014) puts it, citizens actually have always helped shaping the urban environment. 
However, professionals responsible for formal municipal planning have not always 
appreciated these efforts. In fact, Talen (2014) emphasizes that the efforts might 
have been regarded as “irrelevant or even counterproductive” (p.9). Which is 
remarkable in the sense that “DIY activities that position themselves as local and 
grassroots thus paradoxically circumvent the very same community-based 
participatory and fair-share processes that planners have worked diligently to enact 
in many cities” (Finn, 2014, p.391). As it becomes clear that professional urban 
actors and citizens performing as urban actors through enacting citizen-led urban 
initiatives in fact strive for the alike outcome of city improvement through increased 
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public participation, it should be seen as valid reason to argue for both actors to 
pursue municipal bottom-up urban development.  

Yet, it can be asked what are the municipal officials’ constraints for not being 
better at constructively engaging active citizens in urban planning? Brenner (2015) 
argues that the major problems of urbanization, today, are grounded in the inability of 
institutions. The traditional notions of planning and governance, Finn observes 
(2014), form a natural challenge and complexity to the engagement with these 
initiatives. He explains that the problem lies in the lack of creativity, flexibility, 
imagination and efficacy that in turn provokes a soft rebellion against a planning 
status quo, which is criticized for by being overly bureaucratic and characterized by 
slowness. Internally the top-down planning system may also suffer from struggles 
with inefficient politics, corrupt bureaucracy and economic insufficiency as causes 
that lead to a withdrawn formal planning (Brenner, 2015).  
 
Challenges for governments to engage in bottom-up urbanism 
Citizen involvement in the urban sphere through DIY actions or anything similar to 
that has not always been perceived as useful or beneficiary by professionals part of 
the formal planning structure (Talen, 2014). Although in this era, active citizens push 
their efforts to the forefront as “a potential self-selected cohort of able and informed 
citizens ripe for this kind of engagement”. This civic engagement is what planners are 
in fact continually looking for in order to increase public participation in municipal 
planning (Finn, 2014, p.393).  

As suggestions for how planners can work with these citizen efforts, Finn 
(2014) outlines possible ways. The first possibility suggests creating programs “that 
empower citizens to become involved in local space design and management, not 
only through traditional advisory or commentary roles but also in more active ways” 
(p.393). These programs nurture city officials to stimulate citizen empowerment and 
creative approaches to urban issues, while maintaining their structural and formal 
supervision of the process. Secondly, what Finn calls ‘DIY tactics’ finds form in short-
term experiments. The underlying aim is for the city to recognize and understand how 
citizens can be more usefully engaged in the planning process and how potential 
changes can be tested. Thirdly, the use of dialog involving ‘DIY advocates’ might be 
gainful to planners to explore the utility and practicality of alternative solutions. The 
emphasis of this dialog should be on gaining inspiration which helps envisioning city 
improvements. Meanwhile, the function of planning in relation to these citizen-led 
improvements should be perceived as a useful alley rather than an enemy. Dialogues 
is found as best suitable for cities to start with, as Finn denotes “these kind of open 
dialogue, creative problems-solving and partnerships between officials and DIY 
activists is a critical first step if, indeed, local planners are interested in exploring and 
tapping the DIY movement’s potential” (p.394).  

Fundamentally, Finn aims to present, on the one hand, the possibilities for 
DIY actions, like the ones what are presented above. These possibilities are believed 
to be innovative and are adoptable and adaptable within the official municipal 
planning framework (2014). On the other hand, Brenner (2015) argues that it requires 
a certain attitude from city officials. If professions do more meaningfully engage with 
the urban issues, it might hold the power to utilize urban practices from bottom-up 
more seriously than only a decorative tool to camouflage the institutional inabilities. 
Professions involved in urban issues could enhance their capacity “to make durable, 
progressive urban interventions by engaging more systematically with questions of 
institutional (re)design  - that is systems of collectively binding rules that govern the 
production, use, occupation, and appropriation of space” (Brenner, 2015, p.5). A new 
set of collectively shared, creative capacities should be spread among professionals 
to coproduce, cohabitate and coexist (Brenner, 2015). Potential results are aimed 
toward a more efficient, transparent, inclusive and collaborative form of government. 
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Challenges and complexities that obstruct this are a somewhat 
underexamined field (Finn, 2014). On the one hand, what is crucial is in the first 
place the involvement of the citizens. The functionality of municipal bottom-up urban 
development is believed to rely on the citizens’ creative and entrepreneurial spirit. 
However, on the other hand, integrating the citizen’s engagement in formal planning, 
Finn states, runs the risk of citizens who legitimize the planning process while 
planners hold the pride of facilitating a transparent and participatory process. 
Therefore, the mentality of professionals to go outside the conventional borders of 
governance is vital too (Brenner, 2015). Notably, why would one need a trained and 
credentialed planner or designer if the general opinion is associated with 
ineffectiveness, undesirable urban conditions and poor sources of solutions? (Finn, 
2014). Furthermore, the formal structure of modern municipal planning is still 
relatively closed to informal initiatives, as relationships between the private market 
and the public sector are further developed (Finn, 2014). This means that local 
governments are largely focused on managing and shaping private resources. City 
officials do in fact have also other responsibilities than solely working with citizen 
initiatives, which should be acknowledged and respected (Finn, 2014). Of greater risk 
is urban activists who challenge the status quo and frame their agenda as alternative 
and hold anti-statist and anti-planning mentalities (Brenner, 2015). The struggle here 
might be the considerable confusion or divergence among designers about the 
meaning and implications of the notion of bottom-up urban development, since not all 
of the examples of civil initiatives bear acupunctural, participatory and open-source 
aspects. Underlying this confusion is probably the invisibility of the process that 
steers to an alternative future (Brenner, 2015). The informed, creative and 
entrepreneurial citizens seem to develop into urban activists who are not necessarily 
organized in set framework but act loosely. 

 
Challenges for citizens to engage with municipal planning  
As the municipal perspective is described above, next is how citizens engage with 
municipal planning. Related to the position and power of the state, how do citizens try 
to position themselves? Deslandes (2013) names citizens behind the informal urban 
practices ‘non-professional urban actors’. This might imply a dichotomy with 
professional urban actors, such as architects, urban designers and planners.  

However, instead of focusing on bipolar characteristics between formal and 
informal or professional and non-professional urban actors, Deslandes (2013) draws 
attention to the system of urban planning with focus on the accessibility for both 
experts and non-expert citizens to influence regulations. In the U.S., based on the 
idea that urban planning regulations often do not sufficiently serve the interests of the 
ordinary people, ‘non-professional urban actors’ advocate against the high entry-
barriers to access space to organize initiatives. Parallels can be drawn with claiming 
the right to appropriate through the right to participate (Purcell, 2003). In order to alter 
this, citizens act as ‘non-expert citizens’ to find ways to enter the professionalized 
structure and ‘hack the city’ from bottom-up. This is indeed a move against formal 
structures, but more against the entry-barriers in order to open up the system than 
directly addressing their colleagues, the experts in the system. In other words, Finn 
(2014) highlights that city making should come from the hands of their own citizens 
who reject the tradition of formal organizations to build for them. According to 
Deslandes (2013) the dominance of government and finance capital allows 
professionals that are part of the system to have easier access, while citizens face 
‘impoverishment of individual practitioners’. Thus, citizens who do initiate the projects 
are as much advocates for a better living environment as well as hackers of the 
system. Accurate to current society’s challenges, Zeiger (2011a) sympathizes with 
the generation of just graduated architects, design professionals and urban planners 
in the aftermath of the global financial crisis. Not surprising that re-energized by the 
global financial crisis, the reaction to counter the influence of dominant institutions 
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and corporations was overwhelming (Brenner, et al., 2009). On the one hand, they 
face major struggles finding a job in the field, but, on the other hand, they are 
generally the ones identified as the initiators of DIY urbanism who work outside 
professional boundaries but are still related to urban issues. Staying consciously out 
of the system with an ‘anti-professional approach to urbanism’, active citizen and/or 
emerging urbanists either tend to aim to reach a higher goal, one that opens up the 
system and makes resources wider available (Deslandes, 2013) or they simply don’t 
want to wait for bureaucracies for something to happen and instead address issues 
on their own (Finn, 2014; Talen, 2014). 

Hence, it can be understood that citizens here are perceived as individuals 
who act from individual convictions (Talen, 2014). Yet, they also seem to unite and 
conform around commonly agreed concerns and needs for action which brings them 
together. They share certain attitudes and the will to challenge the conventional. This 
results in a rather loosely organized structure. Confusing citizen-led urban initiatives 
with civil society organizations is hereby attempted to be withdrawn. Through 
addressing the Right to the City, citizens base their actions on a human right that 
people should have a say in the development of their direct surroundings (Stickells, 
2011). Although it might be relatively invisible who is represented or aimed to be 
represented. As Iveson puts it “to give birth to a new city by acting politically will 
require us to make public claims on behalf of small-scale tactical interventions in the 
city which often thrive on a form of invisibility” (2013, p.947). Iveson also stresses 
that becoming organized is difficult in terms of finding ways of public engagement 
and to form a strategy. 

The integration of citizen-led urban initiatives in the government-sanctioned 
planning shows differences with the past; formerly the citizen’s earlier aim was 
steered toward integration, but now a fear can be sensed (Talen, 2014). The efforts 
in the earlier era were initiated particularly to be integrated in the system, while now 
the discussion revolves around staying out of the system to avoid the potential to 
undermine its effectiveness and legitimacy. As well as its authenticity (Zeiger, 
2011b). Either citizen activists aim to work around the system to create an alternative 
urban environment or, secondly, whether citizen activists take the freedom to act in 
the reality of a withdrawing planning system. Nowadays urban activists open 
alternative spaces (new urban spaces) that release the power of space to an 
alternative social and environmental purpose (Brenner, 2015).  

3.2 Urban governance 
 
The field of Urban Theory provided a contextualization to the theoretical concept 
‘Bottom-up Urbanism’ and highlighted the most pivotal issues between urban actors 
and the challenges that follow. Yet, the field of urban theory is not considered to be 
satisfying to the degree that it provides a complete theoretical framework that is 
capable to address the main research question “How can municipalities enable 
citizen-led urban initiatives?”. In fact, the complex dynamics between bottom-up and 
top-down urban actors inevitably raises challenges in relation to urban governance. 
In the quest of what is urban governance, “governance is about the capacity to get 
things done in the face of complexity, conflict and social change: organisations, 
notably but not only urban governments, empower themselves by blending their 
resources, skills and purpose with others” (Kearns & Paddison, 2000, p.847). Taken 
from this definition, the situation of complexity, conflict and social change connects 
well with the interplay between urban actors who deal with contemporary urban 
challenges. The practicality of how municipalities relate to citizen-led urban initiatives 
is to a large degree determined by how the formal municipal planning copes with the 
potential useful input from the new urban actors from bottom-up (Finn, 2014). And 
vis-à-vis, for citizen-led urban initiatives, does the level of support from the 
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municipality still leaves enough space for the effectiveness that is considered as its 
key attraction; or conversely, does it pose limits to effectuate change outside formal 
municipal planning? (Talen, 2014). The risk is here whether involvement with 
traditional planning undermines the initiative’s popularity and legitimacy. City 
authorities show a growing interest in and enthusiasm for this niche of civic 
engagement called citizen-led urban initiatives. However, parallel to that, Finn 
stresses ongoing municipal attempts for other kinds of public participation, budget 
crisis and other responsibilities. Hence, while opportunities and solutions to initiate 
urban practices are widely spread among bottom-up activists, the complexities posed 
to municipal officials are rather underexposed and insufficiently examined (Finn, 
2014), as well as the issues of institutionalization versus authenticity and 
effectiveness of the initiatives is considered to be essential (Talen, 2014).  
 The Urban Theory originates from recent years and is predominantly U.S.-
based. As well, insufficient thought is given to its implications regarding larger 
governance issues that occur within inter-actor dynamics. In order to expand the 
knowledge, the field of urban governance gives more analytical directions based on 
theory that generally dates back ten years ago and is partly rooted in the U.S. but 
also comes from Europe. Therefore, the theoretical base is extended to the field of 
Urban Governance. This field is employed for an analytical search into ‘new 
government arrangements’ that reveals contemporary complexities in urban 
governance. This section seeks to answer “What are possibilities and constraints for 
municipal bottom-up urban development from an urban governance perspective?”.  
 
The following suggestions present possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-
up urban development. The suggestions range from, firstly, closely related to the 
municipal framework to, the last one, emerging entirely independent the municipal 
framework. 
 
Governance innovation 
While a planning framework was still absent in the 19th century, autonomous civic 
improvements and city beautification were initiated aimed to deliver what the 
government did not deliver. The 20th century brought life to city planning which 
absorbed the various civil initiatives (Talen, 2014). This resulted in increased 
expectations by citizens for governments to take responsibility for creating a livable 
city, as Mayer argues (2009). However, she continues, characterized by the 21st 
century, the government-sanctioned planning failed to take its responsibility and let 
the commercial sector take care. In the 1980s, after social movements addressed the 
neoliberalization of politics, and local governments had to deal with tighter budgets, 
formal planning modestly shifted focus to innovative ways to handle the dynamics of 
the actors behind city improvement actions. Thus, top-down actors attempted to 
create an environment responsive to incorporate citizen-led efforts (Mayer, 2009). 
Such responsive environment can be called a governance arrangement. Gerometta, 
et al. (2005) in the paper “Social Innovation and Civil Society in Urban Governance - 
Strategies for an Inclusive City” interprets governance arrangement as “an urban 
governance arrangement in this approach is understood as a specific setting of 
different actors with specific shared norms and values (institutions), who reach 
decisions on urban places” (p.2015).  

In the current political-economic urban context, similar dynamics seem to 
reoccur. Top-down actors open up the governance arrangements for a variety of non-
state actors through adopting innovatory processes (Swyngedouw, 2005). Partially 
because today’s society does not allow for only the state to govern (Tayler, 2007). 
Partially, because under the current crisis of the welfare state in the city, the 
predominant global neoliberal political-economic regime can be found which 
stimulates the rise of civil initiatives (Gerometta, et al., 2005). This current political-
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economic regime influenced urban governance in a number of ways, as Kearns & 
Paddison point out in their paper on “New Challenges for Urban Governance” (2000). 
Three central themes regarding the changing urban governance are outlined. Multi-
level activity is one of the major shifts that illustrate how city governments 
increasingly favor collaboration over competition among and in their relation to local 
actors. At the same time, it illustrates how they struggle with the understanding and 
problem-solving of issues that occur on different levels. A second major theme in 
current governance discussions is the shift from what is done to how things are 
decided. Such decision-making processes relate to the preferred quality of urban 
governance, as an effective administration, and open and accountable politics have 
recently risen in importance. The last key trend in urban governance centers on 
incorporating new innovative ways of working, like, to be creative, to build strengths 
and to access and utilize resources. This is especially vital at the local, neighborhood 
level, where local knowledge is being identified and utilized, local institutional 
capacity is built and social capital is developed. The local level has raised importance 
under globalization as nation states are deemed less capable to manage issues that 
largely affect local scales (Taylor, 2007). The role of the state has changed too, as 
Gerometta, et al. (2005) denote that the UK and Germany have introduced ‘the 
enabling state’ in social policy “in which the state keeps responsibility for central 
problems of societal welfare while promoting an infrastructure of civic engagement 
for citizens to take matters increasingly into their own hands” (p.2013). This 
innovative approach to governance creates opportunities for citizens to enhance 
participatory methods and to be involved in decision-making processes. 

The effects of  ‘innovatory processes’ are the following: opportunities occur 
for actors who have formerly been excluded in taking part in the governance of urban 
issues, who are now welcomed to enter such governance arrangements. Hence, it 
could be argued that the rise of neoliberal-oriented planning positively influenced the 
space for citizen-led initiatives to emerge and through its active presence to 
challenge conventional structures. Outcomes of changing urban governance have 
led to self-organizing networks on the local scale in which partnerships have become 
more important.  

 
New governance with citizens as toolmakers 
The way citizens are involved in the application of government’s initiated governance 
innovation is the next question to bring up. Blomgren Bingham, et al. (2005) in the 
paper Practices and Processes for Stakeholders and Citizen Participation in the 
Work of the Government argue that “the new governance also involves people and 
the processes through which they participate in the work of the government” (p.547). 
Which suggest looking at practice to develop alternatives in urban governance. 
Borrowed from the academic field of Public Administration, Blomgren Bingham, et al. 
(2005) argue for reinventing urban governance into ‘new governance’. With its origins 
in the U.S., it permits citizens and stakeholders to actively participate in the work of 
the government. Central in this perspective is the significant importance given to 
involvement of citizens in decision-making processes. In new governance, not only 
tools need to be considered but also practices and processes for citizen participation. 
As the academic field lags behind and traditional policy makers lack collaboration, 
negotiation and facilitation skills, Blomgren Bingham, et al. (2005) insist on citizens 
as tool-makers and tool-users. Hence, new governance is intended to facilitate more 
citizen engagement in the work of the government based on an environment of 
collaboration where activities and goals are formulated from shared visions and 
power.  

What is needed to achieve this form of governance is, as Blomgren Bingham, 
et al. (2005) indicate to implement new governance institutions at the local level. The 
local level may in fact be the most suitable level. National governments are 
considered to be less able to help and less relevant to the city’s challenges. In 
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addition to the new governance mode introduced by Blomgren Bingham, et al. 
(2005), an outcome of occurring interdependence is the shared or blurred 
responsibilities as mentioned by Kearns & Paddison (2000). In elaboration on the 
responsibilities, it is said that the capacity does not only lie in one place; in fact the 
involved actors blend their resources, skills and purposes and cross-organizational 
borders that empower themselves. It becomes clear that the process is emphasized 
rather than the end product. Emerging in urban governance is the importance of the 
process, as it become almost as crucial to its outcomes (Kearns & Paddison, 2000). 
What remains lacking is the guidance on how, when and with whom to engage 
(Blomgren Bingham, et al., 2005). 

 
Critique: Re-centralized state control 
Earlier in the 2000s, governance was still seen as a useful and competent instrument 
to insert more flexibility and creativity to changing urban contexts. Governance was 
“not an attempt to regain control so much as an attempt to manage and regulate 
difference and to be creative in urban areas which are themselves experiencing 
considerable change” (Kearns & Paddison, 2000, p.847). However, although the 
emergence of room for manouvre for citizen-efforts to occur, Swyngedouw (2005) 
argues that such emerging innovative horizontal and networks arrangements are so-
called Janus-faced. The paradox, he explains, lies in the new governance 
arrangements that on the one hand intend to empower society while on the other 
hand produce a greater autocratic governmentality from their position of a broadly 
neoliberal political-economic order. In other words “the combined outcome of this 
leads to often more autocratic, non-transparent systems of governance that – as 
institutions – wield considerable power and, thus, assign, considerable, albeit 
internally uneven power, to those who are entitled (through a selective random 
process of invitation) to participate” (p.2000). The urban governance arrangements 
impose more constraints to those in weaker power positions than those in more 
favorable positions that take advantageous of the structures (Gerometta, et al., 
2005). In addition, the real influence the non-state actors are able to exercise within 
such newly formed governance arrangements is disputable (Taylor, 2007). In further 
explanation, Swyngedouw clarifies that the problem here is that the state enlarges its 
realm of ‘governing’ in which it can redefine and rearticulate the state-civil society 
relationship through applying new technologies that form a consolidation of an 
imposed and authoritarian neoliberalism. What is striking is the issue of entitlement 
and status, meaning, who can, is, or will be allowed to participate and conversely 
who is willing to participate, if there is not decided to opt-out and reject participation. 
Next, the structure of representation within civil initiatives is also critical, as the 
initiatives have broadly differing instruments of deciding on representation. In 
contrast, established formal actors have more or less clear instruments of deciding 
on representation, as they have on accountability. As a consequence of unclear lines 
of representation, civil initiatives essentially also lack clear lines of accountability, 
resulting in problems with legitimacy. As influential is the order of governance, that 
allows a hierarchy from grand principles to codifying and formalizing the principles to 
the actual implementation, which however can operate at all spatial levels, whereas 
the previous discussed issues vary significantly depending on the order of the 
governing network. 

This critical viewpoint, as addressed by Swyngedouw (2005), illustrates the 
flipside of the top-down applied environment that appeared seemingly positive for 
citizen-led urban initiatives to occur. Thus, “the enabling state” as a positive 
formulation in the governance discourse defines the role of the municipality regarding 
citizen-led urban initiatives as supposedly empowering (Taylor, 2007). On the face of 
it all, new governance arrangements emerge that include innovatory processes to 
engage with and give room to local urban actors. However, the opposite occurs as 
the government remains as a top-down actor that applies new technologies of 
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governmentality that at the end endures the neoliberal political-economic order, 
which is exactly that what the civil initiatives generally strive against. According to 
Taylor (2007) it shows a newly articulated and positioned state control.  

Although Swyngedouw poses harsh critique on governmentality, what in fact 
can be learned for municipal bottom-up urban development to occur under a 
neoliberal economic order in which the state remains centralized? Issues such as the 
increasing variations of horizontal institutional relations, participation and 
representation issues, and related problems to accountability and legitimacy should 
be considered carefully (Swyngedouw, 2005). This in order to revise the critical 
issues for civil initiatives when entering these new urban governance arrangements, 
which presumably help being aware of the technologies of governmentality applied 
under a neoliberal regime. As Swyngedouw states that within governments, these 
issues are rationalized and legally under control, whereas in new urban governance 
arrangements, which are more dynamic and often not legally regulated these issues 
tend to centralize the government again under pressure of responsibilities for the 
earlier listed issues.  
 
Socially innovative urban development 
Swyngedouw clearly argues that new governance arrangements tend to take place 
within the semi-existing governmental framework. This perspective precludes almost 
all government-initiated efforts to engage with civil initiatives. What possibilities and 
constraints are in fact left that are more hopeful regarding an enabling relationship 
between municipalities and citizen-led urban initiatives?  

The ‘Social innovation’ view might give a anticipative perspective. What can 
be looked for is an environment that is not as top-down implied and where innovation 
still plays a key role in the relations within urban governance, as innovation within 
urban governance is considered to release room for civil initiatives to occur. The 
‘Social innovation’ view as an “[…] alternative view has inspired, but also integrated, 
alternative discourses and strategies for re-building and re-socializing cities and their 
neighborhoods” (Moulaert, et al., 2007, p.196). Socially innovative urban 
development, as introduced by Gerometta, et al (2005), claims that it needs 
publicness and openness to enter the decision-making process that is shared with 
other stakeholders and interests. The context it applies to is the local context, since 
cities are as much the place of crises as places where civil initiatives emerges in 
favor of innovation in governance and institutions (Gerometta, et al., 2005). The term 
originates from two decades ago under discontent with technocratic approach to 
urban planning and the modest positive results from such initiatives. From active 
citizens and civil initiatives who criticized the dominant view of urban development 
strategy and policy, and who developed alternative possible paths, the European 
Union research project SINGOCOM – Social Innovation, Governance and 
Community Building – united and studied these alternative visions. The social 
innovation view brings together a diversified range of counter-hegemonic movements 
and initiatives that interfere in governance relations due to their oppositional 
neoliberal urban development practices (Moulaert, et al., 2007). 

Social innovation initiatives show on the one hand many similarities with the 
citizen-led urban initiatives as dealt with in this research. For instance when following 
the alternative, counter-hegemonic motifs (Zardini, 2008), the diverging range of 
initiatives (Iveson, 2013) and that they are citizen-based (Finn, 2014). However, 
conversely, both type of initiatives do not entirely overlap. Social innovation initiatives 
have a strong content (it prioritizes the satisfaction of human needs), process 
(through deploying innovation in relations within neighborhood governance) and 
empowerment dimension (pursues an increase in the socio-political capability and 
access to resources) (Gerometta, et al., 2005). The dimensions might be present at 
citizen-led urban initiatives but that’s not self-evident. Also, the innovative character 
is more prominent; interpreting the definition of social innovation initiatives as: firstly, 
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move (or at least begin) at the local scale (i.e. that of the neighborhoods, understood 
as key sites for the development of social actions with multiplicative effects); 
secondly, have an innovative character in responding to different social problems that 
arise; and, thirdly, have the capacity to generate positive impacts on the whole urban 
reality and the global political culture, as well as internally between the local 
communities (Moulaert, et al., 2010 cited in Nicolò, 2012).  

How social innovation initiatives relate to citizen-led urban initiatives is 
believed as follows. Kearns & Paddison (2000) mentioned innovation in governance 
as a valuable perspective to explore alternative urban governance arrangements for 
an enabling relationship. However, it is criticized that it does not give much more 
room to the bottom-up perspective, instead it recentralizes the state (Swyngedouw, 
2005). Adopting a social innovation view is believed to extend the exploration of 
alternative urban governance arrangements. By taking social innovation initiatives as 
an example, it centralizes the social aspect deriving from a local situation and 
consists of a strong content, process and empowerment dimension. Hence, in 
contrast to governance innovation perspective, the social innovation view emerges 
more from the bottom and has the ability to create structural change, as it “has been 
found to have potential for innovation towards needs-satisfaction, with institutional 
change allowing more effective action and the development of other socially 
innovative processes” (p. 2008).  

In order to examine a socially innovative urban development, Gerometta, et al 
(2005) highlights a two-fold requirement: “whether a particular public sphere in a 
fragmented society contains a more pluralist image of the available groups than 
before; and, whether power relations therein allow for open deliberation in, ideally, 
free-speech situations” which is complemented with the obstacles to communication 
(p.2017). In other words, it should be asked whether more actors have been equally 
able to enter the decision-making and participation process and whether they really 
have gained power and have not been disfavored due to communicative power 
struggles. Yet, the social innovation initiatives are still confronted with a number of 
complexities in their relation to top-down state actors. The complexities are essential 
to present as they reveal important clues about what is important to consider. 
Moulaert, et al. (2005) state that by initiating the initiatives, they aim at re-establishing 
governance arrangements that include local urban actors from below. The initiatives 
are meant to achieve more decision-making capacity in local governance. But civil 
society never completely replaces the governmental actors but stay supplementary 
(Gerometta, et al., 2005). The interscalar institutional articulation is crucial to socially 
innovative initiatives, meaning that governmental actors from other levels should not 
interfere with the local context in which the initiatives operate.  
 
Politicizing  
For citizen-led urban initiatives to also formulate another possibility that emerges 
outside the municipal framework, politicizing is found as the last suggestion. A few 
years later than the previous suggestions, Marcuse (2009) urges the need to go from 
theory to implementation. Likewise, Taylor (2007) addresses the urgency for ‘active 
subjects’ that pursue an alternative agenda, in contrast to the governance 
arrangements that were developed within the neoliberal political-economic order and 
recentralized the state. ‘Active subjects’ would be self-steering actors outside the 
state that shape and influence the new governance spaces through using the method 
of politization. Marcuse suggestion is a three-step approach: expose, propose, 
politicize. The first step, expose, is the phase of problem analysis which underlines 
the need for a thorough investigation on the root of the problem, a clear description 
and communication of the analysis to involved actors. Next, in the propose phase, 
concrete steps in terms of actual proposals, programs, targets and strategies to 
achieve the desired results are under subject in order to develop accurate response 
to the analyzed problem. Lastly, the politicize phase deals with the political action 
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implications deriving from the problem statement and the proposed solutions. What 
was exposed and proposed is then put in the actual context of institutions and 
politics. The suggestion by Marcuse that departs from a more political stance has 
received more follow-ups from the scholars collected under Bottom-up urbanism.  

Iveson (2013) argues that while important lessons can be learned from the 
different examples of citizen-led urban initiatives, the various interventions “teach us 
how we might transform the localized possibilities that are being explored through 
individual practices of DIY urbanism into a wider politics of the city which challenges 
existing forms of authority and titles to govern” (p.955). Disputing existing authority 
frameworks from a political perspective upon society is needed to counter the expert 
practices of authorized professionals. Stickells (2011) critically observes the 
routinized approach to citizen involvement by looking at problem formulation and 
solution delivery from a governmental framework that is dominated by a technical 
language. However, Iveson (2013) also acknowledges that for a counterhegemonic 
discourse to governance arrangements to occur, a certain level of power and 
credibility is needed. Even though the use of a space might change, the ‘titles to 
govern’ are likely to remain the same. A way to overcome this is to politicize the 
citizen-led urban initiatives, which may assert new rights to the city.  

For these reasons, Iveson (2013) suggests to explore its potential through 
sharing experiences and reflecting on them, as part of the ongoing efforts. The 
generated knowledge and insights can function as input for an alternative discourse 
that challenges existing urban authorities and their associated ‘titles to govern’. The 
current circle of knowledge generation and exchange is considerably limited. The so-
called imaginative monopoly includes architects, developers, planners, financiers and 
politicians which forms a hindrance for urban activists to effectively engage and 
develop counterproposals (Stickells, 2011). When looking beyond the professions 
involved in the planning system, one can observe the influence of media, the 
routinized language of politics and the urge to quickly deal with crises that negatively 
affect the chances to address long-term strategic issues (Brenner, et al., 2009).  

Hence, the entering of ‘active subjects’ create new governance arrangements 
which can be formulated as “institutional provisions for participation, external 
resources for people who lack internal ones, alliances that did not previously seem 
possible, and, realignments that can bring new groups to power” (Taylor, 2007, 
p.303). In contrast to critically analyzed technology of recentralization, Taylor (2007) 
draws attention to its beneficiary side for the civil initiatives. The new governance 
arrangements can function as a method to enter the partnership table, from where 
the responsibilities can be negotiated and new institutional provisions emerge that 
counter the privileged access in a number of ways. For instance, new resources 
made possible new alliances and realignments of power that enabled civil initiatives 
to not only carry out alternative visions but also gain skills, confidence and 
understanding of how to work with the government. The advantage thus legitimizes 
for staying close to top-down actors to become effective in changing anything 
structural, while staying on safe distance to not totally get integrated to formulate own 
independent visions and narratives, and learn about bureaucracy. Fostering this in a 
strategic approach, Taylor (2007) mentions that beyond the traditional top-down 
control, the resistance creates ‘arena’s for hope’ although issues remain difficult for 
communities, such as the issue of time and resources, attaining legitimacy through 
skilled back-up support, being accountable and representative.  

To return to the core of what forms the major constraint for transformative 
action to happen is, according to Marcuse (2009), the power of the established 
system. One way to counter the establish system is to apply The Right to the City 
through using the right to appropriate and the right to participate. According to Purcell 
(2003) to perform this set of rights, the right of appropriation is used through the right 
to participation. Through central participation in decision-making, one would be able 
to pursue the right to appropriate urban space. Subsequently, it holds the potential to 
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decenter the role of top-down actors in the production of space, as well as the profit 
motive. In this sense, decisions are made through deliberation among citizens, other 
than negotiation between formal planning and profit-driven organizations. From this it 
can be understood that there is apparently need to return to the more radical-
characterized attitude from active citizens that claim their rights. However, the 
difficulty lies in the transition from political opposition to process-engagement in order 
to prevent becoming one’s own enemy and not get anything done (Taylor, 2007). 
Marcuse (2009) underpins that the end product as well as the steps leading there are 
hard to imagine as what contributes to the confusion.  

3.3 Possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-up urban 
development 
In order to answer the second theoretical sub question, the theory has provided 
considerable input “What are possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-up 
urban development from an urban governance perspective?”  
 
1.a From the urban theory field, Finn (2014) suggested possibilities how municipal 
officials can work with DIY efforts: 
• Creating programs “that empower citizens to become involved in local space 

design and management, not only through traditional advisory or commentary 
roles but also in more active ways” (p.393); 

• ‘DIY tactics’ that find form in short-term experiments or proofs of concept; 
• The use of dialog involving ‘DIY advocates’ to spark inspiration for problem-

solving and partnerships. 
• Taking into account the municipal officials’ attitude, Brenner (2015) adds: more 

meaningfully engagement of professions that emphasizes a new set of 
collectively shared, creative capacities to coproduce, cohabitate and coexist. 

 
1.b These possibilities equalizes the three ‘enabling’ strategies by the practice-
based publication Compendium for civic economy (00:/, 2011):  

o Creating programs relate to ‘creation of institutional infrastructures’ 
o The DIY tactics relate to ‘seed-investment in prototype and pilot projects’ 
o The use of dialogue relates to ‘sharing of good practice between emerging 

and successful ventures’ 
 

1.c Constraints for municipal officials to work with DIY efforts (Finn, 2014): 
• Formal structures of municipal planning are still relatively closed to initiatives in 

favor of the private market and the public sector;  
• Municipal officials’ other concerns that are absent or secondary to the initiatives; 
• The municipal perspective that initiatives are irrelevant or counterproductive; 
• Municipal official’s lack of creativity, flexibility, imagination and efficacy that 

creates an overly bureaucratic slow system  
• Taking into account the municipal officials’ attitude, (Brenner, 2015) adds: 

Confusion or divergence among professionals about the meaning and 
implications of the notion of bottom-up urban development  

 
 
2.a From the urban theory field various others suggested possibilities for citizen-led 
urban initiatives how to relate to municipalities: 
• Citizens act as ‘non-expert citizens’ to ‘hack the city’ from bottom-up (Deslandes, 

2013); 
• Citizens open alternative spaces (new urban spaces) (Brenner, 2015). 
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2.b Constraints for citizen-led urban initiatives to relate to municipalities: 
• Citizens are too alternative and hold anti-statist and anti-planning mentalities 

(Brenner, 2015); 
• The municipal planning system runs inefficient politics, corrupt bureaucracy and 

economic insufficiency (Brenner, 2015); 
• High entry-barriers to participate in the decision-making process (Deslandes, 

2013); 
• Citizens stay out of the system to not let the initiatives’ effectiveness and 

legitimacy be undermined (Talen, 2014) as well as its authenticity (Zeiger, 
2011b). 

 
 
3.a Governance innovation Three central themes regarding the changing urban 
governance (Kearns & Paddison, 2000) show possibilities: 
• Multi-level activity 
• Process-oriented governance 
• Innovatory methods 
 
3.b Constraints 
• It enlarges the state’s realm of ‘governing’ (Swyngedouw, 2005). 
• Those in weaker power positions unable to take advantageous of the structures 

(Gerometta, et al., 2005).  
• The issue of entitlement and status, representation, accountability and 

legitimization (Swyngedouw, 2005). 
 

 
4.a Citizens as tool-makers and tool-users. For governments how to integrate 
citizen engagement in the work of the government (Blomgren Bingham, et al., 2005) 
Possibilities: 
• Besides tools, focus on practices and processes for citizen participation.  
• Resources, skills and purposes and cross-organizational borders shared among 

involved actors to empower themselves; 
• Implementation of new governance institutions at the local level. 
 
4.b Constraints for this to implement (Blomgren Bingham, et al., 2005): 
• Lacking guidance on how, when and with whom to engage.  
 
 
5.a Socially innovative urban development. Social innovation initiative contains 
three core dimensions: a content, process and empowerment dimension (Gerometta, 
et al., 2005). Possibilities for such initiatives: 
• Through its social aspect and derivation from a local context, it has the ability to 

interference in governance relations (Moulaert, et al., 2007).  
• To have potential for innovation towards needs-satisfaction, with institutional 

change allowing more effective action and the development of other socially 
innovative processes” (p.2008).  

• Equal access to and power in decision-making and participation process; 
• Reconstructed social relations that create social innovation (Gerometta, et al., 

2005). 
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5.b Constraints: 
• Interference of governmental actors from other levels with the local context; 
• Governmental actors that use their authority to impede particular interests; 
• Too much reliance on the power of civil society (Gerometta, et al., 2005). 
 
 
6.a Politicizing Marcuse (2009) suggests a three-step approach: expose, propose, 
politicize that illustrates the politicizing process. The possibilities for citizens:  
• ‘Active subjects’ that pursue an alternative agenda (Taylor, 2007); 
• Challenging the existing urban authorities and associated ‘titles to govern’ 

(Iveson, 2013); 
• Recentralization to enter the partnership table and learn how the government 

works (Taylor, 2007); 
• Staying close to top-down actors to become effective in changing anything 

structural, while staying on safe distance to not totally get integrated (Taylor, 
2007); 

• To apply The Right to the City through using the right to appropriate and the right 
to participate (Marcuse, 2009); 

 
6.b Constraints: 
• The so-called imaginative monopoly of professionals that hindrance engagement 

counterproposals, and a learning environment (Stickells, 2011).  
• Influence of media, the routinized language of politics and the urge to quickly deal 

with crises that negatively affect the chances to address long-term strategic 
issues (Brenner, et al., 2009).  

• The difficulty with the transition from political opposition to process-engagement 
(Taylor, 2007).  

• The end product as well as the steps leading there are hard to imagine as what 
contributes to the confusion (Marcuse, 2009); 

• Issue of time and resources, attaining legitimacy through skilled back-up support, 
being accountable and representative (Taylor, 2007). 
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4. Case study Stockholm 
 
The case study highlighting Stockholm is divided in three parts. The first part sets out 
the relevant characteristics of Stockholm’s local planning context for municipal 
bottom-up urban development. Next, the four initiatives that are selected for exploring 
the research topic are firstly briefly outlined after which an analysis of each initiative 
follows. That is followed by the analysis of the interview with the municipal 
representative. Lastly, the main themes and preliminary conclusions are presented. 

4.1 Introduction to Stockholm’s potential for municipal bottom-up 
urban development 
Sweden has a history of modest urban development where around fifty years ago 
modernist planning interfered and strongly influenced its planning process. The 
Building Decree of 1874 marked the first modern building legislation in Sweden 
(COMMIN, na). Since the welfare state that emerged in the middle of the 20th 
century, Engström & Cars (2013) point out, in the publication ‘Planning and 
Sustainable Development in Sweden’, the five different periods under the modern 
Swedish planning history. 

Firstly, the early stage of the welfare state targeted municipalities without 
large master plans to provide ‘a desirable home for everyone’. Only after World War 
II, that vision could be implemented. It resulted in new planning legislation that 
enabled planners to develop various public instruments for nursing the growing urban 
population. Secondly, in the 1960s, the economic growth prevailed. The government 
and municipalities strengthened their planning resources to solve the accurate 
housing shortage. Municipalities carried out highly regulated land-use planning 
accompanied with society-planning methods. With help of big developers, it resulted 
in an enlarged housing stock, providing the highest housing and living standards in 
the world at that time. The building of the Million Homes Program started which 
constructed the ABC framework suburb structures. Thirdly, during the 1970s, the 
welfare state accelerated and replaced much of the private sector. However, 
“growing social unrest in the suburbs” (p.14) in the newly built suburbs demanded a 
new approach. Privatization followed which emphasized the formalization and 
exploitation of planning, and strengthened the municipality’s planning monopoly. This 
means that the municipality decides where, when and how development is carried 
out (Blücher, 2013). The municipality’s planning monopoly is predominated by 
municipal planning legally non-binding guidelines, called comprehensive plans with 
accompanying legally binding detailed development plans (Ptichnikova, 2012). 
Addressing the social unrest, policies to combat housing segregation are directed to 
district-based measures which include physical renovation and social measures.  

The new Planning and Building Act of 1987. that give citizens legal right to 
participate in planning processes, was a result of increased demand for 
communicative planning (Wänström, 2013). This legal right was aimed to satisfy the 
demands for information and consultation (COMMIN, na). Next, the domestic 
economic crisis in the 1990s had implications for planning in various ways. 
Municipalities were forced to cut down budgets in the public sector, resulting in 
decreased infrastructural investments and subsidies to the housing sector. As a 
consequence, the relevance and impact of the private sector increased again. 
Hence, planning and urban development became less powerful. Engström & Cars 
(2013) denote that in the current era a multitude of actors put increasing demands on 
involvement in planning. The municipality is found to pursue a pro-active role in 
creating ‘new’ and well-developed arenas for collaboration and interaction. With the 
large urbanization process and increasing complexities in the urban sphere ongoing 
in Sweden, introducing a national urban policy is topic of discussion (Frederiksson, 
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2013). Implementing the urban policy at the municipal level “is about collaboration, 
coordination, and process management for an attractive and sustainable 
municipality” (p. 38) that connects to economic and growth-oriented politics and 
governance. The city plan for Stockholm is called “Vision Stockholm 2030” that was 
developed in 2006, providing goals and guidance regarding the city’s intentions and 
objectives for sustainable development (Ptichnikova, 2012). Legislation leaves 
enough room for manouvre for planners to decide upon practices of communicative 
processes in formal planning (Wänström, 2013). This could imply a practical ability 
for citizens to influence such processes, however, in fact it generally is does not 
extend to civil influence on the final decision. 

Meanwhile, Stockholm is one of the fastest growing cities in Europe – from 
current 911,989 to 1,012,488 in 2020 (Chambre of Commerce, 2015) – which creates 
high tensions regarding specific and geographically variable qualities. Although 
Swedish cities score high in 2012’s UN Habitat and 2010’s EU ranks in terms of 
quality of life, yet they perform rather low on integration and equity. The social unrest 
during the 70s became relative with the social unrest in 2013 when riots took place in 
the northern suburbs (Hatherley, 2013). Stockholm is even perceived as a 
segregated city (Dahlin, 2013). Where a decade ago a large and relatively competent 
public sector provided the citizen’s urban needs, nowadays, the situation has 
changed and the bottom-up urban development trend is to be observed (Källblad, 
2015). The DIY actions are mostly found in the communal garden and food areas, as 
well as, interestingly, in areas where the public sector does investments. According 
to Karin Bradley, Ass. Prof. at KTH “The challenge will be to see how well these 
different initiatives, with their different organisational forms and aims, can support 
and reinforce each other” (Källblad, 2015). 

4.2 Citizen-led urban initiatives in Stockholm 
This chapter presents the analysis of the four initiatives selected in Stockholm: 
 
Cyklopen 
Cyklopen is a non-profit organization founded around ten years ago and situated in 
Högdalen, a suburb southern in Stockholm. The organization-members are all 
volunteers who share ambitious ideals and goals - and radical too - to realize an 
alternative place in a public space in the city. The history of the organization reveals 
an interest in taking physical ownership of the city by squatting abandoned places 
and building own culture centers. After their culture center got burned down by neo-
Nazi’s, a group of volunteers joined their forces to realize a new building. In 2013 the 
group opened the doors of a self-built house. They received a 5-year building 
permission by the City Planning department for a plot in Högdalen. The culture center 
is run by multiple project groups who organize practical matters as well as thematic 
events. Source: http://cyklopen.se 

 
Figure 1. Cyklopen - Source: own material 
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Ideologies and motifs 
One of the founders of Cyklopen believes that the motivation to participate in an 
anarchistic organization like Cyklopen is an individual process and depends on the 
person. 300 to 400 people have helped building the house. For himself, he bore 
discontent with his surroundings, “for me, it started seven years ago when I was 
bored to death with this city, it really made me sick, I was tired and sad about this 
city”. He adopted an active approach to influence his direct surroundings to ”have a 
place, that makes other things possible and in that sense it felt reasonable for me to 
change the place itself, rather than to use places of representation”. Further on, 
rooted in this citizen activism lies his need for experimentation with e.g. the use of 
space, actor relations, profit-based urban development. His fascination for the 
today’s monopolized and profit-driven urban development boils down to “I want it to 
change, another future of the city, that the people who use the places are also the 
people who decide”. Which resonates with the belief to construct an entirely flat 
democratic organization in the city that caters “everyone’s right, to be able to have 
the power to affect places that you use”. The organization takes consensus-driven 
decisions in big assemblies that take place every two weeks. One thing they 
collectively decided has been “for us it’s okay to get money once, but we don’t want 
continuous money because that would create desires and we would start to get used 
to it and lose sometimes some autonomy”. The function of the house can also be 
perceived as a political project, in which people can become active and deal with 
politics, as an alternative political arena. 
 
Constraints 
A place like Cyklopen doesn’t exist anywhere else in Stockholm. The founder thinks it 
makes them vulnerable and argues that they need a lot more places like Cyklopen. 
What holds them or others from initiating other community centers is their collectively 
structured organization that runs counter the logic of the government. The logic of the 
government, as the founder explains in the process of obtaining permanent land, 
created dependency, “from the outside was very illogic, but for them it was really 
logical, but from the outside it was crazy to be dependent”.  
 
The founder appoints their dependency partly to the incompetence of the 
government. On the one hand, to collaborate with a collectively structured 
organization. And, on the other hand, the founder perceives the municipality as a 
dangerous system in which no one has to take responsibility and “no one has the 
bigger picture and everyone works on islands”. Consequently, bureaucracy issues 
blurred the process: lack of transparency about the process and solutions, 
continuously changing representatives within the municipality, and public resources 
that not become public e.g. land. From a deeper-rooted emotion, he reveals 
suspicions why the negotiation about the land took three years, as he thinks “[…] that 
the big thing was that they [municipality] didn’t want to give us the permanent land”.  
 
Partly, the dependency is due to the civil initiative’s lack of knowledge of how things 
work. This refers to the notion of trust. Political parties reacted initially supportive but 
never backed up. The founder reacts “maybe I am cynical and I don’t see it as 
strange; I see it as reasonable within how the conditions are”. Trust is found as a 
mutual problem, mostly visible in the communication lines. The municipality always 
requires a name and a face. The founder interprets this as they don’t trust collective 
work. The municipality demands them to work how they work: with individuals, 
whereas the founder argues that the municipality themselves are also not consistent. 
They fail keeping the same persons internally accountable for ongoing issues, as 
representatives change roles and positions, “they come up with new people all the 
time”. Trust is also an issue in the emergence of partnerships. The founder suspects 
the municipality from corruption, problematizing that how some connections are 
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formed remains under the surface and that politicians and partners in public-private 
partnerships are too intertwined in the same board. The neoliberal forces in the 
suburbs cause distrust. The founder is afraid that Cyklopen will be used to justify 
forces that actually underline gentrification.  
 
Possibilities  
The founder identifies possibilities in the existing structures. However, it requires the 
internal restructuring of the municipality. For instance, other layers could be 
integrated in the Detailed Plans. Unused plots could be better utilized in favor of civil 
initiatives. Now Cyklopen has found a way to obtain temporary land but this 
procedure could be formalized. Funding for civil initiatives could also be improved. 
Now they are locked in a project-based money rhetoric. Subsequently, they lose a lot 
of energy, time and creativity on applying for grand money, whereas “if the 
municipality could take care of that [money], then the people can focus on what they 
are good at”.  
 
The founder suggests also possibilities lay outside existing structures. Getting 
assigned to one contact person within the municipality could smoothen the 
relationship “one thing on the basic level is that you would have one person the 
whole time”. That person could function as guidance through different stages and 
with practical and juridical issues, thus “one person that knows the overall situation, 
because now, which is logical in relation to how the system works, you have to talk to 
different people about different”. And in addition to that “[…] one person of whom we 
would feel that person is on our side and could help us in different ways”. Illustrated 
by a practical example, Cyklopen has suggested various alternatives to obtain 
permanent land, as “[…] we didn’t know why it was we walked into a wall all the 
time”, whereas we would have appreciated to be told that something was not 
possible and why, because “they would say ‘maybe’, it doesn’t seem possible, let us 
come back to you, never a yes but always a maybe”. The founder thinks that this 
person should not be an urban planner or architect, although “they have the right 
knowledge but it would be better if they realize their limits and start to work with 
different knowledges and different kind of professions”. Hence, someone from the 
social fields who is more capable to integrate other knowledge is deemed more 
appropriate. 
 
Another possibility suggested by Cyklopen that goes beyond the existing framework 
is to team up with the municipality. Nowadays, the founders sees that the suburb is 
threatened by serious neoliberal forces. In fact, the founder doesn’t understand that 
the liberal politicians don’t appreciate them more. They could potentially take 
Cyklopen as if it is theirs and promote the ‘private’ initiative that does not rely on 
municipal funding. Since this does not (yet) happen, the only alternative seems to 
resist and further on create counter-hegemonic discourses. The founder exemplifies 
“Cyklopen has a huge role to play” through using it assets “if you have a place, it 
becomes possible for locals to meet and also to let other things grow out of the 
house” such as “new boundaries and relations and strategies”. However, from a 
more visionary viewpoint, the founder argues the municipality has similar struggles, 
“all of the conflicts and desires that are around in the City, will be here as well, we will 
have the same problems, that makes it not desirable to be outside”. Resisting might 
not be most favorable. Instead the founder suggests to create an intertwined 
relationship with the municipality in which similar problems are shared. A 
environment in which both actors can learn and change seems more fruitful in order 
to pursue structural change. Cyklopen now rotates the people that keep contact with 
the municipality to share the burden of dealing with bureaucracy. Although disfavored 
by the municipality, this is perceived sustainable from Cyklopen’s perspective since it 
supports the distribution of knowledge. 
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Trädgård på spåret 
The rail tracks located on the most southern point of the inner city island Södermalm 
at Skanstull were abandoned after the industrial harbor was dislocated and remained 
unused. An advocate for urban gardening from Germany discovered the potential of 
the area and developed a proposal that was sent to the city administration. The idea 
was honored in September 2011 under the conditions of being it a mobile, temporary 
and non-profit driven garden. The challenging task was to go from thinking to doing 
and being able to handle bureaucratic matters. The garden grew into a biological 
garden with paid membership and sponsoring options. Besides gardening, the 
community aims to spread knowledge about subjects such as culture, ecology and 
food, and to formulate a future strategy for the place and interconnection to its 
surrounding. The City of Stockholm has supported the community garden with the 
use of the ground and a symbolic grant. In addition, partnerships with other 
organizations and companies have resulted in supplied tools and materials. Source: 
http://pasparet.org/ 
 

 Figure 2. Trädgård på spåret - Source: own material 
 
Ideologies and motifs 
Without many troubles the founders signed a rental contract for the designated plot 
with Exploateringskontoret (Municipal Development Office Stockholm). Over the 
years, På Spåret developed into an organization structure with autonomous 
voluntarily work groups and assigned a president. The garden is a unique meeting 
place outside conventional social structures like work and where people can start 
doing something together as the president recites “I haven’t met so many places like 
that in Sweden or Stockholm”. The founder praises that “it is nice we can be here, we 
have a contract and we are quite free to do whatever we like”. For newcomers it has 
become easier to blend in and oversee the different activities “we tried to create 
some administrative framework and that takes a lot of energy and things become 
more and more formalized, and […] more efficient”. Nonetheless, the president also 
remarks drawbacks, as “it is good but at the same time it lost its spontaneity” which 
affected people’s attitude for self-initiative “who would try less by themselves”. The 
president is unsure if it also affected the social mix of people and their commitment, 
as “now it is more middle-class and middle-age” and some “are here for one season 
and the next season they are gone”. På Spåret stimulates socially diversity through 
welcoming new people whilst endeavoring to involve non-engaged others who just 
feel attachment to the place. From the beer-drinkers in the park, one now perceives 
the place in a different way, “it is a place where he rests, mentally speaking, where 
he feels he has a connection to something that transforms the city”. 
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Constraints 
Initiating an urban garden like På Spåret might appear as a non-complex bottom-up 
initiative that receives considerable support from the municipality, though the 
president emphasizes “you can question how bottom-up it is, at least it is not by the 
government planned but it is not just anyone who planned it”. The founders 
respectively work in architecture and communications. The advantage of knowing 
how to present a proposal, establish agreements with the municipality and enforce 
sponsorships etc. “make things easier”. Also, the president believes that the 
relationship with the Exploateringskontoret is quite positive “as long as we take care 
of ourselves”, which is only possible for skilled people who master how things work.  
 
The administrative division is perceived as “in a way it is quite logical that there is this 
division”, but it translates into a mix of relations with different departments that 
causes hindrance to support and partnership. They rent from Exploateringskontoret, 
keep routinized contact with Trafikkontoret since the plot is situated at rail tracks, and 
sort out daily struggles with the municipality since “many people see gardening as a 
park activity”. The first two departments do mutually interact. Whereas with the 
municipality the president explains “that’s where the limit goes because they help us 
but they don’t have budget for us”. Hierarchy forms an obstacle too, as “the people 
we work with are not really the people deciding”. This also creates obstacles for 
allowing the relationship evolve into a partnership. Fixing practical problems 
overshadows involvement in larger discussions about local development. Contact 
with the local municipality takes places on a different level than “the potential to 
challenge them [municipality], it is a discussion about garbage not about what is your 
policy for Södermalm, it is two different things”. Changing this requires political will, 
as the president notices that “there is a step and I don’t think they are willing to take” 
and “they are not going to actively create something”. 
 
Probably intertwined with the administrative division and lack of political will, the 
municipality’s perspective upon communal gardening is prominent too. It limits the 
intentions for collaboration. The lack of stable and useful municipal support is a logic 
consequence if gardening is not taken serious from the start. The founder argues 
“there should be more engagement of the city, even financially”. Instead, firstly, the 
municipality generously adopts the initiative as a marketing strategy to strengthen 
Stockholm in the international city competition “for example with New York”. 
However, a sign of serious support to dedicate budget and to establish a 
collaborative relationship is lacking. The municipality perceives it more as a hobby 
than recognizing its great potential, as the founder comments “they don’t see 
everything that is happening around”. Secondly, the lack of municipal support is 
reflected in the temporary type of contract. It causes uncertainties about how long 
they can stay followed by hindrances for doing investments. The founder expects 
under the temporary conditions the municipality to value their efforts and help to 
maintain this space. På Spåret created a space where “everyone can come here and 
sit here, we clean up the place”. Lastly, it appears to På Spåret to not be a priority. 
Budget is not within reachable limits for På Spåret, “it is crazy because when you see 
the budget of Stockholm, they have money but I don’t know where they spent their 
money”. The president questions whether she misses out on key information. Or 
whether she should trust them and accept that they frankly tell their limits. Perhaps 
they actually try to work together, assuming “they don’t have the money or we are not 
a priority”.  
 
Possibilities  
Obtaining a contract to rent the plot from Exploateringskontoret went relatively easy. 
The founder reveals that they have successfully taken advantageous of the 
institution’s image and disposition, as “they don’t have such a nice job, they always 
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exploit things, […] but this was an unused place and could become used”. Reflecting 
on the advantage for Exploateringskontoret “I think it was a good concept, it was 
good for the city, good for them as well, because they always like good publicity”. 
Although the contract is temporary, På Spåret got promised that “they [municipality] 
would find a place for us in the future, maybe here or somewhere else”.  
 
Beyond the existing conditions that work relatively well for På Spåret, the relations 
initiatives have with municipalities could benefit from a guiding person within the 
municipality. The founder suggests “there should be someone within the organization 
[municipality] to make support in this” which should have been present for a long 
time, as he believes “we are surely not the only ones who deal with this”. Also the 
president suggests with eye to administrative divisions that there is political will 
needed to “create new functions that maybe don’t fit in the current framework”. 
However, crucial here is the municipality’s recognition for the broader effects of 
communal gardening. For instance, looking at “suburbs of Stockholm, and also 
Gothenburg and Malmö […] where is a big budget for urban gardening” with a wider 
the focus to “integration, democracy and that’s really my dream” the president says. 
She exemplifies: besides the garden, having a building that serves as a natural 
meeting place for schools and associations. Additionally, establishing sustainable 
partnerships that include a hired gardener and an outdoor pedagogue while also 
including private companies that are partly idealistic by providing courses, 
presentations and advice. Or conversely, sustainable relationships with the 
municipality, as “on the long run it is sustainable, not to wait for public money”, 
instead the founder suggests to deliver concrete services to the city, like other 
companies do. 
 
As the founder acknowledges that other initiatives struggle with the same issues, he 
suggests to not only implement new functions within the municipality, but also to 
create local change. På Spåret successfully established a relation with the 
municipality, proving “that there is a possibility and that there is a reference”. 
According to the founder this also shows that “the municipality is not against 
everything”. Moreover, it creates the possibility for others to learn from På Spåret 
“how we did it”. Other organizations copy På Spåret how it tries to address something 
fundamental in society or the city giving individuals the possibility to get engaged in 
local change. The president describes “you can take action about things and 
transform the city if you start to do something” and “I think change starts locally”. 
Gradually they believe to let practice influence to relationship with the municipality.  
 
På Spåret’s practice could potentially lead becoming involved in local area 
development plans. First, being independent causes considerable advantages. 
Operating outside municipal structures, as “to do it from scratch and you do 
everything by yourself” makes “you are not so depending on others”. Its local 
embedment is found as a key asset. The founder points out that “something we 
always said, if you [municipality] develop the place, try to involve us, we have contact 
to all neighbors, the plots, the garden, White Architects and that’s something we did 
from the beginning”. Also, its autonomous and alternative character contributes to 
Stockholm with “some chaos, and [that] not everything’s so designed and ready”. 
 
Skatepark Brotherhood Plaza  
The skatepark Brotherhood Plaza in Skarpnäck, a suburb southern from Stockholm’s 
inner-city, is realized after an idea of a skater himself. He brought the initiative of the 
skatepark to the local council in 2003. The realization of the park took place between 
2006 and 2012 with funding from the city. Attempts were done to make this skatepark 
a colorful place that is inviting for everyone. Source: 
www.skate.nu/brotherhood_plaza.asp 



   41 

 

 
Figure 3. Skatepark Brotherhood Plaza 
 
Ideologies and motifs 
The initiator inquired the municipality for the first time in 2003 concerning a new 
skatepark with wooden, brick and mosaic materials and structures and which did not 
fell apart. The initiator’s motivation to pursue this idea was “I guess I missed a place 
to skate and it felt the right thing to do”. Criticizing the large sum of public money 
spent on various expenditures, he realized that “for just a fraction of the tax-payer 
money they could make something that could be seen around the world”. The initiator 
believes that public money should correspond with what people want. In relation to 
existing skateparks “me and other people were disappointed that in a lot of design, 
the budget to design a skatepark was used just the way people wanted it to be built, 
and I wanted to find out exactly what we people wanted”. For this reason, the initiator 
established an association with free or 20SEK donation-based memberships. It 
gathered 500 local members and collected 3000 opinions about the skatepark from 
entire Sweden. He found that his ideas for an alternative skatepark resonated with 
the ideas of the majority of the people “I did have an idea that people wanted this 
more original, colorful thing, and it turned out that 70-80% wanted this”. A skatepark 
generally invites people to get excitement from skating, contrasting seeking for 
negative excitement. Politicians sympathized with the idea and motivation. A 
partnership between the initiator, a city architect, the manager of the local 
municipality and the municipal responsible for park maintenance followed. The first 
budget accommodated for an improvised skatepark which “even though it was a big 
asphalt place with some grass gaps, it was actually getting very very popular”.  
 
Constraints 
The municipality’s first reply was “’No you can’t build there because that belongs to a 
company, but it is an interesting question and you should bring it to the youth board 
or something within the municipality’”. Budget and political will have been main 
issues for the skatepark to be realized. The initiator often has asked himself “Why is 
everyone telling me it is great but not supporting it?”. To some degree he also 
appoints realizing the skatepark to his strong discipline, as he concedes “I think most 
skaters would have given up”. The head of local municipality took the parents of the 
kids more seriously, as he realized that “they still see me as a kid”. The initiator 
interprets that it is very unusual for grown-up taxpayers and voters to organize 
themselves showing up at the municipality and arguing for something they want. 
Earlier, the initiator tried to activate the community and negotiate with the 
municipality, but generally people did not show up. The initiator urges that “people 
have to learn how to organize, […] sometimes you need to do those boring meetings 
which can actually turn out to be fun too, so don’t be too cool for those meetings”.  
 
The involvement of a private company caused various complications. The Public-
private partnership was prioritized over the efforts and motivation of the initiator. The 
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municipality appointed a construction company for execution of the building of the 
skatepark, while the initiator was also capable of doing the job himself. The initiator’s 
motivation to realize an alternative and more sophisticated skatepark was 
undermined by the construction company. The construction workers were not 
interested in delivering a skatepark that was of better quality than other skateparks. 
The initiator exemplifies “it was a big company who was supposed to build everything 
and they didn’t care about it, so I had to come and babysit them a bit, they still made 
terrible mistakes because they didn’t care about my view”. Nor did they care about 
the contract, as “they said that they had a man who was working this and this hour 
and I clearly knew that his day I was there, they were not there”. The initiator tried to 
restore the mistakes but the construction company did not take him serious. “They 
got pissed off and thought I was being […] and they screamed at me that I should 
just keep quiet, but that was dump now there was a chance to fix it”. He felt a big 
disappointment and was concerned the skatepark would become like other 
skateparks with unnecessary mistakes that would keep skaters from skating e.g. 
because of water collected on surfaces. The municipality could have stepped in and 
force the construction company to correct the mistakes, as tackled in the contract, 
but the initiator thinks “[…] that they were kind of afraid of this big company or they 
were kind of friends, so they never let them fix that”.  
 
Possibilities 
In order to develop and establish an initiative that seeks support from the 
municipality, the initiator learned that what’s needed is “actually only one politician 
who really wants it” and strong discipline, as “I can be kind of stubborn sometimes”. 
First, he followed the advise to attend open municipality meetings, such as “there is a 
like a short 10 minutes thing when the audience asks questions to the politicians”. 
Some politicians like the idea and contacted him to acquire more details. The initiator 
continued attending meetings as the politicians prevailed their positive attitude but 
could not promise budget. Suddenly there was a small budget, which was however 
insufficient to realize the entire skatepark. Nevertheless, the initiative must have 
benefitted from the close relations with the municipality, e.g. knowing who is 
responsible. The initiator illustrates their collaboration: “I draw something for the 
architect, they make a professional drawing and then me and city architects, we tried 
to get funding for it when we had that drawing”.  
 
Another tactic that the initiator applied to move the municipality to get engaged was 
to try a lot of different things even though things go slow, “I would say I tried a lot, 
tried a lot of things, sent a lot of emails, got sent here, got sent there”, it resulted in 
more budget. After one year of construction executed by the company, which marked 
2008, the initiator got tired of the company’s attitude and refused to work with them. 
The park proved its popularity and more budget came available. The initiator 
negotiated with the municipality to get hired as a consultant and do the work the 
construction company promised to do but at a lower price. Moreover, to achieve 
progress within the municipalities was to involve the community. Organizing the voice 
of the grown-up taxpayers and voters forced the municipality to take action, as the 
initiator explains “He [the head of the municipality] went to his head of Stockholm City 
and asked to put money centrally in here” and yet they got new budget.  
 
Livstycket 
Tensta, a suburb northern from Stockholm’s inner city is home to a NGO called 
Livstycket that was founded in 1992. The vision of the organization has always been 
to help immigrant women to break their isolation, learn the Swedish language and 
become self-sufficient. Livstycket developed into a “knowledge and design center”. 
The working model combines artistic activities with theoretical classroom learning. 
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Besides, Livstycket is involved in various international and local (exchange) projects. 
Source: http://livstcyket.se 
 

 
Figure 4. Livstycket 
 
Ideologies and motifs 
23 years ago the founder organized a flea market. With the raised money, she 
started an initiative to facilitate women empowerment, integration and participation 
and give shelter. Educated as a teacher, the founder realized that “you must combine 
the ordinary [language] lessons with more practical lessons and put some art in it to 
make it interesting”. Only this combination can spark real integration, she thinks. She 
has always loved to work with women and immigrants. The head of the local 
municipality was interested in the position of women and children, and supported the 
initiative by giving them a place in a school. The idea unchanged is now located in 
the fourth place that they rent themselves. Organizing external activities that focus on 
building bridges between the inner-city and suburbs is “her way of integration” that 
differ from routinized integration programs, as “a lot of people who come to the 
Christmas market, they have never been in the suburb”. Brigitta’s way of working is 
which has remained from the beginning that “this person changes her life and her 
family and her children’s lives”. 
 
Constraints 
The main struggle, not only to survive, but also as an obstruction to establish a 
durable relationship with the municipality, is funding. The funding Livstycket receives 
from the local municipality is always uncertain “still I don’t know if I have money in 
January” and based on a yearly application “we have to tell them how we did it and 
the goals and then we have to reach the goals”. Also, the funding is not sufficient 
forcing them to seek for additional grants from funds. This put high pressures on the 
organization, as “today we are ten people working here, three of us are asking for 
money from different places”. This procedure has ben like this for the past 21 years.  
 
In contrast to the stable procedures to obtain budget, organizational challenges have 
changed over time. Rather educated immigrants from the 1960s created sharp 
contrasts to the current influx, “then it became women who haven’t got education at 
all, they couldn’t read”. Learning the language is key, according to the founder, but 
for Livstycket to work with these women becomes harder. Simultaneously 
bureaucracy intensified too. Livstycket provides a public service. The governmental 
institution for social welfare forwards women to Livstycket. According to its 
performance on integration and finding employment for the women it receives 
income. Livstycket is with this public service challenges to compete with global 
recruitment agencies, as both are appointed to take in jobseekers. However, the 
output of such companies for finding women a job is obviously much higher given 
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their resources versus Livstycket’s capacities. Living up to the demands of the 
systems has become harder “no, it never becomes part of it because you always get 
tired of it. It always takes so much strength out of you”. Political support has never 
truly helped. Yet, the founder says to be always open to them and “all the political 
people really love Livstycket”. 
 
Possibilities  
The attitude toward not having the desire to become part or to change the 
governance system and comply with the unsupportive relation with the municipality 
allows Livstycket to prevail. Ultimately, it drives change the founder believes. In the 
beginning, Livstycket has once obtained funding from a suburb revitalization budget, 
as the minister of Integration financially supported the initiative, “he wanted to put 
money into the suburb to make it better for people”. Still, local governance routines 
necessitate Livstycket to annually apply for money at the local municipality. The 
founder complies with it “I can’t change the system, I believe in democracy”. She 
reflects on her own choice as “this is life, I have decided to work with this and I 
believe in democracy”. Hence, not wanting to change the system allows Livstycket to 
survive and draw strength from, as the founder concludes “you must know what you 
can change and what you can’t change, and I work with things I can change and the 
other one I put out”. Partly, she reasons from a larger perspective, “it’s not only for 
me, it is for the whole place, for everybody”. With her approach to change society 
from inside out she hopes to “give you another picture, that it is possible to change 
the world […], to work to get a better future”.  
 
The founder’s alternative approach to integration allows her to stay autonomous and 
to develop a close relationship with the women that come to the center. By doing so, 
she fulfills a societal function for “things that fall between the chairs”, as she adds “I 
am not a social secretary, but this kind of things, they [municipal social secretaries] 
can’t do it, the social secretary”. As such, they “do different things that are needed”. 
Crucial about Livstycket is that they keep a certain standard to how and what they 
do, “very high quality, very well educated people, everybody who is here works as a 
teacher”. The beginning of the products always starts by the pupils. The process has 
extended to fabricate the textile drawings of the pupils in a factory in Sweden. This 
might be a tactic how they assure to always receive money from the local 
municipality.  

4.3 City planning administration in Stockholm 
The City Planning Office of the City of Stockholm used to carry out a “The Dialogue 
Project” that started in 2011 “to improve the way in which the citizens are involved in 
the process”. The Dialogue Project, a municipal-initiated project focused on 
improving citizen involvement in the planning process, unveils the altered municipal 
attitude toward citizen involvement. Reasons for initiating this project were the 
implementation of a vision plan as well as an attempt to respond to citizen 
complaints. The city of Stockholm adopted the comprehensive plan “The Walkable 
City Plan”, which its implementation required citizen participation. The existing public 
participation in detailed planning processes got problematized by complaining 
citizens as “it is quite limited, just one phase of the project and it is generally quite 
late within the process” which caused increasing urgency for improved citizen 
participation.  
 
The project consisted of various elements. One was to “map what are kind of 
different ways of citizen engagement that were in the city”. Part of the project was 
also a series of pilot projects and different initiatives that also related to different local 
municipalities. The project concluded that “public participation is a huge and very 
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important thing, because it gives us additional knowledge and we have the possibility 
to make more public participation in the process because in general we have more 
resources so we can also make different groups within the society to participate”. In 
contrast to the typical 55-year-old age group that participates in planning processes, 
the municipality attempts to include a variety of groups. 
 
Constraints 
What holds the municipality from either allowing more bottom-up movements to start 
or creating a fruitful environment for them to emerge is the nature of the rigid 
Swedish system, as the municipal strategist concedes “the Swedish society has often 
been accused of letting too much of action happen through the state and the 
government”. Allowing for more bottom-up initiatives runs contra the conventional 
top-down approach to urban development, which makes it a complicated process. 
For citizens to bring ideas to the municipality, from bottom-up, the municipal 
strategist advises them to talk to the responsible department within the municipality, 
however, “that is not easy because people in general don’t know how it works, and 
why should they”. The reason why it is rather unknown, is because “not so many 
people have tried so far” since “not that many people are familiar with that DIY 
attitude” and the reason for that could be “maybe people are just not used to 
reclaiming the city”. However, ultimately, the biggest obstacle probably is, as 
Christoffer once heard from an initiative “they once said that you need to have a PhD 
in bureaucracy”.  
 
Especially difficult is the administrative division between “different administrations, 
different casts and different objects”. The municipality works with “public 
procurement, when the official administration needs something to be done, we can’t 
pick just any company, because that could make way for a corrupt system”, which 
counts for the support of citizen initiatives as well. In fact, a legal procedure should 
be followed in which the municipality can be hold accountable for its actions. 
 
Possibilities  
Stockholm’s planning administration holds generally a positive attitude toward citizen-
led urban initiatives “we really enjoy those kind of initiatives and we want more of 
them” and “we would like to see more of the kind of DIY things that are happening in 
the US for example”. For this to happen, the municipal strategist admits that a 
change needs to take place. The municipality now experiments with pilot projects 
part of the planning process that gives room to bottom-up initiatives. The aim is work 
with a series of pilot projects, as “one thing is to see what the positive outcomes are, 
to see what actually happens at that square” and “the other thing is to draw some 
conclusions on what are the difficulties for us”. The municipal strategist is convinced 
that “only by doing this it would be possible to do it again and again and again, and to 
make it easier and easier and easier”. The ultimate goal is to fix the small but yet 
many problems that occur continuously and to learn from that.  
 
Running the pilot projects was important for the municipality to influence politics to 
urge for a structural change “then we are able to prove that we see a lot of positive 
things with it, and then we can make way for change”. It motivated the politicians to 
make a change in how to work with public participation. Consequently, a decision 
was taken to develop a more comprehensive public participation in the bigger 
planning programs. Politicians are the ones who decide how citizens can participate 
in planning processes “both as part of the planning process and as the bottom-up”. 
While he also wants to believe that the bottom-up practices are truly bottom-up “…or 
actually not the bottom-up, because the bottom-up should be something that the 
citizens just do”. 
 



   46 

Deriving from the enthusiasm to work with civil initiatives, the municipal strategist 
sees it possible to create “a different kind of organizational structure to work with it”. 
A detail plan or a building permit is not necessarily needed; perhaps a permit from 
the police and the local municipality is enough. He highlights that the engagement of 
the citizens is more valuable and important than the system is. As such “I think it 
should be as easy as possible to come up with a good idea and to implement it”. A 
new tool has recently been adopted by the city council that prescribes guidelines for 
citizens how to bring their ideas to the municipality (Idéburen stadsförbättring). It 
appears as a top-down implemented perspective; however the municipal strategist 
argues that it is a first step toward raising awareness and showing citizens how to get 
engaged. Difficulties with bureaucracy inevitably occurred for the municipal 
representative as “that is something that happens in a big administration”. All 
administrations are supposed to follow the guidelines, but there was no budget 
attached and “no one of these three [municipal departments] really has the specific 
task of working with idéburen”. The municipal representative further on suggests that 
one way to combat this vagueness is to assign one department as responsible and 
after a year that is evaluated. Besides attaining responsibility, the municipal 
representative urges more engaged help from the municipality. An altered 
municipality’s role in relation to civil initiatives could be “when they [bottom-up 
initiatives] need help form the administration, we should be there to help, and guide 
them through the bureaucracy”. Someone who gives instructions, as “this is the kind 
of simplicity we should have”. In its essence “some kind of guide that is part of the 
city administration and that guide would be taking care of all different applications, 
because there is a big need of coordination”. It should function as a “one-stop-shop”.  
 
Promotion, awareness and publicity are other factors that can contribute to a better 
relation between the municipality and civil initiatives. Municipal officials work with 
their assigned tasks and “not the kinds of tasks that the citizens hand in, from 
bottom-up”. Vice versa, Christoffer deems it important to promote the possibility for 
citizen engagement in local communities sending out the message “don’t forget you 
have the power to change the city”. 

4.4 Case-related conclusions 
After an analysis of the four citizen-led urban initiatives and the municipal strategist in 
Stockholm, the case study aims to answer the following empirical research question: 
“How do municipalities and citizen-led urban initiatives relate to each other from an 
urban governance perspective in Stockholm and Istanbul?”. Conclusions from the 
citizen-led urban initiatives in Stockholm are diverging on certain obvious 
characteristics, yet due to their distinctiveness sometimes also considerably 
converging. What the initiatives have in common is the need for a place to meet. A 
place that either the municipality lacked to provide (Brotherhood Plaza; Livstycket), a 
place that is free from municipal involvement such as outside conventional social 
structures (På Spåret) or alternative to commodified public spaces (Cyklopen). 
Therefore, all initiatives struggle with the need and justification for receiving more and 
perhaps continuous municipal support while remaining to a certain degree 
autonomous.  
 
Constraints 
The initiatives have varying organizations structures, which all work differently from 
how the municipality operates. As such, the organizational discrepancy is one of the 
biggest obstacles in order to establish an enabling relationship with the municipality. 
The way the municipality is structured, according to not only the initiative, but also the 
city official, is characterized as a top-down rigid system with administrative divisions. 
Conversely, the initiatives favor a flat democratic structure where the users are the 
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deciders (Cyklopen) or a structure consisting of autonomous work groups (På 
Spåret). Bureaucracy, as the logic of the government, causes mutual distrust 
reflected in communications, transparency, accountability and responsibilities. Often 
citizens and initiatives are highly dependent on bureaucracy while they lack 
knowledge how to cope with it. The initiatives experience the following specific 
struggles with bureaucracy. Firstly, municipal officials work on their own islands and 
don’t seem to be encouraged to take responsibility and be transparent (Cyklopen). 
Secondly, the municipality does not seem to be willing to take the step toward 
creating a change, since practical fixing problems is prioritized over large debates 
(På Spåret). Thirdly, the slowness of the government and routinized partnerships 
derive from bureaucracy (Brotherhood Plaza). Lastly, lack of continuity obstructs the 
relationship, since annual budget was only received through an application at the end 
of the year (Livstycket).  
 
Building on an enabling relationship is rather complicated than easy. A few aspects 
are key obstacles to receive municipal support. For the municipality, public 
procurement retains the municipality from enthusiastically collaborating with various 
initiatives, as the collaboration should be legally justified (Municipal strategist). 
Further on, the perception of the municipality on the activity and founder of the 
initiative are crucial for the relation. Exemplified by the initiatives, firstly, urban 
gardening is not yet taken seriously enough to be a priority. The loose perception 
undermines serious partnership for local cooperation and urban development (På 
Spåret). Secondly, a highly motivated skater is subordinated to tax-paying voters to 
be taken seriously when more budget is needed. In addition, it demanded one 
particular politician with political will to arrange new budget (Brotherhood Plaza). 
Thirdly, the municipality prefers to have one contact person and is incompetent to 
handle collective work (Cyklopen). Lastly, founders with relevant education have 
higher chances to establish a considerable enabling support by the municipality (På 
Spåret). 
 
Other actors diffuse the relationship between the municipality and the initiative. One 
case shows that there is chosen to consult a private company for an assigned job. 
The company workers did not share the same interests for delivering an alternative 
urban practices. Not only the founder of the initiative but also the municipality turned 
out to be afraid to point a finger to the private company which created demotivation 
and disappointment (Brotherhood Plaza). Another case shows how municipal 
categorization makes the initiative compete with private companies on the provision 
of social services, which causes unrealistic expectations and perceived diminished 
effectiveness (Livstycket). How public-private partnerships are formed, which is 
sensed as increasingly prominent in neoliberal urban development, remains under 
the surface, and reflects corruption (Cyklopen). 
 
Possibilities 
The suggestions for how to establish an ‘enabling’ relationship between the 
municipality and the citizen-led urban initiatives display a sufficient range of ideas. 
The ideas fit either in the existing municipal structures or aim for restructuring and 
formation of new structures. Whereas retaining autonomy enables one initiative to 
create a change from inside. By doing so, it learned how to cope with bureaucracy 
and hence survived in the long run (Livstycket). Staying outside the conventional 
structures while receiving modest support drew inspiration to other initiatives. It 
showed not only that it is possible for initiatives to emerge, but also that being 
independent creates assets that could be beneficial to the municipality e.g. local 
embeddedness and neighbor relations. Inspiration could pave the way for other 
initiatives to emerge too (På Spåret). Conversely, a more intertwined relationship is 
deemed advantageous too. Acknowledging that municipalities cope with similar 
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problems as the initiatives, which can enhance a learning environment through 
collaboration (Cyklopen).  
 
Within the formal municipal structures, obtaining permission appears as the easiest 
form of a modest enabling relationship (På Spåret). Another possibility is to integrate 
initiatives in the Detailed Plans (Cyklopen). Or based on regular policies or 
operations, the initiative can form a partnership with municipal officials to carry out 
the implementation of the desired plans (Brotherhood Plaza). This could even lead to 
a construction in which the initiator of the project is hired by the municipality as a 
consultant (Brotherhood Plaza). Less common and thus more innovative is for the 
urban garden to deliver supplementary services to the municipality (På Spåret). 
Precariously, the municipality should avoid competition between initiatives and 
private companies (Livstycket). A new top-down initiated tool should be assigned to 
one responsible department in order to create a new environment for citizens to bring 
ideas to the municipality (City Planning Administration Stockholm). Likewise, 
municipal official should be made aware to actively work with tasks given by citizens 
from bottom-up (Municipal strategist). 
 
A new structure could be formed through establishing a guiding person within the 
municipality (Cyklopen, På Spåret). Besides, a wish is to let the municipality take 
care of money flows, so that the initiatives can focus on core activities (Cyklopen). 
The municipal strategist suggests to repeatedly pursuing pilot projects. It helps 
discovering the potentials and difficulties for future improvements. Accentuating 
positive outcomes through practicing pilot projects can convince politicians to initiate 
new policies (Municipal strategist). Citizens and initiatives can become aware of such 
new ways of citizen engagement through municipal-executed promotion campaigns 
(Municipal strategist). A guiding municipal representative could further on formalize 
ongoing efforts. Citizens and initiatives succeed if they possess a lot of discipline, 
skills and creativity to try many and also different things to go around the system 
(Brotherhood Plaza; Cyklopen). 
 
External pressing forces can help the establishment of a relationship between 
municipalities and initiatives too, whether positive or negative. It might be a larger 
civil environmental awareness that strengthens the importance for urban gardening 
(På Spåret) or the community’s need for a place to release positive excitement 
(Brotherhood Plaza). From a governmental interest, for instance the interest for 
revitalization of the suburb (Livstycket) or justification for gentrification forces and 
neoliberal policies through appointing civil initiatives (Cyklopen). The municipality 
uphold two reasons to renewed attention for municipal bottom-up urban 
development, namely a new vision plan and discontent citizens (Municipal strategist). 
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5. Case study Istanbul 
 
The case study highlighting Istanbul is divided into three parts. The first part sets out 
the relevant characteristics of Istanbul’s local planning context for municipal bottom-
up urban development. Next, the four initiatives that are selected for exploring the 
research topic are firstly briefly outlined after which an analysis of each initiative 
follows. That is followed by the analysis of the interview with the political councilor 
and municipal representative. Lastly, the main themes and preliminary conclusions 
are presented. 

5.1 Introduction to Istanbul’s potential for municipal bottom-up 
urban development 
Istanbul, the largest city in Turkey, stretches over two continents and grows at 
incredible rates. The number of inhabitants was more than 13 million inhabitants in 
2013 (Erkut & Shirazi, 2014). The degree of urbanization in Turkey increased from 
19% in 1950 to 70% in 2010 and is estimated to reach 84% by 2050, based on 
figures from UN Habitat (Unsal & Turk, 2014). From 1980s, the following trends have 
predominantly influenced planning and urban developments. Neoliberal globalization 
and preparation for closer ties with the EU combined with earthquake risks have 
given reasons for so-called top-down imposed urban transformation projects (Erkut & 
Shirazi, 2014). What is striking about these projects is the centralization of planning 
with little to no involvement of participatory planning processes that causes 
opposition and dispute at local levels.  

This forms an incredible necessity for community-based urban planning. 
Unsal & Turk (2014) observe the following contextual trends: besides the excessive 
degree of urbanization, the housing market faces a legal-illegal (dual) market 
structure, social and infrastructure areas are lacking in Turkish cities, and almost all 
of Turkey’s land and inhabitants are under high risks of earthquakes. Land use 
planning in Turkey is governed through a hierarchical statutory planning system with 
a high level of flexibility for special-purpose plans. Unsal & Turk (2014) however state 
that the Turkish planning system does not sufficiently incorporate special-purpose 
plans. Those rational instruments are intended to protect national and cultural assets 
from the pressure of development. On the contrary, the powerful central 
governmental agencies determine the major development decisions. Understanding 
the Turkish planning system is difficult. Especially with its fragmented structure of 56 
plan types and 18 authorized planning institutions (Unsal & Turk, 2014). The rapid 
urbanization as a result of the first industrialization process in the 1950s inevitably led 
to new legislation and institutional governing bodies for urban planning and 
development at the national level. In 1985, responsibilities started to get conveyed to 
local governments. The local government level, as mostly accurate in this research, 
is governed by an elected council and elected mayor. Locally embedded is the 
district representative, named Muhtar, who is elected and supposed to inform the 
mayor, representing the voice of the people. The local municipality is supposedly the 
main planning authority, given that the use of planning authority by the central 
government is limited to extraordinary situations. Though internal inconsistencies and 
relations with other legislation remained unclear and caused implementation 
problems (Unsal & Turk, 2014). The system has built-in tools that bypass local 
authorities and undermine the integrity of the holistic development plans, which is 
reinforced with the lack of a legitimate comprehensive plan. For instance, the 
intentions of real estate developers are covered by fundamental urban planning goals 
like prevention of the risks of disaster. As a result “the lack of coordinating 
instruments and processes for the integration of different plan types leads to disorder 
among the authorities within the planning system and ongoing disputes in the form of 
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court cases” (p.22). These conditions are widely applicable to a range of urban 
development projects in Istanbul (Unsal & Turk, 2014).  

In recent years, Istanbul is being perceived as a global city. Its vision is led by 
neoliberal policies directed from the national government for strengthening service 
industry, technology and financial sector, which in fact undermine social and 
economic values (Akpinar, 2014). The second industrialization process that started in 
the early 1980s led to the influx of foreign investors and privatization of municipal 
public services (Rodriguez & Azenha, 2014). Defeating the economic crisis from 
2001 and the aftermath of the Marmara earthquake put the construction sector to its 
core of urban development (Schwegmann, 2013). So-called urban transformation is 
used as a tool to pursue rapid destruction, eviction of the urban poor and the 
accumulation of global capital to serve the beautification of Istanbul in favor of the 
increasingly wealthy middle-class population in the city (Akpinar, 2014). Municipal 
laws introduced in 2004 and 2005 allow municipalities to gain authority for 
implementing urban renewal projects without having to follow standard regulations in 
the legal system (Rodriguez & Azenha, 2014). Informality in the planning system is 
thus not uncommon, neither is the informality in the housing sector as half of the 
buildings are informal (Schwegmann, 2013). The lacking transparency of the local 
and national government and participatory decision-making processes (Akpinar, 
2014), combined with a strong central government and ambiguous legislation system 
make it hard for civil society to organize themselves and act (Schwegmann, 2013). 
Civil society generally organizes themselves in local Neighborhood Associations that 
address their urban needs in opposition of the urban regeneration projects and large-
scale housing programs (Karaman, 2014).  

5.2 Citizen-led urban initiatives in Istanbul 
This chapter presents the analysis of the four initiatives selected in Istanbul: 
 
5.2.1 Ìlk Adim Cooperative 
Ìlk Adim is a Women and Children Center (WCC) in Nurtepe, one of the lowest-
income neighborhoods in Istanbul. It opened in 2004 with the help of the overarching 
ngo KEDV. The center offers affordable childcare and education for young children. 
Annually, it brings together around 150 mothers. Women get the opportunity to run 
the center autonomously and to participate in capacity building programs for 
enhancing empowerment. Besides women empowerment motifs, Ìlk Adim aims to 
prevent discrimination and to prioritize women’s conditions and needs in planning 
their activities. Furthermore, Ìlk Adim plays a central role in improving the urban 
environment for women and communities. Source: Our Space by Huairou 
Commission (2010). 
 

 Figure 5. Ìlk Adim Cooperative - Source: own material 
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Ideologies and motifs 
This Women and Children Center (WCC) is found by two housewives from low-
income class who were subjected to their necessities, “even though they wanted to 
work they could not, since they had to take care of the kids”. The neighborhood is 
home to large proportions of poor families and used to be politically active due to the 
influx of political migrants. Nowadays, the WCC particularly focuses itself on the 
women who are politically independent and don’t go outside their comfort zone. The 
aim is to empower the women, increase their self-esteem and strength their faith. It 
has proven to work so they wish to expand to other neighborhoods, “we have 
accomplished a lot of things with just a little resource in ten years, we this can be 
done in other places and local women can do this”. The women have found the WCC 
because there was a necessity for such a center. The state did have any programs 
that would nurse their needs, “we did not have any hope regarding state aid, because 
we did not experience such a thing like state aid for women and childcare”. 
 
Constraints  
Establishing an initiative like WCC has benefitted to a large extend from personal 
relations with the Muhtar and municipality. It was based on luck, “we were just 
founded and he [the mayor] was just elected”. This is rather an exception, as the 
founder can think of many other cooperatives that experience extensive struggles 
working collaboratively with municipalities. The underlying problem is informality. This 
is problematic in itself, as the founder describes it as “an old-boys network” instead of 
formalized NGOs existence in the local municipal framework.  
 
The lack of legal guarantees marks a longer history. The first cooperative emerged in 
1986 and the number of cooperative increased to 60-70 across Turkey, however no 
legal structures have been implemented that protect the cooperatives, “we worry, 
because we are not under legal guarantee”. They can infinitively “put our wills and 
problems on the table” but the expectations have stopped “we never force them 
[governments] to consult us or include us for decision-making processes”. It is 
believed that legal changes can only happen with the involvement of ministries. For 
the founder experiences a lack of transparency “when we decide to visit the 
ministries, they were rolling out the red carpet”. Yet, no structural changes have been 
made to formalize or legalize cooperatives. It is rather contradicting “whenever we 
have meetings with the ministries, we come back with the big hopes and big 
promises, but nothing happens, so we get disappointed”. The same counts for city 
councilors, “she has attended our last three meetings with the ministries in Ankara, 
but she did not recognize us”. Criticizing this does not seem to help “I did not want to 
harm the relations so I kept quiet”. This put WCC in a tough situation, especially 
when it turns out “they are coming here to promote our works but at the end they 
compel us to themselves”. Thus, over the years, trust has appeared as a problem. 
The founder explains that in the ten years they have existed and approach all 
ministries, they have received positive responses for collaboration “none of them 
closed the doors for us, on the contrary, they always seemed like they were willing to 
work with us and make changes”. But after, nothing is done, which feeds distrust.  
 
The municipal support consists of free rent and covered costs of the teacher. 
However, this becomes problematic as “sometimes they [the municipality] try to 
assign a teacher to our place through The National Education System, instead of 
paying the money”. The founder problematized the routinized working principles of 
those teachers. They are very strict on certain rules and make things more difficult 
than needed. Instead the founder prefers to get money so they can employ young 
girls from the neighborhood who are educated as a pre-school teacher. The founder 
appoints the lack of additional municipal support to their political neutrality. Being 
political neutral is on the one hand beneficial to women who are in need with other 
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political perspectives, but yet on the other hand “we have problems with the 
authorities due to being independent”. The founder is convinced “they [WCC] should 
be objective and they should reveal the regime’s both negative and positive sides”. 
The result is that “we always feel anxious and afraid during every local election”. The 
same support they get now from the municipality and mayor is not guaranteed if the 
politics change. The founder noticed in other countries that cooperatives get widely 
supported by municipalities, “and we want the local municipalities to accept us in the 
same way in these countries”. It further on restricts the WCC for creating visionary 
plans. Hope for future possibilities and visionary plans decreased, as “we do not take 
this place for granted and we do not think that we have to be awarded for our rights 
and gains should be widened”.  
 
Possibilities 
Existing structures have supported the WCC to establish. Determinant for this WCC 
were the personal relations with the Muhtar. Regardless of their political viewpoint 
they were permitted to the house with free rent. The good relations also resulted in 
that “the local municipality here does not hinder us”. The overarching NGO KEDV 
continuously contribute with their experience as well as their training capacities. It 
helps the WCC develop and strengthen their capabilities “in all projects, first KEDV 
sends us an instructor and the instructor trains us here and then we give the 
education to the women in the neighborhood”. Moreover, establishing the initiative as 
a cooperative eased their relationship to the municipality. The municipality was 
clearly afraid of political involvement, but the status of a cooperative took away those 
concerns. Later “after the local municipality saw our works, they were convinced that 
our works just aim to empower women and kids”. The municipality even collaborates 
with the WCC in the Disaster Management projects that addresses local needs in 
risks areas. It is the WCC’s aim to emphasize the women’s talents for management. 
Remarking that although “we are mostly poor housewives who don’t have any 
advance education”. It fulfills a complementary function “with just a little money, you 
can manage NGOs and realize actual projects that local municipalities can’t 
accomplish due to lack of time and personnel”. Therefore, Gulten thinks of it as a 
municipal duty to share some of its budget. 
 
Based on their modest positive experiences, they are motivated to create better 
conditions for other cooperatives. On a higher level they aim to formalize the 
existence and activities of NGOs in the local municipal system. “such organizations 
are facing struggles all around Turkey, that is why we are in touch with ministries all 
the time”. The ministries need to be involved to change legal guarantees so that 
municipalities can provide proper support. They especially want to address 
municipalities that are less likely to collaborate, “it is hard to maintain such a system 
with only municipalities willing”. To convince the ministries, they aim to show their 
results “we always show our projects as examples in order to prove what kind of 
change can be made”. Drawing from international inspiration, “like Germany or 
Greece, I went there and observed their models, […] for example without any cultural 
discrimination but the local municipality covered every expense from rent to teacher’s 
pension”. The aim is to discern the luck factor and personal relations. The founder 
argues for allocating more power for support to local municipalities. Instead of letting 
informality prevail, “the central government should support such initiatives and give 
autonomy to local authorities to finance them”. Within the WCC they have already 
started adopt means of formalization, “the women who live here, can register through 
a form, become member and get day-care-service for their children”.  
 
5.2.2 Sokak Bizim (Streets belong to us) 
“Streets belong to us” is an advocacy organization for well-functioning public spaces. 
Larger cities in Turkey possess a low quality of streets and infrastructure. The NGO 
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carries out campaigns, introduces and implements models for street life 
improvements, enforces car-free day festivities by closing off a street, enhances 
participatory approaches in neighborhood development and much more. The NGO is 
run by a group of young urbanists of which a few take care of the day-to-day 
responsibilities. The office is located in Kuzguncuk, which is known for its active and 
engaged community regarding the area’s development. Source: 
http://www.sokakbizim.org/ 
 

 
Figure 6. Sokak Bizim - Source: own material 
 
Ideologies and motifs 
In 2007 during the World Car-Free conference held in Istanbul the founders of the 
NGO started with small projects. Those developed into one project, described as a 
“once a month event and for that event we closed a street and we only let 
pedestrians and cyclists to use the street and get rid off the cars and had small 
activities like festivals, street musicians, street artists and street games, in which we 
worked together with the municipality”. For these activities they received permission 
from the municipality, “otherwise it’s an illegal activity and the municipality will be 
against us and we don’t want that”.  
 
Constraints 
The municipal politics is found as strongly obstructing the relationship between 
Sokak Bizim and the municipality. Erman points out “it is interesting to work with the 
municipality because they want to do something but they don’t want to give money”. 
Closing off one street is indicated too small to be able to create the desired effect that 
stimulates the increase of land values. Hosting bigger activities helps the 
advertisement of the municipality to eventually develop itself as a brand. Sokak Bizim 
tries to stay away from municipal politics in order to survive on the long-term. Sokak 
Bizim works with both the municipalities that are ruled by the government and the 
ones that are ruled by the opposition. During the election period, candidates attempt 
to work together, “but we said we are not going to work with the candidates because 
if we support the candidates, then we can’t work with the other ones in the 
municipality”, because “they tried to use it as an election tool or campaign”. Instead 
the founder emphasizes “we are working with areas” and understands that “it is 
maybe a different working type but we have to do this otherwise we can’t do 
anything”. Their long-term perspective expels earning money, “if we would have 
supported the candidates, we could have earned a lot of money”. This shows that 
there is money but the founder knows that “the municipality gave away the money to 
other bigger projects, like concerts”. Pursuing a more structural change in the 
relationship with the municipality is hindered by the central government, as the 
municipality is subject to “a big government and big president”. The hierarchy and 
political pressure is predominant, “it is pressuring everything everything everything, it 
is hard to make projects in Turkey”. With this given, Sokak Bizim experienced various 
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skepticism by local residents. While executing their activities, such as closing off a 
street or handing people tools to influence street design, shop-owners were afraid 
that closing off their street was done for commercial purposes and would decrease 
his profit. Thus, as municipalities do not structurally give support, achieving structural 
impact appears difficult too “we can’t reach the people and explain to the people in 
the exact ways as we want”.  
 
Bureaucracy forms another obstacle and appears in various situations. Firstly, the 
organization form as “in Turkey it is very hard to be an association, because a lot of 
bureaucracy”. Secondly, Sokak Bizim has encountered bureaucratic obstacles in its 
communication with municipalities. The communication is unclear and sometimes 
even illogic or unreasonable. Similarly with permissions, “the permissions are 
changing from municipality to municipality” and different departments are responsible 
for different street elements. This caused “a huge permission confusion” and the 
process could start from scratch, keeping its optimism “but we are learning”. Also, at 
the side of the municipality knowledge is lacking. Understanding their vision on public 
spaces and street improvement remains difficult “they don’t understand what we are 
doing, while we are trying to create a holistic picture”. Consequently, a trust issue 
occurs, “we can’t trust them on their words”. The government can change something 
that they got promised just earlier. Therefore, others sent out warnings that they 
shouldn’t trust the municipalities, “some of the associations are very mad at us 
because we work with the municipality, because they think that the municipality is 
fooling us”. However, Sokak Bizim generally trusts the municipalities as getting 
permission is something static, and lasts for only one day and doesn’t intervene in 
anything structural.  
 
The types of organization differ strongly. The municipality’s prevailing stiffness holds 
them from being responsive and/or transformative as “the municipality and the 
government think different, we have to convince them and it’s not easy to do”. City 
councilors and officials possess a protective attitude toward their position. Some 
have long municipal careers and will not give in, as “they don’t want to accept our 
ideas and accept that we know better than them”. When the founder points out the 
municipal official’s deficits, “they for instance say: ‘you know that I am working in this 
municipality for 20 years and you can’t know better than me’”. According to the 
founder, the conservative attitude derives from that “some persons inside the 
municipalities have an ego, a very big ego”.  
 
Possibilities 
The first activities in the early stages were all with the same municipality. Soon they 
got advised to turn to the central government, whereafter the department for traffic 
gave permission to collaborate with local municipalities. With more serious 
collaborations, Sokak Bizim formalized their legal status and turned into an 
organization. Further on, the founder deems it necessary to stay autonomous “I don’t 
want to engage with one municipality, because if you engage with one municipality, 
then you can’t work with other ones”. The municipality’s distinctive geographical 
characteristics and political orientations create limitations for collaboration. For 
instance, one neighborhood with hills fundamentally prevents Sokak Bizim from 
working with bicycle roads. Also, there are typically two types of neighborhoods, one 
that is close to the government and one that is very against. Consequently both 
neighborhoods adopt different politics and policies, which affect Sokak Bizim’s 
assignments. 
 
Sokak Bizim serves a supplementary function to the municipality’s activities for street 
design and quality. The founder argues “yes, streets are full with cars, there is no 
side-walk and pedestrian zone, […] they [citizens] need pedestrian areas”. Therefore, 
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Sokak Bizim initiate activities for street re-claiming and traffic calming activities. Local 
municipalities support their activities with permissions, police support and other small 
necessities, e.g. street furniture and ground painting. In fact, the municipalities are 
unable to fulfill this service “because they don’t have a department for this, they think 
that if they work with sidewalks, they need to do maintenance and find good stones 
and that’s it, but we think for them”. Consequently, they always receive the needed 
support, “every municipality gives us stuff, we didn’t have any problems with them”. 
However, one crucial conditions for is to work voluntary, “just as long as they don’t 
need to pay any money, then they collaborate much more easily”.   
 
Through fulfilling a supplementary function, Sokak Bizim aims to be involved in larger 
debates around urban issues. The founder identifies the municipality’s will to 
integrate citizen perspectives into neighborhood development. Yet, what is lacking is 
the presence of useful strategies. As the founder understands “they want to make a 
third way to understand the people, they want to make their own bureaucracy and 
bureaucratic procedures”. Consequently, Sokak Bizim jumps into the bureaucratic 
gab “we try to find the third way and we can easily find that third way”. The 
organizational difference can be bridged “we can understand their language and we 
can transfer the language from people to municipalities”. For instance “they try to 
make some bicycle roads but they think that it’s a bicycle road and I make it and 
that’s enough for me and people can use it and nothing more has to be done, but 
actually it needs more”. Municipalities provide infrastructure, yet slowly they are 
changing their approach toward “we are thinking to have a bicycle road here and 
what do you think?”. The possibility for a supportive relationship with the municipality 
is to apply “co-production” and to work with fresh brains “if they [municipalities] want 
to collaborate with us, we have a lot of young people and we have new ideas and we 
follow the events and trends in the world, so we can give them new visions”.   
 
Larger trends at stake in the local urban context have facilitated the understanding 
for what Sokak Bizim advocates for. The Gezi-park protest in Istanbul in May 2013 
addressed re-claiming public spaces and disputed the neoliberal urban development 
trend. It catalyzed people’s awareness and the notion of active citizenship, “before 
Gezi it was very hard to explain to people what we were doing because they didn’t 
understand: we want public spaces to be used by people”. Receiving more 
recognition is experienced as “very motivating”. They have initiated projects that 
support active citizenship, “we don’t want them to watch the situation, ‘okay, there is 
public space and someone is doing something there, no’”. The ‘Your Street Your 
Choice’ activity hands people street elements in the form of Lego material, “we want 
people to build their own street to understand what they want and how they can 
improve their streets”.  
 
A possibility to overcome bureaucratic stiffness and municipal politics is to reach 
agreement about a strategy or a direction. The founder suggests to “agree on the 
purpose, then we can slowly slowly collaborate” which allows to overrule a persons 
and reach out to the head of the municipality to address an issue. This builds up to 
the desired future state of the relationship with the municipality, which is when “the 
municipality trust our advises and implement them, it would be a good way to 
communicate and collaborate”. Additionally, “maybe some people from the 
municipality can work with us, in big projects people from the municipality can work 
with us full-time on a project”. The benefit is an exchange component “then we can 
learn their ideas and share our ideas”.  
 
5.2.3 Music for Peace 
Music for Peace was found in 2005. The main objective of Music for Peace is to offer 
free music education to as many children as possible and to give voice to peace 
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through music. Until today, the foundation has provided social and cultural spaces for 
thousands of underprivileged children in Edirnekapı-İstanbul, eliminating obstructions 
to the right to access to arts. An integral part of the social fabric of its neighborhood, 
the foundation has opened its doors to all children who want to engage in music, 
without discrimination, and has become a space of solidarity and sharing, with the 
active participation of children and their families.  
Source: http://www.sistemaeurope.org/turkey/ 
 

 
Figure 7. Music for Peace - Source: own material 
 
Ideologies and motifs 
The school started with one single accordion player and 15 kids, now the foundation 
celebrated its 10th year with various kinds of instruments. The founder and  co-
founder see music as a tool to create bridges between people. The music school is 
intended to create bridges between homeless kids “who need more, who don’t have 
so many social and economic powers” and the intellectuals interested in classical 
music who have resources and power. The orchestra functions as a metaphor for 
democracy and a peaceful life as its plays in harmony. The neighborhood has 
experienced considerable changes. The most pivotal change happened on the side 
of the parents. Before “the parents were thinking that their kids have a faith, and they 
can’t change the faith”. Whereas now they send their children to school instead of 
making them responsible for daily money. The co-founder argues that the children do 
not have to be music talents, because it’s about the larger effect of music. It affects 
the children’s self-esteem, motivation and vision, “imagine they become a person 
who is selling citrons but he will sell his citrons in a special way”. The volunteers 
engaged in the foundation have claimed their rights for participation, perhaps 
because they realize there is a place in society they can influence. They demanded 
more involvement in the management processes of the foundation “we got a lot of 
reactions from the people around us who were saying, we want a management 
system in which we can participate”. The management system represents a 
democratic system in which “the decision-takers are the users, the makers”. As the 
co-founder reflects, it functions as an orchestra “they will decide together, react 
together, they will react in harmony”. Also important is that “they know the spirit and 
they come from bottom-up”.  
 
Constraints 
The distinctiveness of the type of organization and its activities caused skepticism. 
Not only the kids and parents were unfamiliar with classical music and the type of 
instruments, but also the municipality showed discontent. In the beginning, the 
founders and the first music teachers had to invest in creating relationships and 
explain about the music and instruments to take away the distrust. The families got 
convinced “after some years, they accepted us”, but the municipality has never truly 
accepted the foundation. They started working with street children at different places 
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but got banned all the time. Bureaucracy caused many obstacles, “for months we 
tried, we tried, we tried, but we couldn’t because a lot of bureaucracy”. The 
government did not give permission.  
 
The co-founder mentions the discontinuity and distrust in the state and private sector, 
“you can’t trust the government or commercial companies, because they will 
change”. Four years ago, after the municipality first committed to a collaborative 
relationship with the music school, they changed their mind: “the fourth month they 
said we don’t have any money to continue and they took the instruments from the 
kids”. The intentions to collaborate was apparently different between the two, as the 
co-founder explains that the municipality is primarily concerned “to win votes and 
they have to make their own advertisement” while the music school wants “to give a 
spirit to the kids” and suggested to “let’s do first and let’s do the advertisement at the 
end, everybody will see the results at the end”. The co-founder reflects that it 
happened “because we do classical music etc. and that is not our culture”. She 
concludes “it was a trial and we learned that it doesn’t work with the municipality”.  
 
Possibilities 
For the foundation to find a place and get approval to start their music school, it 
demanded a primary school director “who has an open mind and they really need 
these kinds of things” opened his school during the weekends and convinced the 
parents to bring their children. More invitations from primary schools followed, and 
after one accordion teacher also a flute teacher followed. After the third school, they 
realized they needed an own place. Not only personal relations with a person with 
the right mindset and status were crucial, also the profile of the founder appears 
determining its success. The co-founder explains “my husband is an architect, he 
knows how to find the way, to change unused places into music ateliers”.  
 
In contrast to receiving support from the municipality, the foundation relies on support 
from individuals. This route has not only been the most important source of income, 
but also underlined the main aim of the music school. Only last year they started to 
have a sponsor. “For us the most important thing is the help of the individual people, 
because we want to touch the people, you can’t trust the government or commercial 
companies because they will change, but the people will not change”. Thus, the 
foundation relies on an alternative financial model that has the power to achieve 
greater change, according to the co-founder. Through letting individuals experience 
and believe the transformation of the kids, the initiative creates personal relations 
with individuals and receives their support. Creating “a bridge between these people 
who don’t have power and people who have all the money and all the support” 
makes people see and understand each other. Thus, not just the transformation of 
the kids is its highest priority, “but for us the main change is the other ones who are 
supporting the kids, because if they change and see what can happen if they support 
something like that, they will have hope for changing”. For the co-founder, the 
change starts with the intellectuals to understand the lives of the homeless kids in the 
neighborhood, and to create a possibility to support them.  
 
Other cities provide examples of how an enabling relationship between a music 
school and the municipality can look like “for the other city it works very well”. In a 
study trip to another city they learned that the municipality is supportive and gives 
opportunities through having “young people center, which is managed by the young 
people”. Also, she appoints the possibilities to mayors who “see people and 
everybody loves them, because they are trying to make a social mayorship”. The co-
founder explains that the difference is that they have a different mindset, one that is 
not occupied by personal advertisement, “they are giving the opportunities to the civil 
initiatives”.  
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5.2.4 TAK 
Design Atelier Kadıköy (TAK) is an organization formed by the collaboration of public 
(Kadıköy Municipality), private (Kentsel Strateji) and civil society institution (ÇEKÜL) 
founded in 2013. It follows strategic design management approaches by assembling 
strategy and design notions in order to find solutions for spatial problems in Kadıköy 
district of Istanbul. With its office and design space in the middle of neighborhood, it 
is also a meeting environment where innovative and creative ideas are put into 
practice. Kadıköy residents who have ideas, designers who have projects in mind 
and supporters who have capabilities get the opportunity to meet with the Kadıköy 
Municipality, around the motto; ‘You design, we implement’.  
Source: http://takortak.org/atolye/kadikoy/ 
 

 
Figure 8. TAK 
 
Ideologies and motifs 
TAK attempts to encourage local initiatives and new approaches from bottom-up to 
influence formal planning processes. The urban strategy firm that initiated TAK was 
bothered with a few issues which formed reasons to initiate TAK: firstly, the low 
degree of public participation in planning processes in Turkey, secondly, the difficulty 
to create relationships with the municipality that includes a budget, and the perceived 
separated professions of designers and planners. In response to the discontent, TAK 
aims to work voluntarily on making open calls to “put a new urban regeneration 
model with designers and planners” ultimately to “change their [municipality] 
perspectives and their mind”. TAK is led by a board of which one board member is 
the initiative’s representative. Out of the 15 designers affiliated to TAK, 6 designers 
have paid contracts and the rest volunteers. Additionally, usually around 100 external 
designers apply with design proposal, while 5,000 people have subscribed to the 
mailing list and another 12,000 follow on Facebook. Where TAK firstly addressed the 
21 neighborhoods of Kadıköy “to make implementations through fixing some spaces 
and making tactical urbanism studies, to test this and to jump to other 
neighborhoods”, it recently shifted its focus to the neighborhood they are situated in 
and “make open-calls to volunteering designers and neighborhoods to implement the 
designs in one or two days with the material we have from the municipality”.  
 
Constraints 
The neighborhood has been skeptical toward the design atelier to be established 
aimed at encouraging public participation, “everybody said those kind of things are 
going on in other countries, not in Turkey, we are not used to experiencing this 
participation processes”. Once the collaboration with the municipality was found, it 
caused unrealistic expectations among designers, they became “very enthusiastic 
about thinking and being a part of this kind of new participation model and new 
movement” and expectations rose that “these models were implemented in a short 
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time”. Later they understood that an urban regeneration process stretches over a 
long time. Also, designers hoped to be employed, but TAK’s representative explains 
“our focus is social design and participation, most of the designers is job and 
projects”.  
 
TAK’s representative thinks of tactical urbanism as a good strategy for reconstructing 
physical as well as governing structures. However, designers lack interest for this 
type of urbanism, “they are somehow not interested, most of them want to be a star 
architect, they have high intentions and expectations”. As TAK’s representative 
explains, tactical urbanism does not have a particular aim, in fact, it revolves around 
beautifying and vitalizing unused spaces, whereas the designers rather prefer the 
competition approach to get their projects selected. Awarding prizes to competition 
winners is difficult because the money relies on bureaucracy, “the municipality has its 
own rules and can’t just give money to the winners of the competition”, in fact “there 
are steps and rules to obey”. TAK’s representative explains that is becomes clear 
“the TAK concept works totally different from the municipal bureaucratic system”.  
 
Although the municipality and the mayor seem supportive, the mayor shows a 
conservative attitude when it comes to structural changes. TAK suggests a 
fundamental change in the governance framework that dictates construction 
companies to dedicate a small part of their budget to social projects. However, “the 
mayor thinks that is unusual and not right to do this”. TAK’s representative argues 
that their suggestion should have been implemented from the beginning, and that 
municipal politics form a hindrance to discuss larger changes “there were municipal 
elections, so with the former municipality it was okay [to discuss] but the second one, 
since they are new, they don’t want skepticism”. It was learned that “localization is 
very important, we can’t try to implement one strict model in each municipality, each 
municipality has its own dynamics and each mayor has its own perspectives”. 
 
The legal rights for an organization like TAK are limited “Now, TAK doesn’t have any 
legal rights, no one would listen to TAK”. Possibilities for partnerships are to a large 
degree subject to politics. TAK’s representative expounds that the Ministry of 
Urbanism can’t work with TAK because it belongs to a left-wing-oriented municipality 
since the central government is right-wing-oriented. The chances are higher for an 
urban strategy company, such as the founder of TAK, to establish a partnership with 
the Ministry, and e.g. World Bank, since they are not politically colored, “as a private 
company, we can make partnerships and we can be more powerful”. Its limitations 
are accepted within its purpose, “as TAK, we are just introducing people, we are 
found to change their minds, we don’t have legal power, we can’t force the 
municipality and ministries to implement these kinds of things”.  
 
Possibilities 
The relationship with the municipality improved along their collaboration, “after these 
projects they started to believe and to know and to understand our intentions and 
volunteer studies” which created a “trust relationship”. TAK’s representative 
evaluates that working voluntary is especially key, since “it doesn’t cost them” which 
creates room for TAK to engage in alternative approaches “we are trying to develop 
visionary projects and proposals, we are always trying to open new perspectives and 
new doors”. A crucial given in the enabling relationship is the mayor is not part of the 
board, “so we make all the decisions in TAK, he has no intentions or is not involved 
in the decisions here”. Selecting a particular spot in the neighborhood and requesting 
certain materials and municipal workers to help transforming the spot is no problem, 
“we just say we want to work on this space and we need this and this and this and 
we need people, workers, they are joining their resources”. Whether this is always 
the case, “yes, they are always supporting it, in the end they are supporting material”.  
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Yet, TAK is to some extent depending on the mayor’s perspective. Possibilities for an 
enabling relationship arise when the mayor is visionary, open-minded and willing to 
experiment. Also certain neighborhood characteristics and conditions are prominent 
too, as for instance Kadıköy contains “the highest level of income, […] highest social 
level, education level, people are more open to democracy and space and 
participation, people are also looking for their rights and they want to know more”. As 
TAK shifted its focus to the neighborhood they are situated, more possibilities arose 
to establish relationships with neighbors and to find the ones who are mostly active. 
To include more neighbors in the implementation of the designs, “we make calls, 
posters and invite people”. Reversely, when neighbors have particular problems 
“people don’t want to go to the municipality because of people’s attitude and all the 
bureaucratic stages etc. TAK is an intermediate stage”. In case neighbors do address 
their problems at the municipality, they often get forwarded to TAK. The municipality 
recognizes that TAK allows citizens to feel ownership over the solutions that are 
found through participatory tools and process.  
 
Going beyond existing structures, TAK’s representative suggests the municipality to 
find partners, like construction companies that work with regeneration projects. The 
current structures hinder the development of an enabling relationship due to the lack 
of financial support. Construction companies could play a vital role as “they all have 
contractors and they get quite a lot of profit from each project, so they can allocate a 
very limited budget to our social projects, that’s how the system can work”. Further 
on, TAK can function as a facilitator, “TAK is just in between, catalyzer, it doesn’t 
have any relationship with money, it creates bridges”.  
 
TAK’s representative, educated as an urban planner, personally wishes to change 
the planning process in Turkey, however also realizes “we can change maybe the 
participation process but not the planning system”. Changing the planning system 
goes beyond TAK’s capacities, instead TAK does “try to change municipalities’ minds 
and also introduce designer with social design in concept”. TAK’s representative 
believes “there is no participation process in the planning system”, but the urban 
strategy firm, the founder of TAK, manifests a good example to change this. They 
introduced “social impact responsive design” which means that designers and 
architects should interact with the users of the built environment “so that we can 
minimize negative impacts on people”. Based on extensive research that involved the 
World Bank but also the people in the area “to understand their current experiences 
and their expectations for the new urban regeneration projects”, they developed 
design principles. The ministry of Urbanism responded positive, and as the 
regeneration projects demand project management that include “new methods and 
new tools for participation”, they now requested a guidebook for all regeneration 
areas in Turkey. For this to develop, TAK’s representative emphasizes the need for 
more research and to learn from international experiences and tools, although she is 
aware that in the end they need to develop their own tools as “people’s social 
characteristics differ so much from city to city, from neighborhood to neighborhood”. 
This process already makes TAK’s representative “more excited about the future of 
urban planning in Istanbul and TAK”. Although TAK does not have the legal status to 
execute such a project, through trial and error TAK learns and becomes “a model for 
other ideas and organizations, I think that’s why it is important to stand and try to go 
on”. 

5.3 Municipal official and political councilor in Kadıköy, Istanbul 
The board of TAK consists of three persons, firstly an urban planner who’s aligned to 
the founder of TAK, the urban strategy company. Secondly, also an urban planner 
who works within the municipality of Kadıköy. Thirdly, an architect who’s member of 
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the local chamber of the municipality and represents the municipality’s political 
perspective. Kadıköy municipality is aware of the importance and lack of public 
participation in municipal planning processes and decision-making processes, but for 
Kadıköy “civil engagement is on top of the municipal strategy”. Compared to other 
municipal districts in Istanbul, “Kadıköy is a kind of leader”. The mayor has initiated 
TAK, “he gave the role to people to execute this design atelier and to take 
responsibilities to create connections to the projects in the municipality and to 
empower”. 
 
Constraints 
Understanding participation causes problems in Turkey, firstly, since the municipal 
official states “the general perception is that participation is causing problems”, and 
secondly, according to the political councilor, that “everybody understands something 
different”, which depends on the person’s political perspective. She urges “if you 
want to really participate people, all people, you have to talk to as possible as 
everyone who feels this is a problem”. The drawback is that participation is often 
understood as “to collect the representatives and try to solve the representatives’ 
problem”. Moreover, the representatives included in this process become too 
routinized, “they have received a certain status or position in relation to the 
municipality from which they act and don’t want to lose it”.  
 
The hierarchy within the governmental framework blurs the formal planning process, 
as all actors – local municipality, metropolitan municipality and central government – 
can make plans. The power is concentrated at the central government level which 
projects its powers on Istanbul, as it “is the financial center of Turkey, so their eyes 
are wide open”. E.g. the political councilor saw on the news that the central 
government made plans to construct a mosque on a plot that was by the political 
councilor and her colleagues allocated for other purposes. The political councilor 
explains that “so in Turkey, the decision-making process is not around the local 
government and city initiatives”. Although “the local government is the last stage of 
the plans, there is a very big problems of power”. Power is a difficult issue and a very 
political problem, present for yeas and years.  
 
Ventilating the people’s initiatives and ideas to higher levels is rather problematic. 
Muhtar is a representative for the neighborhood on an institutional level. Once per 
month all Muhtars from various districts within the municipality have a meeting with 
the mayor. Instead of encouraging civil initiatives to get empowered, “the Muhtar is 
skeptical because he claims that they want to take power”. In addition, the 
fragmented society and developed active citizenship makes it hard for the 
municipality to establish relations with initiatives. The municipality never knows which 
initiatives are right and sustainable and which ones are not, “in Kadıköy there are 
more than ten initiatives that want to do something with disabled people, they say the 
same thing”. The perception of such initiatives is wrong, as “they say that the 
municipality should do what they want, in the people’s minds, the municipality is a 
place that you can go and take more from” and “sometimes they don’t want to 
negotiate, they only want to criticize”. Meanwhile, “they always say that they don’t 
trust the municipality”.  
 
Possibilities 
The demographics of the neighborhood and the municipality’s political perspective 
including the mayor’s perspective are important factors that influence the 
municipality’s perspective toward public participation. According to the municipal 
official and the political councilor, demographics such as a high education level “very 
young people and university students, they are very active” and “the amount of 
elderly people is very high, they have lived here for many years, there is a culture in 
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here, people see themselves as a part of Kadıköy and call themselves ‘Kadıköylijum’. 
They push the municipality to consider public participation. The citizens have a 
strong place attachment and the feeling they want to protect it, “they are proud of 
their district, they are very aware of their places and they want us to hear their voices 
here, they want the municipality to cooperate with them”.  
 
Developing the relationship the municipality has with local initiatives is helped by 
implementing governance. Practically, it is meant as integrating public participation 
into the decision-making processes, for instance “the municipality organizes 
community meetings to take their ideas of the projects and environments, making 
questionnaires, organizing workshops, establishing face-to-face contacts with 
citizens”. One of the examples was a workshop with complaining citizens “the good 
thing is that all the people feel responsible for the solution” and “if you make them 
participate to a design project, they feel it is their street and their park because their 
ideas were there”. Conflicts may still arise between municipalities and citizens, “but 
nowadays through governance it is possible to take their ideas on a higher level”. 
The political councilor understands participation as it should come from bottom-up 
and the people should feel that they have solved the problem. And if they problem 
could not be solved, they have to experience that too. The municipal official adds 
“participation does not only mean that you do what the public says”, it is important to 
make use of relevant professions and their tools, and to work towards a shared goal 
through co-production. The municipality aims to address other citizens than the 
presenters of the initiatives that have built up personal relations with the municipality 
but who are not the people with problems, “since years it is changing, the 
municipality doesn’t only want to make the decisions by the steering communities, 
but also take the decision of the ordinary citizens”. The desired form of public 
participation is, according to the municipal official, “the municipality establishes 
institutions to take the public opinion in a more institutionalized way”. But too much 
bureaucracy should not become involved, “TAK should not be a place of 
bureaucracy, it should have a different decision-making structure.  
 
Sharing the outcomes of governance tactics between municipalities can help to 
“learn and exchange, to establish a sustainable way of participation”. E.g. after 
observing the lack of green areas for children, they bought up a plot and transformed 
it “we designed it as a park and discussed the design with the community”. Kadıköy 
is perceived as a pioneer but there is “no such culture in municipalities to do 
something together”. Which would be majorly beneficial and has the ability to achieve 
“big results” as “they shouldn’t be by themselves because they have less power”. 
Kadıköy municipality is member of the municipality union, “it’s a way of sharing ideas 
with other municipalities, apart from what political parties think, and initiated to not 
only establish personal relations but also institutional relations as well”.  
 
New structures are deemed necessary for the municipality to manage the diverging 
interests of all initiatives, groups and communities. They should organize themselves 
and create a shared opinion, “they should collect in a council” and “they have to do 
this together not with the municipality”. In Kadıköy there are debates about 
establishing a “city council that consists of citizens”. Eventually “it should function as 
an umbrella, only for district scale”. The benefits of a city council are that “it will be 
more a more organized way and represent a broader part of the public”, especially 
taking away pressure from the municipality “to solve people’s problems one by one”. 
It also teaches people “to learn how to discuss with each other, not only with the 
municipality”. This results in more formal relationships, and that is exactly what’s 
needed. It also something the people want, despite the representatives of the 
initiative, “they say they don’t need it”. But the city council explicitly aims to balance 
their influence as “they close the door for other people and issues, other people don’t 
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find a place to represent themselves” and “ordinary people need to be more visible 
too”. The role of the municipality should strictly “only be secretarial, facilitating”. Also 
stressed is that it “should not be top-down, all things should come from bottom-up”. 
Therefore, people need to want this city council too because “the municipality can’t 
just do this from top-down”. Establishing this city council will also help to counter 
people’s perspectives about the municipality, other than “to see the municipality as a 
spoiler, where you can get money from”. Although it is true that “municipalities are 
there for the public” the relations should be different “if you want to provide long-term 
solutions, you have to collaborate”. Various decision-making mechanisms will 
coincide, “we have to establish that those mechanisms work together”. 

5.4 Case-related conclusions 
After an analysis of the four citizen-led urban initiatives and the municipal 
representative and political councilor in Istanbul, the case study aims to answer the 
following empirical research question: “How do municipalities and citizen-led urban 
initiatives relate to each other from an urban governance perspective in Stockholm 
and Istanbul?”. Conclusions from the citizen-led urban initiatives in Istanbul are 
diverging on certain obvious characteristics, yet pivotal for all initiatives is the 
dominance of municipal politics and the larger governmental framework. Overall, it 
becomes clear that the initiatives address a necessity that is simply not provided by 
the municipality (WCC) or not accepted (Music for Peace). In addition, also 
necessities that the municipality can’t provide but wants to see provided (Sokak 
Bizim; TAK). 
 
Constraints  
The constraints for municipal support are closely intertwined with municipal politics. 
Politics seem impregnated in all facets of the relation with municipalities. It appears 
as a conscious choice to either engage with the municipality or to retaining 
autonomy. The initiatives have taken following positions. Firstly, in order to secure 
existence in the long run and to be able to stay the same, it is perceived better to not 
engage with candidates during the election time albeit they assure sufficient financial 
support. Nor is it believed to be good to engage with one particular municipality 
(Sokak Bizim). Secondly, one initiative decided to not engage at all, as the municipal 
officials can quickly change their minds and reject supporting an initiative or activity 
that does not comprehend with their political view (Music for Peace). Thirdly, doing 
efforts to engage has its limits. After many attempts, the initiative decided to retain 
certain autonomy and stay consciously politically neutral (WCC). Lastly, on the 
contrary, full engagement is accepted (TAK). Underlying to this is that participation is 
differently understood based on political perspectives. Within the municipality as 
among residents it fueled certain skepticism and discouragement (TAK board). 
 
The reason for the diverging kinds of relationships between the initiatives and 
municipalities is, besides politics, also caused by the hierarchical structure of the 
government. All governmental layers (local, regional and central) are enabled to 
make plans, however, power is situated at the governmental level (TAK board; Sokak 
Bizim). This makes it difficult to relate to the municipality, e.g. with permissions 
(Sokak Bizim) or with formalizing legal structures (WCC). 
 
Informality and the lack of transparency form key obstacles to receive municipal 
support. The initiatives exemplify various obstacles. Firstly, although WCC’s have 
existed since 1986, and all politicians seem positive toward the initiative, no legal 
guarantees have been applied that formalize cooperative (WCC). Secondly, 
formalizing the organizational status from association to organization makes the 
initiative be taken more seriously (Sokak Bizim). Thirdly, collaborative relationships 
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with the municipality are vaguely determined. Intentions for creating social impact 
might be overshadowed by politicians’ agenda to win votes (Music for Peace). Lastly, 
permissions seem the only safe haven to trust the municipality with (Sokak Bizim). 
Informality is also present in the reliance on personal contacts, as it proved to work 
beneficial to the degree that the Muhtar and the municipality are willing to provide 
support (WCC). Also, initiatives’ representatives take advantage of established 
relationships and close doors for other citizens (TAK board). Especially since the 
founder who is an architect exemplifies that his background was vital in establishing 
the initiative (Music for Peace). Consequently, the municipality struggles with 
distinguishing between the initiatives and knowing which to support (TAK board). 
 
The perspectives of the mayor and the municipality are crucial in relation to 
initiatives. They seem supportive, yet certain conservatism prevails (TAK). Municipal 
officials appear hesitant to larger transformations and interpret feedback as an attack 
on their expertise (Sokak Bizim). That perhaps explains the citizens’ skepticism 
toward intentions for change (Sokak Bizim, TAK). Strong demand for transformative 
approaches to the today’s urban development is evidenced by the expectations for 
employment at TAK, however, after all the designers lack particular interest for 
alternative approaches as traditional design competitions are more popular. Those 
are hard to realize due to the lack of money and the bureaucracy that is involved 
(TAK). Therefore, for the initiative providing services and activities voluntarily seems 
almost a basic condition to establish a relationship with the municipality (Sokak 
Bizim; TAK).  
 
Possibilities 
Each initiative has tactically find out any possibility how they can reach without a 
consistent strategy, whilst the combat the chaotic and politically colored 
governmental framework. For instance, firstly, one initiative converted to a 
cooperative with the help of an ngo. It obtained a place thanks to personal relations 
with the Muhtar. Moreover, it allowed the initiative to show results to the municipality 
which assured further support such a free rent and teachers’ salaries (WCC). 
Secondly, drawing on an alternative financial model where individuals support the 
development and growth of the initiative, allowed the initiative to stay autonomous 
from the municipality and create the desired social impact (Music for Peace). Thirdly, 
not involving with one particular municipality allows the initiative to collaborate with 
local municipalities (Sokak Bizim). Lastly, after the municipality started to believe the 
intentions, a trust relationship was established that allowed the initiative to pursue 
changing the minds of the mayor and municipal officials (TAK).  
 
Public participation is perceived as not present in formal planning processes (TAK). 
Therefore, the suggestions for an enabling relationship between the municipality and 
initiative are often based on new structures. In order to receive municipal support, 
local municipalities should be given direct autonomy to give support (WCC). For this, 
first, new legal structures for cooperatives should be implemented (WCC). A 
possibility for enhancing financial municipal support is to restructure partnerships that 
allow municipality’s to charge constructions companies to fund social projects (TAK). 
Such alternative solutions are given more prospects under governance, which is 
bottom-up and takes ideas to a higher level within the governmental hierarchy. It 
aims at establishing local institutions and allows for different decision-making 
structures (TAK board). An example can be to form agreement over the strategy and 
direction with the municipality (Sokak Bizim). As the ideal state should be to give 
advise and to see that being implemented (Sokak Bizim). For this, mayors with 
distinctive ideas about social mayor-ship and authorized persons with the right 
mindset and status are needed (Music for Peace). Other factors that stimulate 
municipal support are certain neighborhood demographics (TAK board; TAK), an 
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initiative’s founder who is architect and has advanced skills and knowledge (Music for 
Peace) or the awareness of active citizenship after a large citizen protest for 
reclaiming the city, such as the Gezi protests (Sokak Bizim).  
 
One of the outcomes of new structures is advanced possibilities for fulfilling a 
supplementary function. The traffic department lacks relevant competences to 
provide similar services as the initiative does. Providing the supplementary services 
also creates the ability to close the bureaucratic gab between the municipality and 
citizens through bridging language and communication discrepancies (Sokak Bizim). 
The initiative can also fulfill an intermediating function between the municipality and 
citizens (TAK). From a larger perspective, a citizen council should be introduced. It 
collects all initiatives to discuss their needs and let them learn how to organize, which 
is deemed more effective, efficient and representative than the municipality solving 
each problem one by one. The municipality functions as facilitator (TAK board).  
 
Creating a learning environment generates various possibilities. Other initiatives 
should get similar opportunities to emerge. Conditions for emergence should not 
solely be based on luck and personal relations (WCC). Also municipalities should 
learn from each other (TAK; TAK board). A mutual learning environment allows the 
municipality to draw insights from young people and their visions (Sokak Bizim; 
Music for Peace), as the initiative suggest to work closely together with a municipal 
official in a bigger project (Sokak Bizim). For long-term solutions collaboration is 
needed from which trust will follow (TAK board). The initiative might either benefit 
from preserving its organizational principles, however, it could also learn from the 
way the municipality is structured (WCC). 
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6. Discussion  
 
The findings of this research are now discussed, aiming at answering the analytical 
research question: “From the perspective of citizens/initiators on the one hand, and 
from the municipal perspective on the other hand, how can citizen-led initiatives be 
enabled by municipalities in Stockholm and Istanbul?”.  
 
In order to answer the question, the theoretical propositions formulated in the Theory 
section – possibilities and constraints for municipal bottom-up urban development – 
are utilized as guiding principles for analyzing the initiatives and the insights from the 
municipality. The propositions are structurally divided between suggestions for 
municipal support that fit within the existing structures: DIY tactics by Finn (2014), 
Governance innovation (Kearns & Paddison, 2000), Citizens as tool-makers 
(Blomgren Bingham, et al., 2005) and suggestions that are generally evaluated as 
constructing new structures or reconstructing structures: Social Innovation 
(Gerometta, et al., 2005; Moulaert, 2007) and Politicizing (Marcuse, 2009; Taylor, 
2007; Iveson, 2013).  
 
Again the four initiatives in Stockholm are: 1. The community center Cyklopen; 2. The 
community garden Trädgård På Spåret; 3. Skatepark Brotherhood Plaza; 4. The 
women empowerment center Livstycket. The municipal strategist is from City 
Planning Administration Stockholm. The four initiatives in Istanbul are: 1. The women 
empowerment center WCC Ìlk Adim Cooperative; 2. The public space advocates 
Sokak Bizim; 3. The music school Music for Peace; 4. The community design atelier 
TAK.  The political councilor and municipal official are from the TAK board in Kadıköy 
municipality. 
 
Within the existing structures of the municipal framework, Finn (2014) has suggested 
three possible ways to accommodate bottom-up urban development. The City 
Planning Administration of Stockholm carried out a Citizen Dialogue project that 
exactly followed Finn’s suggestions. It started with citizen dialogue and continued 
with pilot projects that led to a program. The pilot projects produced positive results, 
motivating politicians to decide to adopt more comprehensive public participation in 
the bigger planning programs. A constraint as posed by Finn (2014) to work with 
these possibilities is that formal municipal structures are still relatively closed to 
informal initiatives. Indeed, the City of Stockholm is legally forced to rely on ‘public 
procurement’ which has potential for but is not yet well-adjusted to work with civil 
society. While this legal procedure is absent in the neighborhood Kadıköy in Istanbul, 
there is no strategy to select which initiative to collaborate with. Another constraint 
could be that the municipality holds the perception that the initiatives are irrelevant or 
counterproductive (Finn, 2014). The City of Stockholm is found to not take the 
initiatives properly serious (På Spåret; Livstycket) neither its founder (Brotherhood 
Plaza) nor its organizational structure (Cyklopen). Perhaps as a consequence, 
initiatives might have formed alternative agendas and anti-statist and anti-planning 
mentalities (Music for Peace; Cyklopen; Livstycket), as Brenner (2015) poses. 
However, this should in fact be interpreted as the strategies and tactics of the 
initiatives’ to cope with bureaucracies and the current municipal framework. In 
Stockholm, the initiatives have attempted to open alternative spaces (Brenner, 2015). 
In Istanbul, the initiatives have to a certain extent tried to hack the city from bottom-
up (Deslandes, 2013) through implementing supplementary functions. In both cities 
this modestly succeeded, being obstructed by high entry barriers to enter decision- 
(Deslandes, 2013) and being afraid for letting the initiative’s effectiveness, legitimacy 
and authencity be undermined when engaging more with the municipality (Zeiger, 
2011b). 
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The governance innovation perspective provides more profound analytical measures. 
In order to overcome constraints for opening alternative spaces and hacking the city 
from bottom-up, other possibilities and constraints for an enabling relationship need 
to be explored. Kearns & Paddison (2000) suggest municipalities to adopt multi-level 
activity, process-oriented governance and innovatory methods. Strikingly, theoretical 
critics to applying governance innovation within existing governmental structures 
(Swyngedouw, 2005) are also experienced by the initiatives. The following limitations 
are drawn to governance innovation suggestions. 1. The limitations to multi-level 
activity refers to bureaucratic issues, such as the inefficiency and restrictiveness of 
administrative divisions (På Spåret; Sokak Bizim), the unrealistic competition of 
initiatives with private actors (Livstycket; Brotherhood Plaza) and the outrun of 
discussing larger topics by fixation on practical problems (På Spåret). This shows 
that bureaucracy is a more prominent factor in Stockholm than Istanbul. 2. The 
limitations to process-oriented governance represent the demand to increasingly 
participate in internal decision-making processes within the organizational structures 
of the initiatives (WCC; Cyklopen). Probably due to the fact that initiatives have 
generally not experienced their ideal involvement in local decision-making processes. 
3. The limitations to innovative methods refer to Gerometta, et al. (2005) who 
postulate that those in more favorable positions take advantage of such methods. 
This is found likely, exemplified by a neighborhood with high education level (TAK), 
founders with relevant backgrounds (WCC; På Spåret, Music for Peace), knowledge 
about annual budgets application (Livstycket) and personal relations (WCC, TAK 
board).  

Nevertheless, looking beyond the existing structures, an extensive range of 
possibilities is found to adopt a governance innovation perspective. It encourages to 
establish new governance arrangements at the local level. For instance in Istanbul: 
local municipalities should be given direct autonomy to give support to initiatives 
(WCC), partnerships should be restructured to allow municipalities to charge 
construction companies for social projects (TAK), applying coproduction to involve 
municipal official in a bigger project (Sokak Bizim). In Stockholm: the implementation 
of a guiding person within the municipality (Cyklopen, På Spåret), let the municipality 
take care of money flows, so that the initiatives can focus on their core activities 
(Cyklopen). Kadıköy municipality suggests to introduce a city council (TAK board) 
and Stockholm’s City Planning Administration suggests a new tool that is top-down 
initiated assigned to one responsible department in order to create a new 
environment for citizens to bring their ideas to the municipality (City Planning 
Administration Stockholm). 
 
In these suggested new urban governance arrangements, how should municipalities 
and initiatives relate to each other? Involvement of citizens in the work of the 
government is generally desired by the initiatives, potentially fulfilling the role of tool-
makers and tool-users (Blomgren Bingham, et al., 2005). Nonetheless, it is bounded 
by certain skepticism. The skepticism in Istanbul is caused by municipal politics and 
drawbacks of the governmental framework. In Stockholm, it is caused by 
bureaucracy and neoliberal urban policies. In response, the initiatives have found out 
strategies and tactics to combat these underlying constraints. In Istanbul, initiatives 
have taken a certain position in relation to the municipalities, and the initiatives in 
Stockholm have considered their organization structures. Nevertheless, initiatives 
have ventilated possibilities for further involvement in the work of the government. 
Generally, supplementary functions and services feature the altered relationship, 
which could subsequently lead to an enabling relationship. Examples are: forming 
agreement over the strategy and direction with the municipality (Sokak Bizim), co-
designing local disaster plans (WCC), providing the services and activities voluntarily 
(Sokak Bizim; TAK), offering contribution to area development based local 
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embedment and (På Spåret) and getting hired as a consultant and take part in 
municipal project team (Brotherhood Plaza). A new institution on the local level could 
either be, as suggested in Stockholm, to a guiding person part of the municipality and 
operates locally (City Planning Administration; På Spåret; Cyklopen) or, as 
suggested in Istanbul, in addition to an already existing municipal guide, a 
neighborhood council formed by local initiatives and communities to communicate 
and collaborate with the municipality (TAK board).  
 
Newly or re-constructed structures aimed at establishing an enabling relationship 
should redeem drawbacks that are present within formal municipal framework. 
Socially innovative urban development emphasizes the social, innovation and local 
aspects of the initiatives. Combined with the content, process and empowerment 
dimension with the approach from bottom-up, it has the ability to interfere in 
governance relations (Gerometta, et al., 2005). When applying the social innovation 
view on the previously suggested new governance arrangements for an enabling 
relationship – a municipal guide and a neighborhood council – it finds considerable 
alignment. Especially its combination could be key in carrying out a social innovation 
view. Installing a municipal guide and a neighborhood council, both emphasize the 
social, innovative and local aspect of the initiatives and its level of operation. Also 
they contain a content, process and empowerment dimension. The neighborhood 
council reconstructs social relations and provides equal access to and power in 
decision-making and participation processes (Gerometta, et al. 2005) through uniting 
the local initiatives as an umbrella. The neighborhood council communicates directly 
with the municipal guide. This function approaches the content, process and 
empowerment dimension, while it stands between the municipality and the initiatives. 
This helps avoiding, or at least balancing, other actors, either private, political or from 
other municipal levels, to not directly interfere in local contexts. 
 
The approach that emerges most from bottom-up was found to be the politicizing. 
Although the social innovation view is relatively applicable to new governance 
arrangements that are suggested, it is considered to be still part of the government’s 
realm. Politicizing could be applied perhaps, rather as an attitude to draw more 
power to the initiatives as political subjects. Hence, it is formulated as a three-step 
process of politicizing: expose, propose and politicize (Marcuse, 2009). Distinctive 
about this suggestion is the urgency for active subjects that pursue al alternative 
agenda (Taylor, 2007). Delivering a supplementary function establish new 
governance arrangements as all initiatives actively manifested themselves as new 
urban actors that problematized an issue which the government was unable to 
deliver (all initiatives). Exchange between the initiatives could strengthen the 
alternative discourse (Iveson, 2013), as some have connected to an overarching ngo 
or initiated (international) exchange (Music for Peace, WCC, Livstycket), while others 
draws inspiration from abroad (På Spåret; TAK). Similarly, Stockholm’s municipal 
official looks at the U.S. for inspiration for DIY and tactical urbanism (City Planning 
Administration Stockholm) and Kadıköy’s municipal official and political councilor 
arrange exchanges with other municipalities as they fulfill a pioneering role (TAK 
board). Recentralization is important to counter the centralization and expansion of 
the governing realm of the central government or municipality (Taylor, 2007). It is 
shown that a possibility is to stop going to meetings with the central government 
(WCC), whereas a partnership with the central municipality could also result in 
additional financial support (Brotherhood Plaza). Application of The Right to the City 
(Marcuse, 2009) by using the right to appropriation through the right to participation 
(Purcell, 2003) has not always resulted in an enabling relationship between the 
municipality and the initiative. The result is often an unnecessary long process 
characterized by frustration and distrust, as obtaining permanent land did result in a 
temporary contract and no further partnership (Cyklopen), realizing a place for the 
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community partly failed due to public-private partnerships (Brotherhood Plaza) and 
necessities not being accepted and an abrupt ending of a partnership that involved 
money (Music for Peace). This also strongly relates to the monopoly of professionals 
that hindrances engagement counterproposals, and a learning environment 
(Stickells, 2011). Earlier referred to as high barriers for entry (Deslandes, 2013). 
Reversely, first obtaining land (the right to appropriate) and then claiming the 
participation (the right to participate) seems in most of the cases more likely to 
prevail. However, it could potentially contrast with the complexity for initiatives to 
transit from political opposition to process-engagement (Taylor, 2007). The process 
is experienced as extremely frustrating that the initiatives are likely to turn into 
political opposition. Therefore, meeting the social innovation view is recommended, 
in order to bring the initiatives and municipalities in a closer relation to address urban 
needs. Perhaps, in addition, the initiatives could adopt a politicizing attitude to form 
active subjects that strengthen their positions and encourage a learning environment.  
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7. Conclusions 
 
The conclusions of this research are aimed to answer the main research question:  

 
“How can municipalities enable citizen-led urban initiatives?”. 

 
The citizen-led urban initiatives have generally emerged, on the one hand, from the 
need for a place outside government structures and to evade the sensed pressing 
neoliberal agenda in planning (Stockholm), and, on the other hand, from the need for 
functions and services not provided and sometimes not accepted by the municipality 
(Istanbul). Addressing such needs developed into an alternative approach to urban 
development. How the municipality can enable this alternative approach leads to new 
urban governance arrangements featured by possibilities and constraints.  

Firstly focusing on the constraints, the discrepancy in organizational 
structures between initiatives and municipalities is a constant present factor that 
constrains the enabling relationship. Two types of municipality’s organizational 
structures produce underlying mechanisms that demonstrate the constraints. The 
first municipal organizational structure is steered by bureaucracy (Stockholm). It 
produces an administrative division that brings up constraints such as the lack of 
responsibility, transparency and continuity by municipal representatives. 
Consequently, the initiatives experience being too dependent and having a lack of 
knowledge how to effectively cope with bureaucracy. The second structure is 
dominated by municipal politics and governmental hierarchy (Istanbul). It produces 
informality, lack of transparency and a fragmented civil society. Consequently, the 
initiatives experience having distrust and fear for discontinuity. In order to cope with 
the constraints that both types of organizational structures produce, the initiatives 
have adjusted their organization to the municipality’s underlying structures. Thus, the 
initiatives balance their position and relation to the municipality in response to cope 
with the municipality’s bureaucracy (Stockholm) and to be independent from 
municipal politics and governmental hierarchy (Istanbul). This rather reactive 
response from the initiatives to the municipality’s, given underlying mechanisms and 
structures, seems to work to a certain extent. 

Though, even within overly bureaucratic municipal structures and the sensed 
neoliberal agenda (Stockholm) there are possibilities for establishing a more 
advanced enabling relationship. For instance, through the integration of civil 
initiatives in Detailed Plans, the formation of partnerships between municipalities and 
civil society in which the municipality can hire citizens as consultants, the assignment 
to one responsible department to work with bottom-up input, combined with 
awareness-raising for this new approach within municipalities. 

In addition, also within municipal structures that are overly dominated by 
municipal politics and governmental hierarchy (Istanbul) possibilities for an enabling 
relationship emerge through providing supplementary functions and services by the 
initiatives to the municipalities. The supplementary services and functions 
complement what the municipality is incompetent to deliver. While filling the gap, the 
initiatives establish a relationship what creates the possibility to pursue a new 
approach and discourse for an enabling relationship. 

Yet, more possibilities for an enabling relationship can be explored through 
the perspective of governance innovation. New urban governance arrangements 
should generally be implemented on the local level. Suggested by various initiatives 
and both municipal representatives, a feasible possibility is to install a guiding person 
within the municipality. This new position is aimed at guiding the initiatives through 
the bureaucratic struggles, supported by coproduction methods, while it balances out 
municipal politics and perspectives. It addresses several constraints such as 
transparency, responsibility and continuity. However, it does not yet address the 
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representation of the initiatives and the development of knowledge among citizens. 
Furthering the governance innovation, the next possibility is to form a neighborhood 
council, which is politically neutral, and run by local citizens, which can function as an 
umbrella for more or less formalized local initiatives and communities. The 
neighborhood council communicates directly with the municipal guiding person, but 
does not become entirely integrated in the municipal framework. It copes, most of all, 
with the constraint of how to relate to the municipality to keep autonomy, this is now 
formalized. Also, the council stimulates a learning environment in which citizens as 
well as the municipality can share knowledge, experiences and best practices. 
Representation could improve through greater control and power attributed to the 
local level, aiming for socially innovative urban development.  

Thus, this transformative approach aligns well with the structural change that 
is aimed by Critical Realism. The underlying mechanisms that produce possibilities 
for an enabling relationship are found in the creation of new urban governance 
arrangements. However, constraining underlying mechanisms such as accountability, 
legitimacy, and representation might remain crucial. Especially since citizen-led 
urban initiatives are foremost initiated by individuals who represent neighborhood 
concerns within loosely organized structures. Potentially, it can solve issues that 
currently exist. It occurs that initiatives act as representatives toward the municipality. 
Their position is gained based on personal relations by citizens who have time and 
resources to create fruitful relationships with the municipality, while closing doors for 
others (Istanbul). Or possessing relevant education and skills to deal with 
bureaucracy or politics is beneficial too (Stockholm; Istanbul). In addition, with regard 
to the loose structures, it stays rather invisible who is actually part of and also who is 
represented in the initiatives. The general perception is that the human right, The 
Right to the City, addresses neighborhood-wide concerns. Hence, when creating a 
more formalized organization structure, such as a neighborhood council, 
opportunities arise to address just neighborhood representation. Both in terms of who 
is represented by the initiatives in the neighborhood council and who are the citizens 
that take position in the neighborhood council. For instance, initiatives that are driven 
by creative and entrepreneurial citizens who act as urban activists are perceived as 
mostly successful, however, this profile should not be default.  

Besides the suggested new governance arrangements – the municipal guide 
and the neighborhood council – the initiatives might gain from adopting a politicizing 
attitude. Becoming an ‘active subject’ creates the ability to increase citizens’ power to 
participate in decision-making about e.g. formalizing structures, restructuring 
partnerships with private actors and prioritizing social innovation. This could either 
take place within the neighborhood council or outside. For the municipalities, it 
creates increased possibilities to partner with the active subjects to conduct pilot 
projects, which generate additional knowledge about its facilitating role.  

Interestingly, as both cases (Stockholm and Istanbul) are extreme opposites; 
this research has drawn a rather unifying conclusion. Not only its city characteristics, 
but also the major constraints for citizen-led urban initiatives to relate to the 
municipality, as well as the ideologies and motifs for the initiatives to emerge are 
considerably different. Yet, the suggested possibilities for an enabling relationship 
are converging new urban governance arrangements: the combination of a 
neighborhood council with a municipal guide, while allowing the initiatives to adopt a 
politicizing attitude. This could imply that for a municipal organizational structure that 
is, on the one hand, overly bureaucratic and sensed neoliberal-oriented, while, on the 
other hand, overly dominated by municipal politics and governmental hierarchy, there 
is an accurate governance structure. What is crucial is that it should cater for a more 
entangled relationship between municipalities and initiatives with enhanced 
involvement of the initiatives in decision-making processes and limited involvement of 
prevailing constraints that are pointed out in this research.  
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Future research on neighborhood councils and municipal guides can expand 
knowledge on how it can effectively contribute to an enabling relationship between 
municipalities and citizen-led urban initiatives. Berlin’s Neighborhood Management, 
“Quartiersmanagement” can form a source of inspiration and knowledge to explore 
the potential of a neighborhood council. Citizens are seen as local experts that gain 
voice to participate in local decision-making processes (quartiersmanagement-
berlin.de). Especially arising synergy effects through teamwork with powerful local 
partners form a unique local asset. Remarkably, also private local actors can become 
partners, as there influence is limited to directly interfere in the local context. In 
Stockholm, nowadays a neighborhood council “stadsdelsråd” is found in Hökarängen 
(hokarangenssdr.se). This example can be used to explore possibilities and 
constraints, and to compare with the example from Berlin. Next, the TAK board that 
acts as a municipal guide can be studied in-depth to unveil specific characteristics, 
potentials and limitations. In addition, analyzing the combination between a citizen 
council with a municipal guide in various forms and perhaps in different countries 
could possibly reveal its potential. Also, studying how both urban governance 
arrangements perform in other country’s governance structures can give input for its 
generalizability.  
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