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Sammanfattning 

I omställningsprocessen mot ett mer hållbart samhälle kan en designer ha en viktig roll för social 
innovation och samverkan. En designer kan underlätta för föreningar att själva lösa sina problem 
genom nerifrån-och-upp metoder.  Detta betyder att den traditionella designerrollen är i förändring 
och att nya färdigheter efterfrågas. 

Det här projektet har utforskat ett praktiskt och föreningsdrivet designangreppssätt. Målet med 
designprocessen var att designa en tjänst för stadsodlingsprojekt baserade i Stockholm. Tjänsten 
utvecklades tillsammans med aktiva medlemmar i projekten för att göra odlingen mer effektiv, 
tillgänglig och enkel att sprida. 

Nyckelord: tjänstedesign, kollaborativ design, kreativa föreningar, samverkande tjänster, social 
innovation, föreningsdriven design. 
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Abstract 

More and more, designers take the role of facilitators in social innovation processes by using 
collaborative approaches aiming at a transition towards sustainability. To do so, they collaborate 
with active communities that create solutions for their own problems through bottom-up approaches. 
Consequently, the role of professional designers is shifting and new design skills and approaches are 
required. 

This project explored a community driven design approach, on a practical level. The goal of the 
design process was to design a service for urban farming communities situated in Stockholm. This 
service was co created with members of the communities to make them more efficient, better 
accessible and easier to replicate.  

Keywords: service design, collaborative design, creative communities, collaborative services, social 
innovation, community driven design
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1  INTRODUCTION 

This chapter is an introduction to this thesis project and consists of a background description, a 

problem definition, the purpose and research questions as well as limitations for this project. 

1.1 Background  

This project is a thesis work performed by me, a master student in Product Design. My 
background is interaction design and product design however this project follows a service 
design methodology with a community driven approach. My motivations for this project was to 
experiment with new approaches in design and to promote new sustainable ways of living.   The 
project was a collaboration with Openlab, an innovation centre based in Stockholm. Openlab 
focuses on creating the conditions to find solutions for challenges in society. In cooperation with 
various partners and actors. The challenges that Openlab work with are: the ageing population, 
healthcare and sustainable urban development. One of the current projects of Openlab is 
“Openfarms”. “Openfarms” focuses on promoting knowledge and inspiration for sustainable 
urban farming and researches how it can contribute to a more resilient urban food system (http://
openlabsthlm.se/openfarm/). For this reason several workshops, lectures and experiments around 
urban farming have been organised. This thesis project is part of the “openfarms" project and the 
outcome will be presented in a public event organised by Openlab during September 2016.  

1.2 Problem definition  

The focus of this thesis project is urban farming communities situated in Stockholm. These 
communities use bottom up approaches in order to organise and cultivate public or semi-public 
spaces within the city. Their goals are to promote more sustainable lifestyles, reconnect with 
nature, build up a more resilient food production system as well as regenerate the social fabric 
through community building. However, these communities are still operating on a small scale and 
are mostly isolated from each other. 

1.3 Purpose or research questions  

The purpose of this project is to gain deeper understanding of how Stockholm’s urban farming 
communities worked and what problems they were facing. These insights led to the design a 
system of products, services and information to increase the efficiency and accessibility of these 
communities. By doing so, urban farming can spread on a larger scale and orient the social and 
economic processes in a more sustainable direction. More specifically the questions that this 
project aimed to answer are: 

• How can the existing urban farming communities become more efficient in the way they 
organise so that less time and effort is required from the members? 

• How can these communities reach a wider population and become more accessible? 

• How can these communities, become models that can easily be replicated and reproduced 
on a bigger scale?   
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2  FRAME OF REFERENCE 
This chapter presents the theoretical framework of this project. A summary of the performed 

research on the subject is presented. This theoretical research performed through academic 

sources was necessary for the development of this project. 

2.1 Sustainability  

Through the next years, people will have to learn to live more environmentally friendly and to 
consume less environmental resources. For that to happen, the establishment of new social 
relations is needed, from a local to a more global level, creating a new sense of proximity among 
people. This transition according to Meroni and Bala is called “transition towards sustainability”. 
(Meroni & Bala, 2007, p13). This transition consists of new concepts of wellbeing that require 
fewer recourses and promote new patterns of social relationships. However this is opposite to the 
dominant economic model of capitalism according to which: people’s wellbeing depends on 
increasing consumption and creates decreasing social quality. Therefore, the transition towards 
sustainability must involve a clash with this dominating model so that a new type of wellbeing 
can emerge. (Meroni & Bala, 2007). 

As Meroni and Bala argued “to foster the transition towards sustainability we must look beyond 
mainstream positions, behaviour and opinions”. (Meroni & Bala, 2007, p13). On the contrary he/
she should identify the more radical positions, behaviours and opinions like the ones created by 
certain minorities who have been able to set up radical innovations in ways of being and doing 
things on a local scale. When they are identified, they should be facilitated in order to be scaled 
up. And as Meroni and Bala argue, by helping these transformations on a local level, the base for 
a bigger systemic change is built. (Meroni & Bala, 2007).  

2.2 Social innovation  

An important term on the direction of transitioning towards sustainability is social innovation. 
“The term social innovation” according to Jégou & Manzini, “refers to changes in the way 
individuals or communities act to solve a problem or to generate new opportunities. These 
innovations are driven more by changes in behaviour than by changes in technology or in the 
market and they typically emerge from bottom-up rather than top-down processes.” (Jégou & 
Manzini, 2008, p29). That way, ideas (products, services and models) that meet social needs are 
produced and at the same time create new social relationships and collaborations. (Manzini, 
2015). 

In fact, in social innovation processes, people are in the central position and act as the agents of 
change in their everyday life, creating new ways of being and doing. During this process, new 
questions are being formulated and answers which produce social innovation are being searched. 
According to Manzini, “Social innovation is a process of change emerging from the creative re-
combination of existing assets (from social capital to historical heritage, from traditional 
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craftsmanship to accessible advanced technology), the aim of which is to achieve socially 
recognized goals in a new way.” (Manzini, 2014, p57). The need for a transition towards 
sustainability is urgent, and social innovation is a good framework to reach this goal. At the same 
time social innovation can help deal with the growing challenges of the current economic and 
social crisis of our times by introducing more sustainable ways of living. 

2.2.1 Creative communities  

Social innovation currently takes place in big metropolitan cities. Cities tend to grow rapidly with 
more and more people moving in, without a plan of how to deal with this growing urban 
population. Therefore, there is a lack of services inside the cities which as a result urges people to 
start innovating. This is why people living in cities are the protagonists of this new type of 
innovation and new communities are being developed around these innovations. This new type of 
communities rise on a very local level and work with bottom-up approaches seeking to solve 
existing problems inside the cities. According to Manzini, these communities consist of 
innovative citizens that are collaborating to create solutions for their own problems and are 
defined as creative communities. (Manzini, 2015). 

Creative communities generate and put into practice new and more sustainable ideas of well-
being. In these ideas of well-being greater value is given to collaboration, solidarity, to a slower 
lifestyle, to community building and to the concept of locality. (Manzini, Jégou, 2003).  

2.2.2 Collaborative Services 

Creative communities focus on creating solutions for their everyday problems and this way they 
create social innovation and produce a new generation of services. These services according to 
Manzini and Jegou are "services where the end-users are actively involved and assume the role of 
service co-designers and co-producers and are defined as collaborative services.” (Manzini, 
Jégou, 2008, p32). An important aspect of these services compared with traditional services is 
that they work with bottom-up approaches. This means that the driving force is not originated by 
experts and decision makers but comes directly from the people and the communities that are 
directly involved in the service. 

In order for collaborative services to replicate and spread, systems of products and services are 
needed to improve their accessibility, effectiveness and replicability. (Emude, 2006). These 
systems are defined as enabling solutions by Manzini and Jegou and focus on making 
collaborative services more accessible, more effective and more attractive. (Manzini, Jegou, 
2008). 

These enabling solutions mix together material and immaterial elements that work together to 
create the conditions for creative bottom-up initiatives to evolve. Even if each collaborative 
service requires specific solutions, there are some basic guidelines when designing enabling 
solutions. For instance, some basic guidelines according to Jegou and Manzini are: to promote 
efficient communication strategies between the community; to make the service accessible to a 
bigger audience; to develop attractive service and business models that match the economic and 
cultural interests of potential participants; to reduce the amount of time and space required, to 
make the service more flexible and to facilitate community building. (Manzini, Jegou, 2008). 

In general, Manzini and Jegou point out that “enabling solutions provide with a new type of 
intelligence: the intelligence that is needed to stimulate, develop and regenerate the ability and 
competence of those who use them”. (Manzini, Jegou, 2008, p36). Users that are more expert and 
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engaged, require a simpler solution for their service.  On the other hand, the less experienced the 
user, the more solutions the service must provide to make the use of the service simpler and more 
attractive. (Manzini, Jegou, 2008).  

2.2.3 Urban farming communities  

Urban farming gardens are one type of collaborative service that has been developed by creative 
communities in big cities all around the world. This type of collaborative service is very tightly 
connected with new and more sustainable ideas of well-being and with the whole concept of 
transitioning to more sustainable lifestyles.  

Due to the tendency of more and more people moving to big cities, it is even more important to 
strengthen urban farming gardens, which will help towards a more resilient food production 
system. Other than urban food resilience, according to Deelstra and Girardet “urban farming can 
help to create an improved microclimate and to conserve soils, to minimise waste in cities and to 
improve nutrient recycling, and to improve water management, biodiversity, the O2 - CO2 
balance, and the environmental awareness of city inhabitants.” (Deelstra, Girardet, 2000, p47). 

2.2.4 Role of designers 

There is a shift on the role of designers in the process of creating social innovation. Designers no 
longer possess a monopoly on design, and according to Manzini, we are entering a period in 
which everybody can design. (Manzini, 2015). Therefore, designers should become facilitators in 
the process of design instead of trying to keep their monopoly.  

As Manzini points out the designer should “be the triggers that start new social 
conversations.” (Manzini, 2014, p66). To do so, they should be able to build collaborations 
between diverse social actors, for example between local communities and companies. 
Furthermore, they should be able to create the conditions needed for a collaborative creation of 
shared visions for future possibilities through the design of systems of products, services and 
information. Lastly, they should use their design skills to visualise and prototype the ideas and 
concepts produced collaboratively with the communities. By doing so, according to Meroni and 
Bala, they will create the physical evidences needed for the ideas to be explained and shared. 
(Meroni, Bala, 2007) 

2.3 Service design approach 

For this thesis project a service design approach was followed. This approach was selected for its 
suitability with designing for the creative communities since it is a very user centred 
methodology and allows to design closely with the end users. 

Service design as a term, was formed in a more structured way in the early 1990s, mainly in two 
institutions, Politecnico di Milano in Italy and Köln International School of Design in Germany. 
(Segelstrom, 2010). As a method, service design is user-centred and the outcome can bring the 
service provider and the end user together effectively and efficiently. Doing that, it succeeds in 
creating a good experience for both sides. To achieve that, it is required that the user is directly 
involved in the design and development of the service, through collaborative design approaches 
and as Chick and Micklethwaite pointed out “services should be designed with users, not for 
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them”. (Chick, Micklethwaite, 2011, p42). More specifically, service design can be defined as the 
use of a designerly way of working when improving or developing services, rather than isolated 
products through the engagement of stakeholders (such as users and frontline staff).  

2.3.1 Co-design 

In co-design, the professional designers involve various stakeholders (such as employees, 
customers, citizens and end-users) and follow a collaborative approach in the design process. 
Furthermore, the roles are shifting compared to a traditional design process: the person who will 
eventually use the service or product is given the position of ‘expert of his/her experience’, and 
plays an important role in the idea generation and concept development processes. The designer 
on the other hand tries to support the user to bring out his/her experience by providing tools for 
ideation and expression. However, the designer is still the one visualising and prototyping the 
resulting ideas and concepts. (Sanders, Stappers, 2008). 

2.3.2 Community driven design 

Following the principles of co-design, Manzini and Meroni take it one step forward and talk 
about community driven design. As Manzini and Meroni point out, community driven design 
takes place when the designers collaborate with active communities, that consist of people with 
common values and a shared vision towards developing solutions for their problems together. 
(Manzini, Meroni, 2012). 

In community driven design the focus shifts from the user to the community as the main driver of 
change. This shift requires new competences from the designers which are: the ability to gather 
knowledge about the community by creating an empathetic relation with the members and the 
ability to use their design skills to design with and for the community, developing the conditions 
that will enable the communities to co-design for their own needs. (Cantù and Selloni, 2013). 

The goal of community driven design is to support creative communities and collaborative 
organisations and help them become more efficient, more accessible and to improve their 
replicability. This way, community driven design approach supports social innovation in solving 
emerging social issues and creating new sustainable  behaviours and relationships. (Cantù and 
Selloni, 2013). 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

In this chapter the methodology for this project is described. The chapter starts with an overview 
of the process followed by a toolbox where each method that was used, is described in detail. 

3.1 Process overview 

For this project, a service design methodology was followed with two main iterations. As 
mentioned above, service design is a user centred methodology which allowed to gain a deep 
understanding of urban farming community members experiences and gain an “insider 
knowledge”. That way the final service designed in this project will solve real needs of the 
communities and will have a better chance to be accepted from the communities. 

Service design methodology is quite fluid and allows for mistakes to be done early in the process 
reducing the risks of failure. The aim is to find customer insights about the service system to be 
designed and develop a variety of improvements. Each loop of the process is divided into four 
phases based on the phases of service design as shown in figure 1. 

Figure 1. The four phases of service design. 

Exploration phase focuses on gaining empathy with the users. Empathy is a person’s ability to 
identify with and understand another person’s feelings, ideas and circumstances. In other words, 
as Stickdorn and Schneider point out, the main goal of this phase is to produce insights by 
stepping into the shoes of the users. (Stickdorn, Schneider, 2010). 

In the creation phase, ideas are produced based on the insights collected during the exploration 
phase. These ideas are focusing on solving the identified problems in the most efficient way. 
During the process, trigger material is used as inspiration for the brainstorming sessions. Trigger 
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material is usually produced during the exploration phase and can have the format of personas, 
customer journey maps and stakeholder maps (Stickdorn, Schneider, 2010).  

The ideas that are considered more suitable are being prototyped and tested with the users in the 
reflection phase. The goal of this phase is to test if the ideas and concepts produced are actually 
solving the identified problems as well as investigating if the identified problems are the right 
ones. 

Finally the implementation of the new service concept is about the introduction of the new 
service to the organisation. Implementation consists of a process of change, a change from the old 
way of working to the proposed one. For a sustainable service implementation this phase is really 
important. (Stickdorn, Schneider, 2010). 

3.2 Toolbox  

The different methods and tools that were used during this project will be presented in this 
toolbox. The methods that are presented, are categorised according to which phase of the 
methodology they belong to: 

3.2.1 Collaborative workshop (farm-a-Thon) 

Part of this project was a collaborative workshop called Farm-a-Thon. During the workshop the 
participants followed a process of creating empathy with the users, identifying the users needs 
and ideating around these needs. The workshop lasted one day and by the end of the day each 
group had to present their ideas/concepts. 

3.2.2 Interviews  

Interviews were chosen as the main tool to gain empathy with the target group. Interview as a 
method is the process when the researcher asks questions and the person being interviewed 
replies. It is about the interaction and communication between two people with the goal of 
collecting information relative with the subject of the research. (Cohen, Manion, 2000).  

Three main elements differentiates interviews from a simple conversation. The first one is that it 
is an indirect way of collecting information regarding the opinions and beliefs of people being 
interviewed. The second element is that the dialogue is between people that are strangers and the 
third one is that the interviews are structured by the researcher in the biggest part. (Rubin, Rubin, 
2011). 

Two types of interviews exist, the structured ones which are similar to a questionnaire and the 
unstructured ones which are closer to observation. (Newton, 2010). However there are semi-
structured interviews which are somewhere in-between. Semi-structured interviews have a more 
open structure without a rigid set of questions which makes it possible for the interviewee to have 
a more active part in the process. 
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3.2.3 Clustering insights  

After the material from the interviews is collected, the analysis begins by clustering them in 
categories. The material is usually recorded audio files from the actual discussion combined with 
additional notes that the designer kept in site. During the analysis, all the sound files of the 
interviews are being played and the most interesting parts are being written in sticky notes. Then, 
these notes are sorted out into categories called clusters. This leads the designer to find patterns 
in-between the different opinions of people interviewed which creates empathy with them and a 
good understanding of the problems. 

3.2.4 Shadowing  

Shadowing is an observation of the user or a group of users while performing specific tasks that 
are under analysis. By observing people perform a task the designer learns things that they would 
never tell and gives an deeper understanding why people have problems with tasks. Shadowing 
could happen by watching an individual or a group over a course of time in order to find patterns.  
Shadowing is a helpful tool to gain insights around how people act while using a tool or a system. 
These insights could be either practical or emotional. (Stickdorn, Schneider, 2010). 

3.2.5 Stakeholder map 

For visualising insights gained from the interviews and from the other methods of the exploration 
phase, a stakeholder map is a useful tool. A stakeholder map is a method of visualising the 
various groups involved around the service that is designed. By visualising the different 
stakeholders, the connections between them become clearer so it works as trigger material for 
discussion. At the same time, it helps to identify and map various problems as well as 
possibilities between different stakeholders around the service that is under examination. Aside 
from the different stakeholders also the connections between them and their motivations are 
visualised. (Stickdorn, Schneider, 2010).  

3.2.6 Customer journey map  

This method is also used to visualise interesting insights gained in the exploration phase. It 
consists of a user while using the service that is being designed, with all the touchpoint that he/
she interacts with. A customer journey is made as a story with a lot of information including 
emotions and insights in a visual way so that it is easily accessible for everyone to read. It could 
be used either to understand of how the existing service works in order to find weak points to 
improve or to visualise how the newly designed service works. The customer journey map 
consists of five main elements: Personas that are the main characters of whom the needs, 
thoughts, feelings and opinions are shown; a timeline that could be anything ranging from an 
hour to a year; the possible touch points which give information about how the users interact with 
the service and the channels through which the users interact with the service like a website, in 
store phonemail etc. (Stickdorn, Schneider, 2010). 
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3.2.7 Personas 

Personas is another way to visualise insights from the exploration phase. Personas are profiles of 
fictional characters that represent groups of people identified in the research based on common 
interests, experiences and opinions. The more successful a persona is made, the more engaging 
and helpful it is for the design team or the participants of a collaborative workshop to ideate 
around. They consist of visual elements like photos or sketches as well as text elements like 
descriptions, quotes or keywords. (Stickdorn, Schneider, 2010).  

3.2.8 Schwartz value inventory  

The value inventory created by Schwartz, identifies ten universal values according to the 
motivation that underlies behind them. These values as seen in figure 2 are Self-Direction, 
Stimulation, Hedonism, Achievement, Power, Security, Conformity, Tradition, Benevolence and 
Universalism and their explanations can be found, in more detail, in Appendix B.  

Figure 2: Schwartz value system diagram 

Schwartz value system after identifying these ten basic values, it also explores the relations 
between them. Therefore, values get organised in a two dimensional diagram which helps 
summarise oppositions between competing values as shown in figure 2. The first dimension 
contrasts “openness to change” and “conservation” values and shows how these values conflict 
each other while the second dimension contrasts “self-enhancement” and “self-transcendence" 
values. (Schwartz, 2012). So in the context of this project, Schwartz value inventory was 
considered as a valuable tool to visualise the character and the value system of each persona. 

3.7.9 Idea generation 

Idea generation exercises are used to provoke discussion among the people participating in the 
process. During these idea generation sessions, visualised material from the methods presented 
above are used as trigger material. There are various different exercises for these sessions but the 
most common ones are: brainstorming, collective drawing and role-play. The ideas are usually 
written on sticky notes and put on a board which makes it easier for the participants to build on 
each other’s ideas. 
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3.7.10 Co-design workshop  

The role of the designer and the participants in a co-design workshop are shifting from the classic 
design process. The user from a passive object of study is given the position of the expert of his/
her experience and gets an important role in the idea generation and concept development. The 
designer on the other hand, supports the participants by providing tools for ideation and 
expression. Therefore the designer takes the role of the organiser of the workshop and of the 
facilitator of the process. (Sanders, Stappers, 2008). Participants are various stakeholders around 
the service that is being developed. These people could be anyone from staff, executives or 
customers and will work collaboratively to create solutions around existing problems.  

A co-design workshop usually starts with some warm up exercises for the group to get to know 
each other. Later, trigger material is being presented to the participants for inspiration. This 
trigger material consists of visualised insights that the designer prepared beforehand.  During the 
workshop, various idea generation exercises are performed which produce a big amount of ideas 
and solutions. Furthermore, ideation scenarios are used to help the participants envision 
innovative solutions. In the end, a voting session takes place where participants vote for the ideas 
they want to develop further. 

An important aspect of collaborative workshops is the physical space that they take place called 
co-design space (Sanders, Westerlund, 2011). Sanders and Westerlund argued that co-design 
spaces “rely on the collective creativity of designers working together with non-designers, they 
deal with very complex challenges such as social change and organizational transformation, and 
they often point to embodiments in the immaterial domains such as experiences and 
services.” (Sanders, Westerlund, 2011, p1).

3.7.11 Prototyping 

Prototyping is usually focusing on building a prototype to test the ideas produced in the ideation 
phase, with users but it could happen to focus on gaining empathy without the need to test the 
prototype. However, in this project the main goal of the prototypes produced is to test them with 
users. Prototyping is an iterative process of creating low resolution objects and scenarios that can 
probe different aspects of each design solution. The objective according to Plattner is not simply 
to create a mockup on the design concept but to build an experience that the user can react to. 
(Plattner, 2010). 

3.7.12 Testing with users 

Qualitative testing with users is an important part of every user centred methodology. The ideas 
and concepts are tested with users using different kind of prototypes varying from paper 
constructions to digital mockups or theatre actings. During testing, solutions are being tested and 
refined and at the same time a deeper understanding of the users and their needs is gained. The 
testing starts by letting the user experience the prototype with as few explanations as possible. 
Then the user is asked to talk through their experience and talk about their thoughts while 
interacting with the prototype. In the end the researcher/designer ends up the session with some 
follow up questions to the user. (Plattner, 2010). 
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4  IMPLEMENTED WORK  
This chapter will cover a detailed description of the process in chronological order. It will 
present how the methods from the toolbox were used and what connections existed between them. 

4.1 Preparation phase  

The aim of this preparation phase was to gather general knowledge around urban farming, and 
how it relates to community building and social integration. Furthermore, a mapping of urban 
farming communities of Stockholm was produced. It consisted of the active communities in the 
Stockholm area and the different organising models they followed. This initial research was 
conducted online by reading the websites/blogs of various urban farming communities in 
Stockholm. Furthermore, some informal interviews took place with people involved with 
gardening to gain a better understanding of the extended gardening community of the city. At the 
same time, during the preparation phase, the focus of this project as well as the goals were 
defined in detail. 

4.2 First Loop 

The first loop of the process was all about creating empathy with the users and understanding 
their needs. Besides that, it was about recognising problems that the communities have as well as 
opportunities that exist. 

4.2.1 Farm-a-Thon 

The first loop started with a workshop called Farm-a-Thon organised by Openlab as part of the 
“Openfarms” project with the goal of raising awareness around issues of urban farming. 

Farm-a-Thon lasted for a day with forty people participating. The invitation was open for all 
using a confetti invitation and the selection was made to have people with different backgrounds. 
The participants were divided into six teams based on their backgrounds and different levels of 
experience with technology and agriculture in order to have evenly mixed groups where different 
competences could work together. The interdisciplinary teams, used various creative tools to 
create new and innovative solutions for a common challenge. The challenge  of the workshop 
was: ”How can we make urban farming and growing your own vegetables more accessible to the 
public through technology?” 
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Figure 3. Image of the Farm-a-Thon online invitation. 

The workshop started with five speakers sharing their knowledge within urban farming to inspire 
the participants. After some warm up exercises, the teams were given an exercise to build their 
own persona and try to define the persona’s needs and problems. Therefore each group was given 
a form with various fields to fill in with information about the persona which can seen in figure 5. 
One of the fields focused on obstacles and motivations of the personas regarding urban farming. 
The groups spent the day following a lot of creative processes of ideation and prototyping and in 
the end each group made a quick presentation. These final presentations were recorded in order to 
be analysed later.  

Figure 4. Image of the “persona building” exercise form. 
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Hobbies and Interests

Values

(eg Achievement/ Generosity/ Cooperation)

Personal Strengths and Weaknesses

A regular ritual

Name

Group number

A source of pleasure

A habit desired

A habit he/she wants to kick

Is he/she afraid of

Age 

Life Stage

Family Situation

Personas

Motivating 

(What would make him/her motivated to plant?)

Demotivating 

(What are the barriers stopping him/her from farming?)

Tech knowledge

(comments..)

1 2 3 4 5

Farming experience

(comments..)

1 2 3 4 5

Sociality

(comments..)

1 2 3 4 5



4.2.2 Interviews  

The results and insights from the Farm-a-Thon workshop were used to develop an interview 
guide for the upcoming interviews. Five people were interviewed which were involved in urban 
farming communities in various ways. Two of them, initiated two different communities. Another 
interviewee began as a member and was part of its decision making board. One was a newcomer 
to Stockholm and at that time was trying to get involved with the local communities, having 
experience from a community in Spain. The last one was promoting urban farming through an 
online platform and was the founder of “Bagarmosen resilience centre”. 

All the responders were contacted through e-mail and the interviews took place in a face to face 
style either in a cafeteria or in their apartments. The interviews were semi-structured based on a 
discussion guide that was prepared beforehand and can be found on Appendix A. The main 
interest of these interviews was to gain a better understanding how the communities work and to 
identify problems that they face. All the interviews were recorded after asking for the permission 
of the interviewees. 

4.2.3 Clustering  

Later each interview was analysed through listening the recorded audio files. Each recording was 
played once and all the important quotes were written in sticky notes placed on a white board. 
The quotes of each interviewee were assigned with a different colour to be easier to analyse the 
board later. After all the interviews were played, the insights on the sticky notes were clustered in 
different categories, which helped to recognise patterns of what people think. 

 Figure 5. Photo from the analysing process of the interview recordings. 

4.2.4 Collaborative workshop 

After analysing the interviews and clustering all the insights, a collaborative workshop was held 
to ideate around them. This workshop was designed using various visual tools from the service 
design toolbox with the goal to support the participants in producing and visualising their ideas 
and proposals around the identified problems. It lasted approximately three hours, following a 
clear structure with the designer taking the role of facilitating the process. 
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The workshop activities took place at one of Openlab’s rooms, which was equipped with a big 
screen, some whiteboards and a big table with chairs. Four people participated with different 
levels of involvement within urban farming: one initiated an urban farming community; one was 
a member of a colony garden community; one was working with urban farming issues from a 
urban planning perspective and the last participant had experience with urban farming 
communities in Germany but at the time of the workshop she wasn’t a member of a community 
in Stockholm yet. 

 

Figure 6. The invitation for the collaborative workshop (left) and the schedule of the workshop (right).

The physical space where the workshop took place was carefully prepared to assist a creative 
process. The furniture were flexible and could be moved easily if needed, and the space was quite 
spacious. This allowed the participants to move around freely. Furthermore, the insights from the 
research were easily accessible, printed and stuck on the walls and a lot of pens, markers, sticky 
notes and prototyping material were available on the table. Moreover, coffee tea and snacks were 
provided to the participants during the workshop. 

At the beginning of the workshop the participants got to know each other with a warmup 
exercise. Afterwards they were presented the main insights from the research using visual tools 
from the service design toolbox. More specifically a stakeholder map, four personas and a 
customer journey map were used. After that, the ideation started and participants were given four 
scenarios, which can be seen in Appendix B, in the form of printed cards to brainstorm around. 
These scenarios were narrative constructions around an imaginary urban farming community, 
with the personas presented beforehand as members. That way the participants could focus on the 
identified problems and the discussion on the topic was triggered. The scenarios tried to answer 
the following questions: 

• How can an urban farming group become more accessible and open to new members? 

• How to facilitate the first phase of a new group ? 

• How to share responsibilities between the group members? 

• What role could urban farming play in the future either in a possible utopian or dystopian 
future? 
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To strengthen the participants understanding of these scenarios a printed image of the imaginary 
urban farming community was presented to them as seen in figure 7. 

Figure 7. An image representing the imaginary urban farming community used in the scenarios. 

The ideas produced for each scenario, were written on sticky notes and collected on a 
whiteboard. By the end of ideation, the participants voted their favourite solutions from the four 
boards while explaining the reasoning behind their decision. After a vivid and interesting 
discussion, the solutions that were most voted, transformed into the first prototype, build by the 
participants. They were given the choice to choose between different prototyping methods 
(roleplay, storyboards, mockup, rough prototyping, collage) and all the required material was 
available. The outcome of this workshop was recorded by taking photos of all the material 
produced, such as the boards with the clustered solutions and the prototypes produced . 

The workshop was followed by an individual brainstorming by the designer, considering the 
results. During this session, ideas from the workshop were evolved and led to the creation of a 
new improved concept.   

4.2.5 Prototyping 

After the concept was co-created with the participants of the workshop, a rough prototype was 
developed with hard paper with the intention of testing the concept with the end users. The  
objective of this prototype was to trigger discussions and generate deeper insights while tested. 
For that reason it was built in a rough way with unfinished parts so that the user would feel 
comfortable to propose new elements and criticise the existing ones. 

4.2.6 Testing  

The prototype was tested separately with three users. The users were given a narrative scenario to 
put them in the right context and to explain some details that are not so obvious from the 
prototype. All of the participants, were members of different farming communities. The testing 
sessions had a semi-structured format and they lasted approximately forty minutes each. The 
results were recorded by the designer keeping notes on a notebook during the process. All the 
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insights from the testing sessions were then collected and analysed in order to collect valuable 
feedback for the concept. 

4.3 Second Loop   

The second loop was performed to gain a deeper understanding around the needs and desires of 
the community members. However, this time the focus was around issues concerning the concept 
produced in the previous loop. 

4.3.1 Shadowing  

For a deeper understanding of the communities, it was decided to perform a shadowing session to 
gain an insider’s view of how a group works. The group under investigation was “På Spåret" and 
they were observed during one of their weekly meetings. To get access to the group a member 
was contacted beforehand which was the contact person during the session. The designer 
observed the group as a regular member while performing tasks that needed to be done. The 
session lasted three hours and some photos were taken during this session and notes that the 
designer considered as important were written on a notebook after the end of the session.  

4.3.2 Ideation 

The goal of ideation at this point was to improve the concept that was already co created from the 
previous loop. Having in mind the feedback from the testing sessions in combination with the 
shadowing insights, individual brainstorming sessions were performed by the designer himself. 
Many ideas were produced, but the most relevant were chosen to be incorporated within the 
concept. 

4.3.3 Prototyping and Testing 

The new improved concept was tested with a more advanced prototype. The objective of the new 
prototype was to test more specific aspects of the concept and get detailed feedback from the 
users. Two separate testing sessions were performed, each one lasted approximately forty 
minutes. The first session took place with a community member at her apartment and the second 
one with two members of the same group at the actual space that the group cultivates.  

4.3.4 Developing of the final prototype 

Having the feedback from the second testing round, the final prototype was built. This time, the 
prototype was built as close to reality as possible. Therefore, scale and aesthetics were important 
aspects to keep in mind. The purpose of this prototype was to present the concept in the 
presentation as a tangible artefact that would compliment the presentation of this thesis. 
Furthermore, it was made to be tested with a community for a period of time which goes beyond 
the scope of this thesis. 
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5  RESULTS  

In this chapter the results of the process/methods described in the previous chapter are compiled 
and analysed. The chapter is structured according to the steps of the methodology, therefore it 
starts with the preparation phase, continues with the first iteration and ends with the second one. 

5.1 Preparation phase 

As mentioned above, during the preparation phase a mapping of the urban farming communities 
of Stockholm was made. According to the “green map”, a platform that uses mapmaking as a 
medium to promote sustainable community development around the world, sixteen urban farming 
communities exist in Stockholm. (http://www.opengreenmap.org/greenmap/stadsodling-
stockholm). Each one of them works in a different way. Some collaborate with the municipality 
while others are doing guerrilla gardening. Some communities are active for some years while 
others are just starting up. 

5.2 First loop 
5.2.1 Farm-a-Thon workshop 

Figure 9. Photos of the groups participating in the Farm-A-thon event. 
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The Farm-a-Thon workshop produced insights around people’s opinions and ideas about urban 
farming. These insights were recorded in two ways. Firstly the fictional characters that each 
group built were analysed. These persona building exercises gave the possibility to the group to 
discuss around their own experiences and empathise with the users. The second way to gather 
insights was by analysing the final concepts that the groups presented in the end of the process. 

Specifically, the fictional characters produced from the workshop showed that the main obstacles 
that keeps people from growing their own food in the urban environment are: 

• lack of time to devote on gardening 

• lack of space to grow vegetables 

• lack of knowledge around gardening 

On the other hand motivations to grow in the urban environment are: 

• to spend time outdoors and connect to nature 

• to have a healthier lifestyle and a healthier diet 

• to socialise and meet like-minded people 

The teams came up with many different ideas for their final concepts, and here are the final 
solutions that they presented: 

1. Smart kit plant  

“Smart kit plant” connects to the wifi and gives you information about the plant in an 
personalised and humanised way. So your plant could say things like “it is sunny today, 
do you want to go for skateboarding?”. This way growing a plant becomes a fun social 
thing to do while learning more about growing plants.  

2. Pollination community 

“Pollination” provides the users with a starter kit that consists of sensors for their garden, 
connected to an app that give them advice, based on current weather conditions. Through 
the app they can also connect to nearby schools with a greenhouse and share their 
knowledge with the students. The school will also have a bee-hive with bees to pollinate 
the plants. The hive, and each bee, has a sensor that shows where it flies, so the students 
can see and understand that they are part of a larger community. 

3. Gardening kit 

This solution is about creating an online gardening community with a starter kit and an 
app. The starter kit will contain seeds, soil, recipes and growing instructions depending 
on the level that you choose. That way it helps unexperienced people to get started 
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growing their own vegetables. In the app you will be able to share recipes that you made 
with your own veggies, participate in challenges, share knowledge but also socialise with 
other gardeners.  

4. Green connection 

This concept consists of a smart pot which connects to the internet but also has sensors 
that calculate temperature, light and water levels. Gathering and analysing info from the 
sensors the smart pot informs you and your friends about your plant conditions on 
facebook. It also helps to create a community of people that grow vegetables where they 
can exchange experiences, tips and socialise.  

5. Modular green house 

This solution consists of boxes for planting that are modular and can be used to grow 
vegetables inside. These boxes will be used in schools to produce their own vegetables. 
Depending on the space they have they can put the amount of boxes they want. 
Furthermore these boxes have sensors that calculate various parameters like humidity 
level and temperature and informs the user if the plants requires care. 

6. Urban kid farmer 

The solution consists of an actual urban farm that will be open to visit, explore and use as 
a source of real food. It is combined with a connected digital platform for speeding 
knowledge, giving feedback and inspiration but also for building communities. 

By analysing all these concepts, a number of common threads were visible. It became clear that 
most of the groups were focusing on the lack of experience of urban people. Consequently, many 
of the concepts were focusing on building learning experiences for the users. The second insight 
is that many groups focused on the community building aspect of farming and tried to integrate it 
in their concepts. Lastly, it was apparent that many groups decided to integrate sensors and 
technology. However, this was partly due to the fact that the focus of this workshop was about 
making urban farming more accessible through technology. 

5.2.2 Interview insights  

Interviews as mentioned before, were recorded using a smart phone. After the analysis of the 
interviews using the recordings, insights were written on sticky notes and clustered in seven 
categories which were selected during the analysis, as seen in figure 10, and can be summarised 
as below: 
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Figure 10. The interview insights on a board after the clustering. 

Personal issues  

• There was an incompatibility in how different people work in terms of how organised they 
were or if they were on time or not. 

• It was clear that there are different motivations for joining an urban farming community but 
also  different levels of involvement between the members. 

Leadership issues 

• Many groups had the same facilitator for the meetings for a long time which is commented 
to be very tiring after some time as commented by a person having this role.  

• Similarly the responsibility to organise the meetings, finding time and informing everyone, 
usually was taken on by one person that most often was the initiator of the group. 

• It was commented from different interviewees that people were used to authority. In the 
groups, hierarchical models, with giving and receiving orders are very often reproduced 
even if the groups were supposed to follow a flat structure. 

Keep people engaged and motivated 

• To keep people motivated and engaged, required large amounts of energy. Usually this was 
not considered an important and outspoken responsibility and as a result there were many  
members quitting. 

• Another reason for people to quit was because they got disappointed coming to the group 
with high expectations which the group couldn't cover. As commented from an interviewee 
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there was a lack of communication with new members about the goals and the limitations of 
the group. 

• Because of a lack of members the plans made during the winter meetings were usually  not 
fulfilled and this created disappointment and frustration to some people. 

• An important problem was that some members quit in the middle of the growing period for 
various reasons. It could have been because of their lack of motivation or just because it was 
vacation time. As a consequence the remaining members got burned out  from work in the 
farm. 

Internal Communication 

• Members had different levels of tech knowledge and experience and this created problems 
in internal communication. For instance some members didn’t have Facebook and the group 
used Facebook as a way to communicate. This created tensions and problems in the 
communication. 

• Transferring knowledge and experience from older members to newer ones was difficult. 
The communities consisted of a fluid number of members that often come and go so it is 
important to have a better way to share knowledge between the different “generations” of 
members. 

• Another issue that was commented in the interviews was that no-one in the group had a 
general overview of the garden. Which plants are growing in each area and about the  needs 
of the garden in every period. The fact that all the members are volunteering in the group 
made it impossible for one person to spend so much energy to keep an updated overview. 

External communication 

• The communities were not really giving energy to promote themselves and to find new 
members. Therefore, the groups were having less members than they expected or wished. 
On the other hand, people interested to join a community, didn’t know about the existing 
urban farming communities or they didn’t feel welcome to join. 

• In general, the communities didn’t give much energy to include the new members to the 
group. Consequently, new members had to spend a lot of energy to find out how things 
work and to become part of the group. 

• People interested to join a community, felt intimidated to do so because it was unclear what 
is expected from them. They also felt insecure of not having enough gardening experience, 
or enough time to devote to the group. Lastly, people were afraid to become members of a 
group or organisation since they consider it a big responsibility. 

Communication with municipality 

• The procedure to get access to cultivate in public space was very bureaucratic and took a lot 
of time and energy. Often it worked as a barrier for new groups to begin. 
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• Even if a group got access to a public area and started growing, the communication with the 
municipality was often commented as a difficult and time consuming task. 

Motivations 

Related to the motivations of people for joining an urban farming community, three main 
categories were identified: socialising; social sustainability; and food resilience. People 
motivated to socialise, joined to meet like-minded people in their neighbourhood and to become 
part of a community. The ones with social sustainability as their main motivation, were people 
with political ideas around building local communities of empowered citizens and integrating 
everyone. Lastly, people into food resilience, were participating to gain experience in gardening 
as they consider it as a useful tool for a more resilient and sustainable lifestyle. 

5.2.3 Stakeholder map  

After the analysis of the interviews, a stakeholder map was designed by the designer with the 
goal to visualise interesting insights. In an urban farming community several stakeholders are 
usually involved. This stakeholder map helps map all these stakeholders and the relationships 
between them as it is shown in figure 11. Furthermore, the most interesting problems and 
opportunities were visualised between different stakeholders. Problems were visualised using a 
thunder icon for problems and a heart icon for opportunities and are analysed in detail here: 

More specifically, an identified problem was between the initiator of the group with the rest of its 
members. The initiator had a lot of responsibilities, gave a lot of energy to the group but had 
difficulties to share these responsibilities. At the same time, the initiator expected too much from 
other members which led many people to quit since they couldn't fulfil these expectations.  

Another problem identified and visualised was between the initiator and the municipality during 
the beginning of the community. In detail, the municipality didn’t have someone responsible to 
deal with urban farming issues and on the contrary the whole system was very bureaucratic. As a 
result, it took a long time until the group could get permission to grow on a public space.  

Similarly, the decision board of the community which usually consisted of the initiators and other 
engaged members had complaints for the current politicians. They believed that politicians don’t 
take decisions to improve the conditions for the communities and didn’t give support before they 
saw that the model works.  

Another issue was that the communities had issues getting new members to the group. It seemed 
hard for the group to communicate their community’s goals and values, so it wasn’t easy for 
people possibly interested to join 

Lastly problems in communication between the members were identified. Some members were 
more tech savvy than others, for instance some members didn’t use Facebook or didn’t check 
their mails regularly.  

At the same time, two opportunities were shown: Some groups collaborated with an expert 
gardener for a initiating workshop. This gardener explained to the group some basic theoretical 
knowledge around the plants and built up a plan for the garden structure all together. This seemed 
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quite helpful and worked as a good way to get more members and to have guidance from an 
experienced gardener, a relationship that usually stayed active even after the end of the course.  

Similar collaborations with nearby schools and elderly houses brought benefits for both sides. 

Figure 11. Stakeholder map of an imaginary urban farming community. 

5.2.4 Personas  

The insights from the interview analysis also became the basis for the personas to be built on. 
These personas, shown in figure 12, were designed to be used as trigger material for the 
collaborative workshop that took place later in the process. The personas were designed to 
portray a variety of different people participating in the communities. Each one has different 
motivations of joining the community and different attitude inside the group.  

Figure 12. Images of the four personas (can be found in bigger format in Appendix B). 

 !29

Internal

External
Stakeholder map

municipality

politicians

school
elderly houses

shop owners
potential members

supporters

initiator

member

member

decision board

gardening expert

Intrinsic values

Conservation
Openness to 

change

Extrinsic values

Benevolence                Tradition                                                                                  
       

     
     

    
    

    
    

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
St

im
ula

tio
n 

   
   

    
   S

elf-
direction        

   Universalism 
           

Hedonism             Achievement                 Power     
     

    
 Sec

uri
ty 

   

Òbetter to say you are sorry than 
to ask for permissionÓ

+ happy to be on the field
+ excited about the project
+ positive

- unpatient to see it grow
- tired of giving energy

30 years old
sambo
works as a freelance designer
lives in Sšdermalm

/Marina    

initiator
positive

deeply engaged
resourful

hopeful
agent of change

motivating

Marina has started the whole project. She gave a lot 
of energy to it to make it happen but now she hopes 
that the group becomes a bit more independent 
from her. Intrinsic values

Conservation
Openness to 

change

Extrinsic values

Benevolence                Tradition                                                                                  
       

     
     

    
    

    
    

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
St

im
ula

tio
n 

   
   

    
   S

elf-
direction        

   Universalism 
           

Hedonism             Achievement                 Power     
     

    
 Sec

uri
ty 

   

Òi am into spreading knowledge to 
people around gardeningÓ

+ enjoys growing
+ happy to be social
+ loves to talk to people passing by
-  feels confused with using facebook in the         
   group
- doesnÕt like stress

/Ada

62 years old
married with 2 children
works as a teacher 
lives in Bagamossen

   

experienced
talkative
social

spread knowledge

resourful
not so tech

active member

Ada is good with gardening. She is happy to socialize 
and talk with people passing by while the group cares 
for the plants. She is not so interested to get vegeta-
bles home since she has her own garden. For her, 
the project itÕs more about community building.

ÒI wish we were producing more 
vegetables than we doÓ

+ likes to gain new skills
+ engaged

- stubborn
- hopes for more produce 
   to bring home
- hard to collaborate with

/Bjšrn

39 years old
married with children
works at a real estate company
lives in Liljeholmen

Intrinsic values

Conservation
Openness to 

change

Extrinsic values

Benevolence                Tradition                                                                                  
       

     
     

    
    

    
    

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
St

im
ula

tio
n 

   
   

    
   S

elf-
direction        

   Universalism 
           

Hedonism            Achievement                 Power     
     

    
 Sec

uri
ty 

   

   

traditional
realistic

skeptical property
self centered

member
healthy lifestyle

distant

motivated

Bjšrn is a 39 years old man that works in an office 
environment and seeks some time outdoors to relax. At 
the same time he is into healthy living so he got attracted 
by the idea of growing vegetables in the city so that he 
gets a part of his diet that way.

Òi see people growing in my 
neighboorhood but i am always shy  to 
ask how i can helpÓ

+ enjoys growing
+ likes to be outdoors

- unsure of how to start
- afraid of high expectations
- shy to approach the members
- feels busy to start something new

/Ann

53 years old
married with 2 children
works as a marketing person
lives in Bagamossen
not a member but likes to grow

   

farm skills
shy busy

stressed

individualistic
healthy lifestyle

individualistic

neighbor

Intrinsic values

Conservation
Openness to 

change

Extrinsic values

Benevolence                Tradition                                                                                  
       

     
     

    
    

    
    

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
St

im
ula

tio
n 

   
   

    
   S

elf-
direction        

   Universalism 
           

Hedonism             Achievement                 Power     
     

    
 Sec

uri
ty 

   

Ann is a neigbor that sometimes pass by where an 
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In detail some of Marina’s main characteristics are that she is engaged, positive and excited for 
the project. Her values are more towards the  “intrinsic values” and “openness to change” side. 
Her motivations to be in the community are related to social sustainability and community 
building. 

Björn on the other hand is more traditional, self centred, hard to collaborate with and his values 
are towards the extrinsic and conservation pole of the Schwartz diagram. His main motivation to 
garden in a community is to bring home more vegetables for a healthier lifestyle. 

Ada, an experienced gardener has a lot of social energy and she likes to spread knowledge around 
urban farming to more people. Her values are towards intrinsic values and conservation and her 
main motivation is to spread knowledge around urban farming and promote a more resilient food 
production system. 

Lastly, Ann which is not member yet of a community but is interested, can be characterised as 
individualistic, often busy, shy to interact with new people and her values lean towards 
“conservation” and “extrinsic values” sides of the Schwartz diagram. 

5.2.5 Results from the collaborative workshop 

During the workshop various ideation exercises were performed together with four members of 
various urban farming communities. The results from this workshop consisted of a big range of 
ideas and solutions around four scenarios which were given to the participants. The resulting 
boards can be seen in detail in the Appendix C. where the voted ideas from the participants are 
marked with a pink square.  

Figure 13. Photos taken during the collaborative workshop. 

In detail the solutions that the participants chose during the voting session were the following: 

• invite members from other communities to share knowledge and experiences 

• provide boxes that people can book for a season and grow vegetables 

• make a badge for the person that is responsible to talk with people passing by (ask me 
anything badge) 

• have boxes of different levels of experience( beginner’s boxes and gardener’s boxes) 
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• make a blackboard where the groups works, that will inform of what is going on in the 
group at each moment 

• write unspoken tasks and share them, using images for visualisation 

• use a fun way for each person to talk about themselves 

• the “language” that the members use during meetings is very important 

• try to mix taking responsibilities with having fun 

By combining some of the solutions that were chosen, a quick prototype using a storyboard 
format with collage elements was developed by the participants together with the designer and 
can be seen in figure 14. This initial prototype was then developed further as a concept. 

Figure 14. Prototype in the form of storyboard produced in the collaborative workshop. 

The concept of this prototype was having a physical board placed where the community gathers 
with the goal of organising the community as well as making it more accessible to people passing 
by. Part of the concept would be that each member has a magnetic profile card in which they can 
fill in information about themselves like their name, how long they have been members, their 
motivations to join the group and a presentation of themselves choosing a vegetable that 
characterises them. Each member could assign to himself/herself various responsibility cards. On 
each responsibility card it would be possible to define the duration that the responsibility would 
be assigned to someone. Moreover, the board would have information about the community so 
that passengers would feel more welcome to get involved. These information could be: when and 
where the next meeting will take place; what are the current needs of the group and what are the 
plans of the group for future events. 
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Figure 15. Photo from the process of making a prototype on the left and the final one on the right. 

5.2.6 Testing insights 

The prototype built to present the concept described above was tested with three users. The 
participants of the testing sessions were given an imaginary scenario of a situation where the 
board was used. They were asked to speak their thoughts of how they imagined using the 
prototype in this imaginary situation and give feedback from their experiences in their 
communities. Moreover a semi-structured question guide was made in case the discussion was 
shifting focus. Some fields of the board were filled with information but others were left empty, 
welcoming the users to add their ideas. For instance, a lot of responsibility cards were empty so 
the participants could add the responsibilities they thought are important or relevant. At the same 
time, there was an empty area on the board and the participants had to propose ideas of what it 
could be. 

Figure 16. First loop’s testing sessions with three participants (no photo was taken of the third participant). 
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From these testing sessions, a good amount of insights was produced, which then was categorised 
in the following four categories: 

Goal of the board 

• As a general feeling it seemed that the participants believe that the groups rely on some very 
active people which have lots of responsibilities. At the same time there were many less 
active members. This wasn’t considered as a negative thing, however some members said 
it’s important to visualise who is doing what and found the idea of the board a very good 
idea. This way the whole community would feel involved and informed which would make 
it easier for people to contribute whenever and however they can and make it more 
acceptable to have different levels of involvement. 

• As a member said: “For a small group you don’t need a tool to get to know each other or to 
know who is doing what. It could however work for the first period of a new group.” 

• According to a member, the board could be used for the planning period during wintertime 
when the group make plans for the spring. During this period there were many things to be 
decided and planned but since things start to roll, few things change and people just follow a 
routine. 

• A proposal from a member was to make the “responsibility” cards, the main concept of the 
board instead of having too many different functions and cards that could create confusion. 

• The skills section, was considered by the participants, as something very helpful for 
improving the planning of future events from the group. 

Using the board   

• The concept to use a vegetable as a way to present yourself in your profile card got positive 
feedback. People commented that it is a nice and visual way for new members to introduce 
themselves in a fun way. And as a member said “they could work as good starting points for 
conversation”. 

• People commented that the amount of information on the board should be reduced to keep it 
simple. That way it would be easier to be used with less effort from the members. And as 
one participant commented “you should keep in mind that no-one has to do something since 
it is all on a voluntary basis”. 

• An opinion that was repeated by all the participants was about making the board more fun to 
use. Proposals included using nice colours and more playful design. Another idea in this 
direction was to change the name for “responsibilities” to something more fun for example 
activities. 

• Concerning the responsibility cards, people mentioned that having long term responsibilities 
would create problems when members quit or stop being active. As a member pointed out, 
“it is very common that people join the community with lots of enthusiasm and after a while 
they disappear because of various reasons.” This means that their responsibilities would be 
stuck on their profile cards. 
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• Around the issue of updating the board in the beginning of every meeting the participants 
responded that it was not such a good idea. Even if they were supposed to gather and plan 
the day before every session they often skipped it. The main reason was that everyone 
arrives on different times and they never have a set starting time. So their advice was to 
keep that in mind during the design of the board. 

Accepting the board in the group  

This category consists of ideas and proposals from the participants of the testing session around 
the acceptance of the board in the group: 

• It would be helpful to explain with details  the goals of this board and which problems it is 
solving 

• To explain how the board works, an instruction sheet would be useful. Similarly a workshop 
session from someone with experience of how to use the board, could help to introduce the 
board to the group. 

• In order for the board to be accepted and used, it should be quite flexible. This means that 
each group should have the option to use it in different ways depending on their needs. 

General Proposals 

• Make the board visible and accessible for people passing by. That way passengers could 
check what the group is doing and even find out possible tasks they could do. 

• Better keep the activities “space oriented” rather than “task oriented”. For instance, instead 
of having a task to water the plants, it would be better to have an area that someone could be 
responsible for. According to the members that tested the prototype there were too many 
different tasks to visualise and it would get too complicated. 

• Have different levels of responsibilities. Some responsibilities could be just for one day but 
others could last for the whole year. Moreover, one responsibility could be the organising of 
a festival and another responsibility to provide coffee for a group meeting. 

• It would be interesting to be able to take the responsibility cards back home as a way to 
remember them. 

• Some tasks that were usually needed: watering, weeding, planning, regrowing, pest control. 
These could maybe become responsibility cards. 

• A good idea could be to have a priority list for the daily tasks. How the group works, 
according to a member, is that “we always have some tasks that needs to be done and some 
that we do if we have time and energy. If not we do them during the next meeting.” 

• Think about the storage of the board. It was mentioned by a member that “it is important to 
be able to store the board in our storage room because of weather conditions as well as 
because of possible theft.” 
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5.3 Second loop 

After testing the first prototype and analysing the results, the second loop started. In the 
beginning of this loop it was decided that some deeper empathy within the communities was 
needed. For that reason the second loop began with a shadowing session. 

 

Figure 17. Photos from the shadowing session with a community called “På Spåret”. 

5.3.1 Insights from shadowing 

In the shadowing session, a group was under observation while working. The group was called 
“På Spåret” and was observed during one of their regular Sunday meetings. The session lasted 
approximately three hours and the designer participated as a member of the group. The insights 
from these observations were the following: 

• At the beginning of the meeting, only three people showed up. The rest of the members 
kept coming during the following hours. The newly arrived members didn’t know what to 
do, so they asked the ones that arrived earlier. 

• Similarly, there wasn’t a defined time to end the meeting according to the members. People 
just left when they got tired or when they had something else to do. As a consequence tasks 
were left half-way done and the problem was that information got lost between the 
meetings of what was done and what needed to be done for the next meeting. 

• People interested in the project passed by and observed the group. Some spoke with the 
group members for a while but generally it seemed inconvenient for passengers to engage 
more, since everyone seemed busy caring for the garden. 

• The group used a system of tags for each box with the name of its responsible person, in the 
past. However this system didn’t work because it wasn’t flexible enough. When people quit 
the group, their boxes were left unattended.  

• The way decisions were taken was very random and fluid. They were taken during a 
meeting but also very spontaneously while other tasks were being performed. 
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• During every meeting there were some things that needed to be done right away and some 
that the group would do depending on the energy and time they had. 

• There was one person with experience in gardening that decided what to plant in each box. 
Not everyone knew who  this person is and this created confusion in the group. 

• The group had a wagon and a small storage room for storing tools and other stuff. 

 

Figure 18. Photos from the second testing phase. The two on top are from the first session and the two on the bottom 
are from the second. 

5.3.2 Testing insights  

The second testing phase was done with members from two urban farming groups. The first 
session happened at the participant’s apartment while the second one took place at the actual area 
where one of the communities has their garden and some photos of can be seen in figure 18. The 
insights gathered from these two sessions are the following: 

Activity cards  

The participants were asked to propose some activity cards and these are their proposals: 

• They talked about a “municipality contact” card for the person in charge of dealing with the 
municipality. 

• Also a “meeting organiser” card for a person that will be responsible to find suitable times 
for the meetings as well as reminding everyone about the meeting some days before.  

• Another card could be a “generic activity of taking care of plants” for people that are only 
interested in growing vegetables.  
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• Also a “board expert” card for someone that knows how to use the board and is available to 
reply to questions, concerning the use of the board, from the rest of the group.  

• A “facilitator” card for a member that takes care of the group dynamics and could  propose a 
spread of activities between members if some had too many. 

• Lastly a “task giver” card that can give out tasks to new members or to people that want to 
do something else other than what they were usually doing 

• Some further proposals for the activity cards were to make the tasks as small and clear as 
possible, since people usually get scared of big responsibilities. Especially when they don’t 
really know what exactly they have to do they tend to avoid responsibilities. Moreover, it is 
important to highlight activities and responsibilities that are usually untold. Visualising 
responsibilities that are not so urgent is also a good idea. As the participant of the testing 
pointed out “the group always works in an urgent mode so they prioritise activities that need 
to be done. However this way other activities feel less important and people doing them feel 
not so involved.” Some examples could be to bring a cake, prepare the coffee, put on some 
music or just to be there to interact with other members 

Physical board  

• It was commented that the size of the board should be bigger especially for larger groups 
with many members. 

• A member of a group said that they used to have a whiteboard which was helpful. However 
according to this member it had several problems and that no-one had enough energy to care 
for it. One problem was that the board was standing on a DIY base that wasn’t stable. Also it 
was really heavy to move indoors so it was left outside. As a consequence it slowly decayed 
from weather conditions,the pen was often stolen and once the board got some graffiti 
sprayed on it. 

• One of the groups was using wooden sticks with signs on each box. On these signs they 
printed information about what was planted in each box and some tips of how to care for 
each plant. This was very useful especially when the plants were still not out of the earth in 
order to avoid re-planting in the same box. So the proposal was to somehow integrate the 
board with this sign system. 

• One of the participants of the testing said that their group had eighty eight members. She 
believed it would be too much to have them all on the board. On the other hand it would be 
a bit tricky to decide who is active and who is not and define the limits. So this is definitely 
something to consider when designing the final prototype. 

• For internal communication one of the groups had a website and a facebook group. As the 
participant explained “it didn’t work out so well because no-one wants to register in a 
website anymore and not everyone has facebook.” According to them there was definitely a 
communication gap and most of the less engaged members felt not so involved and 
informed. This became even worse in the specific group since when someones became a 
member they swished the membership fee and then they got no info from the group. It was 
totally up to them to find out when the meeting took place and when to join. 
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• A comment was made to keep it as simple as possible since as a member said “we are all 
here to work with the ground, therefore we are annoyed to deal with organising tasks”. 

5.4 Final concept 

The final concept proposed for this project is called “Green board” and is a planning tool for 
urban farming communities. The “Green board” consists of a whiteboard that can be placed 
where each urban farming community meets and can be used as a surface for planning and 
organising the group. To do so, a number of three different types of magnetic cards will be given 
to the community. These cards can be placed on the board and can be written on.  

The Green board concept can be sent to the communities in a paper box (see figure 19). The box 
consists of a number of number cards, stickers for the cards, the proposal manual and some 
markers. The decision was taken not to include the whiteboard in the package for practical and 
economical reasons regarding its distribution. 

 

Figure 19: Image of the “Green box” package. 

5.4.1 Cards 

The “Green board” concept includes three types of magnetic cards. On the cards there is a sticker, 
therefore it is possible to write on them and at the same time it is possible to reuse them by 
replacing the sticker. There are three different types of cards: 

Profile cards 

Each member of the community has a “profile” card. On this card as shown in figure 20, she/he 
can write their personal information, add a profile photo and write some details about themselves. 
More specifically, they can write their name, how long they have been members of the 
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community, their motivations of joining the group and some of their skills that they would like to 
share with the group. Furthermore, they can choose a vegetable that represents them and presents 
themselves to the rest of the group. Finally, at the back of the card there is a contact information 
field where each member can write their contact details. 

Figure 20: Image of profile card with a random profile photo. 

Activity cards 

“Activity” cards consist of a responsibility or an activity that the group will decide depending on 
the current needs and can can be assigned to one or more members. On the card there is a field 
for the name of the activity and/or a drawing/quick sketch representing the activity and a field to 
define the time period of the activity as seen in figure 21. 

Figure 21: Image of an activity card. 

Area cards  

The last type of card is called area card. This card represents a piece of land or a box that the 
group is cultivating. On the card there is a field where the group can define what vegetables they 
have planted as shown in figure 22. Furthermore, there is a field to add a number in order to 
connect it to the actual area in the garden where there is a sign with the same indication. 
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Moreover, on the sign that is placed on the actual area (see figure 23) of the garden there is a field 
for instructions about how to care for the plants. 

 

Figure 22: Image of an area card. 

 

Figure 23: Image of the area sign that will be placed on a garden area. 
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5.4.2 Concept details 

1. Introduction of the board  

Even if the board was designed to be an easy and effortless tool to use, it is still a 
challenge how to introduce it to the community and provide motivations to use. The 
board can be introduced to the group by a member of another community that already 
uses it. Moreover, this introduction meeting can have a workshop format. During this 
workshop, all the members can fill in their profile cards with their information and 
present themselves to the rest. Then, the participants can collaboratively decide on which 
activities to add to the board. Additionally, the workshop could be repeated once per year 
to introduce the board to new members following a similar structure. 

2. Updating the board  

There is no defined way of how and when to update the board, that depends on the group 
to decide. A proposal could be to update it during the planning meetings of the group or 
during the beginning of each planting session. Of course it is an option to be open for 
everyone to update whenever they think it is necessary for example by adding a new 
activity or assigning an activity to himself/herself. The board could be photographed and 
uploaded regularly to the group’s website or blog or even sent around through a mailing 
list as a way of spreading information. At the same time a documentation of the group’s 
history would be kept in order to avoid mistakes of the past and share experiences with 
other groups. 

3. Arrangement of cards 

Regarding the arrangement of the cards on the board, it is up to the group to decide. For 
example, all the area cards could be placed in a way that represents the actual garden. 
They could even have some indications around like a map to better explain the 
orientation, as shown in figure 24. Another arrangement could be to have the members 
responsible for each area next to the area card as also shown in figure 24.  

Figure 24: Image of the area cards in a map style (left) and with the area cards assigned to members (right). 
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4. Assignment of activities 

To assign an activity or an area card the easiest way would be to place it close to the 
member’s profile card or to draw a line connecting the assigned area or activity to a 
member’s profile card (figure 25). In a possible collaboration between more people for 
the same activity they could draw lines to both of them connected to this activity . 

 

Figure 25: Photo of the assignment of area cards using lines (left) and by placing it next to a profile card (right). 

5. Parking areas 

The board has a parking area for members and for activities. The main purpose for the 
activity parking area is for activities that are not yet assigned or for activities that are 
currently inactive. The members parking area is for members that are currently not active 
in the group. 

6. Activity card proposals  

The activity cards are empty so that each group can choose the activities according to its 
needs. One proposed activity is to be the board responsibility person. This person has to 
place the board before each meeting and store it at the end of the meeting. This activity 
could also consist of updating the board when it is needed or it could be a separate 
activity. Another proposed activity is to welcome people that pass by and introduce them 
to the community in case they are interested. This is an important task for getting new 
members and support from the neighbourhood which is usually ignored. An equally 
important activity is to be responsible for communicating with the municipality. Some 
more examples of activities could be to provide coffee and snacks for the group or to 
plan an event. 
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5.4.3 Board proposal manual  

The board is an open and flexible tool for organising an urban farming community. This means 
that each community using the board, will use it in a different way according to their needs and 
their preferences. Consequently, it was decided that the board won’t have an instruction manual 
of how to use it. Instead it will be introduced with a “proposal” manual as seen in figure 26. 

 

Figure 26: Image of the proposal manual 

5.4.4 Purpose of the board 

The purpose of the board is to facilitate the communities and increase their functionality and their 
accessibility by reducing the organisational burden. This is done in the following ways: 

• By visualising the number of group members and their personal information, helps new 
members to understand the group dynamics more easily and fit in more effortlessly. At the 
same time it makes the internal communication of the group much easier. 

• Visualising responsibilities, even the ones that are usually untold, its easier to share them 
between the members in a transparent way. Moreover it becomes more obvious of who is 
doing what and also which responsibilities that require different levels of involvement 
become apparent.  

• Since the group collectively decides on what these responsibilities will be and to whom they 
will be assigned to, it empowers the members. 
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• Providing an overview of the garden, makes it easier to share information. This is done by 
visualising the garden areas and defining what plants are planted in each one and 
information regarding of how to care for each plant. This way, information and knowledge 
is flowing easier from the experienced and more engaged members to the rest of the group.  

• By visualising what is happening in the group and record it using photos, a documentation 
of the group’s history is created. That way it is easier to share this documentation with other 
groups for exchanging experiences and ideas. 

5.5 Final prototype 

The “Green board” concept was prototyped  as close to reality as possible in order to be tested in 
life conditions with an urban farming community. The cards were made out of a thin magnetic 
layer stuck on a white foam board chosen for its light weight. A sticker on each card with graphic 
elements makes it possible to write on. The graphic style of the stickers was designed to fit the 
aesthetics of a gardening group using handmade sketches and pastel colours. The proposal 
manual was designed in a similar way. Brown recycled paper was used for the cover and beige 
paper for the rest. The graphic elements of the manual followed the aesthetics of the cards. Lastly, 
the box (figure 27) was selected to fit all the elements of the concept while having a small size 
for easier distribution. 

Figure 27: Photo of the “Green board” box ready to be sent to the communities (right) and while 
using the cards on a board (left). 
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6  DISCUSSION 

This chapter, covers a reflection of the whole project. The interesting aspects are discussed and 
the benefits for the urban farming communities are presented. 

6.1 Introduction 

The role of designers is shifting (Manzini, 2015) and we need to start seeing designers as social 
actors that facilitate “active minorities to invent new ways of being and doing things” (Meroni, 
Bala, 2007, p14) and to contribute to a more sustainable future. Therefore, for this project I chose 
to follow a community driven design approach which according to Manzini and Meroni is about 
collaborating with members of the communities in order to understand the values and the 
behaviours of the whole community and co-design with them solutions for their needs. (Manzini, 
Meroni, 2012). The goal of working with community driven design was to experiment and test 
new tools and approaches in design that will enable a transition towards sustainability. 

6.1.1 Reflection on the methodology 

As mentioned above, I followed a community driven design approach which was complemented 
with the service design methodology. Community driven design worked as a good theoretical 
background for my project providing the right terminology that enabled me to support and 
communicate my ideas. On the other hand, service design helped on a practical level, providing a 
toolbox of methods to support each phase of the process.  

6.1.2 Reflection on the process  

An important part of this project was the collaborative workshop that was held together with 
members of various urban farming communities. An aspect of the workshop was the preparation 
of the physical space where the workshop took place, this has been called the co-design space by 
Sanders and Westerlund. (Sanders, Westerlund, 2011). Since people not experienced with design 
processes participated in the workshop, I considered it very important to create an environment 
that would encourage creativity, provide visual access to the insights from the research and that 
would be flexible enough. As a result working in such an environment, made the participants feel 
relaxed and motivated to ideate for creative and innovative solutions. 

Furthermore the recruiting of the workshop participants greatly influenced the outcome. The 
participants were chosen so that people with different perspectives are represented in the group. 
In detail, I chose to invite an urban planner to bring a city planning perspective, a member of an 
urban farming community to contribute with her community experience, a gardener for an 
individual farming perspective and lastly a newcomer to the city which was interested in joining 
a community. Each participant influenced the outcome in a different way and as Sanders and 
Westerlund argue, provided a collaboratively created understanding of the problems and helped 
the ideation process to reach a deep level of analysis. (Sanders, Westerlund, 2011). 
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During the workshop, scenarios were used as a tool for ideation. I believe that scenarios helped 
the creative process and as Rizzo and Bacigalupo stated, scenarios usually play an important role 
in communicating insights between the designer and the stakeholders. (Rizzo, Bacigalupo, 2004). 
These ideation scenarios around an imaginary, were enriched by the use of personas as its 
members. Ideating around several scenarios gave the participants the opportunity to get out of 
their own perspectives and become more open and creative in their thinking.  

Lastly, an important reflection of the process was that the personas weren’t designed as the 
representative users of the future service but in a way to represent an interesting blend of 
personalities in a community. To present the personas characters sufficiently and provide a deep 
understanding of their value systems, the Schwartz value diagram was used, which turned out to 
be a helpful tool in my experience. 

6.1.3 Reflection on the final concept 

“Green board” is designed to be an intuitive and easily understandable concept. However I 
believe that some of its aspects will be easy to integrate within the various urban farming groups 
while other aspects will be more complex. 

One of the easy aspects is the visualisation of the garden structure using the area cards. This 
function needs the least effort from the group since it is updated only once per year. Moreover, 
only one member is required to perform this update, the gardener expert. At the same time, it will 
help the rest of the group to get a general overview of the garden. In conclusion, area cards, 
require low effort providing a strong benefit for the group, so I consider area cards to be a 
desirable function. 

On the other hand, updating the profile cards by adding new members and removing the ones that 
quit, as well as updating the needed activities in each period require more effort. Even if this 
benefit is important, it won’t be so easy for the group to get motivated to do it. Consequently, a 
good implementation strategy will be needed, making sure to give enough motivation and support 
to the communities. 

An important decision concerning the final concept was to keep it analog. Early in the process I 
also considered digital solutions but the insights from the research pointed out that an analog 
concept would be more widely accepted from the communities. The main arguments for this 
decision were: the big effort needed to update a digital system; the dependence on a tech savvy 
person and the feeling that a digital solution wouldn’t fit an urban farming group that usually 
meets outdoors. 

6.1.4 Benefits for the communities  

I believe it would be interesting to discuss the final concept in relation to the research questions 
from the beginning of the project which were the following: 

• How can the existing urban farming communities become more efficient in the way they 
organise so that less time and effort is required from the members? 

• How can these communities reach a wider population and become more accessible? 
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• How can these communities, become models that can easily be replicated and reproduced 
on a bigger scale?   

Shortly the research questions focus on how to make the communities more efficient, more 
accessible and easier to replicate and I strongly believe that the “green board” concept provides 
solutions for all of these. Firstly, the board is helping the communities to become more efficient, 
by reducing the organisational effort needed, through visualising tools that are easy and quick to 
update. It also helps the communities to become more accessible by providing ways for new 
members to feel included in the group. In detail, visualising the number of members and their 
personal information, helps new members to understand the group dynamics and to easily 
communicate with the more experienced members.  Lastly, the “Green board” concept makes it 
simple for the communities to replicate since it is a helpful tool for the start of a new group. It 
also motivates the communities to connect with each other in order to exchange experiences and 
ideas. To conclude, the “Green board” concept works as an enabling solution (Manzini, 2015) 
which will spread this type of collaborative service to a broader audience promoting more 
sustainable lifestyles. 
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7  CONCLUSIONS 

In this chapter, a conclusion is made for the whole project and future work after the end of this 
thesis project is proposed.  

7.1 Conclusions 

The goal of this project was to gather insights about urban farming communities of Stockholm 
and about the problems that these communities face in order to find ways to solve them. Having a 
deep understanding of the communities and their needs helped design a service to make the 
communities more accessible, more efficient and easier to spread.  

After an extensive user research, the results were visualised using various design methods and 
became trigger material for a collaborative design process where the designer together with 
members of various urban farming communities co created a concept for the identified problems 
of the communities. This concept was prototyped and tested two times with users and a final 
concept proposal was made.  

7.2 Limitations 

Some of the limitations of this project were the following: Since the exploration phase took place in 
wintertime, it wasn’t possible to conduct field research with the existing urban farming communities 
since all of the communities became active around the end of April. Another limitation was the time 
limit of this project which lasted twenty weeks and was carried out by one student. So, there was a 
limit on the number of iterations of the process. Ideally it would be better for this project to have one 
more loop before the concept is ready to be used. Furthermore, it was a challenge to find people to 
participate in the testing sessions after the beginning of the growing period due to extra work that 
the community members had to do in the garden.  

Our to the time limitations the final concept is still a work in process. As mentioned above one more 
loop of the service design process would be ideally needed. Furthermore, an implementation 
strategy need to be designed. How the concept will be implemented, how it will be produced and 
how it will be distributed to the communities are questions that need to be answered. 

7.3 Future work 

Further work that would be proposed after the end of this thesis project is be the following: 

• To strengthen the results by performing one more iteration of the service design methodology. 
The final prototype could be tested in real life conditions with some communities in order to 
get feedback. Final improvements could be made after analysing the feedback to the concept 
before it is ready to be used. 

• To build a detailed implementation plan of how to introduce the “Green board” to the 
communities. It is an important aspect of the design process to think of how the designed 
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product or service will be accepted from the organisation or from the community since it 
requires a process of change.  

• Lastly, it is crucial to build a business plan of the lifecycle of the actual physical elements of 
the concept from the  construction phase to distribution and to their end of life. 
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CONDUCTING THE INTERVIEW 
(members) 

Introduction 

I am Nikolas Sachnikas currently doing my thesis at KTH for a master of Product design. 

I collaborate with Green leap (research network at KTH that uses design as a catalyst for 
sustainable development) and Openlab (an innovation center working with design 
thinking). Currently i am working on my thesis project that will be a service design 
research project. The aim of it will be to help urban farming communities grow.  

I am conducting some preliminary research to make to better understand existing 
communities and recognise problems, challenges but also their opportunities and 
possibilities. That’s why i am interested in your project and want to find our more about 
it and your experience around it. 

The interview will be handled as confidential information. Answers given are never 
linked to a specific person. 

Unless you have an objection, we would appreciate if we can tape the conversation. This 
will help us to analyse the information collected.  

May I also take a picture of you? This will only be used internally as part of analysis of 
results to better remember who is who 

So do you have questions before we get started? 

The interview 

First some general questions about the person interviewed: 

May i ask your age? 

What is your background (education) and your profession? 

Do you have any farming experience? 

Where do you live and in what kind of living situation? Do you have a garden? 

About the group/community/network 

Can you tell me some general information about the  project/group/community that you 
are part of? 

 how long it is active? How many members? meetings? way of organising? 

 decision making? share of tasks? new members? when is the growing period? 

Where is the growing garden situated? What kind of land is it? 

What type of organisation is it? (eg non profit) 
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Is there a membership fee? 

About the member’s participation/experience 

When did you join? why? 

How did you find out? 

Did you start alone or with a friend? 

What was your driving force to join? 

Did you have farming experience before joining? 

Was that a problem if not? 

Are you going often? How often? 

Are you happy with that? 

Are you still going? Why not? 

Why is this important for you? 

Is there anything you would like to change in the group?why? 

What do you like to change to have an ideal farming community? Why? 

Do you live nearby of the area where you are growing? 

How involved you are in the group’s decisions? 

Why don’t you go more often? 

Do you grow vegetables for your own use? 

Do you sell them? 

Would you like to get more? 

What do you like to cook and eat? Why? (vegetarian?) 

Where do you usually shop for food and vegetables? 

What do you value when you buy food? 

What are your motivation to keep going? 

Extra part for people that were involved in starting the project 
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What difficulties did you face in the beginning? 

How did you get funding? 

Was it easy to find members? how? 

Did you got inspiration of similar groups? which? Did you communicate with them for 
ideas? 

How did you take the motivation to start? 

Closing the interview 
 
Always thank the person interviewed for his or her contribution. 

Do you have questions about our research or about this interview? 

Is there something you would like to add? Something that i have forgotten to ask? 

Do you consider there are other points that would be important for our research, points 
that I did not raise through the questions? 

Do you wish to be informed about the results? If so, how can we best reach you to send 
this information?
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“i see people growing in my 
neighboorhood but i am always shy  to 
ask how i can help”

+ enjoys growing
+ likes to be outdoors

- unsure of how to start
- afraid of high expectations
- shy to approach the members
- feels busy to start something new

/Ann

53 years old
married with 2 children
works as a marketing person
lives in Bagamossen
not a member but likes to grow

   

farm skills
shy busy

stressed

individualistic
healthy lifestyle

individualistic

neighbor

Intrinsic values
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Openness to 

change

Extrinsic values

Benevolence                Tradition                                                                                  
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Ann is a neigbor that sometimes pass by where an 
urban farming group cultivates. She is interested to 
know more and possibly join the group but she 
doesn’t for various reasons.

Intrinsic values

Conservation
Openness to 

change

Extrinsic values
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“better to say you are sorry than 
to ask for permission”

+ happy to be on the field
+ excited about the project
+ positive

- unpatient to see it grow
- tired of giving energy

30 years old
sambo
works as a freelance designer
lives in Södermalm

/Marina    

initiator
positive

deeply engaged
resourful

hopeful
agent of change

motivating

Marina has started the whole project. She gave a lot 
of energy to it to make it happen but now she hopes 
that the group becomes a bit more independent 
from her.
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“I wish we were producing more 
vegetables than we do”

+ likes to gain new skills
+ engaged

- stubborn
- hopes for more produce 
   to bring home
- hard to collaborate with

/Björn

39 years old
married with children
works at a real estate company
lives in Liljeholmen

Intrinsic values

Conservation
Openness to 

change

Extrinsic values

Benevolence                Tradition                                                                                  
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traditional
realistic

skeptical property
self centered

member
healthy lifestyle

distant

motivated

Björn is a 39 years old man that works in an office 
environment and seeks some time outdoors to relax. At 
the same time he is into healthy living so he got attracted 
by the idea of growing vegetables in the city so that he 
gets a part of his diet that way.

Intrinsic values
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“i am into spreading knowledge to 
people around gardening”

+ enjoys growing
+ happy to be social
+ loves to talk to people passing by
-  feels confused with using facebook in the         
   group
- doesn’t like stress

/Ada

62 years old
married with 2 children
works as a teacher 
lives in Bagamossen

   

experienced
talkative
social

spread knowledge

resourful
not so tech

active member

Ada is good with gardening. She is happy to socialize 
and talk with people passing by while the group cares 
for the plants. She is not so interested to get vegeta-
bles home since she has her own garden. For her, 
the project it’s more about community building.
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