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ABSTRACT 

Driven by a growth and profit maximization mindset, the corporate food 
regime has contributed to wide-spread food insecurity, chronic and acute 
hunger, soil, water, and ecosystem degradation, rapid loss of biodiversity, and 
a global de-skilling of populations. To re-direct this crisis-bound trajectory, 
sustainable food system transformation is necessary and urgent. In recent 
years, the science, practice and social movement of agroecology has gained 
increasing political and social momentum as an alternative paradigm to the 
corporate food regime, and as a solution to many cross-cutting socio-cultural 
and ecological crises.  

Despite scholarly roots in primarily rural agroecosystems, emerging 
agroecology research has begun to explore the role(s) agroecology principles 
and practices can play in urban contexts, which require new spatial 
perspectives through which to imagine and implement change. Among others, 
municipally-embedded social infrastructure–that is, the physical conditions 
shaping, enabling, and constraining, how people interact in urban publics–
stands to play a key role in bringing agroecology to scale in the city. The 
overarching objective of this interdisciplinary thesis is to investigate social 
infrastructure as an entry-point for scaling urban agroecology. The thesis itself 
consists of an introductory chapter and three original articles, each framed by 
a unique agroecology scaling pathway and applied to an illustrative social 
infrastructure case.  

Using thematic analysis of qualitative data with community gardeners and 
regional food policy documents in the case of Seattle, U.S.A, I identify two 
points of intervention for scaling-up (impacting laws and policy) agroecology 
in the city: improved deliberative processes across power hierarchies and 
opportunities for strengthening self-efficacy (Article I). These findings offer 
a conceptual and empirical contribution to the ongoing conceptualization of 
agroecological urbanism emerging from the disciplines of agroecology and 
urban studies.  

Similarly, through a thematic analysis of qualitative data with allotment 
gardeners–though, here, integrated with a crisp-set qualitative comparative 
analysis of name generator materials–I investigate the spatiality of social 
capital formed among allotment gardeners in the urban allotment gardens of 
Vantaa, Finland (Article III). The study finds that though boundary-crossing 
contacts are formed within the social infrastructure, they evidence little 
potential for ‘scaling resource transfers’ across socially-distant groups. 
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Further, without facilitated inter-cultural dialogue, they evidence the potential 
for these spaces to foster inter-group tension and reproduce social challenges. 
To scale-deep urban agroecology (impact hearts and minds), an argument for 
municipal investment in transformative learning within existing communities 
of practice is made.  

Lastly, I  zoom out to examine social infrastructure at the network level, 
putting forth an urban planning tool to assess the distribution of urban 
greenspace diversity across a municipality (Article II). I apply the tool to the 
socio-spatially polarizing case of Vantaa, Finland, and find that the 
distribution of urban greenspace diversity is not currently correlated with the 
income, age structure, or proportion of residents with a foreign-background in 
the municipality. To scale-out agroecology (impacting distribution), we argue 
for the urgent need for current urban greenspace planning practice to move 
beyond ‘equal access’ urban greenspace planning, and work to integrate 
indicators that can account for the equitable distribution of environmental 
risks, impacts, and benefits–including, diverse social infrastructure for 
agroecology communities of practice. 

As a whole, this interdisciplinary thesis offers a package of empirical, 
methodological, and practical contributions to the fields of urban political 
agroecology, urban planning, and critical geography. While previous empirical 
urban agroecology research has focused on what types of transitions are 
needed, and how to enable their implementation, this thesis offers the novel 
spatial contribution of focusing on where agroecology transitions can scale 
from in the city-region. The thesis identifies social infrastructure as a key 
entry-point for urban agroecology transitions working to disrupt the food-
disabling modes of the corporate food regime. The empirical baselines 
established in these studies are a first, necessary, step; applied research and 
interventions supporting the imagined food futures of civil society actors must 
follow.  
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TIIVISTELMÄ 

 
 
Yritysvetoinen ruokajärjestelmä on talouskasvuun ja voitonmaksimointiin 
pyrkiessään ollut aiheuttamassa ruokaturvattomuutta, pitkäaikaista ja 
akuuttia nälänhätää, maaperän, veden ja ekosysteemien heikkenemistä, 
luontokatoa, ja maailmanlaajuista teknologisen kehityksen ajamaa 
ammattitaidon häviämistä. Kehityksen suuntaa on pikaisesti muutettava kohti 
kestävää ruokajärjestelmän murrosta. Viime vuosien aikana agroekologia on 
niin tieteen, käytännön, kuin kansalaisyhteiskunnan asialiikkeenäkin ollut 
nosteessa. Agroekologia tarjoaa ratkaisuja moniin läpileikkaaviin 
yhteiskunnallis-kulttuurisiin ja ekologisiin kriiseihin, ja on siten noussut 
haastamaan nykyistä ruokajärjestelmää vaihtoehtoisena paradigmana.   

Vaikka agroekologinen tutkimus on alun perin keskittynyt maaseudun 
agroekosysteemeihin, viimeaikaiset agroekologian suuntaukset tutkivat myös 
agroekologian periaatteiden ja käytäntöjen rooleja kaupungeissa. Tämä 
edellyttää uusien tilaa koskevien perspektiivien huomioimista, mitä kautta on 
mahdollista kuvitella ja toteuttaa vaadittavaa kestävyysmurrosta. Esimerkiksi 
kuntien ylläpitämällä sosiaalisella infrastruktuurilla eli fyysisillä olosuhteilla, 
jotka muokkaavat, mahdollistavat ja rajoittavat millä tavoin ihmiset ovat 
vuorovaikutuksessa keskenään, on erityinen rooli agroekologian 
skaalautumisen mahdollistajana kaupungeissa. Tämän monitieteisen 
väitöskirjan kantava tavoite on tutkia sosiaalista infrastruktuuria 
agroekologian skaalautumisen sisääntuloväylä. Väitöskirja koostuu 
johdantoluvusta ja kolmesta alkuperäisartikkelista, joista jokainen käsittelee 
agroekologian skaalautumiseen tähtäävää murrospolkua havainnollistavan 
sosiaalisen infrastruktuurin tapaustutkimuksen kautta. 

 Ensimmäinen osatutkimus keskittyy Seattleen, Yhdysvalloissa, ja 
perustuu kaupunkiviljelijöiden haastatteluihin ja alueellisiin ruokapolitiikka-
asiakirjoihin. Aineisto on analysoitu temaattisen laadullisen aineistoanalyysin 
keinoin. Osatutkimus tunnistaa kaksi politiikkaan ja lainsäädäntöön 
vaikuttavaa interventiota, jotka mahdollistavat agroekologian skaalautumisen 
kaupungeissa. Nämä ovat: valtahierarkiat ylittävä neuvotteluprosessien 
parantaminen ja toimijoiden itseohjautuvuuden vahvistaminen. Nämä 
tutkimustulokset muodostavat käsitteellisen ja empiirisen kontribuution 
käynnissä olevaan urbaanin agroekologian käsitteellistämiseen, jossa 
yhdistyvät agroekologia ja kaupunkitutkimus. 
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Kolmas osatutkimus rakentuu myös laadullisen aineiston temaattiseen 
analyysiin sekä siihen yhdistettyyn laadullisen nimigeneraattoriaineiston 
vertailevaan analyysiin. Tapaustutkimus lähestyy vantaalaisia viljelypalstoja 
tiloina, jossa muodostuu sosiaalista pääomaa osana viljelypalstoijen 
käytäntöyhteisöjä. Tutkimuksessa todetaan, että vaikka rajat ylittäviä 
kontakteja muodostuu sosiaalisen infrastruktuurin sisällä, ne osoittavat vain 
vähän potentiaalia resurssien siirron skaalautumiselle sosiaalisesti etäisten 
ryhmien välillä. Sen sijaan ilman fasilitoitua kulttuurienvälistä vuoropuhelua 
viljelypalstat voivat tiloina edistää ryhmien välisiä jännitteitä ja toisintaa 
sosiaalisia haasteita. Jotta kaupunkiagroekologiaa voisi skaalata 
perusteellisesti (vaikuttaen sydämiin ja mieliin), osatutkimus ehdottaa 
kunnallista investointia transformatiiviseen oppimiseen olemassa olevissa 
käytäntöyhteisöissä. 

Toinen osatutkimus käsittelee sosiaalista infrastruktuuria verkostotasolla. 
Tutkimus kehittää kaupunkisuunnitteluun työkalun, jolla voidaan arvioida 
viheralueiden monimuotoisuuden jakautumista kunnassa. Tätä työkalua 
sovelletaan osatutkimuksessa sosiaalis-alueellisesti polarisoituneeseen 
Vantaan kaupunkiin. Selviää, että Vantaan viheralueiden monimuotoisuuden 
jakautuminen ei tällä hetkellä korreloi tulojen, ikärakenteen tai 
ulkomaalaistaustaisten asukkaiden osuuden kanssa kunnassa. Tutkimus 
osoittaa, että agroekologian skaalautumiseksi (jakautumista ajatellen) olisi 
kaupunkien viheralueiden suunnittelukäytäntöjen muututtava. Tasavertaisen 
saavutettavuuden lisäksi pitäisi pyrkiä integroimaan indikaattoreita 
ympäristöriskien, -vaikutusten ja -hyötyjen oikeudenmukaisesta 
jakautumisesta. Monimuotoinen sosiaalinen infrastruktuuri on yksi esimerkki 
viheralueiden hyödystä, joka tulisi ottaa huomioon kaupunkisuunnittelua.  

Kokonaisuutena tämä tieteidenvälinen väitös tarjoaa empiirisiä, 
metodologisia ja käytännön kontribuutioita urbaanin poliittisen 
agroekologian, kaupunkisuunnittelun ja kriittisen maantieteen aloille. 
Aikaisemmassa empiirisessä urbaanin agroekologian tutkimuksessa on 
keskitytty siihen, millaisia siirtymiä tarvitaan ja miten ne voidaan toteuttaa. 
Tämä väitös tarjoaa uudenlaisen tilallisen näkökulman keskittyessään siihen, 
mistä agroekologiset siirtymät voivat skaalautua kaupunkialueella. Väitös 
tunnistaa sosiaalisen infrastruktuurin keskeiseksi sisääntuloväyläksi 
kaupunkien agroekologian siirtymävaiheissa, joissa pyrkimys on pysäyttää 
yritysvetoinen ruokajärjestelmä. Näissä tutkimuksissa määritellyt empiiriset 
lähtökohdat ovat ensimmäinen, välttämätön askel; soveltavan tutkimuksen ja 
interventioiden, jotka tukevat kansalaisyhteiskunnan toimijoiden kuviteltuja 
ruokatulevaisuuksia, on seurattava. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 RESEARCH BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE 

We cannot solve our problems with the same thinking we used when 
we created them. 

Albert Einstein 

Profit maximization and an unprecedented consolidation of power and wealth 
are the defining characteristics of the hegemonic corporate food regime (CFR). 
In practice, these values have manifested as longer and more segregated 
product chains, reliance upon external inputs (i.e., fossil fuels, chemical 
fertilizers, pesticides, and antibiotics), soil, water, and ecosystem degradation 
globally, widespread de-skilling of populations, land grabbing, genetic 
uniformity, food insecurity, and increased discrepancies between what is 
consumed by poor and rich countries (González de Molina et al., 2020; IPES-
Food, 2016; McMichael, 2009). Combined, these symptoms of a failing system 
expose the physical limitations of economic growth.  

The magnitude of transformation required to combat impending food 
system crisis is comparable to the historical turning points of the invention of 
agriculture and the Industrial Revolution (González de Molina et al., 2020). 
We are, now, at the precipice of a critical historical moment where urgent 
widespread action is not a question of whether but of how. In order to re-direct 
the crisis-bound trajectory of the CFR, urgent institutional re-designs are 
needed in how power and agency are distributed across the food system. 
Alone, neoliberal/market-led or reformist changes to current practices may 
ease isolated symptoms of the CFR–as has been made visible by the organic 
industrial agriculture project–but they are fundamentally unable to deliver 
solutions to the long-term problems they generate.   

Agroecology, however, has been increasingly advocated as an alternative 
paradigm to the specialized industrial food system model. Globally, 
agroecology science, social movements, and practice have evidenced the 
capacity of agroecology to mitigate the interlocking ecological and socio-
cultural sustainability challenges fueled by the hegemonic model (Wezel et al., 
2009). Contrary to production under the CFR, agroecology prioritizes 
temporal and spatial diversification (i.e., crop rotation and inter-cropping), 
integrated production types, labor-intensive cultivation practices, and 
nutrient-cycling, all the while rejecting the use of fossil-fuel based external 



 

17 

inputs (IPES-Food, 2016). Agroecological distribution seeks short value 
chains and the maximization of multiple outputs, while consumption, 
furthermore, demands respect for human rights–including the right to food–
and an end to the corruption that allows for transnational food corporations’ 
influence over public policies. 

While the last decade has seen an increasing uptake of agroecology policy 
and practice across regional, national, and international scales, there is a 
pressing need for new knowledge related to how to bring disconnected and 
underfinanced agroecological experiences to scale. Here, I refer to 
agroecological scaling broadly, as the processes by which the principles and 
practices of agroecology are taken into use by individuals and institutions, 
working to phase the CFR towards a sustainable food system–i.e., one which 
“puts the aspirations and needs of those who produce, distribute and consume 
food at the heart of food systems and policies rather than the demands of 
markets and corporations,” (AA.VV., 2015). Many such processes have begun 
to be conceptually and empirically explored, including scaling-up (increasing 
impact via laws and policy), scaling-out (increasing impact via distribution), 
and scaling-deep (increasing impact via hearts and minds) (Moore et al., 2015; 
Nicol, 2020). 

Despite a long-standing tradition of agroecology research in application to 
rural agroecosystems, agroecology scholars and practitioners have recently 
begun to question the role agroecology may play in an urban context (Egerer 
& Cohen, 2021; Nicol, 2020; Tornaghi & Dehaene, 2020, 2021; Vaarst et al., 
2018). According to the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 
approximately 800 million individuals practice urban agriculture, globally 
(Altieri & Nicholls, 2018), marking urban food producing spaces as a key focal 
point for emerging urban agroecology scaling research. As cities grow, 
however, many of these spaces–particularly, municipally-embedded social 
infrastructures (i.e., urban public spaces which facilitate various socialities)–
are left highly vulnerable to development pressures, in part by the urban 
planning and design practices working to serve the ‘status quo’ (Tornaghi & 
Dehaene, 2021, p. 5) of the CFR.   

Sustainable food system transformation is, above all, a social and 
institutional challenge (Pretty, 2020). Combating these challenges will require 
changes to the institutions that govern food production, but also distribution, 
consumption, and the politicization of these choices. Broadly, the vision of 
bringing agroecology to scale “situates agroecology as one key element of 
broader societal transformations that challenge capitalism, colonialism, 
standardization, industrialization, patriarchy, and other forms of injustice,” 
(Ferguson et al., 2019, p. 723). There is a pressing need to better understand 
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the role agroecological principles and practices can play in application to 
urban agroecosystems in support of re-directing the CFR towards a new food 
system based on sustainability.  

1.2 THESIS OBJECTIVE AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This thesis enhances the current state of knowledge related to these research 
problems (presented in section 1.1), by contributing to the nascent discipline 
of urban political agroecology. Building from the work of political 
agroecologists, critical geographers, and urban planners, the studies included 
in this thesis examine the potential of agroecological practice and theory to 
inform scaling agroecology in the city-region. Unlike previous disciplinary 
research, this thesis lends an interdisciplinary spatial narrative to urban 
agroecology transitions, guided by the overarching question: From where does 
agroecology scale in the city? 

Based on this background context, the objective of this thesis is: To 
investigate the potential of municipally-embedded social infrastructure as an 
entry-point for urban agroecology transitions across three pathways: scaling-
up (I), scaling-out (II), and scaling-deep (III) (Table 1). In this context, an 
entry-point constitutes a contextualized social-spatial opportunity for moving 
from what is, to imagining, organizing, and implementing, what might be. To 
achieve this objective, the studies included in this thesis were guided by the 
following three research questions:  
 

I. How do the abstract dimensions of food sovereignty and food 
democracy tangibly manifest within individual action (urban food 
production) and institutional action (regional food policy) in the 
city-region?  

II. What is the spatial association between urban greenspace diversity 
and socio-demographic and ethnic characteristics within socio-
spatially polarizing cities? 

III. To what extent, and importantly, for whom, does social capital 
accessed within urban allotment gardens ripple outwards into 
other domains of urban life?  

 
Table 1  Summary of how the contributions of each Article relate to the overarching 

research objectives of the thesis. 

Dissertation 
objective 

To investigate the potential of municipally-embedded social infrastructure as 
an entry point for urban agroecology transitions  
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Article I II III 
Transition 
pathway 

Scaling-up Scaling-out Scaling-deep 

Research 
purpose 

To compare manifestations 
of food sovereignty and 
food democracy between 
community gardeners in a 
case social infrastructure 
and regional food policy 
documents 

To explore the spatial 
distribution of UGS 
diversity within a case 
network of social 
infrastructure; to examine 
how this distribution 
correlates with socio-
demographic variables 

To explore the 
spatiality of 
social 
interactions 
within a case 
social 
infrastructure 

Case social 
infrastructure 

P-Patch community garden 
network of Seattle, U.S.A. 

UGS network of Vantaa, 
Finland 

UAG network of 
Vantaa, Finland 

Guiding 
theories 

Food democracy;  
food sovereignty; 
Agroecological urbanism 

Environmental distributive 
justice 

Social capital 

 
To investigate how the abstract pillars of food sovereignty (FS) and key 

dimensions of food democracy (FD) tangibly emerge within urban civic and 
institutional action, I compare on-the-ground manifestations of agroecology 
among urban community gardeners with regional food policy documents in 
the case of Seattle, U.S.A. (Article I). The results offer conceptual and 
empirical contributions to the ongoing conceptualization of agroecological 
urbanism (AU) emerging from the disciplines of agroecology and urban 
studies.  

To investigate scaling-out urban agroecology, I developed a spatial 
planning tool for measuring the distribution of UGS diversity across a network 
(Article II). In combination with social attribute data, this tool can be used 
to calculate and, importantly, respond to how equitably diverse forms of social 
infrastructure are distributed among residents. In this study, we test how the 
distribution of UGS diversity spatially correlates with socio-demographic 
variables in the illustrative case of Vantaa, Finland, though similar application 
is appropriate in other socio-spatially polarizing cities. We argue for the urgent 
need for current UGS planning practice to move beyond ‘equal access’ 
planning, and work to integrate indicators that can account for the equitable 
distribution of environmental risks, impacts, and benefits–including, but not 
limited to, diverse social infrastructure. 

Finally, to investigate scaling-deep urban agroecology, I explored the 
spatiality of social capital among allotment gardeners within the case region 
of Vantaa, Finland (Article III). This mixed-methods study investigates the 
extent to which social capital generated within the allotment garden ripples 
outward into other domains of urban life. The results indicate that without 
additional institutional interventions, the social capital generated in the social 
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infrastructure is retained there. An argument for municipal investment in 
transformative learning within existing communities practicing agroecology is 
made.  

Combined, the results from these studies draw attention to the role of 
municipally-embedded social infrastructure as an entry-point for fostering 
social organization and disrupting the CFR. Following this chapter, chapter 2 
proceeds to outline the history of ‘scaling’ as a concept applied to agroecology 
research and highlights prominent empirical gaps in application to urban 
contexts. This discussion is paired with an outline of social infrastructure as 
an emerging concept in human and urban geography, and the role it may play 
as a location for scaling agroecology in the city. Together, these two concepts 
form the conceptual framework of this thesis. Following this review, chapter 3 
outlines the research design and ethical decisions that structure the articles 
included in the thesis. This discussion is organized in the style of Blaikie and 
Priest, whereby the research design process is characterized by four 
overarching tasks: focusing, framing, selecting, and distilling (2019). 
Following this, chapter 4 presents the key results from each article, which are 
later discussed in relation to one another and the overarching thesis objective 
in chapter 5. Lastly, chapter 6 concludes the thesis by highlighting the specific 
contributions of this research to future urban agroecology and social 
infrastructure research. 
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2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND KEY 
DEFINITIONS 

This chapter reviews the growing body of scholarly work on agroecology 
transitions, calling attention to both the successes the field has enjoyed the last 
decade as well as identifying areas for urgent focused exploration. This review 
is primarily focused on the work of agroecologists, though, given the 
interdisciplinary nature of this thesis, also integrates concepts stemming from 
urban planning and critical geography into the discussion. The chapter itself 
is structured by the two key concepts that frame this thesis: agroecology 
transitions– i.e., the processes, which are inexorably linked to place(s), and 
social infrastructure–i.e., the places, from which transition processes may 
emerge. Here, I position these two key concepts within the context of each 
article included in this thesis, and illustrate how, together, they offer a novel 
contribution to the growing body of urban agroecology research. 

2.1 THE PROCESSES: AGROECOLOGY TRANSITIONS  

In the last decade, debate has erupted between and among research 
communities and governing bodies as how to best bring agroecology to scale. 
In response, processes for scaling agroecology–across biogeophyscial scales 
and their nested power hierarchies–have emerged as a new subsection of 
agroecology research. Though broadly unified by the intent to investigate and 
amplify processes of food system transition away from the incumbent CFR, 
towards alternatives grounded in the principles and practices of agroecology, 
disparate vocabularies to discuss these processes have emerged between 
research communities (Ferguson et al., 2019). 

Agroecology scholars and practitioners have been developing our 
understanding of how to phase facets of the current food system towards 
sustainable alternatives for decades: from Gliessman’s ‘Levels of Conversion’ 
(Gliessman, 2015) to Holt-Giménez’s book Food Movement’s Unite! 
formulated around the central question, ‘what is to be done?’ (Holt-Gimenez, 
2011). Agroecological ‘scaling’ as a concept, however, has only recently enjoyed 
increased focused academic and political attention, largely since the 2nd FAO 
International Symposium on Agroecology held in Rome, Italy in April 2018 
(Gliessman, 2018; González de Molina et al., 2020). Since then, initiatives 
supporting agroecological transition processes have gained unprecedented 
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traction in academic and political arenas, working to mitigate food system 
crises across territorial, national, and international scales. This current 
political momentum is evidenced by the UN Food and Agriculture 
Organization’s (FAO) Scaling Up Agroecology Initiative (FAO, 2018a, 
2018b), which aims to mobilize cooperation and investment in agroecology, 
the UN’s High Level Panel of Experts’ (HLPE) Agroecological and Other 
Innovative Approaches for Sustainable Agriculture and Food Systems report 
(HLPE, 2019), by the recent inclusion of agroecology initiatives in projects 
funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF), and by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) and Intergovernmental 
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services’ (IPBES) calls 
for agroecological practice as a strategy for mitigating climate change (IPCC, 
2019) and global biodiversity loss (IPBES, 2018). 

In the global environmental governance arena, agroecology nears breaking 
through into non-agriculture specific global policy fora. The Convention on 
Biological Diversity (CBD), for example, is presently negotiating the post-
2020 global biodiversity framework to replace the Aichi Targets of 2010. 
Whether or not agroecology will appear in the final global biodiversity goals 
and targets set at the end of this year, in Montreal, Canada, remains to be seen. 
It has, however, been actively discussed during the negotiations. The 
shuddered food supply chains and racial inequalities spotlighted during the 
first year of the COVID-19 pandemic brought further political and academic 
attention to the urgency of agroecology transitions (Altieri & Nicholls, 2020; 
Gemmill-Herren, 2020; Loker & Francis, 2020; Montenegro de Wit, 2021; van 
der Ploeg, 2020).  

Despite this momentum, however, the current European Union (EU) 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) largely neglects to incentivize 
agroecological practice and principles within the eco-schemes, and more 
generally, fails to respond to urgent sustainability challenges related to 
climate, biodiversity, land degradation, and socio-economic resilience (Pe’er 
et al., 2020). In response, recent scholarly work has emerged on the topic of 
financing agroecology (Anderson & Bruil, 2021; Anderson et al., 2021; Pimbert 
& Moeller, 2018), specific recommendations to improve eco-schemes for the 
2023-2027 CAP (Donham et al., 2022), and more broadly, best-practices for 
scaling agroecology.  
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2.1.1 PERSPECTIVES AND APPROACHES: THE ‘WHAT’ AND ‘HOW’

Conceptually, ‘scaling agroecology’ refers broadly to the amplification of socio-
cultural, economic, political, and technical processes by which the CFR is 
challenged.  In recent years the term has been categorized by both different (1) 
perspectives–i.e., to use the language of Mendez et al., ‘agroecologies’ (Mendez 
et al., 2016)–and (2) approaches. I argue these distinctions loosely translate, 
respectively, into what is being amplified, and how (Figure 1). In this sub-
section I outline the scaffolding of these distinctions, their use in the literature, 
and their disciplinary implications.

Figure 1 Conceptual framework of the 'what,' 'how,' and 'where' of scaling agroecology. The 
'what' taxonomy is adapted from Holt-Giménez and Shattuck (2011) and Tornaghi 
and Dehaene (2020).

The ‘what’ of scaling agroecology (or the perspective assumed), has been 
referred to in scholarly literature and policy recommendations as transitions, 
transformations (Anderson et al., 2021), and metamorphoses (González de 
Molina et al., 2020), each term accompanied by unique conceptual and 
political nuance. Agroecological transition, for example, has commonly been 
associated with technical reformist solutions while agroecological 
transformation has been associated with transdisciplinary, participatory, and 
action-oriented approaches seeking to redistribute power and agency
(Anderson et al., 2021). Holt-Giménez and Shattuck segment this dichotomy 
further, and present a 4-part taxonomy of food system transformation 
practices that distinguishes between: neoliberal/market-led, reformist/aid-

'What' / 
perspective

'How' / 
approach

'Where' / 
spatiality

•Neoliberal/market-led changes
•Reformist/aid-oriented
•Progressive/empowerment-
seeking

•Radical/redistribution-enabler

•Scaling up / out / deep 
•Massify
•Amplify
•Upscale / outscale 

•Rural 
•Urban
•Rural/urban linkages
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oriented, progressive/empowerment-seeking, and radical/redistribution-
enabler (2011) practices. This taxonomy has also been applied specifically to 
urban food systems (Tornaghi & Dehaene, 2020).  

Rather than adhere to the transition/transformation dichotomy, González 
de Molina et al. propose the counter metaphor of food system metamorphosis 
(2020), eliminating the notion of stakeholder choice (i.e., when, and how to 
enact change), and rather emphasizes the inevitability of metamorphosis 
when a system is fundamentally unable to resolve its core problems. This 
process likely results in a blend of both incremental reforms and radical 
system transformations (González de Molina et al., 2020). This framing has 
been significant in the development of the ideology and discipline of political 
agroecology, the role of which is to “design and produce institutions that 
promote agroecological transition,” in the direction of food system 
metamorphosis (González de Molina et al., 2020, p. 98). A clear example of 
the practical differences between these perspectives can be observed between 
the FAO’s 10 principles of agroecology (FAO, 2018b) and the principles 
outlined in the Declaration of the International Forum on Agroecology in 
Nyéléni, Mali (AA.VV., 2015), drafted by a diverse array of delegates from 
international social movements.  

These distinctions are fundamentally related to the question of co-optation. 
At the moment, the key task facing this discipline is scaling agroecology 
without co-opting its transformative potential (Ferguson et al., 2019). The 
looming risk of co-optation increases when agroecology is depoliticized 
(Giraldo & Rosset, 2018), that is, stripped of its political contingency via a “set 
of processes (including varied tactics, strategies, and tools) that remove or 
displace the potential for choice, collective agency, and deliberation around a 
particular political issue,” (Fawcett et al., 2017, p. 5; Hay, 2007). As Anderson 
et al. argues, “if agroecology is not based on a shift in power away from elite 
actors and towards the agency of food producers and strengthening of 
democracy, it can easily devolve into a technical fix with little potential for 
wider transformation,” (2021, p. 16). Many other scholars warn of a similar 
threat.  Five years ago, the 1st Agroecology Europe Forum held in October 2017 
in Lyon, France provided an international platform for discussing the topic of 
co-optation of agroecology, laying the foundation for additional political 
attention in the Second FAO International Symposium on Agroecology: 
Scaling up Agroecology to Achieve the Sustainable Development Goals, held 
in Rome a few months later.  

Overall, this nuanced, yet significant, set of terminology signals to scholars, 
policy-makers, and social movement leaders whether imagined scaling efforts 
will work to dismantle the food system practices that uphold exploitative 
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systems of racism, neoliberalism, extractivism and the patriarchy, or maskedly 
perpetuate them. 

Accompanying this vital distinction between ‘what’ perspective is being 
applied, many nuanced terms have also been introduced, and occasionally 
used interchangeably, to frame the approach by which the process is amplified, 
or the ‘how.’ The key terms currently at play include: scaling-up and scaling-
out (S. Gliessman, 2018; González de Molina et al., 2020; Holt-Gimenez, 2011; 
Rosset & Martínez-Torres, 2014), scaling-deep (Guzmán Luna et al., 2019; 
López-García et al., 2020; Nicol, 2020), massification (Mier y Terán Giménez 
Cacho et al., 2018), and upscaling and outscaling (Guzmán Luna et al., 2019; 
López-García et al., 2020). Several recent empirical contributions have delved 
further into the factors that either enable or constrain scaling processes; 
including the ‘domains of transformation’ (Anderson et al., 2019, 2021), ‘key 
drivers’ (Mier y Terán Giménez Cacho et al., 2018), and ‘pathways for scaling 
agroecology’ (Nicol, 2020).  

Though a relatively recent addition to agroecology literature itself, several 
of the core principles embedded within the concept of scaling agroecology have 
been widely explored by other disciplines, though, framed by different 
language. ‘Resource transfer,’ for example–a notable concept in social 
cohesion and urban segregation literature–refers to the exchange of valuable 
resources between individuals as a result of a social interaction (Van Eijk, 
2010; Weck & Hanhörster, 2015). We draw upon this concept extensively in 
Article III, to frame the processes through which agroecology is scaled-out 
and deep in the illustrative case region. Barthel et al. (2010), furthermore, 
explores some of the core aims of agroecological scaling in relation to the land 
with which the processes are tied, via an urban sustainability perspective. 
Positioned as a strategy for supporting the provision of urban ecosystem 
services, they conceptualize the places where land stewardship practices, 
knowledge, and normative behavior is developed and negotiated between 
stewards as spaces which retain ‘social-ecological memory’ (Barthel et al., 
2010, p. 256). While in this case, the emphasis is placed upon the land itself, 
the social construction of local environmental knowledge over time is 
presented as the means by which social-ecological memory is developed. 
Together resource transfers and social-ecological memory represent two 
applications of the core themes behind agroecology scaling in the city-region 
context, with clear conceptual overlaps with scaling-out and scaling-deep 
agroecology.  

I have chosen to use the language of scaling, as does Ferguson et al., given 
its prominence and clarity in the English language (2019), as opposed to, for 
example, massification, which may be more appropriate in a Spanish language 
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context. Following the conceptual framing of Nicol (2020), with roots in 
Moore et al. (2015), this thesis utilizes the terms scaling-out, scaling-up, and 
scaling-deep. All three scaling pathways share the aim of increasing impact 
among a greater number of beneficiaries, often via the processes of expansion 
and replication (Pitt & Jones, 2016). Specifically, I refer to scaling-out as 
regionally-contextualized processes working to laterally engage a growing 
number of individuals or communities across wider territories with more 
agroecological experiences (Ferguson et al., 2019; Rosset & Martínez-Torres, 
2014). The concept of scaling-up, on the other hand, refers to a bundle of 
social, ecological, and political mechanisms that work to create new 
institutional arrangements, inspired by the principles of agroecology 
(González de Molina et al., 2020). These processes work vertically along the 
food system power hierarchy, often manifesting as policy decisions or legal 
changes (Pitt & Jones, 2016). Lastly, the concept of scaling-deep agroecology, 
or ‘agroecological deepening’ (Guzmán Luna et al., 2019; López-García et al., 
2020), positions place-based identity and culture at the core of agroecological 
cultivation; highlighting the role of “mutual reinforcement between peasant 
cultural identity and culturally-grounded agroecological practice,” (Guzmán 
Luna et al., 2019, p. 1) in amplifying agroecological experiences. This scaling 
pathway requires actively confronting systems of oppression and inequality in 
food systems, through avenues such as investing in communities practicing 
agroecology and transformative learning (Nicol, 2020). Moore et al. (2015) 
and Nicol (2020) note that resilient change requires all three pathways to be 
engaged. 

2.1.2 KNOWLEDGE GAP: URBAN AGROECOLOGY 

A key dimension characterizing recent agroecology research–including 
agroecological scaling research–has been an urban/rural dichotomy. 
Historically, agroecology research has been developed in application to rural, 
particularly global South, agroecosystems. However, unlike the early 
foundational agroecology research of the 1990’s–which placed a dominant 
emphasis on the application of ecological principles to agriculture (Altieri, 
1995)–a wealth of emerging agroecology research engages directly with the 
political dimensions of food systems (Anderson et al., 2021) and calls attention 
to a gap in our understanding of agroecology in application to urban 
agroecosystems. For example, in 2020 López-García et al. identify, “The issue 
of scaling agroecology transitions in the global North and/or metropolitan 
territories seems to remain weakly addressed by agroecologists, and 
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something still to be developed,” (2020, p. 13). Tornaghi and Dehane second 
this claim by stating, “Despite the interest for urban contexts and urban food 
movements in relation to agroecology, food sovereignty and more broadly 
agrarian questions, debates in the literature remain largely focus on rural and 
peasant struggles,” (Tornaghi & Dehaene, 2020, p. 2). In the years since this 
prominent research gap was identified, a sub-section of agroecology scaling 
research devoted to exploration of the city-region has emerged (Egerer & 
Cohen, 2021; López-García et al., 2020; Nicklay et al., 2020; Nicol, 2020; 
Tornaghi & Dehaene, 2020, 2021; Vaarst et al., 2018).  

Similar to the broader discourse outlined in 2.1.1, the question of 
perspective is deeply embedded in nascent urban agroecology research. From 
a productivity and self-sufficiency of cities perspective, Altieri & Nicholls argue 
that “the same well-established agroecological principles used in rural areas 
for the design and management of diversified farms where external inputs are 
replaced by natural processes can be applied to urban farms,” (2020, p. 892). 
In 2018, they identify the two key principles of (1) increasing soil quality, and 
(2) plant health and productivity, via practices such as inter-cropping, crop 
rotation, and optimized nutrient-cycling, as useful in the design of diversified 
and productive urban farms (Altieri & Nicholls, 2018).  

This perspective, other scholars have argued, only tells part of the story. 
Tornaghi & Dehaene present a contrasting vision of an agroecology-informed 
urban food system (2020, 2021), arguing that “the way urban-rural links have 
been conceptualized so far in most agroecological and food systems literature 
is largely reformist (occasionally progressive), and that an agroecology-
informed food system transformation needs radical approaches able to see and 
engage with the challenge of ongoing neoliberal urbanisms and urbanization,” 
(2020, p. 2). They call attention to the ‘specific dynamics of social 
reproduction’ inherent to the city, which “determines specific modes of 
consumption and lifestyles… at the mercy of capitalism,” (Tornaghi & 
Dehaene, 2020, p. 4). In their seminal book Urban Agroecology, Egerer & 
Cohen take this perspective one step further, calling for the positioning of 
urban agroecology as a new field entirely, related to, but separate from, rural 
agroecology and urban ecology (2021).  

The coming decade marks a critical moment for agroecologists, urban 
planners, landscape architects, critical geographers, social movement leaders, 
and engaged citizens alike to deepen our collective understanding of the role 
agroecological practices and principles can play in application to urban 
agroecosystems. It is to this conversation that this thesis contributes. 
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2.2 THE PLACES: SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE  

A well supported claim in emerging agroecology literature is that resilient 
processes of scaling will not stem from transferring a successful practice from 
one context to another; but rather, by the examination of ‘relationships, 
processes, policy, power, and practice that nurture social organization, 
learning, and adaptation,’ (Ferguson et al., 2019, p. 722). To result in the 
design of place-specific solutions, this examination must be enveloped by 
context. As such, all efforts to scale agroecology–across, between, and linking 
rural and urban agroecosystems, including changes both reformist and radical 
in nature–are, and will continue to be, fundamentally tied to land.  

In the city region, social infrastructure represents one location with the 
physical conditions needed to support agroecology transition processes–
contributing to the overarching question of: from ‘where’ does and can 
agroecology scale in the city? In this section, I introduce and define the concept 
of social infrastructure, review its recent ‘ascendency’ (Middleton & Samanani, 
2022) within the fields of sociology and human geography, and highlight 
promising future research directions in application to sustainable food system 
research and action.  

2.2.1 DEFINITION AND ASCENDENCY 

Social infrastructure is not social capital… but the physical conditions 
that determine whether social capital develops. 

(Klinenberg, 2018, p. 5) 

Inspired by political scientist Robert Putnam’s concept of ‘civic infrastructure,’ 
sociologist Eric Klinenberg originally introduced the concept of social 
infrastructure in his 2013 New Yorker article Adaptation: How can cities be 
climate-proofed?, and went on to develop it further his 2018 popularized book 
Palaces for the people (Klinenberg, 2013, 2018; Middleton & Samanani, 2022; 
Putnam, 2001). Across this thesis I refer to social infrastructure capaciously, 
as Klinenberg does, broadly encompassing the physical conditions that shape, 
enable, and constrain how people interact in public (2018). These conditions 
influence the development of social capital, that is, the aggregate resources 
held, formed, and transferred, between members of a network. Social 
infrastructure can be found within myriad forms of (1) public institutions, (2) 
commercial establishments, and (3) community organizations; such as 
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libraries, sidewalks, cafeterias, bars, classrooms, churches, dog parks, and 
urban gardens, among countless named and unnamed others.  

Social infrastructures facilitate more than the instrumental value(s) 
provided by their material facilities (Latham & Layton, 2019). Among their 
non-material properties, social infrastructures are often characterized by (1) 
their location within established networks and relationships, (2) their 
transparency–meaning, they are most visible when they aren’t functioning 
properly–and lastly, (3) their linkages with conventions of practice (Latham & 
Layton, 2019, p. 4). Urban gardens, for example, offer the instrumental value 
of food production. They may also, however, depending on their organization, 
act as a location for networks of exchange to emerge, for the experimentation 
and re-negotiation of normative cultivation and consumption behavior, for 
sharing ideas, engaging in deliberative processes, and for collective problem-
solving, among many other varieties of instrumental and intrinsic values.  

Many of these non-material properties of social infrastructure, 
furthermore, overlap with processes for supporting transformative 
agroecology learning. Transformative agroecology learning, as proposed by 
Anderson et al., is a pedagogical strategy for advancing food soveregenity 
through collective action (2019). Several processes make up the strategy, 
including bringing actors together from different knowledge and experiential 
backgrounds (diálogo de sabers), peer-to-peer learning (horizontalism), 
integrating practical cultivation knowledge with political knowledge, and 
strengthening impact by developing social movement networks (Anderson et 
al., 2019). Indeed, given the significant overlap between certain non-material 
properties associated with social infrastructure and pedagogical processes for 
advancing transformative agroecology learning, one might argue 
transformative learning to be a potential non-material property of food 
producing social infrastructure.  

At the same time, the material properties of social infrastructure may either 
support or constrict each of its non-material properties. Continuing with the 
example of an urban garden, the communal cultivation spaces often 
characteristic of community gardens encourage plot-tenders–and in some 
cases, require, as in the case of the P-Patch Giving Gardens of Seattle (I)–to 
volunteer to co-cultivate shared space in groups of residents they may not 
otherwise interact with. Work parties for volunteers are organized, to weed 
and mow shared walkways within the garden. Gleaning teams are formed, to 
harvest and donate surplus produce to local food banks. One research 
participant from the Solstice P-Patch community garden in Seattle explains: 
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Part of our commitment to this place is to also help with communal 
projects. For instance, these apple trees here. I was down last week to 
help put that netting over it, to help keep pests out of the apples. That 
was a real keystone funny experience, but we managed to get it done. 
I do enjoy work parties, where we are usually dealing with 
communal space.  

Dave. Solstice P-Patch, Seattle. June 2017. 

Photographs 1, 2, and 3 highlight some additional examples of physical 
conditions that support collective life in community gardens. In contrast, 
urban allotment gardens (UAGs)–another common variety of urban garden–
are designed to prioritize individual cultivation, often with little shared 
cultivating or socializing space. While still affording opportunities for sociality, 
the differing physical conditions between community gardens and UAGs work 
to facilitate different types of social ties and participation in public life.  

 
Photograph 1  Communal socializing space and tool shed at the Greenwood P-Patch. Seattle, 

July 2017. 
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Photograph 2 Benches circling a communally-cultivated indigenous species bed at the Queen 

Anne P-Patch. Seattle, July 2017. 

 
Photograph 3 Community-raised honeybees at the U-District P-Patch. Seattle, July 2017. 

With conceptual overlaps to Oldenburg and Brissett’s ‘third-places’ (1982) 
and Amin’s ‘micro-publics of everyday encounter’ (2002), social 
infrastructures are places where facilitating sociality is likely not the sole 
function of the space, it is however, a core function (Latham & Layton, 2019). 
In 2021, human geographers Layton and Latham outlined a typology of 6 
socialities afforded by social infrastructure, including: (1) co-presence, (2) 
sociability and friendship, (3) care and kinship, (4) kinesthetic practices, (5) 
carnival and collective experience, and (6) civic engagement. This important 
contribution has provided the ‘analytical language’ needed for future research 
to operationalize what the ‘social in social infrastructure’ is (Layton & Latham, 
2021). Considered from an urban planning perspective, this framing might 
also translate as an unexhaustive typology of ‘qualities’ that UGS provision. 
Or, from urban ecology, as distinct forms of cultural ecosystem services (CES) 
tied to a specific place. From any disciplinary viewpoint, this typology captures 
a sub-section of ‘what is at stake’ when urban social infrastructure is under 
threat of development, as is increasingly the case in urbanizing cities (Cabral 
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et al., 2017), and is specifically the case in the two cities included as case 
studies in this thesis – Seattle, U.S.A. (I) and Vantaa, Finland (II; III). 

Future applied research and policy action should be wary to not 
romanticize the transformative potential of UAGs and community gardens, as 
they are primarily sites of conventional agriculture rather than agroecology. 
Furthermore, depending on their design, the contact across social distance 
facilitated by social infrastructure may just as equally work to improve social 
inclusivity and social cohesion (Klinenberg, 2018) as it may work to reproduce 
stereotypes and harden prejudices. Urban gardens–and more generally, food-
producing social infrastructures–do, however, embody significant potential as 
entry-points for transitioning current conventional practice towards the 
‘alternative research and action paradigm’ (Nicklay et al., 2020, p. 2) of urban 
agroecology.  

2.2.2 KNOWLEDGE GAP: CAPACITIES OF CITIZENS 
Agroecological transitions–particularly those radical in nature, aimed at a re-
distribution of power and agency rather than top-down technocratic 
solutions–require physical conditions that embolden and strengthen 
community self-organization. In the context of urban food systems, the 
material and non-material affordances of social infrastructure may deliver 
such conditions needed to contest the CFR.  

Going forward, the key tasks of social infrastructure research are thus two-
fold: First, to explore and describe to “the ways in which social ties are 
facilitated by infrastructural forms,” and second, to call attention to “the ways 
in which such ties extend and reshape the ‘capacities’ of citizens, together,” 
(Middleton & Samanani, 2022, p. 1). Thus far, the nascent empirical research 
on social infrastructure has focused largely on the first task, while much room 
exists for exploration of the second. Particularly, to the role of social 
infrastructure as a location for confronting and resisting oppressive 
configurations of power, Middleton & Samanani pose the question: How is 
social infrastructure nested within wider configurations of power (2022, p. 4), 
including the institutional scaffolding upholding the current CFR?  

This thesis provides insight to this research gap in two ways. First, Article 
I offers conceptual and empirical insight on how two counter-movements to 
the CFR (FD and FS) manifest in both bottom-up approaches based on 
community self-organization in social infrastructure (i.e., community 
gardeners in the P-Patch network) and in top-down technocratic forms of 
governance (i.e., regional food policy). Article III then builds on this insight, 
by focusing specifically on the material affordances of social infrastructure 
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that support the capacities of citizens to form social ties, exchange resources, 
and self-organize.  

Approaching this research gap from another angle, Article II offers a 
practical contribution related to how the distribution of social infrastructure 
may influence the capacities of citizens. Traditionally, urban planning 
decisions have predominantly taken into consideration the economic 
implications of where to locate certain urban features and facilities rather than 
their social counterparts (Fainstein, 2010). These practices have resulted in an 
uneven distribution of social infrastructure, across both places and 
relationships (Middleton & Samanani, 2022). In the case of Vantaa (II; III), 
UGS planning processes involving the master (yleiskaava) and detailed 
(asemakaava) plans do not directly consider issues of urban segregation, 
social integration, or health inequalities. This becomes increasingly 
problematic in socio-spatially polarizing cities (I;II;III), given how diverse 
forms of UGS are distributed across a municipality is a critical factor in 
influencing who benefits from their material and non-material values. To this 
point, Latham & Layton emphasize that “the diversity of social infrastructure 
matters… the provision should be responsive to people’s wants and needs,” 
(2019, p. 8). Based on this assumption that social infrastructure should be 
accessible to all people, Article II develops an urban planning tool useful in 
assessing how UGS diversity–including, therefore, those spaces that are social 
infrastructure–are distributed across a municipality. Following baseline 
assessment using this tool, findings from the indicator can then assist 
municipal stakeholders in formulating what type(s) of response are necessary 
to improve the distribution and meet cross-cutting social and environmental 
urban planning objectives. 

Together, the results and conceptual framework of this thesis, therefore, 
open future directions for social infrastructure research, particularly in 
application to research with spatially-oriented and food system 
transformation objectives. The next chapter moves away from the theoretical 
framing of the dissertation and focuses on the specific choices I made during 
the research design process to set up the three studies this thesis consists of. 
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3 RESEARCH DESIGN 

This chapter has been organized in the style of Blaikie & Priest’s (2019) 
Designing Research Model, in which the iterative social research design 
process has been guided by four tasks: (a) focusing, (b) framing, (c) selecting, 
and (d) distilling (Table 2). To their model I add a fifth umbrella task, required 
of all responsible social research: (e) ongoing reflection upon the ethical 
implications of each research design decision made at each phase of the 
research design process. Here I outline the decisions I made in each of the 
three articles included in this thesis, calling attention to their points of 
integration and divergence, as well as their ethical implications and the steps 
I have taken to reduce harm. This ethical discussion is accompanied by an 
author Subjectivity Statement. 
 
Table 2  Research design of the thesis, adapted from Blaikie and Priest's Designing 

Research Model (2019). 

Article I II III 
     TASK 1: FOCUSING 
Research 
context 

Urbanization; Food 
security 

Socio-spatial polarization; 
Urban segregation; 

Socio-spatial polarization 
Social integration;  

Type of RQ What  What What 
Research 
purpose(s) 

To describe; To 
understand 

To describe  To describe 

     TASK 2: FRAMING 
Logic of inquiry Abductive Deductive Inductive 

Ontology & 
Epistemology 

Idealist; 
Constructionism 

Subtle realist; 
Conventionalism 

Subtle realist; 
Constructionism  

Research 
paradigm 

Critical Theory Critical Theory Critical Theory 

   TASK 3: SELECTING 
Case context P-Patches of 

Seattle, U.S.A. 
UGS network of Vantaa, 
Finland 

UAGs of Vantaa, Finland 

Data source Semi-natural social 
setting; Social 
artefacts 

Social artefacts Semi-natural social setting 

Data type Primary; Secondary Secondary Primary 
Sampling 
method 

Snowball sampling Single-stage probability 
sampling 

Non-probably quota 
sampling 

    TASK 4: DISTILLING 
Methods for 
data collection 

Content analysis of 
policy documents; 

GIS data of green areas; 
demographic data; Semi-
structured interview 

Demographic data; Semi-
structured interview; Name 
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and 
construction 

Semi-structured 
interview 

generator survey; Name 
interpreter materials 

Methods for 
data analysis 

TA UGS spatial diversity 
indicator; Spatial auto-
correlation 

CsQCA; TA 

3.1 FOCUSING 

At the onset of the research design process, I made a number of decisions 
regarding the overarching focus of the thesis. This included identifying the 
research context and social problem for each study, constructing the research 
questions necessary for their investigation, and identifying their intended 
research purposes. These decisions, particularly the construction of the 
research questions, laid the foundation for many forthcoming decisions in the 
remaining tasks of the research design process. Furthermore, several choices 
made at this stage of the research design process were interdependent. For 
example, given my choice to structure each study with a ‘what’ type research 
question, their individual research purposes were limited to basic (not 
applied) research, aimed at describing and understanding the research 
problem. As is appropriate, and should be expected of interpretive social 
research, the research questions guiding this inquiry evolved over time.  

The research context of each article relates to structural barriers at the 
municipal-level in meeting cross-cutting urban socio-cultural, political, and 
ecological sustainability goals related to food systems. Article I is framed by 
the context of urbanization and food security, examined through the 
conceptual lens’ of FD and FS. The study was guided by the following research 
question: Which conceptual pillars of FS and FD manifest in resident 
cultivation practices and municipal food policy recommendations in the case 
of Seattle, U.S.A, and how do they diverge and superimpose in their 
representation across the two sources (RQ1)? The purpose of this study was 
thus, to describe the ways in which the abstract goals of FD and FS tangibly 
manifest within a case region, and to understand their similarities and 
differences.  

Building from Article I, Article II is set within the context of a particular 
social problem linked with rapid urbanization–that is, socio-spatial 
polarization, and the associated spatial clustering of social disadvantage in 
cities. This research context is examined from the theoretical perspective of 
environmental distributive justice (EDJ), which “contextually assesses social 
equities in relation to natural resources,” (Althor & Witt, 2019, p. 91). The 
research question guiding this investigation is: What is the association of the 
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UGS diversity indicator with diversity in income, age structure, and share of 
the population with a foreign background in the districts of Vantaa, Finland 
(RQ2)? In this case, the purpose of Article II was to precisely measure and 
report the patterns in the relationships between specified social and 
environmental characteristics in an illustrative case city, while also outlining 
the planning tool’s value for application in other urban contexts.  

Lastly, Article III is framed by the same context of socio-spatial 
polarization, however, it examines this social problem from the perspective of 
social integration rather than urban segregation. The study is guided by the 
research question: To what extent does social capital accessed within the case 
social infrastructure ripple out into other domains of urban life, and 
importantly, for whom (RQ3)? The purpose of this research is thus to create a 
detailed account of the social ties formed within the case social infrastructure, 
including those that scale out into the wider community.  

In each of these studies, a descriptive, cross-sectional, baseline for the case 
social infrastructure was constructed. Going forward, these baselines can 
support future applied research seeking to change, evaluate, or assess the 
social impacts of an intervention–particularly those informed by the results of 
the baseline studies. 

3.2 FRAMING 

This thesis’ research design is framed by the research paradigm each study 
aligns with, the logic of inquiry shaping the procedures followed, and their 
accompanying ontological and epistemological assumptions. Here, my 
selected logics of inquiry guided how my research questions were answered; 
similarly, the type of research question selected guided which logic of inquiry 
was appropriate to answer it. In social science, the choice of ontology answers 
two questions: First, “What is the nature of this [social] reality?” and “Where 
do we look for it?” (Blaikie, 2007, p. 15). Finally, epistemological 
assumptions–foundationally intertwined with ontological assumptions, and 
accepted or rejected by various logics of inquiry–state how knowledge of these 
social realities can be obtained. In this sub-section, I outline how the articles 
included in this dissertation are framed by these four aspects of social research 
enquiry. 

First, each of the articles were shaped by a different logic of inquiry: 
Article I (Abductive), Article II (Deductive), and Article III (Inductive). 
Appropriate for answering both ‘what’ and ‘why’ research questions, 
Abductive logic is broadly characterized by two processes: first, the 
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construction of lay descriptions of social life, drawing directly from the 
language, meanings, and accounts of social actors’ themselves, followed by, 
second, the abstraction of these accounts into technical descriptions, from 
which concepts and categories can then be derived (Blaikie & Priest, 2019). 
This is the logic I employed in Article I, beginning with open semi-structured 
interview discussion with gardeners bound to a case community garden 
network, loosely structured by the topic of agroecological practices within the 
gardens. From these discussions, I then employed a set of 1st and 2nd cycle 
coding strategies in Atlas.ti to construct a technical codebook of concepts 
based on the gardeners’ accounts. In reporting, I utilized the narrative 
technique of thick description to honor the language of social actors and link 
their words with the technical codes I constructed during TA. It was from this 
codebook that I coded the policy documents and compared manifestations of 
FS and FD with the accounts of the social actors. Abductive logic is most often 
associated with an Idealist ontology and epistemology of Constructionism. The 
Idealist ontology assumes that, “Social reality consists of the shared 
interpretations that social actors produce and reproduce as they go about their 
everyday lives,” (Blaikie, 2007, p. 17). Article I embraces this assumption, 
and the accompanying epistemology of Constructionism, whereby knowledge 
is the product of “people having to make sense of their encounters with the 
physical world and with other people,” (Blaikie, 2007, p. 22).  

Unlike Article I, Article II was shaped by Deductive logic. In this study 
we borrow from EDJ theory to test whether residents of a municipality related 
to certain socio-demographic and ethnic backgrounds (age, income, and 
mother tongue) have disproportionate access to the environmental benefits 
afforded by the municipality’s UGS network. Once our tentative hypothesis 
was constructed, various spatial and social data were collected, and their 
correlation tested. While unable to speak to the experiences of social actors 
themselves, the use of Deductive logic in this particular case has produced a 
practical outcome, which municipal stakeholders may integrate into future 
EDJ-oriented planning practices.  

Lastly, given the descriptive nature of Article III’s research question, an 
Inductive logic of inquiry was used to shape the study’s research design. In this 
study, assuming an Inductive procedure guided the research team in 
developing descriptions of ‘characteristics and regularities’ of social ties within 
the Vantaa UAG social infrastructure. In line with the Operationalizing 
Tradition commonly paired with Inductive logic (Blaikie & Priest, 2019), key 
concepts were selected and defined at the project’s onset. These concepts 
include: micro-public, integration, and social capital. Our definitions for these 
concepts can be found in section 2 of Article III. Dissimilarly to the 
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assumptions shaping Article I, Articles II and III, were guided by a Subtle 
Realist ontology and epistemology of Conventionalism, whereby the Subtle 
realist ontology assumes that “A knowable reality exists independently of 
social scientists [and] cultural assumptions prevent direct access to this 
world,” (Blaikie & Priest, 2019, p. 103), while the epistemology of 
Conventionalism contends that “Theories do not describe reality; they are 
created by scientists as convenient tools for dealing with the world,” (Blaikie 
& Priest, 2019, p. 104).  

My underlying thinking across all three articles aligned with the 
contemporary research paradigm of Critical Theory. With roots in German 
intellectual tradition, this paradigm contends that “human social existence is 
seen to be based on power asymmetrical relations of constraint and 
dependency,” where the underlying interest is human emancipation (Blaikie, 
2007, p. 136). Critical Theory–unlike other contemporary research paradigms, 
such as Ethnomethodology, Feminism, and Contemporary Hermeneutics–
accepts a range of natural science methods for use in social sciences, while 
rejecting certain natural science interests (i.e., empirical-analytic sciences, 
which are interested in prediction and control over human and non-human 
nature) (Blaikie, 2007). Later in section 3.4, I proceed to outline how a blend 
of conventionally natural science methods and social science methods are 
integrated to achieve my research purpose in Articles II and III. In general, 
however, each unique line of investigation was driven by the overarching 
notion that social science should endeavor to help facilitate a transformation 
of society towards human emancipation (Blaikie & Priest, 2019).  

3.3 SELECTING 

After focusing and framing each study within the dissertation, I was able to 
select the bounded case for each study, the sources and types of data most 
appropriate to answer their respective research questions, and the method 
best suited for constructing the sample in each case. In this section, I first 
outline the case context of the three social infrastructures investigated in this 
thesis, paying particular attention to the factors influencing collective life in 
urban publics. I then present the choices I made when selecting a sampling 
strategy and appropriate types and sources of data, and the limitations of these 
choices.  

Article I investigates the network of P-Patch community gardens spread 
throughout the Greater Seattle Region (GSR), U.S.A. This network is 
municipally-supported by the Seattle P-Patch Program, overseen by the 
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Seattle Department of Neighborhoods (Photograph 4). The network’s roots 
began in 1973, with the development of the Picardo Farm P-Patch in Seattle’s 
Wedgewood neighborhood. Since then, the network has scaled-out to include 
89 distinct P-Patches, spread across 33.7 acres (13.6 hectares) of public city 
land (Seattle Neighborhoods, 2021). By 2020, the program had forged 
symbiotic relationships with 25 regional NGO and non-profit organizations 
also working with sustainable food system issues in the GSR, including 
Common Acre, Seattle Food Banks, Seattle Public Schools, Black Farmers 
Collective, Solid Ground, Tilth Alliance, Seattle Housing Authority and Food 
Forest Collective, among others (Seattle Neighborhoods, 2020).  

Each individual P-Patch is required by the program to cultivate a Giving 
Garden, in which volunteer gardeners cultivate produce organically and then 
donate the harvest to regional food banks. Combined, the Giving Gardens 
across the P-Patch program donated almost 43,000 lbs. (19,500 kg.) of fresh 
produce to Seattle food banks in 2020. Additionally, most P-Patches have their 
own ‘gleaning’ system: a volunteer system based on re-distributing surplus 
harvest. Neighborhood events are a common occurrence at P-Patches during 
the cultivation season, welcoming non-gardening residents and plot-tenders 
alike into the P-Patch for work parties and potlachs, or P-Patch fundraising 
events (Photograph 5). Some P-Patches host on-site environmental education 
events for children and summer internships for teenagers. Inter- and intra-
Patch collaborations occur across the network, ranging from exchange of labor 
for seedlings, to sharing information with neighboring gardeners.  

With a clear centralized governance and funding structure embedded 
within the Seattle Department of Neighborhoods, all P-Patches across the 
municipality are governed by the same set of cultivation guidelines and 
requirements. The Rules for Participants and Code of Conduct documents are 
publicly-available online via the City of Seattle webpages. This includes the 
requirement of all residents active in the P-Patches to donate eight hours of 
volunteer time annually to communal projects within the network. Examples 
of such contributions include volunteering on the Gleaning Team, in the 
Giving Garden, or in seasonal work parties. These features are significant, in 
that they highlight some of the physical conditions and social affordances that 
the P-Patch community garden social infrastructures offer (Photograph 5), 
that the case study for Article III–the UAGs, of Vantaa, Finland–do not.  
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Photograph 4  Cultivation guidelines posted onsite at the Hawkins P-Patch. Seattle, July 2017. 

 
Photograph 5 Onsite sign advertising an upcoming work party at the Hawkins P-Patch. Seattle, 

July 2017. 

Second, the illustrative social infrastructure examined by Article III is the 
UAG (viljelyspalstat) network of Vantaa, Finland. Similar to the P-Patches of 
Seattle, this network of gardens is cultivated upon municipally-owned land. 
Dissimilarly, the Vantaa UAGs are not centrally-managed by one municipal 
entity; the land is leased first from the City to a managing association, typically 
comprised of neighborhood volunteers and allotment gardeners themselves, 
for often, 3-5-year long contracts. Individual plots are then leased from the 
managing association to individual residents. As such, the leadership boards 
of these associations are independently responsible for interpreting and 
enforcing the general cultivation regulations established at the municipal 
level. As a result of this decentralized governance structure, each UAG within 
the network is managed by a fluid set of (in)formal cultivation guidelines, 
which are customized and enforced by the leadership boards of the managing 
associations. There are currently 15 UAGs in the Vantaa network, 
independently managed by 14 neighborhood or political associations.  
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One added value of including both of these common varieties of urban food 
producing spaces in this thesis lies in that fact that while they may aesthetically 
present quite similarly within the urban environment, they serve different 
purposes, socially. Many UAGs prioritize individual cultivation pursuits, while 
community gardens actively encourage shared and collaborative cultivation 
activities. As such, garden space is designed and used in different ways. These 
differences highlight the influence of physical conditions on social behavior, 
and as such, the relevance of different types of social infrastructure as being 
better equipped entry-points for different types of agroecology scaling 
pathways. 

Article I utilizes two types of data: (1) primary data generated by the 
research team, in the form of semi-structured interview transcripts sourced in 
the semi-natural social setting of P-Patch community gardens, and (2) 
secondary data, in the form of social artefacts sourced from publicly-available 
government databases. For the first data set, we employed the snowball 
method as a sampling strategy, relying on existing networks and relationships 
to recruit interview participants. The primary limitation of using this method 
is that the sample constructed is not representative of any different social 
groups true proportion within the overarching population, but rather, 
disproportionately highlights the perspectives of a certain group of 
individuals. In this case, our final sample overrepresents the perspectives of 
retired gardeners, and underrepresents that of young and working-age 
gardeners.  

Similar to Article I, Article III utilized primary data sourced in a semi-
natural social setting, specifically targeting individuals related to the bounded 
UAG network of Vantaa, Finland. This data set was constructed as words at its 
source (during semi-structured interview), transformed to numerical coding 
soon after the source (name generator survey), and integrated as words and 
numbers during analysis (csQCA and TA). Both words and numbers were later 
used during reporting. Given the known decentralized structure of this 
network, the research team anticipated a low response rate of subjects within 
the overall population. Thus, we utilized a non-probability quota sampling 
method to select our sample. To do so, a set of selection categories and their 
respective sub-categories were first defined, including: age structure, gender, 
and mother tongue. We then determined how many participants to include in 
the sample from each category, based on their proportion within the district 
population the garden in question was situated within. For a comprehensive 
description of how we employed this sampling procedure, see section 4.2 of 
Article III. Here, the quota sampling method was not employed to guarantee 
representativeness of the sample to the population, but rather, aimed at 
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ensuring marginal voices were present in the sample. However, the combined 
challenges of (1) language barriers between the research team and individuals 
within the network, coupled with (2) the restrictions of the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic at the time of data construction, posed significant challenges in 
accessing participants to include in our sample, and similarly to Article I, 
retired gardeners are overrepresented within the final sample. In both cases, 
embedding a deep ethnographic approach into the research design earlier in 
the research process–including on-going participation and observation in the 
garden community and association leadership boards–may have eased these 
challenges, and provided different types of insights.  

Lastly, unlike these two illustrative cases–which are comprised of a 
number of the same type of social infrastructure within a network–Article II 
investigates the broader UGS network of Vantaa, Finland at the municipal 
level. This includes the myriad varieties of social infrastructure and non-social 
infrastructure embedded within the network. For example, the network 
includes social infrastructures such as UAGs, dog parks, sports fields, urban 
trails and shaded park benches, all which share the common feature of 
facilitating social encounters and “invite people into the public realm,” 
(Klinenberg, 2018, p. 16). On the other hand, this network includes green 
spaces that are not social infrastructure. Many urban green roofs in Vantaa, 
for example, are designed intentionally to keep people out. This distinction is 
of key significance to the argument we present in Article II, whereby we argue 
that improved distribution of UGS diversity improves urban residents’ 
equitable access to UGS that meets their use preferences and desires. The 
argument is made with a combination of secondary data sets, publicly 
provided by HSY or privately shared by our research partners at the City of 
Vantaa.  

3.4 DISTILLING 

After selecting the types and forms of data needed to answer my research 
questions, and the case contexts from which they would be sourced, I was able 
to proceed to the 4th task of designing social research: distilling the specific 
methods best suited for collecting and/or constructing the data, as well as the 
methods for its reduction and analysis. Rather than repeat specific details of 
how each method was employed in each study, I instead use this sub-section 
to emphasize the additional insights afforded by these methods to the overall 
objectives of the dissertation and spotlight the methodological strengths of the 
work. Detailed descriptions of how each method was set-up and implemented 
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in context are located in the articles themselves (Table 3). I conclude each sub-
section by highlighting the key affordances and limitations of these methods.  
 
Table 3 In-text location of detailed descriptions of the data collection, construction, and 

analysis methods employed. 

 In-text location (page #) 
 Method       I       II       III 

Data collection/ construction 
Semi-structured interview 7-8  6-7 
Name generator survey         6-7 
Sourcing archived records 7-8 9  
Data analysis 
TA  8  8-9 
CsQCA   8-9 
Shannon Equitability Index  7-8  
Spatial auto-correlation  9  

3.4.1 METHODS FOR DATA COLLECTION AND CONSTRUCTION 
I use three primary methods of data generation across the studies included in 
this dissertation: (1) in-depth semi-structured interview, (2) survey, and (3) 
the sourcing of spatial data files. During these processes I acquired data via 
two means: by collection–here, in reference to the collection of the secondary 
data utilized in Articles I and II–and by construction, referencing the 
primary data constructed for Articles I and III. I differentiate between these 
two terms to emphasize data construction as a ‘creative act’ (Kara, 2020), 
which unfolded collaboratively between myself and the research participants. 

In-depth semi-structured interview was employed as a formal data 
construction method in Articles I and III, and as an aid for context-setting 
in Article II. Table 4 outlines when the semi-structured interview informing 
this thesis were conducted, and with whom. The method was not used to 
extract information from participations, but rather, to construct meaning 
jointly (Esterberg, 2002; Kara, 2020). Unlike the rigid, highly structured set 
of queries put forth by a survey, in-depth semi-structured interviewing unfolds 
as a ‘guided conversation’ (Yin, 2018). This format allowed me to pose the 
same anchoring questions to each participant, probing the participant’s 
narratives and experiences with the research topics of interest, while also 
allowing space for additional insights to emerge and lead my questioning. A 
clear example of the added value this format offers, is the pervasive pattern of 
inter-group tension in the UAGs that emerged from thematic analysis (TA) of 
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semi-structured interview data in Article III–a pattern that the csQCA 
method itself shadowed.  
 
Table 4 Number of in-depth semi-structured interview participants between 2017-2021. 

Interview participants 2017 2020 2021 
Seattle gardeners 10 0 0 
Vantaa gardeners 0 3 12 
HCR municipal employees 0 6 4 
Total: 10 9 16 

 
The second primary data construction method utilized in this thesis was 

name generator surveying (III), a method often used to inform qualitative 
social network analysis (SNA). One benefit of qualitative SNA, is additional 
insight in how social organizations advance their movement and 
organizational goals (Luxton & Sbicca, 2021; Sommer & Gamper, 2021). 
Qualitative SNA research itself is broadly categorized by two approaches: 
whole-network and ego-centric. In Article III, I employ an ego-centric 
approach to construct data on relationships that gardeners (egos) have with 
other individuals to whom they are linked (alters) via a name generator 
instrument (Marsden, 2005). There is a long history of this type of name 
generator instrument–and its accompanying name interpretation 
instruments–being employed to construct egocentric network data (Burt, 
1984; Coleman, 1958; Hara et al., 2017; Marsden, 2005; Weck & Hanhörster, 
2015).  

The name generator survey was paired with in-depth semi-structured 
interviewing, to gain additional context-specific detail and clarity on certain 
social encounters elicited by either method. This integration in Article III 
responds to Firth et al.’s call for a study that combines qualitative and 
quantitative methodologies to assess ‘social capital metrics’ in UAGs (2011), 
and provides new spatial insights on ‘where’ and ‘between who’ resources are 
exchanged within a case social infrastructure.  A detailed description of the 6-
step csQCA procedure we followed to distill these results can be found in 
section 4.3 of Article III. 

Lastly, I collected secondary social artefact data from national and 
municipal data bases to inform Articles I and II. For Article I, applicable 
food policy documents were publicly sourced from government databases and 
later coded using TA. To support the Shannon Diversity and Equitability Index 
calculations and spatial autocorrelation employed for Article II, UGS shape 
files were sourced from the City of Vantaa and regional geographic data related 
to three variables (income, language, and age structure) were sourced from the 
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SeutuData data base (HSY, 2020). Combined, these social artefacts informed 
my understanding of the current practices and goals shaping municipal 
planning in the two case regions, as well as new insights on what stage these 
practices are at in the sustainability phasing process.  

Regarding the timing of data collection, each article was designed as a 
cross-sectional study. This format allowed us to capture a baseline 
understanding of each potential intervention entry-point, bounded by a fixed 
moment in time and space. Capturing a baseline in this way, can be used to 
inform future applied research and/or policy interventions. In support of this 
aim, each study was designed in such a way that would allow possibilities for 
becoming a longitudinal panel study if replicated in, for example, 5 years, with 
greater capacity to speak to changes occurring post intervention. 

3.4.2 METHODS FOR DATA REDUCTION AND ANALYSIS 
Post data collection and construction, three key methods for reducing and 
analyzing these data were employed: (1) TA, (2) csQCA, and (3) spatial 
autocorrelation. The procedures that structured the TA employed in Articles 
I and III were anchored in Constructionist thinking, whereby the social 
realities of the allotment gardeners were constructed together, via their shared 
interactions with one another (McAllum et al., 2019); i.e., access to this social 
world is granted through the shared language of the participants themselves. 
It was from this language, therefore, that I developed the coding scheme used 
in the TA. In choosing to employ TA to reduce and analyze these two interview 
data sets, I intentionally privileged patterns, and was thus afforded the added 
value of locating them across cases. At the same time, this affordance came 
with the risks of silencing marginal voices and inability to link segmented 
events to one another (McAllum et al., 2019). Had I chosen another strategy 
for data reduction and analysis of these data sets, such as narrative analysis, I 
would have investigated the data from another perspective (McAllum et al., 
2019).  

In Article III, fusion between the conventional qualitative and 
quantitative analysis methods of TA and csQCA afforded me a richer 
understanding of the research problem (Yousefi Nooraie et al., 2020). CsQCA 
is a set-theoretic analytical technique based on the premise of ‘causal 
regularities’ (Skocpol, 1984) among small-N sets, ranging from 5-50 (Ragin, 
2014). This means that in many cases the intersection of multiple factors 
(conditions) will lead to an outcome, while also acknowledging that multiple 
combinations of conditions may produce the same outcome, and, that the 
same condition may affect the outcome differently, depending on how it 
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intersects with other conditions (Sehring et al., 2013, p. 2). This comparative 
method blurs the boundaries between qualitative and quantitative analysis by 
integrating “the detail and specificity of qualitative, case-oriented approaches 
with the systematic-comparison benefits of quantitative, variable-oriented 
methods,” (Cox et al., 2021, p. 256). In integrating TA into the first and final 
stages of the structured csQCA procedure, I was able to, respectively, select 
contextually-relevant conditions by which to structure the comparative 
analysis and interpret the minimal formulas within the social world 
experienced by the participants.  

Lastly, my chosen method of data analysis for Article II marks a clear 
departure from the largely qualitative analyses of Articles I and III. Here, I 
analyze the distribution of UGS diversity data using the Shannon Diversity 
Index, and later plot these values on a 0-1 scale using the Shannon Equitability 
Index. Once calculated, this spatial distribution was correlated with certain 
socio-demographic and ethnic characteristics of residents in the municipality, 
using Moran’s I measure of spatial autocorrelation (Moran, 1948). The use of 
these quantitative methods supplements the social nuance and context-
specific detailed afforded by Articles I and III and offers new spatial insights 
on growing socio-spatial polarization in the case region.  

3.5 ETHICS AND SUBJECTIVITY STATEMENT 

Ethical issues were embedded within each stage of this dissertation’s research 
design. Particularly within qualitative social science research, which is often 
characterized by cyclical and iterative processes of data construction and 
interpretation, it is critical to consider ethical dilemmas not only at the onset 
of a new study but, additionally, before and after each cycle. As such, it has 
been my responsibility as an ethically-oriented researcher to reflect on how 
any changes to the research design may influence the ethical decisions made 
as the project’s onset, and thus, react accordingly. For me, these decision-
making processes were guided by the values of honesty, transparency, and 
reflexivity. I use the term reflexivity here, however, cautiously. While I have 
reflected on how my social position influences the perspectives through which 
I make sense of the social world, I acknowledge that there is no ‘removed space 
from which to reflect,’ (Bowness et al., 2021, p. 278). I cannot disentangle my 
reasoning from these perspectives. In this section, I provide a subjectivity 
statement, developed from the recommendations of Judith Preissle in Given 
(2008, p. 844), with the aim of detailing my intersecting forms of privilege and 
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marginalization and considering the many ways in which they will have 
influenced the research design and results of this thesis.  

I am a white, American, highly-educated, middle-class woman in her early-
30’s, currently employed as a doctoral researcher by the University of Helsinki 
in Finland. Thus far, I have lived my life in urban and suburban areas. Seattle 
is my hometown and I have now resided in Helsinki for more than 6 years. My 
mother tongue is English; my proficiency with Finnish is currently B1 (i.e., 
moderate skills in day-to-day work and leisure situations). During childhood I 
was exposed to vegetable and flower cultivation in my parents’ backyard 
gardens at an early age, often assuming the role of observer or unenthusiastic 
participant. As an adult, I have had personal experiences tending allotments 
and balcony gardens in both Seattle and Helsinki and maintain a good 
understanding of cultivation practices and species identification–both of 
which grow with each new cultivation season. I further engage with my own 
sensory appreciation of edible plants and flowers as a hobby illustrator, 
painter, and home chef. Professionally and personally, edible plants and 
flowers are an animating feature in my life. In combination, several of these 
ascribed, achieved, and personal characteristics have enhanced, constrained, 
or in some way, influenced the results of this study.  

When interviewing (I;III) and using the name generator method (III), 
gender, race, class, and other psycho-social factors matter (Broom et al., 2009; 
Mao & Feldman, 2019; Marsden, 2003). Specifically, interviewing across class 
boundaries may lead to challenges in establishing friendly rapport and rich 
conversation (Mao & Feldman, 2019), while gender dynamics may present as 
either a resource or limiting factor (Broom et al., 2009). More generally, data 
generated with these methods is a product of the social context within which 
it was constructed. My social position as a young, white cis-gendered woman 
has likely influenced which participants agreed to participate in an interview 
(I; III) as well as more foundationally, my own research interests and agenda 
(Holman et al., 2018; Key & Sumner, 2019). Similarly, these intersectionalities 
shaped the unique codes, and overarching coding scheme that I applied to 
these data during analysis (Saldaña, 2016 ).  

To counter these intersecting influences, a number of actions were taken. 
First, across all interviews (I;III), participants were given the agency to 
determine the time and location of our interview. The time-requirement for 
each interview was limited to the minimum amount of time needed to fulfil the 
requirements of the chosen data construction method. Finally, I intentionally 
avoided academic jargon, relying on my understanding of the social actors’ 
own terminology. This vocabulary grew with each interview I participated in. 
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In general, research influence in this thesis manifested most visibly in 
relation to language and culture. From the onset of my doctoral work, I have 
engaged with Finnish language education. The motivations behind this 
decision were both personal and professional; however, the overarching aim 
in relation to this thesis has been to cultivate sufficient Finnish language skills 
and confidence to support my qualitative processes of data collection and 
construction for Articles II and III. By the time I began fieldwork for Article 
III during the spring of 2021, my Finnish language skills had progressed to 
level B1. While insufficient to comfortably conduct the interview series solely 
in Finnish, this skill set did enable me to listen in on the Finnish-language 
interviews held by our native Finnish-speaking research assistant and make 
more informed observations of written and verbal interactions on-site.  

My experiences with data construction and interviewing in the P-Patch 
community gardens of Seattle has further illuminated the breath of language 
and culture challenges I faced working with the Finnish case studies. Articles 
I, and III, for instance, investigate similar communities of urban agricultural 
practice across significant geographical, cultural, and organizational 
differences. Semi-structured interview was employed as a core data 
construction method in both cases. The differences, however, were vast. For 
example, the case region investigated in Article I is my hometown. I shared a 
mother tongue with the vast majority of social actors I interacted with, and 
had existing contextual, geographical, and social knowledge of the social 
infrastructures I explored. I faced little to no barriers with recruiting 
participants, accessing and interpreting publicly-available information, nor 
communicating with participants. Contrastingly, in Article III I study a 
minority group I belong to myself–that is, migrants residing in Finland, 
particularly those who do not speak Finnish fluently. For those participants 
who did belong in the same minority group as myself, my social position 
resourced this thesis with beneficial ‘insider’ insights. For example, I felt 
comfortable asking direct questions about language, and specifically, 
navigating social life in the UAGs with English as a primary language, from 
which the study’s overarching findings benefitted accordingly. Further, an 
instance of verbal harassment directed towards me during an on-site 
interview, afforded me a new perspective on the experience of being a migrant 
within the space.  

This positionality, however, also constrained my fieldwork for Articles II 
and III in several ways. Here, my experiences as a migrant in Helsinki the last 
half decade have influenced not only (1) the language of my interviews and, 
thus, which individuals within the case population were able and willing to 
participate in an interview, but furthermore, (2) which questions I asked 
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during the interviews, and more generally, (3) the data construction methods 
used. 

In addition to reflecting on the numerous ways in which researcher 
positionality may influence research results, an overarching objective of my 
ethical decision-making processes have been to reduce any potential harm my 
research may cause. As a social researcher who mainly engaged with interview, 
participant observation, and participant action-oriented methods of data 
construction, human subjects have been the key stakeholders affected by 
research decisions. As such, one key action taken to reduce potential harm my 
research may cause, was to acquire free and informed consent prior to 
interviewing each human participant. This included the HCR municipal 
employees, community gardeners of Seattle, and allotment gardeners of 
Vantaa who participated in either an in-depth interview or name generator 
survey, or both.  

The informed consent documents for Articles I and III were developed in 
accordance with the ethical principles of research with human participants 
and ethical review in the human sciences, produced by the Finnish National 
Board on Research Integrity (TENK). Given that none of the studies included 
in this dissertation involved children, an intervention in physical health, 
exposure of subject to strong stimuli, significant security risk, nor likelihood 
of causing physical, mental, economic or social injury to the research 
participant, a research license or ethics review was not required. Participants’ 
identities were protected by anonymization during data processing and in all 
final publications. During reporting, all participants have been assigned a 
pseudonym. While interview transcriptions do not contain any specific 
information that could easily identify participants, it was highlighted in our 
consent form that the identities of participants may be known to one another. 
Lastly, while publishing Open Access (OA) for Article I was not possible, it 
was for Articles II and III. Therefore, all gardeners who participated in an 
interview or name-generator activity (III) were additionally asked for prior 
and informed consent to archive their interview in the Finnish Social Science 
Data Archive–for future reuse in research, studying, and teaching.  

Finally, this dissertation is the product of collective activities between 
individuals across disciplines and sectors. Authorship was discussed with co-
authors early on in the research process for each study included in the thesis. 
The case regions I investigated in Articles II and III were directly influenced 
by the successful funding application I co-authored with Dr. Seona Candy in 
spring 2020. As such, I was not alone in finding and developing solutions for 
each ethical dilemma I faced during the research process, I am, however, as 
the author of my published work, responsible for those ethical decisions. I have 
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endeavored to put the necessary time and reflection into making them 
intentionally. 
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4 SUMMARY OF THE KEY RESULTS  

To the nascent field of urban political agroecology, this thesis contributes:  
 
- New insights on the role of municipalities in: 

o Scaling-up agroecology via deliberative processes and 
strengthened opportunities for self-efficacy (I); 

o Scaling-out agroecology via transitioning UGS planning from 
‘equal access’ practices to those grounded in equity and shaped 
by local context (II), and; 

o Scaling-deep agroecology via investment in communities 
practicing agroecology and transformative learning (III) 

- A practical UGS planning tool for improving the distribution of UGS 
diversity across a municipality (II); 

- New mixed-methods insights for integrating social and spatial 
considerations in urban political agroecology research (III), and; 

- An empirical baseline for future applied research in the illustrative case 
regions of this thesis, seeking to monitor and evaluate change after an 
intervention (I;II;III) 

4.1 AUGMENTING AGROECOLOGICAL URBANISM: THE 
INTERSECTION OF FOOD SOVEREGNITY AND 
FOOD DEMOCRACY (I) 

Thus far, the emerging scholarly dialogue constructing what urban 
agroecology, urban political agroecology, and AU could be, has frequently 
hinged upon the conceptual framework of FS (Egerer & Cohen, 2021; Tornaghi 
& Dehaene, 2020, 2021; Vaarst et al., 2018). The key findings from Article I 
suggest that this framework, with roots in primarily rural social movements, 
is not alone suitable for direct application to urban environments and 
populations and stands to be strengthened by the integration of certain 
dimensions of FD.  

This argument is supported by a TA of (1) semi-structured interviews with 
urban agricultural practitioners active in the P-Patch community garden 
network of Seattle, and (2) regional food policy documents. Specifically, this 
process of iterative qualitative analysis identified two dimensions of FD as 
present in on-the-ground practice among P-Patch gardeners, yet notably 
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absent from the local food policy: they include structured deliberative 
processes between power hierarchies and their associated opportunities for 
strengthened self-efficacy.  

During coding, ‘Deliberation’ was operationalized as observed instances of: 
Ongoing discussion, deliberation, and the sharing of ideas which allows 
citizens to clarify issues and negotiate common values (Hassanein, 2008). One 
illustrative example of how this process of deliberation manifested within the 
case social infrastructure can be seen in Debi experience as a volunteer 
member on a P-Patch planning group:  

We started out just inviting people from the neighborhood who were 
interested. Then we hashed out what we wanted… I remember one of 
the discussions we had… we had to make a decision whether we would 
go with metal [cultivation boxes], which would be cheap and easy to 
do, or go with wood. And we went with wood, and it was well done… 
the planning started in November… we officially opened June 15th. 
Twenty-eight of us built this garden.”  

Debi, Seattle, 2017 

The second dimension of FD absent from the policy documents, ‘self-efficacy,’ 
was operationalized as: observed instances of individuals gaining confidence, 
and momentum, in their capacity to have success with respect to food and food 
systems (Hassanein, 2008). Two lived experiences illustrating the capacity of 
community gardens as social infrastructure to foster the development of self-
efficacy were shared by Liz and Deb (see also, Photograph 6):  

[Our] P-Patch has one of the longest running continuously operating 
Giving Gardens in the city… I’ve been running it for the last five or six 
years. So I went from being a volunteer, to being a P-Patch groupie, to 
getting my own plot, and then running the Giving Garden program… 
[The P-Patches] have given people a certain kind of independence and 
control over their lives. To be able to grow their own food and not be 
dependent. 

Liz, Seattle, 2017 

Being disabled takes a lot of self-worth out of you. I can be successful 
even though I’m disabled, when it comes to gardening… It’s interesting 
actually. Because of my position and knowledge [as an elder in the P-
Patch], I get more respect here than I did when I was in the workforce. 
Much more.   
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Debi, Seattle, 2017 

Textual descriptions of how the remaining pillars of FS and key dimensions of 
FD were operationalized during our iterative coding processes are located in 
Table 1 of Article I. Further, we employ the narrative technique of thick 
description on pages 8-12 of Article I to provide context-specific examples of 
how each of pillar of FS and dimension of FD manifested within the social 
infrastructure. In communicating our findings in this way, we assist the reader 
in bridging the gap between abstract concepts and the language of the social 
actors.  

 
Photograph 6 An Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) -complaint raised garden bed in the Up-

Garden P-Patch, located on top of a parking garaged in downtown Seattle. July 
2017. 

4.2 TRANSITIONING BEYOND URBAN GREENSPACE 
ACCESSIBILITY INDICATORS (II) 

Without land, there is no agroecology (Rosset & Martínez-Torres, 2014). Thus, 
the capacity of communities practicing agroecology to scale-out agroecology 
in the city region with any significant impact is first predicated on access to 
land and land tenure arrangements. To this end, Article II investigates 
scaling-out agroecology in the city region from the distinct perspective of land 
tenure, and how it is shaped by municipal urban planning practices.  

A key result of the study is a novel planning tool for measuring the 
distribution of UGS diversity between suburbs in differentiating cities. The 
tool is applied to the case city of Vantaa, illustrating how the tool can be used. 
The tool was developed using a novel spatial application of the Shannon 
diversity index to UGS. The Shannon diversity index itself is a quantitative 
measure of community similarity, which typically, has been applied to 
ecological communities (Shannon, 1948). In the first stage of using this tool, 
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the Shannon index is applied to a municipality’s UGS network, whereby each 
square meter of UGS is treated as one ‘individual’ within the ‘population.’ In 
this way, we were able to account for the amount of space theoretically 
available for residents to obtain CES, whether that space was social 
infrastructure or not. In the second stage of using the tool, Moran’s I spatial 
autocorrelation measure is used to calculate the spatial association between 
the Shannon diversity index values (i.e., the distribution of UGS diversity) and 
context-specific socio-demographic variables. In Article II, we specifically 
selected age structure, income, and proportion of foreign-language speakers 
as our chosen socio-demographic variables, given their role in the emerging 
trends of socio-spatial and ethnic residential differentiation in the illustrative 
case region (Bernelius & Vaattovaara, 2016; Kauppinen & van Ham, 2019; 
Vilkama et al., 2014).  

In this case, the correlation analysis did not find a linear association 
between distribution of UGS diversity and any of the three chosen socio-
demographic variables. This key finding suggests two things: first, that despite 
the broader socio-spatial polarization growing within the municipality, there 
is no evidence of growing spatial inequality in access to diverse UGS. Second, 
and importantly, as UGS diversity does not correlate with any of the socio-
demographic variables, the distribution may not be optimal, given that sub-
groups of the population will require different types of UGS–and social 
infrastructure–to meet their user preferences and needs.  

With these findings in mind, Article II argues for the urgent need for 
current UGS planning practice to move beyond ‘equal access’ UGS planning 
and towards practices grounded in equity and shaped by regional context. This 
includes moving towards indicators that can account for the equitable 
distribution of environmental risks, impacts, and benefits–including, but not 
limited to, diverse UGS and the various forms of social infrastructure they 
enable. This logic is based on the assumption that improving the distribution 
of UGS types (i.e., ensuring that each resident has access to a variety of forms 
of UGS, which meet their use preferences and desires), improves EDJ–a core 
tenant of agroecology. 

4.3 SPATIALITY OF SOCIAL CAPITAL IN URBAN 
ALLOTMENTS: “WE DON’T MEET [ANY]WHERE 
ELSE, JUST HERE” (III) 

Article III investigates the spatiality of social capital within a case social 
infrastructure from the perspective of inter-personal relationships and social 
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networks. In the study, we investigate the extent to which, and for whom, 
social capital constructed within the UAG network of Vantaa rippled outwards 
into other domains of urban life. Here, the ‘scaling’ distinction is marked by 
the intersection of a boundary-crossing social encounter with the exchange of 
‘getting-ahead’ resources–i.e., those that support upward social mobility, 
rather than ‘getting-by’ resources, which support routine daily life.  

Several types of resource exchanges were observed during our fieldwork. 
The exchange of plot-specific knowledge and advice, surplus seeds, harvested 
crops, and other ‘getting-by’ resources, dominated; less common were 
‘getting-ahead’ resources such as assistance in searching for housing, 
employment, or navigating an administrative challenge. Similarly, while 
several social encounters between socially distant gardeners were observed, 
rarely were ‘getting-by’ resources exchanged between them, or lasting, close, 
relationships formed.  

In many cases of such social encounters across social distance, a theme of 
cultural misunderstandings or inter-group tension was observed. Certain 
challenges exacerbated these inter-group tensions, such as long waiting 
queues for a plot, rapid plot turn over (Photograph 9), and differing 
understandings of cultivation guidelines. At the same time, other challenges 
eased tensions and worked to bring gardeners together, such as navigating the 
shared threat of development (Photographs 7 and 8). Illustrating one example 
of such inter-group tensions, an autochthonous Finnish gardener shares:  

Our problem is with these foreigners… because Vantaa City has not put 
good rules how to work here, and what you can bring here. You can 
see there [points to nearby plot] you can see this white fence, it’s not 
allowed. There is another one. There is a third one… but these are 
challenges with foreigners a little bit because they are very nice people, 
but, of course, their aesthetic is different [laughs].   

Sinikka, Vantaa. June  2021 

Here, the gardener broadly attributes cultural misunderstandings related to 
what practices are permitted within the social infrastructure as a short-coming 
in how the network is managed by the municipality.  
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Photograph 7 During summer 2021, the Vaapalanmetsä UAG, located in Vantaa, was taken out 

of use to facilitate the extension of Luhtitie (a nearby road). Allotment gardeners 
were instructed to remove all personal property and perennial plants from the 
UAG before construction began. City of Vantaa aims to re-open the UAG during 
summer 2022. 

 
Photograph 8 It is currently unknown whether the contract for the Pähkinärinne UAG in Vantaa 

will be renewed by the City of Vantaa in the coming years. Gardeners at 
Pähkinärinne speculate (and hope) that overhead powerlines may limit the interests 
of developers. 

 
Photograph 9 Overgrown plot located in the Rajakylä UAG in Vantaa. June 2021. 
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Other gardeners specifically highlight one point of contention causing 
inter-group tension and conflict within the network: the perception that some 
gardeners, particularly those with a foreign background, sell produce they 
cultivate within the UAG. Marjukka (autochthonous Finnish gardener) 
describes a conversation they had with Mohamed (gardener who arrived in 
Finland later in life):   

It’s a very big issue and it all the time gets worse now. Because there 
are some gardeners who really earn their living [here]… It’s very 
professional. I tried to discuss with one and I said that this is a 
wonderful thing that you do, but this is the wrong place.  

Marjukka, Vantaa. July 2021 
 

In a separate interview, translated from Arabic and Finnish to English, 
Mohamed explains that they don’t sell what they cultivate in the UAG; they are 
unsure how to best cultivate in the Finnish climate and have adapted by 
planting many seeds at once and waiting to see what grows:  

I put seeds only in home country. [But] because Finland is cold, if I for 
example put seeds, it doesn’t come… you need to put plastic [points to 
plastic cloche structure]... so we put seeds from our own country, 
because we do not know how Finnish [plants grow].  

Mohamed, Vantaa. July 2021. 

Disconnects and cultural misunderstanding similar to the case illustrated by 
these two socially-distant gardeners was not specific to the Vantaa, but also 
observed in the community gardens of Seattle. One white American P-Patch 
gardener shares: “I really like these people, but I am not sure what they’re 
doing. They’re either Chinese or Vietnamese…. I believe that this is a green 
that you use in Vietnamese soup… but it’s an awful lot of it. I mean, you’d have 
to be selling it…” (Amy, Seattle. July 2017). Together these experiences 
illustrate two examples of making sense of the cultivation practices and actions 
of others around you, by examining them through the cultural lens of what one 
is already familiar with. 

To systematically explore and make sense of these resource transfers and 
pattern of inter-group tension, we integrated the data construction methods 
of TA and csQCA. Together these methods allowed us to identify which 
configurations of gardener network conditions (i.e., social network size and 
diversity) and gardener social conditions (i.e., migration background and 
duration of time gardening their plot) resulted in each of our two outcomes of 
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interest (the scaling outcome and the non-scaling outcome). The key results of 
this investigation highlight three unique configurations of conditions as 
sufficient for each outcome. Boolean algebraic minimal formulas for each 
outcome can be found in Table 4 of Article III. As a plain text description, the 
following three configurations of conditions were sufficient in explaining the 
scaling outcome: 

- Gardeners who have a diverse and large garden social network  
- Gardeners who have a diverse network and an established plot 
- Gardeners who have a large network and an established plot 
 

The three configurations of conditions identified for the non-scaling outcome 
are the logical opposite of the scaling outcome: 

 
- Gardeners with neither a diverse nor large garden social network  
- Gardeners with neither a diverse network nor an established plot 
- Gardeners with neither a large network nor an established plot 
 

These findings highlight the relevance of the size and diversity of a gardener’s 
social network, and the length of time they have tended their plot, in 
influencing the types of resource transfers they will engage with in the social 
infrastructure of the garden. Thus, while the empirical baseline this study 
contributes evidences few instances of ‘scaling’ resource transfers across social 
distance, the above configurations of conditions represent contextually-
relevant areas for future intervention via applied research or municipal action 
to improve the potential for ‘scaling’ resource transfers across social distance.   
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5 DISCUSSION 

In this chapter I revisit the key results from each of the three studies included 
in this thesis, describe how they shed light on the overarching research subject 
of scaling urban agroecology using social infrastructure as an entry-point 
(Figure 2), and reflect on how my own thinking has evolved during the 
research process. The discussion itself is theoretically grounded in Nicol’s 
proposed conceptual framework of the three pathways working to bring 
agroecology to scale in the city region (2020). I apply this framework to the 
municipal scale, whereby each article included in this thesis investigates the 
role of municipalities in scaling agroecology: up, via impacting laws and policy 
(I), out, via impacting distribution (II), and deep, via impacting hearts and 
minds (III). Each of these studies explore an illustrative case in which 
municipally-embedded social infrastructure resources communities 
practicing agroecology. Combined, these results offer new insights to the 
nascent field of urban political agroecology, specifically, on the role of 
municipalities in enabling and amplifying agroecological experiences using 
social infrastructure as a key point of intervention.  

 
Figure 2  Conceptual framework of the thesis. Scaling pathways adapted from Nicol (2020) 

and Moore et al. (2015). 

5.1 ACTIVATING CITIZENS CAPACITIES 

The urban context is more than just a physical space, but always the 
manifestation of socionatural, sociocultural and socioeconomic 
processes and ideas that the disciplines of urban planning and design 
‘serve.’  

(Tornaghi & Dehaene, 2021, p. 5) 
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As social infrastructure, UAGs are both a product and a source of social capital 
(Firth et al., 2011). They are places where place-based wisdom is passed 
between and across generations of growers and ideas for new practices are 
sparked. Surplus seeds and starts are gifted. Communal compost and 
vermicomposting structures are collectively built and maintained. Soil health 
is laboriously enhanced each season, and silently inherited between rotating 
plot tenders. New relationships are formed between gardeners and housing 
companies or municipal parks departments, to redistribute organic materials 
across the city to be used, for example, as mulch in urban gardens. Personal 
experiences from my fieldwork in the P-Patches of Seattle in 2017 (Article I) 
and in the UAGs of Vantaa in 2021 (Article III) exposed a key commonality 
between each of these examples: the resources needed for urban 
agroecological experimentation and innovation were accessed, and 
transferred, within the context of social encounters. This insight transformed 
what began as an initial investigation of the (a) types of resources exchanged 
between gardeners, and (b) the mechanisms used to do so, to an evolved 
investigation of the social and physical characteristics of social infrastructure 
that facilitate the capacities of citizens to form social ties, exchange resources, 
and self-organize.  

Further, through the process of conducting this research, I’ve found urban 
gardeners in global North cities are primarily not incentivized to cultivate their 
plots for financial reasons; rather, by opportunities for physical activity, for 
community, for quiet reflection and meditation, for connection to place and 
nature, for learning, for healing, and for joy. While these intersecting 
incentives are highly individual and evolve over time, they are connected by 
their distance from the market competition and profit motives characteristic 
of the current economic system. In other words, these places offer a glimpse of 
what food could be if it wasn’t only a commodity; they offer an opportunity to 
re-imagine urban life outside of neoliberal capitalism. Any significant 
disruption to the current economic system, however, will require coordinated 
bottom-up and top-down approaches (Nicol, 2020). As such, the conclusions 
of this thesis contribute to the overarching academic conversation related to 
disrupting mechanisms that may work to challenge the “spatial relations, 
economic values and planning processes at the core of capitalist urbanism,” 
specifically, what Tornaghi and Dehaene frame as: “building resourceful 
communities through empowering infrastructure,” (2020, p. 12). 

In order to activate social infrastructure as a location for scaling 
agroecology, changes in urban planning and policy are needed. The number of 
UAG plots available for residents to tend in cities is limited to a very small 
minority; the goal of safeguarding these spaces through policy change is thus 
not to achieve food self-sufficiency of cities–an unachievable biogeophyscial 
and social reality of most, if not all, cities–but rather to spark changes in urban 
processes and how residents participate in and direct those changes. Thus, at 
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the core of this thesis is a commentary about municipal processes and how 
they may be leveraged to facilitate and enhance people’s participation in their 
food and agricultural systems via municipally-embedded social infrastructure.  

This thesis empirically investigates ‘green’ social infrastructures–i.e., 
UAGs and other UGS with food producing potential–as they represent places 
that facilitate both sociality and food cultivation, in addition to the manifold 
benefits that arise from their intersection, such as: the social and physical 
conditions for residents to gather, collaborate, innovate, negotiate shared 
place-specific visions for food futures (Photograph 7), mobilize civic 
engagement in local food system challenges, be emboldened by their collective 
agency and successes, and more broadly, act together to contest the oppressive 
power configurations of the CFR.  

 
Photograph 10 A vacant municipally-owned structure, adjacent to the Pähkinärinne UAG. A local 

gardener shares a vision of transforming the structure into a community educational 
facility for gardening workshops, cooking classes, and events for the wider public. 
Vantaa, June 2021. 

This thesis concludes that activating this array of potential ‘citizen 
capacities’ enabled by social infrastructure is fundamentally contingent, first, 
on access to the places themselves. As cities urbanize, the social infrastructures 
least connected to neoliberal capitalist modes of organization are threatened 
by development pressures. Thus, to secure access to social infrastructure, and 
in doing so, scale-out agroecology via resourcing communities practicing 
agroecology with secure municipal land tenure arrangements, municipal 
planning processes must shift away from ‘equal access’ planning and embed 
social and environmental justice considerations into existing planning 
practice. The UGS planning tool presented in this thesis provides a practical 
contribution to assist municipal planning in taking the first step in this 
endeavor (Article II). While applied to the illustrative context of Vantaa in 
Article II, the tool is appropriate for use among urban planners in any socio-
spatially polarizing city. Intervening in the distribution of social infrastructure 
in this way can work to laterally engage a growing number of individuals with 
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agroecological experiences while also improving equitable access to the multi-
dimensional health and well-being benefits of diverse UGS. Thus, building 
resourceful communities practicing agroecology by mobilizing social 
infrastructure is one avenue through which to disrupt the leisure-based use of 
the city’s UGS network and spark new understandings of what UGS might be 
in light of the crisis-bound CFR. 

Second, this thesis concludes that potential ‘citizen capacities’ enabled by 
social infrastructure can be activated by new institutional arrangements which 
(a) actively embed ongoing deliberative processes between stakeholder groups 
into regional food and social infrastructure planning (Article I), and (b) 
investment in the transformative learning processes needed to foster fruitful 
dialogue between stakeholders during such deliberation (Article III). Part of 
the required effort to succeed in scaling-up urban agroecology without co-
opting its transformative potential entails shifting power away from corporate 
actors, and re-embedding potential for citizens to share ideas, spur collective 
agency, and engage with multi-stakeholder deliberation around ethical food 
dilemmas for which there are no value neutral solutions (Article I). If 
successful, this process inevitably triggers the positive feedback loop between 
such deliberative processes and growth in self-efficacy within the context of 
community self-organization, whereby resident confidence and momentum in 
confronting local food system challenges grows with each passing success 
(Article I). While the specific mechanisms needed to make such changes 
must inevitably be context-dependent, the broader themes of access and 
multi-stakeholder dialogue are applicable to scaling agroecology across cities, 
globally. 

At the same time, the benefits of deliberation are greatly reduced if tensions 
and conflicting interests between stakeholders prevent fruitful dialogue. 
Empirical observations I made during the 2017 and 2021 interview series 
highlighted that the sense of community and identity experienced by some 
gardeners were matched with feelings of exclusion and ‘otherness’ by others 
(Articles I;III). On one hand, UAGs–and other third-places (Oldenburg & 
Brissett, 1982) and micro-publics (Amin, 2002) situated within social 
infrastructure–are places where hearts and minds can be touched and long-
held assumptions challenged outside the pressures and routines of everyday 
urban life. I witnessed numerous instances of reciprocity, kindness, 
innovation, community problem-solving and exchange of information and 
resources within urban gardens. At the same time, however, I witnessed the 
formation of ‘cliques,’ polarizing degrees of communication and organization 
between gardens, as well as distrust, burn-out among community ‘actives’, and 
conflict between gardeners. As eloquently framed by Blokland, “Social capital 
is border-creating and maintaining, hence exclusionary and laden with 
power… its negative sides are thus not some contingent feature, but actually 
quite central to it,” (2020, p. 13). Thus, the key empirical contribution of 
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Article III reinforces the critique against social mixing programs in urban 
planning, as presented in Article II: spatial proximity does not necessarily 
equate to social proximity, even within the context of a social infrastructure 
formed around a shared interest. These findings emphasize that before 
significant advancement can be made in scaling-deep agroecology within the 
case social infrastructures, underlying social clashes and assumptions must be 
addressed (Article III). In support of this, scaling-deep urban agroecology 
can be supported by investment in both networks of agroecology practitioners 
themselves–via a more equitable distribution of diverse, food-producing, 
social infrastructures (Article II)–and via investment in facilitated dialogue 
and transformative learning among between existing networks of agroecology 
practitioners and other stakeholder groups (Articles I;III).  

Municipalities can play a role in facilitating such transitions. 
Transformative learning among communities practicing agroecology involve 
critical reflection on social assumptions and where they come from, with the 
overarching goal of confronting inequality in food systems and overarching 
systems of oppression (Nicol, 2020). Municipal investment in transformative 
learning is not a new idea; in 2019, Pauleit et al. identified strategic action at 
the municipal level to ‘mobilize social capital’ as a key “planning instrument to 
invite grassroots and individual citizens to participate in place making or 
place-keeping,” (2019, p. 12). If implemented to foster and uplift inclusivity in 
social infrastructure, municipal investment in transformative learning is one 
strategy for scaling-deep agroecology in the city. 

More specifically to research communities, the findings of this thesis 
contribute an empirical baseline for future research in the two illustrative case 
regions interested in monitoring and evaluating change after an intervention. 
Going forward, researchers and practitioners can evaluate change over time 
and react accordingly, with the overarching goals of working to improve the 
distribution of social infrastructure across the municipalities (Article II) and 
improve deliberation (Article I) and transformative learning (Article III) 
between stakeholders–thus, simultaneously, resourcing communities 
practicing agroecology with the social and critical infrastructure needed for 
activating ‘citizen capacities.’ 

5.2 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

 
There is still much to know about the role of social infrastructure in scaling 
urban agroecology, and more broadly, in urban transformation. For example, 
while a wealth of evidence exposes bottom-up, transdisciplinary, and 
participatory action-oriented (PAR) approaches as holding the greatest 
potential for transformative food system change (Anderson et al., 2019; 
González de Molina et al., 2020; Mier y Terán Giménez Cacho et al., 2018; 
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Mendez et al., 2016)), Article II offers a distinctly top-down contribution. The 
Connecting the Plots project (CTP) itself–from which Articles II and III are 
key outputs–was initially conceptualized in collaboration with UGS planners 
and other municipal actors from the City of Vantaa, who expressed early on a 
desire to integrate social considerations into UGS planning practices. Several 
of these partners, along with planners from neighboring municipalities, joined 
the CTP Steering Group and contributed their perspectives and insights during 
our biannual project reporting meetings. This top-down approach was fueled 
by investment from local municipal actors rather than civil society, mirroring 
the approach taken by Lopez-Garcia et al. (2020).  

While PAR approaches should be encouraged, both civil society 
organizations and municipal agencies stand to play a role in the transitions 
required for resilient cities and sustainable urban food systems. The 
conclusions from this thesis highlight three entry-points for local 
administrations in facilitating, and improving, critical and social 
infrastructural conditions for agroecological experiences to scale-out across 
urban agroecosystems. It is imperative, however, that such approaches are 
vigilant to avoid co-opting the transformative potential of agroecology. Going 
forward, the proposal for municipal investment in transformative learning 
(Article III) has been taken up in future research directions of the CTP 
project, whereby, our next step will manifest as hybrid workshops, inviting 
civil society and municipal actors related to the UAGs of Vantaa to share ideas 
and deliberate possibilities for a shared future vision of the UAGs together.  

A second key future direction for the themes presented in this thesis relates 
to the planning tool introduced in Article II. During the process of developing 
this tool, our research team questioned its sufficiency in fostering radical 
rather than reformist change, as the tool operationalizes UGS ‘diversity’ based 
on land use classifications assigned in the city Master Plan, rather than 
qualitative and nuanced data on how specific places are used and disused by 
local residents. While UGS planning should strive towards an equitable 
distribution of UGS social-ecological qualities (Hunter & Luck, 2015), rather 
than UGS types, we aimed to develop a tool that offers a bridge from current 
practice towards transformed planning futures, relying only on information 
(land use classification shapefiles and census population data) and technology 
(GIS) already available to municipal actors in the illustrative case region. The 
empirical baseline we established in Vantaa meets these goals and provides 
new insights to planners currently working to implement the UGS zoned in the 
2020 Master Plan. Going forward, the concept can also be expanded to  other 
‘non-green’ varieties of social infrastructure, such as classrooms, libraries, 
churches, and commercial establishments, which also stand to play impactful, 
if different, roles in fostering social organization around shared urban social 
and food movement goals.  
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At the same time, these results are but one contribution to a much broader 
dialogue between urban planning research and practice in how to transition 
planning narratives away from equal access to those grounded in equity. The 
key next steps in meeting this aim should work towards providing new insights 
in how to operationalize the quality and qualities of UGS within a network. We 
suggest the layering of quantitative and qualitative data channels, such as 
georeferenced site observations and photography, as a potential way forward 
in meeting this aim (Article II). Furthermore, there is great potential for 
Layton and Latham’s six registers of sociality in social infrastructure (2021) to 
support this endeavor, and assist in the operationalization of social 
infrastructure as one ‘quality’ among many that UGS can provide.  

Lastly, in addition to future research focusing on the spatiality of social 
infrastructure and their multifunctional affordances, the temporality of social 
infrastructure–or, how social encounters within such spaces manifest across 
time, and their associated impacts on community self-organization–are a key 
next point of investigation. For example, unlike in some other forms of social 
infrastructure, social encounters in urban gardens are often temporally-
concentrated within the growing season; relationships resting dormant over 
the winter months. This unique social characteristic creates both 
opportunities and constraints for mobilizing civic engagement in local food 
systems and is worth future focused investigation. 
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

To re-direct the crisis bound trajectory of the CFR, transformative changes are 
needed across multiple scales, urgently. For municipalities, this includes re-
imagining the role of the urban public in disrupting food-disabling modes of 
urbanization.  

The studies included in this thesis are guided by the overarching question: 
From where does agroecology scale in the city? The thesis itself opens a new 
line of inquiry into the potential of municipally-embedded social 
infrastructure as an entry-point for scaling urban agroecology across three 
pathways: up, out, and deep. Each pathway shares the aim of increasing 
impact among a greater number of beneficiaries via resourcing communities 
practicing agroecology with access to the hidden networks of social 
infrastructure that may work to support their collective organization and 
mobilize citizen’s capacities.  

This thesis concludes, that: 
� Tangible manifestations of two of the abstract dimensions of food 

democracy are present in individual action (urban food production in 
social infrastructure) and notably absent from institutional action 
(regional food policy): structured deliberative processes between power 
hierarchies, and thus, the associated opportunities for strengthened 
self-efficacy (Article I). Municipal action can scale-up agroecology by 
targeting these weak points in future urban food planning initiatives. 

� Furthermore, urban greenspace planning procedures in socio-
economic and ethnically differentiating cities must move away from 
‘equal access’ practices and towards those grounded in equity and 
shaped by local context. The tool presented in Article II can assist in 
this endeavor until more nuanced tools with the capacity to 
operationalize UGS ‘quality’ are constructed.  

� Lastly, spatial proximity to social difference in urban social 
infrastructure is alone insufficient for ‘scaling’ social capital (Article 
III). Exchange of ‘getting-ahead’ resources, and thus opportunities for 
scaling-deep agroecology, however, can be bolstered by municipal 
investment in transformative learning within social infrastructure. 

Combined, these conclusions offer new insights to the overarching objective of 
this thesis stated in 1.2 and to the research gaps identified in 2.1 and 2.2.  
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