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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

 

 

‘Transportation and communication, tramways and 

telephones, newspapers and advertising, steel 

construction and elevators – all things, in fact, which 

tend to bring about a greater mobility and a greater 

concentration of the urban population – are primary 

factors in the ecological organization of the city.’ (Park 

1925/1967: 2) 

 

 

 

 

The first deliverable from May 2014 presented the general outline of the reflexive 

methodology and builds the basis of the whole project. Deliverable 2 describes how the 

methodology has been specifically applied and used within two future workshops. The 

first took place at Lungholm castle in the south of Denmark and the other at the 

Frauenchiemsee Abbey in the south of Germany in Bavaria.  

Both workshops followed more or less the same concept and methodologically they they 

have been based on the procedures as described in deliverable 1.  Therefore, there will be 

no lengthy methodological descriptions in this deliverable. The only exception is the 

‘building common ground’ phase that was developed during the second project phase 

when we planned the workshops in detail. A lot of energy and time has been put into 

these two workshops as they build the empirical heart piece of the whole project. The 

goal was to make this a successful methodological experiment based on meticulous 

preparation.  

The two workshops have had a common outset. They started from the general 

assumption that the utopian potentials of policies and the whole process of envisioning 

play an important role within transition processes. The current situation cities worldwide 

are facing is a transition phase, as the limits of contemporary urban practice in mobility, 

energy, consumption and so forth become increasingly visible. Innovative ways of 

thinking about the future of urban mobility are needed and the capacities to think out of 

the box need to be strengthened. In line with Grin (2006) we consider intend to 

contribute methodology-wise to this project and to find ways of describing “future 

image(s) with transformative characteristics” (Grin 2006, 206). 
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This deliverable sets out to answer the following core question: 

 

The futures that planners and influential movers today individually or collectively 

envision do not allow changing urban mobilities in a sustainable way. We therefore 

ask: Can interdisciplinary work with artists - in the proper setting - help imagine new 

and radically different futures? 

 

Chapter 2 describes in detail how the two workshops have been organized, structured, 

facilitated and moderated. To answer the above question we carefully analyzed the huge 

amount of rich data we collected within the all in all ten days of workshops. We present 

the analyses in a condensed version and summarize the most important results of the 

workshops. By looking at the process, how the utopias developed and turned into 

specific realizations the complex learning processes facilitated throughout the common 

days of work become visible. Thus, chapter 2 is by far the lengthiest part of this report. 

But in order to understand the developments initiated at the participants it is necessary 

to describe how changes in perception happened. In this sense chapter 2 gives access to 

how the different settings of people in the two workshops generate different qualities in 

the critique, utopias and realizations.  

Chapter 3 relates and compares the two workshops. It elaborates the differences between 

them and the course of the common work of the participants and the team. In this 

chapter we are detailing specificities and differences between the two workshops. Seen 

from today it is one of the exciting results of the work that both workshops show 

significantly different qualities in the course of the workshops but also in results. Also in 

the forms and techniques how the participants presented their ideas, their 

representations and rationalities of mobility and the city strongly differ. This chapter 

reflects on these differences and gives insights into the reasons why the team made some 

necessary adjustments of the methodological procedure during the workshops but also 

in preparation of the Chiemsee workshop in September 2015. These changes derive from 

intense discussions the team had after the first workshop in Denmark.  

Chapter 4 elaborates the different planning cultures in Copenhagen and Munich and the 

cultural differences between the two cities and countries. The two workshops that build 

the heart piece of the project need to be seen and analyzed in relation to different 

planning cultures and historical contexts of the cities. Although both workshops 

geographically took place outside of the urban environments the participants’ cultural 

and social backgrounds have been strongly influenced by the two cities. We will show 

that the constellation of people, disciplines, professions and institutional affiliations 

played an important role in how ‘present’ the cities were in the discussions and 

presentations throughout the workshops. In particular, the future scenarios that have 

been developed will be in the center of the analysis and interpretation of the data.  
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Chapter 5 draws together the general conclusions and the lessons learned from the work 

with the workshop participants.  

Chapter 6 gives an outlook on the next deliverable and the final report of the project.   
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2: DEVELOPING COLLABORATIVE 
LEARNING ON MOBILITIES AND CITIES 
 

This chapter gives insight to the practical and methodological settings of the two 

workshops. When describing the results of the workshop phases we will present the 

participants reflections on the methodology as well as our considerations on the 

different workshop phases and the data analyses. To begin with we describe the 

methodology and the practicalities for both workshops. The approach for the ‘Building 

common ground’ phase has a special role as it has been detailed only during the 

second phase. It has been an integral part of the planning and conceptualizing of the 

workshop in phase 2 and will be described in particular in this deliverable. The criteria 

for selecting participants are part of the common methodology for both workshops. 

Even if - as we will show in the following - the two workshop groups were quite 

different on purpose, the selection criteria were still the same. After outlining the 

practicalities and the methodology we will go through the Copenhagen workshop and 

second the Munich workshop. The sequence is due to the fact that the Copenhagen 

workshop was the first we made and through the learning in the first workshop we 

made small but relevant conceptual modifications to the second.   

 

THE OVERALL AIM OF THE WORKSHOPS 

The ‘Mobilities Futures and the City’ project (MFC) has been developed as a contribution 

to the discussion on a reflexive methodology for planning in the mobile risk society. It is 

considered an experimental project which provides an environment where planners, 

decision-makers from politics and industry, and artists can together develop powerful 

‘stories’ on the good mobile life in cities. The notion of ‘story’ has been developed within 

the framework of the ‘argumentative turn in policy analysis and planning’ (Fischer and 

Forester 1993). It understands planning as a form of storytelling and stands in the 

tradition of ‘communicative action planning’ (Sandercock 1998: 94ff.). Influenced by 

Habermas’ work on communication and action planning, theorists such as Sandercock, 

Sager, Forester, Hajer and Healey consider discourse and talk as one of the main social 

activities to initiate social change. Changing practice is thus seen to always include the 

change of perceptions, problem definitions and the social construction of solution 

strategies. Transforming e.g. the car-dependent city and the ‘system of automobility’ 

(Urry 2004), including its predominant planning paradigm, requires imaginary spaces 

where thinking about the relations of mobilities, future and the city can move into new 

directions and be utilized to generate new policies.   

The MFC project has been doing through two workshops a methodological experiment 

where untraditional compilations of participants were combined with an innovative set of 

methods and instruments. In the following the methodological choices made and the 
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reflections they were based on are presented. The first section presents the overall 

decisions for both workshops, following we will describe some elements from the two 

workshops individually in order to discuss the specific changes we made in workshop nr 

two. 

 

THE PARTICIPANTS 

The participants in the two workshops were chosen on the basis of their professions and 

as being what we call ‘influential movers’. Also it has been important to integrate 

different disciplines and rationalities in the work in order to think in new futures. We 

refer to the people taking part in the workshop as participants, even though they are 

perceived as co-producers of knowledge. The compilation of participants varied in the 

two workshops; nevertheless the basic selection criteria have been the same. 

The following criteria in prioritized sequence have been relevant for the selection: 

• Influential movers, people that play a role in the public debate within their field, 

• Different disciplinary and professional backgrounds like local planning, politics, 

architecture, arts and social science, 

• Participants with an interest for or working with other professions or arts, 

• Participants have to be excellent within their specific field, 

• They have to be confident in talking in English since this will be the working 

language, 

• They need to have a high level of social competence, 

• Participants must be familiar with the local Copenhagen or Munich context, 

• Spread on gender, age and cultural backgrounds. 

In cases where we, or the addressed potential participants, were insecure, if they might 

meet the criteria, we arranged personal meetings. Decisions have been made after these 

meetings and sometimes intense talks with the persons. 

 

BOOK OF INSPIRATION - SKETCHBOOK 

Before the workshop we created a ‘book of inspiration’ that we sent to the participants a 

week before the workshop. The book was a compilation of pictures, academic and non-

academic quotes from books as well as song lyrics. The idea was to inspire reflections 

upon the field of mobilities, attune to the creative road ahead while inspiring all senses. 

In the book were also blank pages, only with the headline of the different phases, for 

notes. We asked the participants to bring the book and use it actively during the 

workshop. It was a workbook during the workshop as well as a welcome before. 
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Book of inspiration that was actively used 

 

When sending the book of inspiration to the participants we also assigned a task in 

preparation of the workshops. They were asked to bring an object symbolizing mobilities 

to them. 

 

PREPARING THE WORKSHOP – THE MANUAL 

One of the most important issues in planning the workshop was preparing a detailed 

manual (in form of a project management tool based on excel). Here all activities and the 

roles each team member had to provide were specified. This goes both for practicalities 

(food, breaks, materials) as well as scientific tasks (observations, documentation) and 

facilitating (talking, writing, guiding). The manual also entails small things like ‘carrots 

and apples in the coffee break’, ‘flowers on the table’ etc. In this way we make sure that 

time will be spent on facilitating a good workshop for the participants instead of worrying 

on details. The manual composes the overview of what is going to happen during the five 

days (see appendix1). Also very importantly the detailed manual holds a column named 

outcome. Here the team has briefly added its reflections on how the methodology worked 

during the workshop. This data helps us in revising the method for phase 3. In the 

following descriptions of the workshop these reflection will conclude the descriptions of 

each day.  
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The program structure for both workshops looked as follows. This was the program the 

participants were given. The facilitators used the detailed program in the workshop 

manual. 

 

 

 

MFC WORKSHOP CHANGES TO THE FUTURE WORKSHOP METHODOLOGY 

The workshops had five phases, each having its own rules and settings. 

1. Building common ground (added as a new phase) 

2. The critique phase 

3. The utopian phase 

4. The realization phase 

5. Creative retreat (added as a new phase) 

 

The traditional future workshop (as described in deliverable 1) only entails what the MFC 

workshops have in day 2 and 3 (phases 2-4). In order to create a setting where the 

different disciplines felt comfortable we started the MFC workshop on day 1 with a new 

experiment of building common ground. Also the creative retreat in phase 5 is a new tool 

specifically developed for this project. We decided to have this in order to work on with 

the visions created. 

 

27TH ! 30TH !29TH !28TH ! 31ST !

8:00 !

9:00 !

10:00 !

11:00 !

12:00 !

13:00 !

14:00 !

15:00 !

16:00 !

17:00 !

18:00 !

19:00 !

20:00 !

Breakfast ) Breakfast )

Breakfast ) Breakfast )

Lunch) Lunch) Lunch) Lunch) Lunch)

Arrival )and)
presentation)

Phase&1 : &Building&
common&ground&

Appetizer, )walk)and)
dinner)

Phase&2: &critique&

Phase&3: &Utopia&

Phase&4: &
realisation&

Appetizer, )music)
and)dinner)

Dinner)

Phase&5: &creative&
retreat&

Phase&5: &creative&
retreat&

Departure)–)CPH))

Departure) from)
Lungholm)

Agenda)

Departure) from)
Lungholm)

Dinner)
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The first phase of the workshop ‘Building common ground’ aimed at creating trust and 

confidence, to create a free space, and start a collaborative development of language and 

ideas about what the future could be. It was about getting to know each other and 

breaking down hierarchies. Therefore we also decided that we (as facilitators) should be 

part of this phase and we took in a guest-facilitator for the first day. We had several 

meetings with the external facilitator in Copenhagen where we discussed his ideas and 

approach. This was important in order to align with him what kind of mood and 

atmosphere we wished to create in the workshop. Through discussions with the guest-

facilitator the following methods were chosen: 

• Speed-dating, where we lined up in rows facing each other, having one minute to 

explain why we had agreed to participate and get involved in the workshop, and 

second what we hoped to take home with us. The ‘speed-dating’ continued until 

everyone had talked to everyone. The purpose of this short introduction was to 

kick-start conversations to be continued during the workshop, and also to get an 

idea about the group. Having to repeat the one-minute talk many times while 

meeting all these new people, loosened participants up and started building 

relations and confidences, also with the team. 

• After the speed dating we were divided into 4 groups and had to discuss Mistakes 

I made and what I learned from it. People themselves decided if they wanted to 

talk about personal and/or professional mistakes. This session opened up a 

more personal level of interaction, which we wanted as part of the process.  

•  Building common ground is about creating trust and common language, intriguing imagination and senses. 

•  Dystopian phase is about giving voice to frustration, fear, anger.   

•  Utopian phase is about stimulating imagination.  

•  Realisation phase is about substantiating utopias and making them viable. 

•  Creative retreat is about giving form and shape to the results. 

2ND MFC 
WORKSHOP 

IN MUC 

1ST MFC 
WORKSHOP 

IN CPH 

    12      9 

Creative 
retreat 

Creative 
retreat 

Building 
common 
ground 

Dystopia 
 
 
 

Utopia 

  Reality 

DAY 1  DAY 4  DAY 3  DAY 2  DAY 5  

APPLIED METHOD 
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• The following phase was about the Objects of mobility, the participants were 

asked to bring (and we as facilitators brought one too). The object could be either 

physical or immaterial, but it had to symbolize mobility. We were divided into 4 

groups (4 in each) where we presented our mobility object to each other. The 

stories about the object was structured as: What did I bring, Why did I bring it 

and what does it mean to me. 

The previous three exercises took around half a day. In-between the exercises different 

games were played in order to loosen the body and the mood. The games lasted about 10 

minutes each and worked also as a transition from one method to the next. 

The last half of the first day we played the card game The Thing from the Future. The 

game is developed and designed by The Situation Lab that has been created by professor 

Stuart Candy and the artist Jeff Watson. Together with the guest-facilitator we had 

played the game when preparing the workshop. Based on these experiences the game 

was developed so that it fitted into the MFC workshop. The game can be played in a 

variety of ways. Basically the card game has 4 different kinds of cards. The green card is 

an ARC – describing different kinds of possible futures eg. Grow, Collapse, Discipline or 

Transform. To the futures are a number of years attached, for example growth – 60 years 

from now. The blue card is the Terrain – describing contexts, places and topic areas 

where the thing from the future might be found. Each card has two terrains, for example 

Grandma’s house and Socialism, to provider richer possibilities in the game. The pink 

card is the Object – describing the basic form of The Thing for the Future, for example 

tube, shoe, house, can and so forth. Lastly the purple card is the Mood – describing the 

emotions the thing from the future evokes, for example, delight, fear, fun and so forth.  

 

 

 

During the last half of the day we used the cards in The Thing from the Future in different 

ways:  

o In groups of four we drew an Arc, Object and Mood card. For example 

Grow, 30 years from now, postcard and happiness. Based on this we had 

to discuss how a postcard would look (or what it would symbolize) in 30 

years where we have had a continuous growth and how and why it would 
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makes us feel happy. Through discussions in the group different 

compilations of this future were explored and discussed.  

o After this first round the guest-facilitator created new groups. In these 

groups we drew an Arc, Terrain, Object and Mood card. Again through 

discussions in the group different compilations of this future were 

explored and discussed. 

o As a last round the guest-facilitator again created new groups and fixed 

the Terrain into mobility 30 years into the future. We then had to bring 

the object of mobility that we each brought to the workshop and 

prototype this into the future. In this round there were no Mood or Arc 

cards, instead the groups themselves defined that. 

 
Practicing playing the ‘Thing from the future’ with the guest-facilitator the evening before the workshop 

This introduction into the workshop created a feeling of togetherness and trust. Through 

this phase a new articulation of the different rationalities the participants came with 

emerged. It initiated a process where people not only clarified their attendance and 

intentions for the other participants but also to themselves. It created new group 

dynamics when the participants learned about different rationalities than those they 

normally meet in their professional lives. Also it became obvious in both workshops that 

the participants already in this early phase started a common discourse on which future 

issues of cities and mobilities need to be discussed and worked on. This is expressed 

here by one of the participants from Denmark: 
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“The first day has brought the group very much together and helped to build a trustful 

basis between us. It made me quite relaxed with the others and took away some of my 

fears that I had in advance.” 

 

2.1 THE WORKSHOP IN COPENHAGEN/LUNGHOLM 

The Copenhagen-workshop took place at Lungholm Slot – a manor in Lolland (southern 

part of Denmark) about two hours away from Copenhagen (http://www.lungholm.dk/ ). 

The manor holds a big garden and a variety of rooms with original furniture. This place 

was specifically chosen because of its remote location. With the participants coming to 

Lungholm it was clear that to big proximity to Copenhagen would have made it very 

difficult to keep the participants at the workshop. But we wanted to avoid too many 

comings and goings during the work. Each participant had a private room, some with 

own bath, some with shared facilities. There were four big common rooms and a kitchen 

from where all meals during the week were produced and served. A big emphasis was 

put on the catering. It was simple food made from local products. Each meal started with 

a presentation of the food and a story about the local producer. The manor had a 

common sauna room and a small pool. Last but nor least it had a big garden with old 

trees that was used very actively during the workshop (for group work but also for 

individual relaxation and inspiration).  

 

 

View from the garden on the entrance of Lungholm 



Mobilities, Futures and the Cities ǀ Report phase 2   14 

In one of the rooms downstairs we created a material repository. In here we placed all 

sorts of materials that we used during the whole workshop. 

 

 

The material room was placed in the old library 

 

The setting and environment was very important for this workshop. The secluded place 

and the food produced in site created a bubble away from daily chores and made people 

very focused. Quickly no cell phones were present at the workshop, they stayed in the 

rooms, only being used in breaks. The phases in the workshop together with the place 

created a feeling of being part of a small community. Several participants originally 

planning not to be there during the creative retreat decided to stay on short notice.  

 

THE PARTICIPANTS 

Amitai Romm, Artist, working with installation and video performances 

André Amtorf, Sociologist and artist, working with mobilities and cities sustainability 

Bjarke Pedersen, Planner, working with empowerment and participation 

Claus Bech-Danielsen, Researcher, working with cities 

Johanna Koljonen, Jounalist, working with science and cities  

Katinka Hauxner, Consultant, Working with city planning 

Kristine Kemp, Artist, working with art as way of communicating societal issues   
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Lasse Mathiessen, Planner and Musician, working with local neighbourhood planning   

Marc Pearce, Geographer, working with mobilities issues  

Mette Bak Andersen, Designer, working with promoting sustainable materials 

Tina Saaby, Architect, City architect of Copenhagen 

 

The participants in the Lungholm workshop were people that all in different ways have 

been working with mobilities without it being their main focus. The first day of the 

workshop several of them were a bit insecure why we wanted them to be part of a 

workshop on mobilities. Especially through the speed dating and talking about their 

mobilities object they realized why exactly they had something important to put into the 

discussion. In that way this workshop also worked as an eye-opener for them in 

relations to the importance of mobilities to the life in cities. 

 

DAY 1 – BUILDING COMMON GROUND 

The first day on ‘building common ground’ was run according to the description in the 

earlier section. Because of the beautiful weather we decided to do it outside. Quickly 

people took of their shoes and jackets. A relaxed atmosphere arose and participation 

with great enthusiasm took place.  
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Reflections from the team after day 1 

The ‘speed dating’ element worked very well, everybody got the chance to meet, and 

during the workshop several people said that it was really good to learn something about 

people from the early beginning. In ‘mistakes I made’ very personal issues came up and it 

was interesting how quickly people were ready to talk about quite intimate aspects of 

their private lives. ‘The thing from the future’ worked well, but it was definitely easier for 

those who were used of telling stories. Nevertheless, there were a lot of engaged 

discussions in the groups. It challenged people to step out of their role as experts and for 

some this was difficult. Some quite interesting but also heated discussions came up but 

they seemed to land and end up being productive. When people had to talk about the 

mobilities object they brought, you learned something about their profession and it 

brought the discussion back to mobility. We learned for the future that it has to be said 

a more directly (than we did here) that the goal of this task is to make up common 

stories within the subgroups we built (of three to four people). People sometimes seemed 

to be a bit a bit confused about what exactly was the task.  

We had fewer breaks than we planned, people were discussing so much that the group 

decided to leave out or shorten the breaks. The two games we played were funny and 

gave a lot of laughter and energy to the group process. All in all it was an important 

element in the workshop and a successful introduction if his phase. 

 

DAY 2 – DYSTOPIAN PHASE 

‘The city I fear in 2030’ was the headline for the dystopian phase. Within this phase 

we were upholding the specific rules developed for future workshops. The rules provide 

the best opportunity to create a working context as equal as possible by setting up 

guidelines for communication. All statements from the participants are written on 

wallpaper to be visible throughout the phase.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Process 

• Brainstorm 

• Voting 

• dystopian themes 

• Group work (short) 

• Presentation 

Rules of the dystopian phase 

• We are consequently 

negative 

• Only short statements are 

allowed 

• No discussion 

• All statements are relevant 
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Voting for dystopias 

 

The dystopian phase ended up with the following themes as those with the most votes: 

Increased segregation (voting: 6) 

Lack of trust and communities (voting: 3) 

No tree, no flowers, no bees… (voting: 3) 

 

After voting the participants had to choose a group they wanted to be in. The groups had 

an hour to discuss the dystopia and present it in a silent play. The purpose of the silent 

play was to give the audience the opportunity to create meaning and understanding of 

what they experience during the silent play.  After the presentations the audience was 

invited to tell what they experienced from the silent play and discuss it with the group 

presenting. Based on the three dystopias the participants made the following three silent 

plays: 
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Theme 1: Increased segregation 

The group had written different statements about trusts (e.g. I trust my co-workers) on 

paper. They stood in a row and tore the papers apart. After all the trust statements were 

torn apart and the group walked individually round and round in a circle. The circle was 

symbolizing life as a constant circular flow that can’t be stopped and where life’s energy 

can’t be interrupted.  

 

 

Reflections from the audience were very much related to issues of social isolation that 

constant and increased mobilities bring about. They reflections people had on this silent 

play were rather dystopian such as constant movement brings a bout a decay of trust 

that could happen because of the fact that social relations become increasingly volatile 

and stabilities and reliabilities might disappear step by step. The emotions evoked by the 

play were mostly of fear and loss, fear that there would be no time to laugh and play and 

make close connection in this kind of future and loss of social proximity and 

embeddedness.
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Theme 2: Lack of trust and communities 

This play started out with four people sitting on chairs with masks on and one person 

standing with a mirror in his hand. This person symbolizes authority. Two of the people 

sitting down started throwing a ball to each other. Barbwire is put around the two other 

people sitting down. People are only connected to those they look alike. Conflicts appear 

and people start fighting. The authority decides who is in and who is out. Then the 

authority changes but it is just a new version of the old one and makes the same 

priorities and selections.   

 

 

 

Reflections from the audience were very related to the conflicts that occurred. They saw 

the authority as someone who judged people and also the one in charge of resource 

distribution. The fights between the actors were interpreted as a rebellion to the system. 

They saw new groups emerging who fought for a different distribution of resources.  
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Theme 3: No trees, no flowers, no bees 

Everyone was asked to stand in a circle. The group placed masks made of tinfoil on the 

audience one by one. The masks were covering the face and the ears. When everyone 

had the mask on, everyone was silent, almost endless silence. Then suddenly after some 

minutes one from audience said ‘For how long are we going to put up with this?’ People 

started laughing and took off their masks.  The group was just standing totally still 

observing the reactions of the whole round of people. 

 

 

 

The reflections from the audience were focused on both the scary sound and sense of 

deprivation when you cannot see and hearing is impaired. On the other hand senses also 

gets very self-absorbed when you take away the sight, you make an effort to listen more 

carefully. The deprivation of some senses enhances others.  

 

Reflections from the team after day 2 - Dystopian phase 

The question for the dystopian phase did not work well. Maybe we shouldn’t use fear or 

maybe we should have a more precise question like ‘What I definitely don’t want in 

Copenhagen in 2030’. Another solution we discussed was to call it critique instead of 

dystopian so it generated formulations of anger instead of fear. The ‘building common 
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ground’ phase has made them very collective as a group, in some cases they opposed 

and resisted our rules. In that part where formulations for the dystopian/critique phase 

were collected we need better to emphasize that this has to be put in a sentence instead 

of words up. We also need to be clear that this is not up to negotiation, because 

everybody has the same right to articulate. Maybe this is not an actual problem but 

more the result of the first day erasing hierarchy. On the other side trust was extremely 

high in the group that we accepted also discussions to find the right formulation of the 

different aspects for the dystopia.  

The silent play worked very well for some groups, especially for those with artists in. For 

the group without artists it was a bit more complicated and it is quite important to take 

care of the equal distribution of competences also for these subgroups.  

 

DAY 2 – UTOPIAN PHASE 

‘The city I dream of in 2030’ was the headline for the utopian phase. Here we also 

uphold specific rules developed for future workshops. The rules provide the best 

opportunity to create as equal a setting as possible by setting up frames for 

communication. All statements from the participants are written on wallpaper so they 

are visible throughout the phase. The wallpaper from the dystopian phase is visible in 

the room.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Process 

• Brainstorm 

• Voting 

• Critique themes 

• Group work (short) 

• Presentation 

The rules of the critique phase 

• Reality is out of function 

• We are situated in a perfect 

world, where everything is 

possible 

• Only short statements are 

allowed 

• No discussion 

• All statements are relevant 
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Brainstorm 

 

The utopian phase ended up with the following themes as those with the most votes: 

Circular economy + agricultural resilience (voting:  and 3) 

Affordable housing (voting: 5) 

Kindness (voting: 5) 

 

After voting the participants had to choose a group they wanted to be in and the group 

had two hour to discuss the utopia and present it however they found best. We 

encouraged the participant to use the material repository to find creative ways to present 

their utopia. After the presentations the audience was invited to tell what they 

experienced and discuss it with the group presenting. Based on the three utopias the 

participants made the following three presentations: 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     
 
 
 

 

Mobilities, Futures and the Cities ǀ Report phase 2     
 

23 

Theme 1: Kindness 

The audience was asked to imagine that they were in a symposium in ancient Greece: 

‘Drink wine and eat and tell the truth about kindness!’  

The group made the audience part of the presentation. In pairs of two the audience had 

to draw a mood card from The Thing from the Future game and draw a question the group 

had made (e.g. Pride and When is it okay not to be kind?). The pairs of two had then a few 

minutes to prepare an answer and then present the answer to the rest of the audience.  

 

 

 

Reflecting together with the audience: The group aimed at describing how hard it is to 

talk about kindness and the city as it easily becomes very moralizing and individual, and 

extremely hard to define what kindness is and when it appears – and therefore very 

difficult to plan the kind city or to put kindness into the city. This theme caused an 

intense and immense debate between everyone.  

 

Theme 2: Affordable housing – making good homes 

The group presented 10 initiatives that could develop good affordable housing in the city 

in 2030. After presenting it the group asked the participants to vote for the two 

initiatives they each found most interesting and important.  
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1. Sharing is a mental tool  – changing the image of affordable housing. 

2. Politician taking responsibility  – ensure good quality, political recognition and 

legislation. 

3. Build enough – take down the prices. 

4. Community building resource person - having someone to drive the project. 

5. Priority of use over ownership – dissociate the value of ownership and use as a 

fundamental human right.  

6. Self build – self managed – people engage in building process, keeping and 

living/appropriation of houses and homes 

7. Flexible layout  – creating opportunities for appropriation. 

8. Affordance design – design spaces where people could meet and involve. 

9. Designing for private/semi-private/public spaces – making different spaces 

available for different behaviour and needs.   

10. Mixed use – small shops, galleries etc, the condensed city and neighbourhoods.   

 

Reflecting together with the audience: The group wanted to reflect together with the 

audience on what was important. Especially in the light of the complicated discussion on 

kindness that took place right before the audience teased them a little bit that they were 

not themselves able to decide or agree. Nevertheless an important discussion about what 

making good homes are came up – also related to kindness. 
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Theme 3: Circular economy + agricultural resilience 

The group designed a winter coat to illustrate their utopia for the south Scandinavian 

city 2030. The winter coat focused on using materials sustainably and locally produced 

(wool nettles, lambskin). The idea was to reduce the amount of consumption. By buying 

an expensive jacket for €4000, the user would get a 20-year guarantee and opportunity 

for redesign and reproduction after use.  

 

Reflections together with the audience revealed how thinking about products like this 

needed a cultural, normative and behavioral change. Discussions about designing 

cultures in relations to all sorts of consumption, also mobilities came up.   

 

Reflections from the team on the utopian phase 

The headline for the phases implies the whole city; maybe we need to make it narrower 

and more focused. Nevertheless, the openness of the formulation created interesting 

discussions. But it also made it very abstract. For the Munich workshop we will put in a 

more specific focus, it might be what they need to get a clearer direction. It should be 

avoided that participants feel under pressure to find solutions how to save the whole 

world. For the Lungholm workshop we needed to live with the fact that the utopian 

phase didn’t end up with very clear projects for the realization phase.  
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DAY 3 – REALIZATION PHASE 

The next day the participants were asked to choose one of the utopias to work with 

throughout the realization phase. We encouraged the participants to choose groups by 

sympathy and interest.  

Inspired by the chosen utopias the facilitators chose to rephrase the three utopias into 

three precise statements:  

1. In 2030 the mobility culture in Copenhagen will be shaped by kindness!  

2. In 2030 35% of all housing in Copenhagen will have implemented a sharing tool 

also including mobilities!  

3. In 2030 20% of all clothing in Copenhagen is produced in a circular economy 

based on sustainable economy!  

 

This is not the standard procedure in future workshops and surely not common. But we 

had the impression this has been necessary to keep the process running and to give it a 

push towards a thematically more focused work during the realization phase. The 

participants also welcomed this initiative.   

As part of the realization phase we showed the participants a movie, based on an idea of 

advocacies. In this movie we shoved three different perspectives on sustainable 

mobilities (ecological, economic and social) as well as a movie on societal scales. The idea 

of the movie was to break up the work and push agendas important to consider when 

planning future changes. This created a stronger pressure on the sturdiness of the 

narratives created.  

After some exchange the participants decided to move on with themes 2 of the 3 into the 

realization phase and to leave out theme 1.  

 

Theme 1: In 2030 the mobility culture in Copenhagen will be shaped by kindness!  

Not elaborated in the workshop. 

 

Theme 2: In 2030 35% of all housing in Copenhagen will have implemented a sharing tool 

also including mobilities! (Sharing culture and economy) 

 

The utopia had the following perspectives: The main idea was moving towards a shared 

economy. As an example they used the private car to consider mobilities in the context of 

affordable housing. Through the timeline they illustrated how understandings of shared 

economies promote a shift from owning to sharing cars. In order to make this possible 
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municipal rules and incentives, such as free parking and power for electric cars, was 

needed.  

A social housing area in Copenhagen was used to develop a pilot study, the idea was to 

have a place to experiment and develop ideas for a sharing economy together with the 

residents. The outset for this idea was that in Copenhagen many people living in the 

specific area don’t have the money to engage in society in the same way as more affluent 

members of society. One of the discussions was to make Cooperatives (co-ops) instead of 

rentals as a way to raise funds and organize basic necessities for large groups of people. 

Importantly the organization or governance of these co-ops should be democratic and 

supported by volunteer local engagement but also engagement with municipality would 

be important for implementing these ideas. It was important that the housing area was 

working with the total economy rather than one or two specific goods/services.  

This way of working needed that the residents got an understanding that sharing could 

help to distribute finances and access to goods and services.  This would also entail 

training of specific skills for a sharing economy, like for instance being capable of 

engaging with companies to strike deals and organize processes. Also an image-change 

was needed when going from ownership to access and the group imaging different 

mechanisms to promote this, for instance working actively with marketing both in 

relations to the local project but also to the outside world. One of the aims with the pilot 

study was also keeping it very local how to change the rules and the laws. This would 

also give the opportunity to do research on the dynamics of the sharing economy.  

 

Discussions in relations to the realization 

The outcome of the pilot study would be to generate insights for expanding/broadening a 

sharing economy at larger scales. Also the pilot study could promote sharing economy on 

a larger scale and institutionalize it into something always on the agenda when making 

local plans for Copenhagen. A way of Institutionalization was saying when living in 

Copenhagen you automatically become a member of this sharing economy. The 

Municipality could play an important role in coordinating, regulating this sharing 
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economy. Like if you don’t use your car on a weekend and rent it out, then maybe your 

kid can use a school gym for his birthday party since the school is open for everyone. 

The goal should be to develop a pool of resources that could be used and exchanged, 

both resources the city own as well as those of the citizens. One idea of how to establish 

an economic structure was a point-based system, or individual trust rating, giving marks 

on how the sharing worked. In order for the Copenhagen municipality to meet these 

demands the national level should be brought into the discussion to see what they can 

do to support and promote it 

Also this project would mean that shifting to a sharing culture could also cause a shift in 

e.g. physical space of the city. For instance parking spots in cities might no longer be 

needed. It was underlined how it was important to have plans on beforehand concerning 

how these spaces could be converted into more flexible use. 

On an economic scale the sharing economy would have some effects on businesses and 

modern-day economy, but on the other hand it would be something of its own. Also the 

question of gentrification is important when creating place with initiatives like this, but 

hopefully this could be avoided because of the lower cost of living.  

 

Theme 2: In 2030 20% of all clothing in Copenhagen is produced in a circular economy 

based on sustainable economy! (Sustainable production and circular economy) 

The utopia had the following perspectives: The overall aim was to change the way society 

is based on growth where we constantly need to produce more. The idea was to close the 

loop and use fewer resources. This reorganization needed to take place in four main 

categories 

o Education 

o Mobilities 

o Legal, political action 

o Cultural (interfaces) 

 

In relations to education there is a lack of knowledge and therefore it was one of the first 

things that needed to change, at all levels of the value and production chain. An 

important place to start was teaching children as the future consumers. But there is also 

a need to change the way we produce and design things. Supportive initiatives should be 

made for companies who are willing to change and this would also entail engaging all the 

stakeholders when the people in the value chain don’t really talk. 
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In relations to mobilities the circular economy would mean less physical movement. This 

could be obtained through urban mining, using the resources in the city. This also 

entails Bio-diversity, especially in relations to considering where textile plants are 

produced. Through urban mining we would change the fabrics used for clothing based 

on what can be produced in this territory. For instance it is very difficult to grow cotton 

in Scandinavia. This would also create a local identity – what is the relationship between 

the city and its rural areas. 

In relations to the legal situation one major challenge is the waste treatment system that 

in Denmark is different from municipality to municipality. In relations to how much 

waste is produced there should be implemented a law against programmed obsolesce – 

where goods, electronics die after a certain period, so that the product needs to be 

replaced. Also we would need to facilitate bringing production home Production can no 

longer take place in China, we need to reverse the process from 20, 30 years ago. Also we 

could go back to more standardization – considering how this can take place at different 

levels, with different processes. Here the role of technology could be important. The 

textile industry for example is very old-fashioned, but new 3D printing might help to 

change how textiles are produced 

In relations to the cultural issues, discussion on the variety of materials out there and 

where we are getting them from would be important. We would need to get this basic 

idea out in the open as something we discuss. Also the landscape should be a common 

discussion. This should be a facet of life where we consider how to change it and how to 

shape it. In relations to clothing we also need to have different levels of prestige and 

identity associated with clothing.  

 

 

Discussion in relations to the realization 

Today the clothing industry is to a large extent based on mobility, most of our clothes 

are in 7 countries before we wear it. This is difficult to change this and get people to buy 
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locally produced products. This change needs different converging elements like political 

decision, cultural appropriation and rising prices of this way of production. 

We have an idea that everything produced in China is so much cheaper – but this is only 

true for things that are labor intensive; sometimes low-labor or machine-based 

production can be cheaply produced, or for a good value, in the North. 

 

Reflections from the team on the realization phase 

The presentation of the stories was kind of traditional with the timeline as the main 

focus. There was too little time for the realization phase. Maybe this had an influence on 

the traditional way it was presented. It was interesting to see how the outcome in many 

ways was very much a common story between the people working on it. At this point it 

was visible that they created a community around the big issues of today’s society. The 

afternoon was too short. The working process needed to be stopped too early because 

some people left back home and we took off from the island for a dinner on the 

mainland. This phase should be kept running until 5 pm.  

 

DAY 4-5 – CREATIVE RETREAT 

We invited the participants to stay another two days for a create retreat where they could 

produce something based on the realizations together or individually. The idea was to 

create a space to take the realizations into the next level and think about how these, or 

aspects of them, could be presented and communicated to people outside the workshop. 

The process was informal and except from the meals we only gathered two times a day to 

share and exchange ideas, thoughts, and frustrations. 

The groups from the realization phase gathered to talk about what they individually 

found intriguing about the realization and what they wanted to continue to work on. 

Some chose to work together and others to work by themselves. Overall 2 groups formed 

around each of the two realizations. In the following we will present these projects 

through our analysis of them, but based on the narrations by the participants that 

created them and the following discussion in the whole group. We present the projects 

within four themes: Mobilities in the city, sustainability, learning effects and futures. 

These four categories are chosen, because they operationalize the project’s aims. 
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The circular city 2030 

This project focuses on reordering the mobility of material and the way of production. 

The aim is to create cities that produce the materials needed to uphold ways of living 

while always making sure that everything can flow back into the city’s metabolism.  

 

 

 

Mobilities in the circular city 

The overall focus is the production of things, and from a production point of view a lot of 

things can stay in the city like packing, production and so on. Outside the city crop is 

grown, this crop is the backbone of what materials can be used in the city. This also 

means that recycling and the mobility of different materials are on a very advanced level. 

The aim is to reduce the unsustainability of the role of mobilities in production. This is 

done both, trough using less material and also makes the circle and thus the mobility 

within production smaller. 

 

Sustainability in the circular city 

The main points are recycling waste into new production and to have new materials 

coming from nature while maintaining biodiversity. Also it is optimum to use fewer 

materials when this creates less complexity in recycling. Synthetic biology is going to be 
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one of the production forms the circular city is dependent on. It is already possible to 

grow natural materials, for instance growing proteins based on a bacteria base on a 

smaller scale. It can be based on silk, for instance from honeybees or silk from spiders. 

Another important production facility is the growing plant. Here you grow material into a 

shape, for instance fungal spores can grow very fast around a shape. The aim for the city 

is also to have all plastic being biodegradable. 

 

Learning we need to make the circular city 

All this is a new way of re-thinking production. One of today’s challenges is that a lot of 

materials are actually produced and invented in natural science, but there is no 

communication with planners, designers and architects. That means that everything is 

individualized profession not communicating but instead working in individual and 

separated silos. There is a huge lack of exchange of knowledge in-between stakeholders 

so we end up doing things the usual way instead of making use of synergies and 

experiences others have in the field. This aspect strongly demands for new ways of 

organizing knowledge transfer and collaboration. It also shows that competition is very 

often counter-productive when it comes to sustainability issues.  

 

Futures 

This city liberates an amazing amount of resources in relations to energy use. 

Economically it will make a big difference. Most of these products are not alone 

biodegradable they are also biocompatible. They do not become rejected by the human 

body and can also be used to make spare parts for the human body. In 2030 it is 

realistic that we can see the first plants. Also culturally it will make a big difference 

when the whole idea of selling design will be changed. Design is no longer a product 

then; it comes with an aesthetic and a brand but no form. This will also make a greater 

connection to place. 

 

 

Legend inspired by the circular city 

Working with the circular city inspires this installation. One of the main elements was 

therefore to use materials already in the rooms used for the workshop. The pool table 

has all the elements contained within this table. The idea is to open up for an individual 

interpretation of the circular economy and invite the audience to open it up, and give 

ownership to how you think about circular economies.  
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This art project keeps the orientation open, the balls and the papers that indicate 

elements we talked about during the different phases. When the balls are placed at the 

table in random order they can constantly be reorganized, they have the same meaning 

(defined by their color) but their effect and the interpretation changes when they are 

randomly or consciously placed in a new order. 

 

Mobilities in the circular city 

The papers in different colures extrapolate ideas and notions of circular economies that 

we talked about in the workshop; it is up to the audience to tie them on to the elements 

on the table. The cutting board can symbolize building something or modeling something 

but the ball pushes something into the shape and changes the build. Mobilities is always 

present to change things. This also underlines that we made it together so everybody has 

the right to his or her own interpretation. The words on the paper is taken from the 

timeline made in the realization phase, it thus becomes a scrambling of time, 

information and elements. Everybody can se and move the balls, the sheds of paper and 

the words differently, but nevertheless there is also some skills involved in how this 

timeline and table of circular economies unfold. 
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Sustainability in the circular city 

The shapes looks like something you need to put the ball in but its unattainable, there is 

strong obstacles framing the resources. Thereby it becomes more an object of 

contemplation than a game and as audience you get to a point where your thoughts are 

interacting with the object, the complexity steps in. 

 

Learning 

The holes in the pool table can be interpreted as holes we need to be careful not to fall 

in, when we become to mono disciplinary and we loose overview. Its interesting how 

things and perceptions change when you pick up a ball and you can touch it. 

 

Futures 

The installation can be read as the ability to govern, how to handle all these different 

pieces and their interplay. Also how would things look entirely different if the balls were 

shape by the strange triangle, it symbolizes systems taken for granted and the path 

dependencies of planning and mobilities. The question becomes: what would change if 

we changed the form. 

 

 

Community building in Tåstrupgård– an on-line cooperation tools 

This project is based on the realization that in 2030 35% of all housing in Copenhagen 

will have implemented a sharing tool also including mobilities. In order to handle 
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projects like this an on-line cooperation tool is needed and therefor a digital timeline and 

essay describing the idea is made. The timeline is called tikki-tokki and is made based 

on the timeline from the realization phase; it also has the same timescale from now to 

2030. In the timeline you can click on individual goals and see how they connect. The 

goals in the digital timeline are realigned to the texts in the essay. The essay gives the 

whole background history behind the project as well as the aims for the project. Also it 

elaborates on the meaning and significance of the specific goals in the tikki-tokki 

timeline. The complexity of the project is that it needs to be very location specific to be 

meaningful therefor it is made based on Tåstrupgård which is a housing area in the 

outer skirts of Copenhagen. 

 

 

 

Mobilities in Tåstrupgård 

It would make sense to implement this idea in an area like Tåstrupgård, where 

progressive work is already been done. We need to use these structures that have 

already been made and connect this place through a common idea. It is important in the 

work that there is space for the residents to have visions, to change the stories and 

narratives of this space.  
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Sustainability in Tåstrupgård 

Tåstrupgård has a four-year action plan where they are already working with similar 

things and tools. Especially they are focusing on working with the democratic structures 

and working with lowering the threshold for people to participate in local democracy. 

Also they support local residence to make their own projects come true. 

 

Learning’s 

You can always be connected and have the same product in the end. 

 

Futures  

What needs to be done from here is to make more specific examples of the conscious 

sharing practices that could be relevant to these environments. Also the combination of 

the design of physical spaces and organizational structures and behavior in the 

communities and how you can go about doing that. The timeline would be a good place 

for people to put in stuff if they come up with something. It would be a sharing place 

that could live on from this. The timeline might also make sure that practical issues, 

things that make the resident’s day easier, define participation. It has to be cheaper and 

more convenient than having your own things so a lot of it is a logistical problem.  

 

 

Video installation, surveillance and protection  

The video installation was based on the yellow notes were used in the realization that in 

2030 35% of all housing in Copenhagen will have implemented a sharing tool also 

including mobilities. This became a way trying to add to how this future might look 

because these small closed communities also brought up discussions of surveillance. 

This sharing system has a lot of social control and this could end up in surveillance. The 

installation is also a picture of all the ideas and knowledge being shared during the 

workshop and therefor there is a lot of stacking materials with different items. It is a way 

of expressing how the days of the workshop created all these layers of images and 

images of images that were constantly interacting.  
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Mobilities 

It is constantly moving and the observer never knows who is static. Is it the background 

or the individuals? It is setting a mood of constant mobility, it can be very monotonous 

and difficult to figure out what is up and down but it can also make you look for points 

that are static. On the other hand the individuals are also anonymous. It’s an 

abstraction that is constantly moving and in many ways planning is too. It is a way out 

of surveillance because it is hard for the eye to find out which individual is were. 

 

Sustainability 

It is complex and uncontrollable systems and what you put into it has everything to do 

with what comes back to you. 

 

Learning 

There are elements where you focus on the individuals and not the background but on 

the other hand there are also a lot of changes in the background. This makes you keep 

redirecting where you look. It is all the discussions and reflections we have worked with 

in the groups that made it possible to create this idea. 

 

Futures 

Human beings and other organisms find ways of escaping surveillance (big brother).  
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Reflections from the team after creative days 

It worked very well. It was a very creative and relaxed atmosphere. We initially wanted to 

get back into working with the group during the creative days. But the team decided to 

stay away and not to interrupt the working process. This was also based on the sense 

that the participant’s needed his or her ‘own’ space, which also came out in some of the 

following reflection during the creative days: 

 “I need to start drawing! I need to reflect! I need to find my own language and skills! I 

need to go back to my self.”   

“We are having a break down in the creative process and having some technical 

problems, but we want to figure them out ourselves. It is part of the creativeness. When I 

start writing, putting it into words, it grows – I try to find my way through it.” 

“We are linking ideas, common visions and individual skills.”  

 

CONCLUSIONS, LESSONS LEARNED AND OUTLOOK – MOVING ONTO 

THE NEXT WORKSHOP 

The workshop in Lungholm was in many ways a very good experience. First, it was 

possible to create a strong community that was workable and got into a goof flow of 

interaction, concentration, sometimes even some sort of contemplation that opened up a 

level of common work that is normally hard to find in a group of this size. Second, it was 

a first indication that the methodology as developed for this purpose generated some 

promising effects and results.  

In relations to the then upcoming Munich workshop we decided to change the following 

conceptual elements: 

• The games out of the ‘things from the future’ should be explained and 
orchestrated easier and the mobilities object needs to come earlier into play. 

• The dystopian should be renamed as ‘Critique phase’. 

• The formulation for the title for the utopian phase should be more focused and 
precise. 

 

2.2 THE WORKSHOP AT THE FRAUENCHIEMSEE ABBEY 

The second workshop took place at the Frauenchiemsee Abbey in Germany, about two 

hours from Munich and with a spectacular view to the Alpes. The Abbey has been 

consecrated in 782 and has a long tradition as an international home for seminars and 

workshops. Located on an island within the Chiemsee in the Upper Bavarian district it 

attracts people from all over the world and provides very good conditions for secluded 
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work. The abbey and its facilities provide a perfect space for concentration and 

inspiration. 

 

 

The courtyard of the abbey and a view to the Alps 

 

The abbey holds a big garden and wide lawns close to the water. It also has a variety of 

rooms and spaces with simple but aesthetic and functional furniture. The place was 

specifically chosen because of its remote location. In particular the little ride on a ferry 

from the shore makes a difference and helps getting away form routine and everyday life. 

With the constellation of participants coming to the Chiemsee workshop it was clear that 

to proximity to Munich would have made it very difficult to keep people at the workshop. 

At the abbey each participant had a private room, some with own bath some with 

shared. There were two big common rooms and all meals during the week were served in 

the nearby Klosterwirt restaurant. Food was simple and delicious and the Klosterwirt is 

a cosy place where community and exchange happens naturally. In the evenings the 

island becomes a sort of a magic place. All tourists go back to the mainland and the 

participants went for walks or enjoyed the water and the view to the mountains. In one 

of the big rooms people gathered in the evening for a chat, a glass of wine and 

occasionally for music. In the bigger of the two rooms we made the material respository, 

like the one in Lungholm.  

The location for this workshop was very important, the secluded place, the common food 
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and drinks created a bubble away from daily chores and made people very focused and 

present. Quickly no cell phones were present during the actual work in the workshop, 

they stayed in the rooms (most of the times).  

 

PARTICIPANTS 

Fritz Böhle, sociologist & musician; researching on working conditions 

Benjamin David, geographer, works on public spaces and urban development 

Martin Keil, geographer, works with traffic control in the BMW Group  

Georg-Friedrich Koppen, planner, Head of Mobility Section in Munich Planning  

Helmut Lennertz, architect and engineer, product manager at Siemens AG in Munich 

Martin de Mattia, artists, new media and installations part of M+M  

Jutta Jungwirth, planner, works with strategical planning at the Munich public 

transport provider MVG 

Marc Pearce, geographer, works with mobilities issues 

Marc Weis, artist new media art and intallations part of M+M 

 

Approximately half of the participants in the workshop at the Frauenchiemsee were 

people who have been working with transport in the traditional way but also to a smaller 

degree with mobility. Several of them have one way or the other been involved in the 

Munich Inzell Initiative and one of the participants has been the key organizer. The other 

half of the participants had in their work more been focusing on the city and city spaces. 

The first day of the workshop there was a minor division between these two groups but 

as in Copenhagen/Lungholm the speed dating and talking about their mobilities object 

made them realize what the different perspectives could contribute with in the 

discussion. In that way this workshop also worked as an eye-opener for them in 

relations to the importance of seeing cities and mobilities as interacting. 

 

DAY 1 – BUILDING COMMON GROUND 

The first day building common ground was run more or less in the same way as in the 

Lungholm workshop, with the only difference that we decided to use the mobility objects 

earlier. Because of the success of being outside in Lungholm we did that as well in 

Frauenchiemsee even if the weather was less warm. It took a bit longer to get the 

participants into a relaxed mood but after the first game it became easier and more 

relaxed.  
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Guest facilitator explaining a game 

 

The participants started to get in touch and had intense and also personal 

conversations, what definitely is a bigger step in a German context were professional 

lives are more formalized than in Denmark. In this sense it was quite amazing how fast 

people stepped out of their daily roles and opened up for sometimes quite personal 

conversations. Being outside might also be an important factor in this when sitting on a 

bench in front of the lake opens up different aspects. It was one of our major goals for 

this phase to bring the group as such together and to tie some bonds between the 

participants. All in all this worked out very well and seemingly naturally we slided into a 

trustful atmosphere.   
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Discussing Mistakes I Made 

 

Reflections from the team after building common ground 

Being outside together, with the external facilitator’s ability to introduce the different 

activities in an authoritative but sensitive and appropriate way, had big significance. He 

was accepted from the very beginning and people appreciated his clear way of explaining 

and presenting the tasks. His sympathetic sense of humor made it easy for everyone to 

comment and to connect. No one had the feeling of being pressured into something he or 

she didn’t want to participate. In retrospective we summarize this phase as very 

important and surprisingly functional for the whole workshop. The fact that the opening 

of the workshop has been playful and not completely focused on the workshop topic 

made things much easier afterwards. Nevertheless, we introduced the games and plays 

more focused on the topic of mobilities and the city than in Lungholm. This doesn’t 

mean that we completely gave up the openness and the range we had in there. But it 

was more that we took more care of linking the plays to the main topic and also the 

backgrounds of the participants. In this sense we learned from Lungholm. This took 

away some of the insecurities amongst the participants that we experienced in Denmark 

and the question of ‘Why am I here’ wasn’t as omnipresent as  it was the case in 

Lungholm.  
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DAY 2 – THE CRITIQUE PHASE 

The city I fear in 2030 was also the headline in the Frauenchiemsee workshop, but we 

decided to call it the critique phase based on the reflections from the first workshop. 

Within this phase we are upholding the specific rules developed for future workshops. 

The rules provide the best opportunity to create as equal a setting as possible by setting 

up frames for communication. All statements from the participants are written on 

wallpaper so they are visible throughout the phase.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Voting for themes 

 

 

 

 

Process 

• Brainstorm 

• Voting 

• Critique themes 

• Group work (short) 

• Presentation 

The rules of the critique phase 

• We are consequently 

negative 

• Only short statements are 

allowed 

• No discussion 

• All statements are relevant 
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The critique phase ended up with the following themes as those with the most votes: 

Dramatic increase of conflicts (aggression) in public space 

The quality of place and squares is declining 

Dramatic discrepancy between the complexity of mobilities issues and public space 

issues and the quality of public discourses about it 

 

After voting the participants had to choose a group the wanted to be in and the group 

had an hour to discuss the dystopia and present it in a silent play. The participants were 

only interested in working with two of the critiques. The purpose of the silent play was to 

give the audience the opportunity to themselves create meaning and understanding of 

what they experience during the silent play.  After the presentations the audience are 

invited to tell what they experienced from the silent play and discuss it with the group 

presenting Based on the three dystopias the participants made the following two silent 

plays: 

 

Theme 1: The quality of places and squares is declining AND there is a dramatic increase of 

conflicts (aggression) in public spaces 

The group broke up the silent play into three parts: the past, present and future. For the 

past, the participants walked around and mimicked different modes of transport, such 

as traveling with a horse, with a train, and driving a car. In the reflection, they were 

trying to communicate that there were not too many people and that the interaction of 

transportation modes during this time was no problem. For the present part, they invited 

the other group to join, and had no structure – it was chaotic and people were running 

into each other.  
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The reflection from the participants was a sense of crowdedness and chaotic-ness. There 

were problems with the interaction of transport modes due to the increase of people in 

the same physical space. In the third part, the future, they brought in a set of seats to 

surround the physical space of their play, and had some participants sit down. The 

participants were not only in movement; some were sitting, and space was used for 

people to great each other or to chat, rather than simply for movement. 

 

Theme 2: Dramatic discrepancy between the complexity of mobilities issues and public 

space issues and the quality of public discourse about it 

The second group also broke their presentation into three phases, but these phases were 

not time-specific like the previous group. In the first phase, one member drank coffee 

and attempted to read a book while the other members were mobile, moving throughout 

the performance space and oftentimes running into or bothering the member attempting 

to drink coffee and read. The moving participants looked down and were not interacting. 

After a minute or so, the moving people met and greeted each other; they began to talk 

with the person sitting down and one member pulled up a chair and joined. They 

engaged in a dramatic debate, with hands in the air, but also enjoyed the relaxation and 

the use of space. In the second part, a table was placed in the middle of the stage and 

the participants sat around in a sort of decision-making situation. They all put their fists 

on the table and remained still for a minute – in the reflection, they aimed to convey the 

two-dimensionality of the decision-making or political process. Then they pushed their 
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flat hands towards the middle, and the hands played a sort of ‘bumper cars’ with the 

other hands, vying for space, but not mixing or connecting with each other. Everyone got 

up and then left. Then, in the third scene, it was chaotic again, but rather than 

movement around a person reading, one member tried juggling on different parts, doing 

a hand-stand, with flowers in the mouth.  

 

The reflections from the participants were that they understood especially the last part of 

the play as a representation of ‘thinking out of the box’. What was missing was the 

coming together again – a sort of fourth part of the play. What actually happens when 

you return with alternative thinking to the traditional setting. 

 

Reflections from the team after critique phase 

The group split up into two different groups and went right away into the critique phase. 

There was no need for any stimulus from the facilitators, and we have the impression 

after the warming up phase they were eager to get started with the next phase. The 

issues brought up in the two groups were very much connected to ongoing debates in 

Munich and the way how they were presented showed how much pressure and 

annoyance lies within the question of how public space is used and how mobility is 

structured and somehow limited in urban space. It was quite amazing how the 

participants have handled the heterogeneity of the group and the different backgrounds. 

Obviously it was easy and light to identify the ‘annoying issues’ for the mobility in 

Munich. 
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DAY 2 – UTOPIAN PHASE 

‘My mobile life in Munich in 2030 – what am I dreaming of?’ was the headline for 

the utopian phase. Based on the experiences in Lungholm we decided for a narrower 

headline for this utopian phase. Here we also uphold specific rules developed for future 

workshops. The rules provide the best opportunity to create as equal a setting as 

possible by setting up frames for communication. All statements from the participants 

are written on wallpaper so they are visible throughout the phase. The wallpaper from 

the dystopian phase is visible in the room. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brainstorming 

 

Process 

• Brainstorm 

• Voting 

• Critique themes 

• Group work (short) 

• Presentation 

The rules of the critique phase 

• Reality is out of function 

• We are situated in a perfect 

world, where everything is 

possible 

• Only short statements are 

allowed 

• No discussion 

• All statements are relevant 
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In the utopian phase many of the statements were chosen by only one or two people, 

therefore the facilitators organized these statements into a set of headlines. We created 

headers that represented an overarching approach of a set of ideas voted upon. Then the 

moderators presented this organization to the participants and invited them to give 

feedback on the sets of ideas organized under the three following four headlines: 

New rules for mobility planning 

Changing aesthetics for mobility and public spaces 

Less mobility – better lives? 

Sustainable mobility – NOx free (also focused on energy and its relation to mobility) 

 

 

Figuring out which utopias fits together 

 

The participants moved some of the voted-upon ideas around, and commented that the 

headlines might not exactly fit to the set of ideas organized. Nevertheless, they felt the 

organization or grouping of the sets of ideas worked well and they were able to add their 

names to sets of ideas that they could see themselves working with. Three groups were 

finally chosen, each with three participants. They ended up with the following three 

presentations based on the utopias. The participants had free choice of expression for 

presenting the results. 
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Theme 1: More participation, no rules 

The first group worked with the following three statements based on an idea that people 

on the street would interact in different ways if they did not have rules to guide them: 

2-4 million inhabitants agree on one set of rules in public space 

Much faster pace of innovation 

Get rid of all traffic lights 

They integrated these ideas into a proposed 24-hour test phase of “No rules in Munich”. 

By developing a set of signs, they proposed trying out a 24-hour event in Munich where 

‘everything goes’, or in reality, nothing is really proposed, except that the current rules 

will be no longer relevant. They created a set of posters or advertisements for a rule-free 

day, emphasizing that tolerance, respect and attitude would be important elements of 

the 24-hour test phase. It would be “a gigantic experiment about ourselves” with zero 

rules to all public spaces and mobilities.  

 

The reflections from the participants were: Wouldn’t it be a rule in itself saying that there 

are no rules and anything goes? There was a long discussion on the length of the 

experimental project and if 24-hours would be enough for people to actually acclimate 

into a ‘no rules’ traffic culture. The group working with the theme reflected on how 

reality came into play in their utopian play because the 24 hours were chosen based on 

what they saw as a possibility to get through the political system. 
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Theme 2: Flexible urban life 

The second group chose to focus on a ‘flexible urban life’ rather than keeping the 

headline ‘Less mobility – better life?’ They created a play where they continued to enter 

the room – presumably on a bar or meeting point in a city outside of Munich – and to 

describe all the interesting ways that Münchner or Munich residents have developed a 

more flexible urban and mobile life. They developed ideas like: less rush hours because 

of more flexible working and everyday lives, living flexible affordable homes where people 

can ‘fold up’ some elements of their lifestyles when it’s not needed, entirely flexible 

shared transport options which also included possibilities of personal care and grocery 

shopping. 

 

The reflections from the participants were that a main element of their presentation was 

to bring in or include fun and emotions in being mobile. By integrating public and 

private modes of transport they develop a future where freedom wasn’t lost. The changes 

were more organizational, to intervene on mobility, rather than changing the built 

environment, such as physical changes in the way urban space is organized. Also focus 

was on enjoying being mobile, it doesn’t matter if it takes five or ten minutes more. 
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Theme 3: The Cube City Manifesto for a randomized city 

This group created a manifesto for a cube city with mobile architectural structures. The 

idea was a city that breaks up the given social contexts like hierarchies, family, 

communities and so forth and continuously renews our points of view and enriches our 

lives. A key aspect of the city is the self-functioning movement and continuous mobility 

of the city. It is ‘constantly vibrating’ and there is constant movement between the 

different elements, which define cities in different ways. An example is the movement of 

homes and other basic spaces, such as the hospital, grocery stores, etc. from richer 

parts of the city to poorer parts of the city. This entire reorganization of the city could 

take place on a specific day each year. On this day citizens are required to stay in their 

‘box’ while they are being removed to an unknown destination. The essential elements of 

citizens’ lives remain with them when moving, while the non-essential elements shift, 

and new experiences and interaction with new people happens. For example, if you love 

your wife and kids, they will remain with you during these shifts. If you are bored 

though, and do not strongly connect with them, then this movement will allow you to 

experience new things, to let go of non-essential elements and to take up more essential 

ones. 

 

The reflections from the participants were kind of diverse in relations to the larger 

question of what stability is, and what movement is in urban space. Also discussions 

came up on what the backbone of society is, is it the people or the built environment? 
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The idea was to many of the participants quite extreme and some chose to opt out of the 

discussion. 

 

Reflections from the team after the utopian phase 

During the utopian phase a sort of intensification and compression within the group 

happened. There was a lot of laughing in the room and people enjoyed working together. 

Sometimes the team had the feeling the people disconnected somehow but this was 

always followed by some integrative energy right after. The projects generated in the 

utopian phase were interesting an out of the box. Nevertheless in this phase it became 

obvious that the group actually was a bit too small. We haven’t met the ‘critical mass’ of 

people to empower the group to re-group easily and lightly throughout the process. It 

wasn’t a big problem but it became obvious that three to four more people would have 

been good.   

 

DAY 3 – REALIZATION PHASE 

The participants were asked to choose one of the utopias they developed the day before 

to work with them in the realization phase. We encouraged the participants to choose 

the subject by sympathy and interest. One of the utopias was not used and the 

participants formed two groups. 

 

Theme 1: Flexible urban life 

To make a flexible urban life one of the first things needed was an innovative work life 

where working hours and place of work were totally flexible. This need to go together 

with a flexible school where all kids don’t have to be there at the same time every 

morning. The time structure of society need to be more flexible and more widely 

available. One of the elements deciding when to go to work or school would be ‘Life traffic 

management’ helping to organizing life on a mobile device. In this ‘Mobility station’, that 

interconnects individual mobility with public transport, were central. As part of the 

public transport system was a cable car and an association on the Isar organizes river 

transport. To better use residual space in the city public housing is built there and 

offices and hotels become mobile. The group presented their realization as the tv news 

talking about flexible urban life in Munich.  
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The reflections from the participants were, if developing or describing the framework was 

meant as a planning tool. By making it a planning tool it might take away the utopian 

nature of their development and become a ‘test-measure’ for implementation. 

 

Theme 2: The randomized city 

The cube city - or randomized city - group discussed and organized their timeline based 

on different elements which would need to be changed to implement or develop a 

randomized city. They began with changing the name of MUNICH to CHUNIM, 

representing the different way of approaching the city as a whole. Then they proposed 

some societal and legal changes, such as "ownership based on the rights of use" and 

education programs to introduce mobility issues and randomization. Socialization was 

also another key issue, in that over time, the city would experience small facets of 

randomization and slowly get used to or socialize into a more random life and structure.  
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The reflections from the participants brought up issues of control and privacy in a newly 

randomized life. In such a utopian world, there would need to be a smooth integration of 

the different rules and structures, which would organize a random city. This brought 

about discussion of a leader who should develop a sort of 'religious order' in this type of 

socialization. For several of the participants this discussion became too much and the 

idea to radical so they simply sliced out of the discussion. 

Reflections from the team after the realization phase 

The phase went quite well and everybody participated actively. It was interesting though 

how a division happened where the more traditional transport people decided to work 

together. It became obvious what the significance was from two of the more traditional 

transport people not participating in the first day of the workshop. In the realization 

phase they went back to the safety of their ‘usual way of thinking’ and the other 

transport people followed. This does not mean that the were not creative and engaged, in 

fact we as a team were really surprised about their ability to get into the mood of the 

workshop. It was just interesting in the final phase to actually see the significance of 

adding a phase of building common ground. Contrary to this the artists lead a wild trip 

into the utopia world of a future city. 

 

DAY 4-5 – CREATIVE RETREAT 

We invited the participants to stay another two days for a create retreat to produce 

something based on the realizations together or individually. The idea was to create a 

space to take the realizations into the next level and think about how these, or aspects of 

them, could be presented and communicated to people outside the workshop. In 

contrary to Lungholm it was a smaller amount of people who were able to stay for the 

days. This meant that only two themes were represented and in one of the groups there 

was only one participant left. Therefore one of the facilitators stepped into this group to 

help discuss and move the idea forward. The process was informal and except from the 

meals we only gathered two times a day to exchange and discuss ideas, thoughts, and 

frustrations. 

Initially the participant’s left discussed the projects from the realization phase, which 

they found intriguing and wanted to continue with detailing them. But it quickly became 

clear that they had different interests. They ended up working with the themes they 

themselves were involved in the realization phase. In the following we will present these 

projects through our analysis of them, but based on the narrations by the participants 

that created them and the following discussion in the whole group. The two projects 

were: The randomized city’ and ‘Temporary public space along the Isar’.  
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The randomized city – a documentary film 

The project was to make a documentary film about ‘A version of an urban future using 

the example of the city of Munich’. The group created a layout for the film describing it 

essential parts. The project was called “Cube City” and was based on a manifesto with 

five essential premises: 

 

Manifesto for a Randomized City. 

1. We must build a randomized city! 

2.  The city has mobile architectural structures breaking given social contexts  

3. The city must continuously renew our points of view and enrich our lives! 

4. The city must supply a self-moving system for transportation and living. 

5. The city must continuously vibrate! 

 

 

 

Mobilities in the randomized city 

The city is a continuously growing system of modular mobile dwellings. These housing 

units are identical in scale and correspond to a specifically developed DIN system. Every 

single one can thus be removed from its current housing block and be exchanged with 

other units from other housing blocks – similar to boxes in a systematized warehouse. 

The traffic system consists among others of a ground similar to a belt conveyor that 

enables travellers to make use of services, coffee shops, libraries, etc. parallel to driving 

to their destination. In short, the traffic system itself offers a quality of stay in the public 

domain. 
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Sustainability in the randomized city 

The units in the city houses its resident(s) and all their belongings but things as 

kitchens, bathrooms, balconies and so forth are different from the different building 

systems. At the end of each year, the whole unit will be transported to another, 

completely random position in the urban building system and in a completely different 

neighbourhood. The DIN system makes sure that if you which to stay with your small 

kids, the facilities in relations to your box fits the families needs. This means that there 

will be no need to rebuild or add to existing housing.  

 

Learning from the randomized city 

The system makes public domain vibrate incessantly so that the residents are constantly 

reminded of the “thrownness” of their own existence and at the same time permanently 

subliminally sexually aroused which engenders a noticeably corporeal sense of 

community. This city avoids that its residents fall into path dependencies when they are 

constantly faced with new people, places and habits. 

 

Futures 

When the city is constantly randomized it means that the division between rich and 

poor, young and old, successful and in need, long-established and non-native, etc. is 

turned completely upside down. It is no longer possible to gather in ‘ghettos’ with people 

like your selves. This effectively prevents gentrification. When family ties, long-

established neighbourhoods, gridlocked acquaintances are constantly forced into radical 

new beginnings it entails new ways of thinking.  

 

Temporary public spaces along the Isar: Changing mobilities – creating spaces.  

The idea of the project is to create new ‘usable public spaces’, while at the same time 

enhancing the mobilities for the people of Munich and the region. The general idea is to 

take the recent decline in motorized traffic within the beltway („Mittlerer Ring“) and to 

realocate the gained space (and time) on streets within the beltway to new temporary and 

later permanent useable public spaces for urban public life.  
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Mobilities 

The idea is that street being not only a function of mobility but also a potential space for 

social and cultural interaction. A new more flexible mobility would be implemented. 

Local traffic by residents and for deliveries, E-vehicles, buses, car sharing vehicles will be 

allowed showing consideration for the large quantities of people walking and relaxing in 

small parks, green spaces and small beer gardens. The streets are opened up for cars 

during morning rush hour but then used as beer gardens during lunch time; and then 

reopened for cars during evening rush hour and opening them for the urban young 

crowd hanging out at night.  

 

Sustainability  

Through minimizing car traffic less pollution will be the result, also the social aspects of 

living in the city and using the river to transport a lot of goods earlier transported by car 

will improve the environment. A new service sailing kids to school on the Isar would 

mean that a lot of parents didn’t need a car for transporting their kids every morning 

and afternoon. 
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Learning 

People’s use of public spaces has increased and they realize that they prefer using them 

as public spaces instead of transport corridors. 

 

Futures 

Large inner-city streets and boulevards being turned into permanent new public spaces 

would suddenly be possible after car use has declined because they realized how many 

things could be done without a car.  

 

Reflections from the team after the creative days 

The creative days worked quite well despite the few people attending. The participants 

attending were committed to create something that would enable them to continue to 

work on the project, also after the workshop. Both groups were energized by the 

workshop and had new ideas they wanted to realize into a new project. It would have 

been interesting to have had some of the more transport oriented people still there 

during the creative days since many of them were holding planning positions important 

for the realization of the projects. For coming project this needs to be re-conceptualized 

and re-thought how it is possible to integrate people also from leading positions into this 

part of the workshops. In fact this seems to be the essential part of the project in relation 

to the sustainability of the results and the impact they can have for mobility policies.  
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3: DIFFERENCES IN METHODOLOGIES 
AND PARTICIPANTS IN THE TWO 
WORKSHOPS 
 

This chapter sums up the adjustments made between the first and the second workshop 

and shows this through the different workshop phases. Also the differences between the 

Lungholm and the Frauenchiemsee participants will be discussed and the significance of 

the different actors constellations to the workshops. 

 

DIFFERENCES IN PARTICIPANTS IN THE WORKSHOPS 

The participants at the Lungholm workshop were people that all in different ways have 

been working with mobilities without it being their main focus. Many of the participants 

in Lungholm had a more specific focus to the city and then they were attentive to 

mobilities as part of the city. Also the number of artists or participant with a creative 

educational background was higher than in the workshop at the Frauenchiemsee. At the 

German workshop approximately half of the participants have been working with 

transport in the traditional way but to a smaller degree with mobility. Several of them 

have been involved in the Munich Inzell Initiative and one of the participants has been 

the key organizer. Therefore they had been guided in their work from a vision within the 

traditional path dependent way of viewing mobility.  

Also gender and age have been two of the main differences in the workshops. With the 

aim to invite more participants involved in planning decisions within transport issues in 

Munich, it quickly became obvious that this would challenge our aim to have a spread 

on age and equality in gender. There are many cultural differences between Denmark 

and Germany, and women’s entry into the labour marked is still more complicated than 

in Denmark. On top of this the transport outset for participants complicates this even 

more when there are simply very few women working with transport issues and even 

fewer with leading roles. But this goes for both Denmark and Germany. This means that 

there was only one woman among the participants in Frauenchimsee whereas in 

Lungholm the spread was equal. Also the age spread shows differences and at 

Frauenchiemsee the average age was around 50 whereas in Lungholm it was 40.  

How successful an experiment like the one reported here can be depends on the one side 

from the methodology and the facilitators orchestrating this methodology. But the role of 

the participants can be weighted high enough. They need to be able to fill the space the 

method is offering and they need to be able to handle the uncertainties and insecurities 

they are woven into. They also need to be able to build up creativity and productivity in 

this environment and to generate something new. In other words: The participants need 



 

     
 
 
 

 

Mobilities, Futures and the Cities ǀ Report phase 2     
 

60 

to play along with the method and make up their own stories and perspectives. 

Our main intention when making such different groups of participants was to examine 

the methodology and its strengths and weaknesses. By trying out the methodology on 

two different groups we gained insight into how the methodology works in slightly 

different constellations. Therefore we also have tried to limit the conceptual changes to 

the necessary minimum. Only small adjustments were made that did not change the 

overall idea of the common work. 

 

BUILDING COMMON GROUND PHASE 

As mentioned before the ‘building common ground phase’ was of great significance for 

both workshops. The speed dating meant that all participants from the outset had talked 

to each other on equal terms. The participant’s first encounter was based on two 

standard questions: Why did you say yes to participate? and ‘What do you expect to take 

home with you?’ By setting up these questions people’s first encounter was on equal 

terms. They knew: time is short and both of them had to talk. Following this initial 

encouter we moved into the phase of ‘The mistakes that I made’. There were interesting 

differences between the two workshops here. In Frauenchiemsee the answers to these 

questions became quite personal. In many groups the talks centred on partnerships, 

even divorces became an issue, and in general big personal life decisions were discussed. 

In Lungholm, it also became personal but to a lesser degree; more work-related issues 

came up. Obviously, the group in Lungholm was more familiar with situations like the 

building common ground phase. They had experiences through their working life with 

playing in a professional situation, whereas in Frauenchimsee it was a new experience 

for many of them.  

The only adjustments in the building common ground phase we made after the 

Lungholm workshop were small. The primary thing was bringing the mobilities object 

into play much earlier. This decision was based on our expectations to the differences in 

the two groups. In Lungholm the group was very open and approaching the mobilities 

issues from a broader perspective than the participants in Frauenchimsee. There 

mobilities where for many related to specific modes of transport. By bringing the 

mobilities object into play earlier we wanted to meet the specific expectations to the 

workshop. Also the more formal working culture in Germany made us more careful in 

relations to the participant’s ability to handle the open workshop process with 

sometimes unclear rules and settings (as only the frameworks is strongly defined but 

open for reinterpretation).  
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Following this phase we were very satisfied about this decision. The building common 

ground phase was very important for both workshops but our guest-facilitator definitely 

had to work harder at Frauenchimsee. Also as facilitators we felt more challenged at 

Frauenchiemsee, because we needed to be very present and help facilitate the start up of 

a lot of the discussions in the group work. 

 

CRITIQUE PHASE 

The only thing we changed in the critique phase was the name. In the Lungholm 

workshop we called it the dystopian phase. But after Lungholm we decided that this 

phase became too negative and depressing with the headline ‘The city I fear’ in relation 

to the name of the phase. In combination this triggered a lot of negative and somehow 

depressive visions instead of helping to get rid of frustrations and anger about how 

things work today. It became manifested to a larger degree as an anxiety about future 

possibilities. In Lungholm, this fear and the depressing perspectives stayed with some of 

the participants all the way through the workshop. By renaming it to the critique phase 

in Frauenchiemsee it came to work as intended. 

The effect of the building common ground phase showed up already in the critique 

phase. This was apparent in Lungholm where this first day created a very trustful 

community among the participants. The reason why the critique phase has the specific 

set of rules is to ensure everybody gets a voice. This limits power struggles among 

participants and gives way for collaborative and constructive work and energy. What 

happened in Lungholm was that the participants didn’t follow the rules, not from the 

outset that somebody wanted to dominate the room, but simply because they were 

offering each other help. Whenever a participant had issues with finding the right word 

to express a certain critique, the rest of the group stepped in to help the person to figure 

out what the person was trying to express. In this sense the common ground phase 

initiated a sort of ‘midwife culture’ where the group helped to give birth to formulations, 

metaphors, notions etc. Normally as a facilitator in these kind of workshops one stops 

the participants if they start discussing the statements. But in this particular case we 

decided to let them have interactions when they seemed to strengthen the critiques put 

up.  

In Frauenchiemsee we needed to be much stricter with the participants in the critique 

phase. Some of them tried to dominate the phase and discuss formulations and 

metaphors in the critique phase. We had to indicate a couple of times that there are 

rather strict rules for communication and interaction and ask for respecting these rules. 

The fact that two new participants didn’t enter the workshop until this day enforced the 
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problem in addition. They had not been part of the building common ground phase and 

we needed to make sure they became part of the group. Even if it did made a difference 

in their whole perspective that these two persons didn’t participate in the first day they 

were impressively good in sliding into the group.  

All in all the critique phase worked well in both places but the differences mentioned 

here need to be taken into account and considered for further workshops.  

 

UTOPIAN PHASE 

In the utopian phase we changed the subtitle of the phase between the first and the 

second workshop. In Lunghold it was ‘The city I dream of in 2030’. Throughout the 

utopian phase the culture of interaction continued, where they helped each other finding 

the right words. As facilitators we stepped in a bit more in this phase and asked them to 

follow the rules of the phase. But the open formulation of the overarching question, the 

big difference in professions and the strong interactions between the participants had 

significance for the results. When presenting their utopian ideas two of the groups 

involved the other participants in formulating or finalizing their utopia. The consequence 

of this was that in Lungholm we, as the facilitators, needed to step in and formulate 

three utopias based on their work, in order to be able to move into the realization phase. 

Based on this we decided to make a more specific headline for the workshop in 

Frauenchimsee. We rephrased it into: ‘My mobile life in Munich in 2030 – what am I 

dreaming of?’. Interestingly enough we also needed to be quite strict with the 

participants in this phase a Frauenchimsee but this was due to specific people 

dominating the room. Especially the more creative participants were trying to open up 

discussions in-between the participants when putting utopias on wallpaper. But this 

didn’t work at all for the transport people. So we had to stop this.  

In Frauenchimsee there was a big spread in which issues were the most important, 

whereas in Lungholm this was not the case. At Frauenchimsse this meant that we had to 

put in a second decision phase for which utopias the participants would work on with. 

But when that was done the work with the utopias was very focused and results could 

be moved directly onto the realization phase.  

In relations to group dynamics another difference was at this point quite clear. In 

Lungholm there was more mobility between groups and the participants intermingled 

more in the different group works. In Frauenchimsee a division of participants was set 

already in the critique phase. The transportation participants decided for the same 

groups. There can be many reasons for this and some of them are surely based on 

shared interests. There is no doubt though that the effect of having two transport people 



 

     
 
 
 

 

Mobilities, Futures and the Cities ǀ Report phase 2     
 

63 

not participating in the first phase and entering the workshop in the critique phase had 

an impact. These two participants naturally drew on some path dependent ideas of 

transport and mobility and the other transport people routinely followed this.  

 

REALIZATION PHASE 

The realization phases were structured identically in both workshops. Only the 

timeframes differed. In Lungholm we had an hour less for group work and it was clear 

that this was too little time. Based on this we extended the time frame for 

Frauenchiemsee. 

The results of the two realization phases were also quite different in character. In 

Lungholm the groups worked actively with the timelines and had specific tasks they 

wanted to realize within set timeframes. This was also true for one of the projects in 

Frauenchiemsee. But this was the more ‘imaginative’ project on the randomized city so 

the specific tasks they identified had a status of fantasy tasks. In Frauenchimsee the 

group dominated by the transport people didn’t make that big use of the timeline and the 

result was a very unspecific realization. In the end there was no major difference 

between their utopia and the realization. One of the major differences on the outcome 

from the realization phase in the two workshops might also be due to the number of 

participants staying for the creative days. In Lungholm only three people left the 

workshop before the creative days. They were more focused on creating a realization with 

enough content to work further on the following days. In Frauenchimsee only one person 

who was part of the group work with the transport people stayed and he took out his 

own little piece to work with during the creative days. 

 

CREATIVE DAYS  

The creative days also had the same structure in both workshops but nevertheless they 

were quite different due to the location and the amount of people participating. In 

Frauenchiemsee the small fixed meetings we had during the days were the only time 

where everybody was together in the same place. The work in the two groups was quite 

separated. In Lungholm where we had the whole place to ourselves the place turned into 

a creative space in an entirely different way. This is of course also due to the amount of 

people participating in Lungholm. In Lungholm people from different groups were 

interacting with each other and working side by side on different issues. It was to a 

much higher degree an organic process were people inspired each other and were 
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discussing and sharing ideas throughout the two days. The material respository also 

played a much bigger role in Lungholm than in Frauenchiemsee.  

The creative days were maybe the most challenging and experimental element of the 

workshops. It seems that the place together with the amount of people play the most 

important role. The facilitators actually can’t intervene anymore much into the process. 

At this time of the workshop the working culture and the social relations are set and 

take over the process. While in the other phases the facilitators structure the process in 

this phase it is completely up to the participants what they make out of the process.  

We think that the integrated setting in Lungholm provided a better basis for collaborative 

process in this phase. On the other side the results of the Frauenchiemsee workshops 

might perhaps live on more concretely. This will be an issue in the next deliverable when 

we will report from the evaluation dinners we organized in March and May in 

Copenhagen and Munich.  
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4: LEARNING FROM PLANNING 
CULTURES IN COPENHAGEN AND 
MUNICH  
 

As we described in the previous chapter the two workshops have been different in 

atmosphere, working culture and outcomes. Apart from the differences in participants it 

partly has to do with the fact that we needed to address the participants quite 

differently. The different planning cultures in the two cities play an essential role there, 

especially in relations to mobilities and transport. 

 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE INZELL INITIATIVE FOR THE MUNICH 

WORKSHOP 

Munich i.e. has since more than 20 years developed a rather sophisticated governance 

structure in the field of mobility and transport. Mostly visible in the ‘Inzell Initiative’ we 

described in deliverable 1. The Inzell initiative is a broad cross-disciplinary and cross-

institutional stakeholder network set up for all matters of mobility and transport and 

increasingly also for the future of mobility. This network of stakeholders from planning, 

politics, industry, civil society etc. builds a place-specific discursive resource for some 

key planning activities in Munich. In other words, the mobility discourse has a place and 

a home in Munich. It was obvious before we started the project that the initiative was 

going to be relevant for the internal discussions throughout the Munich workshop. The 

participants have also been selected in a way that the link to Inzell was ensured. As we 

described in deliverable 1, one of the aims in the Inzell process was reducing the 

complexity of the debate on future mobilities in order to allow for clarity and 

comprehensibility. This reduction was possible because of a consensus that has been 

developed within the Inzell Initiative since its creation in 1995. In this way, the Inzell 

initiative has set the agenda for a mutual ‘to do list’ for politicians, planners, the 

industry and the local administration. Although the initiative represents a shared 

expertise, it is clear that the overarching focus lies in technological and economic 

developments, and does not really diverge from the transport patterns of today. The 

consensus stemming from the Inzell initiative was rather present at the Frauenchimsee 

workshop. There were definitely attempts to broaden the perspectives but the small 

development from utopia to realization in the group dominated by the transport people 

shows how the Inzell discourse has been structuring the way of thinking on mobility and 

transport. 
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FRAGMENTED MOBILITIES AND TRANSPORT PLANNING IN 

COPENHAGEN 

The situation in Copenhagen is much more ‘fragmented’ in the sense as Healey (1997) 

points out the characteristics of planning in second modernity societies and cities. While 

in Munich Inzell is a sort of discursive resource but also a power driven urban mobility 

regime, for all mobility planning Copenhagen’s situation is much more disperse and 

divers. As discussed in report 1, the Danish Government in 2010 passed an agreement 

called Better mobility with principles based on the ongoing transportation policy Green 

Transportation – A strategy for building a fossil-free society (2009). These two political 

agreements aims at developing and sophisticating the transport system, strengthen and 

improving bicycle traffic, improving traffic safety, develop bus transport, reducing noise 

from traffic and improving mobility for the Danes. Improving mobility focuses on 

technical efficiency and capacity in public transport and solving road congestions 

problems by e.g. expanding highways and cycle paths. In many ways the component of 

these plans can be compared with the Inzel initiative. A major difference though is the 

difference in how these kinds of plans are developed. Where the Inzell initiative is created 

through an ongoing process involving many stakeholders in Munich the Danish plans 

are solely made by civil servants in the Transport Department. And even though the 

policy is called Better mobility it is clearly only about transport as a technical issue. 

Projects involving stakeholders in relations to mobilities issues in Copenhagen are based 

on short term projects driven by different passionate professionals but newer 

institutionalized. On the one hand this means that the overall plan and strategy is not 

grounded in a broadly sense but on the other hand it also opens new ways for innovation 

in mobilities that Munich somehow is missing because of the power structures that 

regulate and somehow also limit the mobilities discourse.  

 

WORKING WITH THE CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN THE WORKSHOPS 

These cultural differences were already taken into account when we formulated the 

invitation email and the information flyer to the participants. Based on earlier research 

in the field and tacit knowledge on local planning cultures the Copenhagen invitation 

emphasized the innovative and creative character of the workshop. This was also 

because of the strong design and architectural focus that has been in Copenhagen 

planning during the last years. We tried to attract the participants by indicating the 

unique opportunity the workshop offers for developing new urban policies and concepts 

for the future of the city, for sustainable development, urban livability and mobilities. In 

other words: we highlighted the character of the workshop as a ‘bubble for creativity and 
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inspiration’. Slightly different in Munich: There we also indicated the character as a 

creative method and place for inspiration and collaboration. But we also strongly 

emphasized the intention to be innovative for existing policy networks and already 

formulated urban policies in mobility. The selection of participants was much more 

focused on stakeholders than on artist and the ‘creative class’. This stems from the fact 

that Copenhagen’s planning culture strongly lives from the creative people while in 

Munich the powerful ‘influential movers’ are based in industry and planning. Those, who 

are involved in ongoing urban debates and planning initiatives are mostly related to the 

Inzell Initiative anyways. In addition we invited artists and musicians who have been in 

touch with policy actors and political activities throughout the recent years and from 

whom we could expect to be able to relate their work to the ongoing planning activities in 

Munich. 

One of the effects of these selection strategies was that it was much harder to convince 

the Munich experts than it was in Copenhagen. None of the processes in the two cities 

has been easy. But the fact that the Munich experts have been more established and 

locked in to institutional constraints made it more complicated to recruit them. We 

needed to make more compromises than in Denmark. The Munich workshop needed to 

survive a couple of cancelations and more coming and going than in Denmark. There it 

was only the city architect who needed to be present at another meeting and leave 

earlier. But it also constituted a different actor constellation, because in Denmark only 

few people have been familiar with each other. This also brought about the opportunity 

to realize new stories and discourses that haven’t been subject to any debate amongst 

the participants before the workshop. The Munich was significantly stronger grounded in 

‘realities’ and it was harder to stimulate thinking out of the box than in Copenhagen 

where the majority of participants already had experiences with comparable approaches.   

As mentioned in the chapter before the amount of freelancers and self-employed workers 

and artists among the participants in Copenhagen was higher while the planners, 

engineers and academics in Munich mainly have been employed on permanent positions 

and have been part of rather rigid working structures. 

 

WORKING TOGETHER DESPITE CULTURAL DIFFERENCES 

This also had an impact on the working culture and interactions between the 

participants and the team. One of the first things we had to clarify in Munich was, 

whether we would use the formalized or the informal salutation forms when talking 

German (‘Du’ or ‘Sie’ what is similar to the French ‘tu’ and ‘vous’). Based on the 

participants we decided that we as a team welcomed the more personal Du but that we 
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would let everybody individually decide which way of addressing they wanted to. In 

Copenhagen this is not an issue at all, on the contrary, as we described earlier. The 

participants already in the initial phase took of their shoes and jacket and put their 

professional self aside.  
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5: THE PARTICIPANTS LEARNING FROM 
THE TWO WORKSHOPS 
 

Due to personal issues we had to cancel the evaluation dinner in Munich so this 

preliminary analysis of the participants learning from the workshop is only based on the 

Copenhagen workshop. Therefore some of the issues touched upon in the report cannot 

sufficiently be discussed, yet. 

The participants in Lungholm put a lot of emphasis on how the workshop gave them the 

opportunity to step out of the usual routines and to change perspective. In the workshop 

they had the opportunity to meet people they would not get in contact with within their 

normal professional circles. 

 

“I have met some really interesting people I normally would newer have met, normally we 

stay in our own little silos.” 

 

The setting for the workshop was something the participants touched upon as important 

for the atmosphere of sharing knowledge: 

 

“It was totally luxurious, staying in this great place, eating great food and then have so 

many days just for thinking, discussing and reflecting. That hardly newer happens, I 

never tried it before. This made you reflect on so many issues, also in relation to how 

busy we are, so busy we don’t have time to interact with anyone outside our closed 

professional circles.”  

 

It was clear that for the participants this workshop had been a very rare and valued 

experience. They spoke a lot about how they learned a lot from each other but when we 

asked them directly about mobilities they were quite reluctant in relations to having 

gotten new perspectives on mobilities after the workshop. This is quite interesting 

because going through some of the points they made during the evaluation dinner it 

becomes evident that their perspective on mobilities definitely has changed or expanded. 

 

“ I think even if I didn’t mention mobilities in what I said earlier it is still clear it was in 

everything I said. I guess this is something I never thought about before, how mobilities 

are all around, constantly.” 

 

“When I came to this workshop I was a bit confused why you wanted me to be here, but 

already throughout the first phase I realized that all of us work with mobilities 

constantly, even if we don’t call it that.” 
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This interconnectedness between elements in the city was one of the big learning effects 

the participants took from the workshop. The participant’s discourses changed in regard 

to their city and its mobilities after the workshops. Based on the preliminary data we 

gathered from the evaluation dinner in Copenhagen we can say that the workshop 

obviously had an impact of the perceptions of mobility and on the sensitivity for mobility 

questions. But the workshop was just an initial process and needed to have follow up 

opportunities and a continuity to stabilize and elaborate the emerging changes in 

mobility concepts.  

It seemed that one of the most important elements the participants took with them in 

relation to making the city was their work objectives and methods:  

 

“I am experiencing with this thing on having time to discuss issues. I took five of my 

colleagues and we isolated ourselves for three days because we needed to come up with 

something new. I realized how impossible it is to think in new ways in our normal 

working life” 
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6: CONCLUSIONS  
 

The two workshops facilitated in phase 2 in Denmark and Copenhagen build the heart 

piece of the project and have generated a certain amount of valid data that can be used 

to develop the reflexive methodology further. All in all it was a successful experiment and 

promising for the further work on the methodology for future-oriented mobilities 

research. It is still too early to draw final and fully systematic conclusions from the 

whole project. This will be made in deliverable 3 at the end of the last project phase. But 

so far we can say that the methodological innovations we intended to experiment with 

proofed to be functional and purposeful. The extended method for facilitating future 

workshops on mobilities and the city shows a strong potential for setting up reflexive 

contexts where ‘re-thinking mobility’ is possible and leads to reliable results. 

The introduction of the ‘common ground phase’ and the ‘creative retreat’ can be seen as 

a sensible modification of the original method developed by Robert Jungk. On the one 

side it literally contributes to build up common ground and a tristful fundament for the 

three phases of the future workshop. And on the other side the creative retreat gives 

room for elaborating and hardening the results at the end of the realization phase.  Thus 

can happen in a form that they can be used for policy recommendations, but it also 

provides the space for preparing knowledge transfer and translating the results to a 

broader public. As it can be studied in the case of the temporary use of road space in 

Munich it can lead into a communication strategy for disseminating the results or for 

setting up the concept and the network for an artistic intervention as in the case of the 

Cube City or art projects at the Lungholm workshop. Also new forms of collaboration can 

emerge from a workshop as happened between two artists in Denmark and between 

participants in Munich, too, where people from industry, public transport and civil 

society started new collaborations.   

 

Apart from these aspects the results of the project so far need to be put into perspective. 

The scope and outreach of one workshop of five days each is quite limited. Also when it 

is stretched over five days. Each workshop has its own group dynamic and in this sense 

it can be only one episode at a time. Planning is a social and ideally a collaborative 

process that builds up networks of shared expertise and responsibility. What can be 

learned from and studied at the two workshops is how this works in an arranged micro 

cosmos in a secluded place. The future workshops have been social experiments with 

interdisciplinarity, inter-discursive communication and the social construction of trust 

and a capacity to envision future. As we wrote in the proposal the aim of the project is to 

investigate how it is possible to find an organizational setting for enabling a group of 

actors to think radically new or different about the future of mobility and the city. The 

different utopias and the developed projects have this potential. Some of them even 
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seriously challenge our taken-for-granted ways of understanding and thinking about the 

future of urban mobilities.   

But at the same time we can learn from this experiment that the dynamic and the energy 

generated in a process like the observed can easily fall flat after a while. If we want to 

use these approaches for planning and designing alternative futures for urban mobilities 

we need to take their character as social interactive processes for serious. Then we need 

to think about putting these activities steady and follow the whole stories set up in a 

workshop like the two here to the very end. By now the results show that it is possible to 

handle the complexities of a reflexive setting of actors, expertise and orientation. But to 

generate policy-relevant results the process needs to be continued and put into a 

framework that allows an iterative process from the initial ideas to policy 

recommendations.  

 

The futures that planners and influential movers today individually or collectively 

envision do not allow changing urban mobilities in a sustainable way. We therefore 

ask: Can interdisciplinary work with artists - in the proper setting - help imagine new 

and radically different futures? 
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