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Abstract

In 2009, the City of Copenhagen declared its objective to become the first

CO2-neutral city in the world by 2025 by practicing a collaborative climate gover-

nance approach. However, a 2020 status reported a further need for decarbonisation

of at least 33% to reach this target. By applying a synthesised polycentric concept—

supplemented by participatory climate governance studies—we analyse the deficient

results of collaborative climate governance in Copenhagen 2006–2020. The empirical

analysis reveals an altered political prioritisation of climate issues in 2010 and, as a

crucial aspect of that, an inadequate mobilisation of civic society actors and waning

departmental collaboration. We conclude that, since 2010, Copenhagen has mainly

applied a rather monocentric governance approach and relied on technological inno-

vation instead of behavioural change via civic society mobilisation, which does not

promote sufficient carbon mitigation processes to reach carbon neutrality in 2025.

Finally, we discuss what the synthesised polycentric concept adds to the debate

about bold urban climate governance and how it could be further developed. Empiri-

cally, we draw on document analysis and interviews with 32 key actors in

Copenhagen.

K E YWORD S

mobilisation of civic society, participatory climate governance, polycentric theory, urban climate
governance

1 | INTRODUCTION

Nations talk, cities act! So proclaimed the mayors participating in the

C40-Summit1 held in Copenhagen in 2009 parallel to the United

Nations Conference of Parties 15 (COP15). The Lord Mayor of

Copenhagen also exploited this event to declare the city's objective of

becoming the first CO2-neutral capital by 2025. Copenhagen has

since gained international recognition as a green frontrunner in terms

of ambitious urban climate governance (Hansen et al., 2020), whereas

the international UN climate regime (i.e., the COP series of meetings)

has in contrast been criticised for its inability to produce urgent abate-

ment results (Wolfram et al., 2019). Despite overwhelming scientific

consensus, many nations and subnational organisations pay only lip

service to the importance of urban climate governance (van der

Heijden, 2018). Little has been done in terms of new legislation and

incentives to empower cities to initiate and facilitate substantial

coherent climate mitigation policies and actions (Vedeld et al., 2021).

Large cities host most of the global population and produce

around 75% of all greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (C40, 2019).

Nonetheless, surveying the international climate governance regime,
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cities have yet to become fully integrated in international

multi-level climate governance (Bernstein & Hoffmann, 2018; Bulkeley

et al., 2018; Vedeld et al., 2021). Large cities primarily navigate on their

own or through networks such as C40, Eurocities and ICLEI. To finance

climate development projects, cities collaborate with EU, national and

private funds (Homsy & Warner, 2015). Although many cities aim ‘to
curb GHG emissions’ and several have reached significant scope one

results, there are few examples in the Nordic countries of profound

scope 2 and 3 results, understood as in-depth transformations of

consumption and everyday practices (Hansen et al., 2020).

Despite several successful carbon mitigation efforts and projects,

climate governance in Copenhagen in toto seems unable to achieve

carbon neutrality target in 2025: An internal status in 2020 reports a

decarbonisation shortcoming of at least 33% in 2025.2 Moreover, the

mitigation results achieved in Copenhagen include a controversial,

massive conversion to biomass-fuelled power and heating plants. The

rather disappointing results in Copenhagen may indicate excessively

high hopes for ‘cities as saviours’ (van der Heijden, 2019), which

emphasises the importance of learning from the urban climate gover-

nance conducted in Copenhagen in the 2006–2020 period. We

believe that the strategic role of municipal leadership providing strate-

gic and operational rules-in-use, as well as the facilitation of collabora-

tive climate governance approaches, are somewhat overlooked

(Hofstad & Torfing, 2015). The contribution of this article is thus to

shed light on this topic from a case where collaborative urban climate

governance has been said to be exercised over two decades. Our

research question is: What can a synthesised polycentric governance

concept reveal in an analysis of collaborative climate governance in the

City of Copenhagen?

To analyse how cities can work to become CO2 neutral by also

involving civic society, we draw theoretically on two strands of litera-

ture: polycentric governance theory (Heinen et al., 2021; Jordan

et al., 2018), supplemented by insight from participatory climate gov-

ernance theory (Glaas et al., 2022). Heinen et al. (2021), in a review

on climate governance, show how polycentric approaches are primar-

ily applied to study strategies for self-organised governance

approaches. Hence, we apply a synthesised polycentric analytical lens

to understand the climate approach conducted in Copenhagen 2006–

2020. We aim to refine polycentric theory by identifying strategies

for collaborative, polycentric planning. Empirically, we partly draw on

a qualitative study, Governing the green shift in Oslo, Gothenburg,

Copenhagen and Cape Town through leadership of co-creation

(Hofstad & Vedeld, 2020), where the authors of this article were

responsible for the Danish case.

According to Ostrom (2010a), polycentric theory can describe

and explain the governance landscape and prescribe new ways to

make it function more effectively. We take up Ostrom's invitation to

test empirically what a polycentric lens reveals about urban climate

governance in Copenhagen. Although international and national

multi-level law and regulation create ‘rules of the game’, the applied

governance approach in Copenhagen, being a frontrunner, must

mainly be termed self-organised and self-regulated; or what Ostrom

(2010a) terms ‘polycentric’.

Since the City of Copenhagen, together with its approximately

45,000 employees and the most climate-friendly citizens in Denmark

(Rambøll, 2021), started its voyage in 2006 towards carbon neutrality,

Copenhagen climate governance has been conducted almost indepen-

dently of national laws and regulation. Primarily relying on itself, the

city had to find new ways to mobilise internal and external local actors

(Abildgaard, 2019, interview).

The article begins by presenting the theoretical framework to

develop a synthesised analytical concept. The following section pre-

sents the case and methods applied, then comes the analysis, and

finally the conclusion.

2 | THEORETICAL POINT OF DEPARTURE

Jordan et al. (2018) have distilled ‘five polycentric governance proposi-

tions’ as a first attempt to operationalise polycentric governance:

(1) Local action, (2) Mutual Adjustment, (3) Experimentation, (4) Trust

and (5) Overarching Rules and Targets (see also Table 1). Heinen et al.

(2021) have outlined ‘five governance dimensions’ to understand the

global discourse on climate polycentric and multi-level governance

(see below). Finally, drawing on the participatory climate governance

literature, Glaas et al. (2020) underscore how a major barrier in trans-

formative climate governance is a lack of civic society and citizen

mobilisation in combination with lacking departmental skills to carry

out collaborative planning processes with civic society and across

departments. This article draws mainly on Heinen et al. (2021) and

Glaas et al. (2022) to identify strategies to realise the five generic

propositions identified by Jordan et al. (2018). The outlined strategies

provide a synthesised polycentric lens, which we use to analyse

climate governance in Copenhagen 2006–2020.

2.1 | Polycentric theory

Polycentric theory was originally formulated in the 1960s–1970s in

the USA, focusing on the subnational level across sectors, highlighting

the critical roles played by private firms, non-profit organisations,

NGOs and citizens in the production and delivery of local public ser-

vices in metropolitan areas (Stephan et al., 2020). At the core of

almost every definition of polycentric governance and polycentricity

is the idea of multiple centres of decision-making, no one of which

has ultimate authority for making all collective decisions. Much later,

Elinor Ostrom (2010a) describes polycentric systems as also compris-

ing dynamic forms of self-organised climate governance (Homsy &

Warner, 2015). Ostrom (2009) observed the spontaneous emergence

of bottom-up forms of governance, producing more distributed, self-

regulated local patterns providing more robust and legitimate solu-

tions over time. We draw on Ostrom's definition of polycentric sys-

tems as ‘multiple governing authorities at different scales rather than

a monocentric unit. Each unit within a polycentric system exercises

considerable independence to make norms and rules within a specific

domain (such as a firm, a local government or province) conducting,

2 HANSEN AND AGGER
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for example, distributed leadership experiments’ (Ostrom, 2010a,

p. 552). This definition reflects the current debate within the scholarly

field of urban climate governance literature, where scholars

(e.g., Hughes et al., 2018; Huitema et al., 2019; van der

Heijden, 2019; Wolfram et al., 2019) emphasise the importance of

mobilising numerous actors and policy spheres simultaneously in more

open, interactional forms of policymaking and climate action alongside

the facilitation of technical innovations (Glaas et al., 2022) to reach

profound decarbonisation. Not all governance experimentation is ben-

eficial, and day-to-day performance is poorly understood (Bulkeley

et al., 2014; Chu, 2016; Johnson et al., 2015). Across different theo-

retical contributions, a vivid debate takes place about mixes of ‘top-
down’ and ‘bottom-up’ approaches along a monocentric-polycentric

axis (Hofstad et al., 2021; Wurzel et al., 2019).

In the 1990s, interactive urban climate governance approaches

emphasising bottom-up collaboration shared the assumption that

public authorities will gain from involving a broader range of actors in

climate governance (e.g., Reed, 2008). While multi-level urban climate

governance theory (e.g., Benz, 2007) tends to focus on how organised

stakeholders engage in legislative policymaking and policy implemen-

tation, polycentric governance theory is also interested in the local-

level capacity to self-organise and self-regulate (Homsy &

Warner, 2015), such as why and how civic society actors and citizens

are mobilised and engaged in urban climate governance.

According to Elinor Ostrom's (1990) Institutional Analysis and

Development Framework, ‘rules-in-use’, ‘interactions among decision

makers’ and ‘degree of dependencies in decision-making’ are primary

analytical categories for understanding a specific urban governance

approach (McGinnis, 2011). Heinen et al. (2021) describe five dimen-

sions of climate governance, very much in line with Ostrom, focusing

on: (1) Issue, (2) Decision centre & realm of influence, (3) Degree of

dependency, (4) Interaction, and (5) Overarching rules. These dimen-

sions, also influenced by implicit rules-in-use, are, however, difficult to

capture as they often take the form of tacit knowledge. Nevertheless,

TABLE 1 Strategies for realising five polycentric propositions (Jordan et al., 2018), drawing on Heinen et al. (2021) and Glaas et al. (2021)

Five key propositions in

polycentric theory Strategies for political leadership

Strategies for administrative

governance

Strategies for local stakeholders

and citizens

Local action: Adopt an actor-

centred focus. Act locally

where possible. Build on local

motivations

Demand inclusive approaches and

collaborative competencies

instead of mainly technical

expertise to mobilise local actors

in visions, decisions and

planning. Demand competencies

to facilitate cross-sector

collaboration

Recruit collaborative competencies

to (I) increase departmental

collaboration, (II) mobilise civic

society and (III) institutionalise

citizen, local actor and cross-

sector inputs. Establish new

‘action arenas’

Facilitate local networks of

affected actors. Citizens, also

vulnerable groups, must learn to

take advantage of more local

channels for influence in

asymmetrical power relations.

Voice coordinated, local opinions

in climate decisions and

initiatives

Mutual adjustment: Include all

constituent units and actors in

the landscape. Encourage

local-level learning

Demand for bottom-up planning

structures and codesign rules-in-

use that provide (I) collaboration

and mutual adjustment between

departments and civic society

and (II) facilitation of cross-

sector collaboration

Prioritise collaborative

competencies and skills to

increase bottom-up

collaboration across

departments and private–public
spheres. Balance technical and

relational skills in favour of the

latter

Learn about being partner to

professionals' and bureaucratic

administrations. Get skills to

reach effects from participation

in asymmetrical ‘action arenas’
established for collaboration

Experimen-tation: Establish

‘action arenas’ for
experiments to facilitate

innovation and learning

Apply evidence-based knowledge

to understand the importance of

local participation in governance

experimentation. Endorse and

finance substantial local

experiments and evaluations

Establish structures and in-house

knowledge and skills to

encourage professionals and

local actors to take part in locally

meaningful ex-periments. Create

structures to arbitrate disputes

and facilitate learning

Demand funding to develop local

competencies to articulate local

social needs and build social

capital across local interests,

especially regarding vulnerable

groups

Trust: Enhance trust through

local working. Explore how

trust varies across domains

Investigate the importance of local

actor and citizens participation in

visions, goal setting, planning,

implementation and evaluation

to increase trust and legitimacy

Discuss if and how public

participation may improve

planning, roadmap realisation

and evaluation. Employ units

that can facilitate civic society

mobilisation

Two way-transparency, clear rules

and visible impact on decisions

and planning is important

implications for trust—and for

legitimacy

Overarching rules and targets:

Local initiatives work best

with overarching rules

Demand inclusive decision and

planning processes with local

stakeholders to identify robust

strategic targets and rules.

Demand common targets for

civic society mobilisation

Define collaborative planning

processes to determine rules and

targets with stake-holders and

citizens. Require skills to

translate and integrate local

input into sector contexts

Explore if and how overarching

rules and targets are locally

meaningful and motivate

everyday lifestyle changes.

Secure that the planning also

involves vulnerable groups

HANSEN AND AGGER 3
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it is crucial to uncover them to understand ‘action arenas’ and local

climate governance promoting civic society mobilisation (Ostrom,

2010c). According to Jordan et al. (2018) strategies of polycentric

governance should aim the five propositions (see Table 1). We intend

to highlight these rather generic propositions suggesting strategies to

realise them by drawing on Heinen et al.'s (2021) five dimensions of

climate governance and Glaas et al.'s (2022) three overarching compo-

nents from ‘participatory climate governance’ to develop a synthe-

sised polycentric concept.

In line with Ostrom, some scholars (e.g., Dryzek, 2005; Huber,

2007) stress the inappropriateness of primarily facilitating climate

strategies targeting green growth, or ‘ecological modernisation’. Eco-
logical modernisation is defined here as a ‘re-adaptation of industrial

society within the global geo- and biosphere by modern means such

as a scientific knowledge base and advanced technology to upgrade

the earth's carrying capacity and make development more sustainable’
(Huber, 2007, p. 360). Rather than posing a problem, ecological mod-

ernisation theorists view green growth as part of the solution (van der

Heijden, 2017).

The number of studies applying a polycentric perspective to cli-

mate governance has recently increased (Huitema et al., 2018). The

scholarly literature and debate on climate governance calls for more

investigations scrutinising governance rules-in-use, experimentation

and learning processes (e.g., Anguelovski & Carmin, 2011;

Rayner, 2010), as we will regarding Copenhagen, to understand how

urban climate governance can bend GHG emission curves profoundly.

2.2 | Participatory climate governance

Studies on ‘participatory climate governance’ claim that governing

transformational change demands new ways of governing, planning

and collaboration, and not least anchoring and co-production with citi-

zens (Castàn Broto et al., 2019; Wolfram et al., 2019). This is seen as

crucial to enhancing commitment, empowerment, learning and the

realisation of profound transformative processes (Mees et al., 2017).

However, climate mitigation and citizen participation are often treated

as separate areas in urban governance practice. Glaas et al. (2022)

point out three overarching components to mobilise citizen participa-

tion towards transformative change: envisioning, institutionalising and

realising. ‘Envisioning’ is about visioning citizen participation in early

planning stages, local social needs and the translation of visions and

goals into local contexts and practices. ‘Institutionalising’ highlights

how strategies must be translated into the standard operating proce-

dures in other ways of working, how collaborative processes must be

evaluated, and social capital for participation should be available.

‘Realising’ emphasises an urge to develop new participatory arenas,

the involvement of vulnerable groups and competencies to synthesise

and act on input from local actors (Franzeskaki, 2019; Glaas

et al., 2020).

Hölscher et al. (2019) find that path dependencies and contempo-

rary climate governance approaches counteract local capacity building

for citizen participation, also in progressive cities. Professionals seem

to grasp the democratic values associated with citizen participation,

but they lack understanding about how participation can improve

plans and decisions. Structures and internal capacity building are often

needed for increased local actor participation (Castàn Broto

et al., 2019).

2.3 | A synthesised polycentric analytical concept

We agree with Dorsch and Flachsland (2017) regarding the difficulty

of delineating a single, canonical summary of the most important fea-

tures of polycentric theory. We acknowledge Jordan et al.'s (2018)

five propositions as an important contribution but find that they are

rather generic and must be developed further. To do so, we draw on

Van der Heijden (2019), who identifies three important topics that are

essential for polycentric leadership and governance: (I) clear goal set-

ting, (II) capability to operationalise climate politics into concrete path-

ways to decarbonisation, and (III) collective climate action in terms of

collaboration with citizens and private firms complying with the

adopted goals and policies.

The analysis focuses primarily on the two latter topics, applying

Jordan et al.'s (2018) five polycentric propositions. Our theoretical

contribution is to synthesise them with Heinen et al.'s (2021) five

dimensions of polycentric and multi-level climate governance, pre-

sented as potential strategies to realise the five propositions. To out-

line the strategies, we also add insight from the three components of

participatory climate governance to facilitate profound climate action

(Glaas et al., 2022).

We further develop the five polycentric propositions by focusing

on implementation strategies for (I) politicians, (II) administrative

leaders, and (III) local stakeholders and citizens, to spur decarbonisa-

tion from a polycentric perspective. The five propositions (Jordan

et al., 2018) and proposed strategies derived from Heinen et al. (2021)

and Glaas et al. (2022) are described here:

2.3.1 | Local action

Ostrom (2010a) demonstrated how different public goods can be

delivered by combinations of agencies, units, and local stakeholders

self-organising on different levels. Proposition 1 does not imply that

self-organised ‘local action’ always produces a socially or societal

optimal outcome; only that it emerges bottom-up. Further, it high-

lights how self-organisation generates many processes and coordina-

tion challenges requiring facilitation (Peters, 2013).

Wurzel et al. (2019) note that the polycentricity–monocentricity

relationship is more a balance than either/or. Aligica and Tarko (2012)

also recognise this, pointing out the ‘unstable coexistence’ of poly-

centricity and monocentricity. Finally, Ostrom emphasises how not all

actors have the competencies or motivation to self-organise; hence,

there will often be an urgent need for bottom-up facilitators on many

levels (McGinnis, 2016). According Ostrom (2010a), however, local cli-

mate action should be addressed as closely as possible to affected

4 HANSEN AND AGGER
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stakeholders and citizens, such as local neighbourhood committees

(van der Heijden, 2018).

According to Heinen et al. (2021), a strategy for Proposition 1 for

political leaders is to secure that departments collaborate and coordi-

nate and do not compete or conflict on climate issues. It is also pivotal

that local actors and citizens are systematically mobilised to take part

in visions and decisions from the start (Glaas et al., 2022). For adminis-

trative leaders, it is strategically important that they acquire competen-

cies to (I) increase departmental collaboration, to (II) mobilise civic

society and conduct bottom-up planning processes (McGinnis &

Ostrom, 2011), and to (III) institutionalise citizen and cross-sector

inputs. Finally, strategies for local stakeholders and citizens should be

to build local networks. It is crucial to take advantage of more local

channels for influence and to voice their opinions so that local inter-

ests and (tacit) socio-cultural values and beliefs are better reflected in

climate initiatives. Different local preferences and interests will pre-

sumably collide, meaning that personal competencies to reduce con-

flict are crucial.

2.3.2 | Mutual adjustment

This proposition is about the relationship between the entities in a

local polycentric system. According to Voss and Schroth, units in an

open polycentric system are likely to collaborate with one another

spontaneously, producing more trusting interrelationships—if they are

initiated bottom-up. Mutual adjustments allow entities to adapt to

changing external conditions, and their actions in turn provide feed-

back on other actors. The communication between units in a polycen-

tric system relies on the extent to which mutual adjustments can

bridge significant differences among the units. It often remains an

important but unresolved matter, especially in large organisations

(McGinnis, 2016) with many department interests at stake.

According Heinen et al. (2021), a strategy for political leaders is that

they should invest effort in demanding structures and rules-in-use that

provide collaboration and interrelations between departments and civic

society on climate issues. Politicians must request bottom-up struc-

tures able to facilitate mutual adjustment and conflict solutions. For

administrative leaders, this implies prioritising new competencies to

facilitate collaboration across departments and private–public spheres

to ensure that their staff possess communicative skills to facilitate local

action and mutual adjustment, such as the ability to translate citizen

input across sectors into departmental and political agendas. Finally, a

strategy for stakeholders and citizens is to learn more about partnering

with local administrations and obtaining insight into how they function.

Citizens must learn how to get outcome from participation in participa-

tion arenas established by professionals in large organisations.

2.3.3 | Experimentation

The third proposition relates to the willingness and capacity regarding

governance experimentation. According to polycentric theory, it is

important to facilitate governance innovation through experimenta-

tion and, hence, to learn from evaluations of what works in a local set-

ting. Ostrom (2010a) has argued that one of the main benefits of a

polycentric approach is how it encourages actors to experiment with

different approaches. Polycentric thinking assumes that policymakers

move forward cautiously based on the facilitation of tinkering and

experimenting; learning-by-doing rather than overarching plans and

strategies (Cole, 2015; Evans et al., 2016).

According to Glaas et al. (2022), this implies for political leaders

that they understand the importance of local actor participation in

experimentation and therefore endorse and finance local governance

experiments and their evaluation. Strategies for administrative leaders

are to have in-house, dialogue-based knowledge and processual and

relational skills to encourage professionals and local actors to take

part in locally meaningful experimentation. They must create struc-

tures facilitating evaluation and learning from experiments. The ability

to arbitrate disputes is crucial. Finally, strategies for stakeholders and

citizens are to understand how they can articulate social needs and

develop social capital across local interests.

2.3.4 | Trust

The fourth proposition, trust between the administrations and local

actors, is often low (van der Heijden, 2018). Trust accrues more

quickly when units and stakeholders collaborate, generating positive

results for all partners. Trust is generally believed to emerge out of

repeated long-term interactions and when promises are consistently

fulfilled. When conflicts do not occur, trust is in greater supply, often

born out of face-to-face interactions between actors (Dorsch &

Flachsland, 2017). Trust is closely linked to mutual adjustment.

Strategies for political leaders are to understand the importance of

local actor and citizen participation in visioning and goal setting. Path

dependencies and traditions in contemporary municipal governance

counteract local capacity building for in climate mitigation planning,

also in progressive cities (Glaas et al., 2020; Hölscher et al., 2019).

This makes it important for administrative leaders to acquire compe-

tencies to facilitate local actor and citizen participation in climate deci-

sions and planning. It is a key topic to convince planners and

professionals that public participation improves planning and results

in climate governance (Glaas et al., 2022). For stakeholders/citizens,

the transparency and visible impact on decisions and planning have

strategic importance for trust as well as for the long-term participation

and engagement of local actors.

2.3.5 | Overarching rules/targets

Although we previously stated that we would not focus on targets/

goals, we will nevertheless briefly outline possible strategies for Prop-

osition 5. Local initiatives generally work best when defined by a set

of overarching ‘rules’ or ‘targets’ (e.g., Aligica & Tarko, 2012; Hofstad

et al., 2021). They are assumed to provide means to settle disputes

HANSEN AND AGGER 5
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and to reduce the level of discord between units and citizens to

acceptable levels. Their primary role is to protect diversity and facili-

tate mutual adjustment, preventing any actor from becoming overly

dominant. As well as maintaining order, rules and clear goals also rep-

resent ‘a structure’ through which actors seek to effect change

(Tosun & Schoenefeld, 2017).

Potential strategies for political leaders are to understand the

value of public participation in formulating robust strategic goals and

targets (Abbott, 2018). Bold strategies for administrative leaders are to

integrate citizen knowledge and input to increase local motivation and

engagement (Glaas et al., 2022). Acquiring competencies to translate

local input into sector contexts (rules-in-use) is important. Finally,

strategies for stakeholders/citizens are to explore and evaluate if and

how rules and targets can meet social needs and build social capital,

also involving marginalised groups (Glaas et al., 2022), and to motivate

to make meaningful changes in everyday life (Jackson, 2021).

To sum up, strategies for polycentric climate governance are,

among many opportunities and factors, that civic society mobilisation

and increased bottom-up departmental collaboration in urban climate

governance are crucial to promoting profound decarbonisation. The

synthesised polycentric concept (Table 1) will be applied on the cli-

mate governance conducted in Copenhagen after briefly presenting

the case and the methods applied.

3 | CASE DESCRIPTION AND METHOD

3.1 | City of Copenhagen

Copenhagen, with approximately 600,000 inhabitants (2020), has gained

a reputation as a global frontrunner in climate mitigation and adaptation

planning since its 2009 declaration to achieve carbon neutrality. The city

is renowned for features such as its dedicated bicycle lanes and bridges

and comprehensive district heating system3 (Hansen et al., 2020).

Copenhagen has transformed rapidly over the last 50 years from being

an industrial, polluted city to one that now brands itself as one of the

most ‘liveable’ and ‘green’ cities in the world.4 Copenhagen politicians

started working in the 1980–90s to make the city more clean, green and

liveable, including extensive citizen involvement in the urban renewal. In

the 1980–90s, Copenhagen also struggled with a severe economic crisis

and people moving to the suburbs. During the late-1990s, however, due

in part to land sales to private entrepreneurs, Lord Mayor Mikkelsen suc-

ceeded to reverse the trend (Bondam, 2019). In the 2010s, the Greater

Copenhagen Partnership, the metropolitan area around Copenhagen

and Malmö in Sweden, is trying hard to establish itself as an EU hub for

sustainability, cleantech and innovation.5

The City of Copenhagen government structure consists of its

supreme body, the City Council, together with seven standing com-

mittees. As chair for the Finance Committee, the Lord Mayor is a cen-

tral, powerful leader, also regarding strategic climate politics.

In 2006, 12 local district committees were established to make

more decisions closer to people, to improve the City Council deci-

sions, and to improve the citizen–City Council dialogue. The

committees are responsible for hearing local stakeholders and gather-

ing input regarding, for example, local environmental issues. The com-

mittees want to contribute to the climate strategy and roadmap

realisation, but it has been difficult for them to engage in dialogue

with the climate secretariat in the Technical and Environmental

Administration (TEA) (Jensen, 2020, interview).

3.2 | Methods

We conduct a single-case study to facilitate an in-depth investigation

of the drivers and barriers for collaborative climate governance.

Copenhagen is perceived as a paradigmatic, ‘most likely’ case

(Flyvbjerg, 2006) as a city conducting ambitious urban climate gover-

nance. The study of most-likely cases may confirm our expectations

of positive associations between key variables and even provide

insights into the conditions of emergence. A disconfirming result,

however, may problematise the prospect for finding a positive associ-

ation in cases with less favourable conditions; or help us to identify

the barriers preventing the realisation of the strategic commitment to

collaboration in situations with less favourable starting conditions. A

more uneven use of collaboration across different phases in climate

planning may occur and prompt contextual explanation. Case studies

have been criticised for a low generalisation potential and to be biased

towards verification. According to Flyvbjerg (2006), however, the sin-

gle case study can be a practical method that gives access to deeper

layers of social dynamics and governance mechanisms.

We apply the synthesised polycentric governance concept to ana-

lyse the climate governance evolution in Copenhagen, looking for

polycentric strategies in three phases to analyse the flawed 2020 sta-

tus results. By mapping the chronology of key policy and institutional

changes during the 2006–2020 period, we describe how gradual

changes emerge in the Copenhagen climate governance approach as

related to politicians, strategies, institutional structures and capacity

building in pursuit of CO2 neutrality in 2025.

The data consist of qualitative research interviews and publicly

available policy documents. The documents were available on the

municipal website, and some internal documents were shared with us

in connection with the interviews. The data include document studies

of climate strategies, plans, policies and steering documents6 (City of

Copenhagen, 2009, 2012, 2020), which are supplemented with 32 in-

depth interviews, typically 1–2 h in length, carried out in the period

2019–21. The semi-structured interviews were successfully con-

ducted, inside and outside of Copenhagen (see Table 2). Informants

were selected using the snowball method. First, we interviewed the

climate secretariat leader (2010-present), who pointed out other rele-

vant persons to interview, who in turn pointed at other relevant per-

sons. Most represent high- and medium-level public officials and

professionals within the administrations, but critical external stake-

holders (e.g., from NGOs) and citizens from local committees were

also mentioned and interviewed. Twenty-three of the interviews were

face-to-face, the rest conducted via telephone/Skype. They were all

selected based on (1) expectations of a high degree of rich,

6 HANSEN AND AGGER
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informative insight into the challenges and dilemmas regarding climate

governance and (2) to cover as many relevant levels of the administra-

tion as possible, as well as outside the public organisation. All the

interviews were audiotaped, transcribed and coded using NVIVO soft-

ware, according to the propositions and potential strategies in the

analytic framework. The codes were arranged in broad themes to ana-

lyse climate planning in Copenhagen. From these themes we have

selected the representative quotes presented in the analysis.

All the persons interviewed have been profoundly involved in

Copenhagen climate governance, including five persons from NGOs

with a critical perspective on the topic. Combining interviews and

documents permitted the triangulation of key findings.

4 | ANALYSING COLLABORATIVE URBAN
CLIMATE GOVERNANCE IN COPENHAGEN
2006–2020

The analysis is structured in three phases: the emerging phase (2006–

09), planning phase (2010–12) and realisation phase (2013–20), the

latter continuing until 2025. For each phase, we describe the main

strategic and collaborative decision processes, focusing on (I) political

leadership, (II) administrative governance, and (III) local stakeholders

and citizens. The propositions and strategies for collaborative, poly-

centric governance (Table 1) is our analytical lens. We start each

phase by briefly presenting facts and context, and then analyse poly-

centric aspects of climate governance in Copenhagen.

4.1 | The emerging phase, 2006–09: Getting CO2-
neutrality on the political agenda

In January 2006, Ritt Bjerregaard (Social Democrats) became the Lord

Mayor of Copenhagen. Bjerregaard's political priorities changed in

2006 when the Minister of the Environment succeeded in getting the

UN to designate Copenhagen as the COP15 host in 2009

(Hedegaard, 2019, interview). According to our informants, this was a

‘game-changer’ and a strong catalyst for ambitious Copenhagen cli-

mate policies (Aaberg, 2019, interview).

4.1.1 | Political leadership

The decision to hold COP15 in Copenhagen was regarded as an

opportunity whereby Copenhagen could brand itself as one of the

most climate-friendly and green capitals in the world. Although the

City of Copenhagen was too small to join the prestigious C40 net-

work, Bjerregaard (former EU Commissioner of Environment [1994–

99]) received an invitation to join. From this point, Bjerregaard shared

a narrative to brand Copenhagen as one of the world's leading climate

metropolises with the Technical and Environmental Administration

(TEA) Mayor Klaus Bondam (Social-Liberal Party). They gained full

commitment from the City Council and demanded a roadmap from

the TEA towards the COP15-meeting in 2009 for how to brand

Copenhagen as an outstanding climate metropolis (Aaberg, 2019,

interview). The mobilisation of civic society was an important issue for

Bondam, which was never realised due to time constraints:

We have a strong tradition for citizen involvement in

Copenhagen … People are engaged in environmental

issues … The carbon neutrality planning mainly

required very strong political leadership and skilful

visionary leaders … Citizen involvement was limited

due to time pressure … At this time, we primarily aimed

for CO2 neutrality, not the green growth agenda.

(Bondam, 2020, interview)

COP15 required a forced planning process without time for local

action or experimentation; but local stakeholder and citizen involve-

ment would, according to mayor Bondam (2019, interview), be initi-

ated after the COP-meeting. The Copenhagen climate agenda came

from the political top, although several citizen-initiated projects

became public at the C40 meeting parallel to COP15 (Aeroe-Hansen,

2019, interview).

4.1.2 | Administrative leadership

In 2006, a new TEA CEO, Hjalte Aaberg, was recruited to conduct the

strategic planning in a larger, re-organised TEA. Aaberg had a political

background as the former chair of the Environmental and Planning

Committee in Albertslund, a suburban municipality, which at the time

was one of the most climate-progressive, citizen-involving municipali-

ties in Denmark. In 2007, Mikkel Aeroe-Hansen was recruited from

the Ministry of Environment and Energy to serve as the Director of

the Environmental Department.

Several of our informants emphasise how Copenhagen recruited

two skilled, strong leaders for the TEA. Strategic climate planning

TABLE 2 Conducted interviews

32 interviews, 2019–2021 Numbers

Lord Mayor, Finance Administration 1

Technical & Environmental Administration (TEA) mayors 3

TEA politicians 2

TEA managing director (CEO) 1

TEA climate director 1

Climate secretariat (TEA) 5

Head of office and professionals from other

administrations

4

Citizens from Local committees 3

The utility (HOFOR) and Gate21 (Clean-tech partnership) 3

NGOs, universities 5

Residential area administrator, C40-representative 2

Former climate minister, former CEO (Orsted Energy) 2

HANSEN AND AGGER 7
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required new skills that the organisation lacked, but only Aaberg had

experience with successful collaborative governance. Nonetheless, cli-

mate visions and collaborative planning were confined to administra-

tive leaders and TEA Mayor Bondam in the emerging phase due to

time constraints.

To strengthen cross-sector collaboration in climate governance,

CEO Aaberg invited the CEOs from all seven municipal departments

to become part of a ‘climate steering group’. Aaberg (2019, interview)

explains:

The municipal administrations could see that they had

a role in realising the vision—as we put a lot of effort

into explaining how Copenhagen couldn't become

CO2-neutral unless all the administrations were

engaged. The neutrality target created a common goal

that the City Council and administrations could rally

around.

As the next strategic move, Aeroe-Hansen suggested arranging a C40

mayors meeting parallel to the COP15 meeting of nations. His inter-

national network (e.g., in ICLEI) opened the door to the COP15. This

transformed an ‘ordinary’ C40 mayors meeting in Copenhagen into a

very interesting meeting where some of the most ambitious C40

mayors, including Michael Bloomberg from New York and California

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, were eager to meet in Copenhagen

(Aeroe-Hansen, 2019, interview).

Due to the time constraints, the idea to brand Copenhagen as a

climate frontrunner was basically born and developed on the com-

puter of the newly recruited director Aeroe-Hansen (Aaberg, 2019,

interview; Aeroe-Hansen, 2019, interview). The director and CEO

believed, and the mayors concurred, that the COP15 meeting was a

once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to display the city as a world-leading

climate beacon, independently of the outcome of the COP15 meeting.

And as it turned out, the failure of COP15 provided an even better

background against which the C40 mayors could declare ‘Nations talk,
cities act’, and to illustrate and explain outstanding city climate pro-

jects. Copenhagen and the other C40 cities had prepared a catalogue

to showcase best climate practices for the world press, and Mayor

Bondam could reveal how Copenhagen was developing a strategy tar-

geting CO2-neutrality in 2025.

4.1.3 | Local stakeholders and citizens

In preparation for COP15, some informants answer that the munici-

pality applied a mix of integrative approaches (i.e., internal measures

for assembling and aligning own entities) and interactive—or

collaborative—approaches. However, we mainly find integrative and

rather ‘monocentric’ governance approaches, where the two top

managers take the lead to get things done within a strictly limited

timeframe. At a kick-off planning meeting with professional stake-

holders in 2006, a CEO from a large consultancy suggested that

Copenhagen should aim for CO2-neutrality within two or three

decades (Abildgaard, 2019, interview). This was later integrated in the

2009 strategy, ‘Climate Plan of Copenhagen7’ (Aeroe-Hansen, 2019,

interview). The City Councillors gave their approval partly due to a

consultancy report sketching a rather optimistic scenario for Copen-

hagen to become CO2-neutral by 2025 (Aaberg, 2019, interview).

It is possible to find substantial elements of collaboration

between departments in Copenhagen in the emerging phase, for

example, in the CEO steering group. However, the visioning and plan-

ning are not exercised in collaboration with civic society (e.g., the local

district committees, NGOs or universities), but mainly professional

stakeholders and (energy-) experts (Palsmar, 2021, interview). Climate

governance in the emerging phase is therefore rather monocentric,

primarily conducted by two top-level TEA managers and experts

(consultants).

4.2 | The planning phase, 2010–12: Launching the
CPH 2025 strategy and roadmap

For Copenhagen, the COP15 failure led to extraordinary positive

branding as a climate frontrunner (Bondam, 2019, interview). The dec-

laration to become CO2-neutral also obligated Copenhagen to present

a cohesive climate strategy and action plan. However, the global

financial crisis was taking a toll on Copenhagen, and the climate-

visionary Lord Mayor Bjerregaard and TEA Mayor Bondam stopped

in 2010.

4.2.1 | Political leadership

The new Lord Mayor Frank Jensen (Social Democrats) was initially

more concerned with weathering the financial crisis as smoothly as

possible than promoting a strong climate agenda (Bjerregaard, 2020,

interview). Nonetheless, the new, climate-dedicated TEA Mayor Bo

Kjeldgaard (Socialist People's Party) was requested by the City Council

to deliver an ambitious strategy and action plan for CO2 neutrality in

2025. The Lord Mayor accepted climate as a strategic issue because it

was articulated in terms of a green-growth initiative (Aaberg, 2019,

interview). The Lord Mayor feared that stakeholders and citizens

would experience climate-related everyday changes as coming at the

cost of their material standard of living (Kjeldgaard, 2019, interview).

Gate 21,8 a triple-helix organisation, was established to conduct inno-

vative development projects pursuing green growth.

In 2010, TEA Mayor Kjeldgaard demanded a strong and dedicated

collaborative climate secretariat, a permanent structure, to implement

the Copenhagen CO2-climate strategy, involving civic society substan-

tially (Kjeldgaard, 2019, interview). Kjeldgaard had been TEA Mayor in

the past (1998–2001), at which time he had felt betrayed by previous

Lord Mayor Mikkelsen (Social Democrats) not being genuinely com-

mitted to an environmental agenda. Kjeldgaard attempted in 2010 to

locate the secretariat in the central Town Hall, the mayor offices, but

he was forced to resign before the decision was taken due to a private

housing scandal after only 11 months in office. Ayfer Baykal replaced

8 HANSEN AND AGGER
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Kjeldgaard, resulting in less political attention towards climate policies,

as Baykal had other political priorities. The ‘CO2 neutrality in 2025’
strategy and roadmap was ultimately presented in 2012.

4.2.2 | Administrative leadership and governance

In the autumn of 2010, Jørgen Abildgaard, an energy expert, was

recruited as the climate secretariat manager. The secretariat, with

approximately 10 employees, was responsible for coordinating, plan-

ning and performance measuring of the implementation of the coming

climate strategy and affiliated roadmaps. However, no profiles with

collaborative, relational competencies to mobilise civic society were

recruited. The realisation of the CO2-neutrality strategy started in

2013, supported by consultants, and the work was structured by three

thematic goals: CO2-neutrality, green growth and liveability

(Abildgaard, 2019, interview). Energy production was identified as the

most important focal point concerning neutrality and converting

power stations from fossil fuels to biomass was regarded as one of

the most important steps towards achieving carbon neutrality by

2025. Copenhageners were not included in the planning or target

group, however, despite the preface in the strategy declaring so. To

support the internal planning of the strategy, CEO Aaberg succeeded

in galvanising an internal CEO steering group, which met monthly until

launching the strategy in 2012. The steering group paved ways for

increased departmental collaboration (Aaberg, 2019, interview).

According to secretariat leader Abildgaard (2019, interview), this

steering group was crucial for the final strategy result, and he regrets

the group later being disbanded. Although Aaberg worked strategically

with the CEO group, we cannot find a similar strategy for mobilising

civic society. The two TEA managers who played a crucial role in cata-

lysing strategic climate governance transitioned to other jobs in 2012.

4.2.3 | Local actors and citizens

To qualify the strategic initiatives outlined in the CO2-neutrality strat-

egy, especially the green growth agenda, the utility, businesses, auto-

mobile producers, consultants and some researchers were to qualify

the climate secretariat's work during a three-month period in 2011.

Civic society organisations were largely excluded, as were the 12 local

district committees.

The primary means to achieve CO2-neutrality in 2025 were

clear: biomass conversion and erection of wind turbines supplemen-

ted by clean-tech innovation. Knowledge-sharing and collaboration

with technical experts and innovators are therefore seen as impor-

tant contributors in the green growth trajectory (Abildgaard, 2020,

interview). Despite Copenhageners as consumers paying for power

and heating services—the biomass conversion was very expensive

(€1.3 billion)—they were not involved in decisions or planning pro-

cesses (Jensen, 2020, interview). Nonetheless, the Lord Mayor

emphasised in the preface to the strategy that citizens were seen as

central actors:

Most importantly, Copenhageners must commit them-

selves to the plan. Without their engagement, we

won't be able to fulfil the objectives and ambitions.

We must all change habits and attitudes for Copenha-

gen to become CO2-neutral.

According to informants from outside the administration, however,

this statement was never fulfilled (e.g., Larsen, 2019, interview). The

means to realise this statement are nowhere to be found in docu-

ments, interviews or climate planning processes conducted in Copen-

hagen. On top of that, the secretariat leader explains that citizen

participation has first been included in the planning as of 2025

(Abildgaard, 2020, interview).

Since launching the strategy, the climate secretariat has been

responsible for coordinating 22 strategic climate projects dispersed

primarily in the TEA administrations and the utility HOFOR. However,

the 22 project leaders work as independent satellites (Larsen, 2020,

interview). Another major challenge is that the secretariat lacks any

managerial or budget mandate for coordinating the rather comprehen-

sive work necessary to implement the neutrality strategy

(Abildgaard, 2019, interview). Nonetheless, the goal to become CO2-

neutral in 2025 is a strong common target. Copenhageners believe

that the realisation of the strategy is in good hands and safeguarded

through experts and roadmap realisation (La Cour, 2020, interview).

We find that the governance planning processes in this period,

when described on a monocentric–polycentric continuum, lean

towards the former. Despite the preface in the strategy emphasising

stakeholder involvement, it is mainly accomplished by involving

experts, businesses and entrepreneurs. To this end, Abildgaard (2019,

interview) notes that the secretariat, to prioritise their restricted

resources, decides that the plan is primarily about biomass conversion

and innovation. The secretariat's ambition is to establish partnerships

and alliances with commercial actors who can substantially help to

reduce CO2-emissions and transform Copenhagen to an attractive

North European clean-tech centre. The limited civic society mobilisa-

tion in Copenhagen also reveals how collaboration in real-world con-

texts, local action and experimentation are complicated, demanding

more time and new competencies for facilitating collaboration. Such

capacities are not present in many technical and environmental

departments—nor are they to be found in the Copenhagen climate

secretariat (Hansen et al., 2020). The involvement of civic society—

collaborative competencies—is in this phase apparently a strategic

topic but never realised.

4.3 | The realisation phase, 2013–20:
New roadmaps and a disappointing status

In this phase, the economic situation is slowly improving in Denmark,

and renewable energy, offshore wind turbines and energy efficiency

are on the political agenda. In 2015, however, with a right-of-centre

government in office, national climate policy (again) shifts dramati-

cally. Nevertheless, national and international climate politics never

HANSEN AND AGGER 9
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appeared to play an important role for climate governance in Copen-

hagen 2006–2020; on the contrary, Copenhagen worked at becoming

a climate innovation beacon despite shifting national politics. This

aspect is important to obtain City Council political commitment.

4.3.1 | Political leadership

This period is characterised by shifting TEA mayors. Although the

mayors stress the importance of transforming Copenhagen into an

‘innovative green city’, none of them promotes carbon neutrality with

the same commitment as did the mayors and managers in the emerg-

ing phase (Hansen et al., 2020). Copenhagen climate politics become

somewhat revitalised in 2014, when Realdania, a Danish philanthropic

association that supports architecture and spatial planning, decided to

support C40 with €42.9 million in the years 2014–25.9 About this

time, Lord Mayor Jensen is granted a seat in the C40 network steering

group. According to our informants, this nomination added momen-

tum to the green growth-oriented climate policy in Copenhagen

(Larsen, 2019, interview).

4.3.2 | Administrative leadership and governance

With a new CEO in office in January 2013, the TEA administration

was re-organised. From late-2013, the prioritisation of climate issues

changed. Cross-sector collaboration decreased, and the CEO steering

group was disbanded. Rules-in-use regarding the climate strategy and

road map realisation were now mainly in the hands of the climate sec-

retariat leader. Dependencies and interactions among decision-making

departments are disappearing. Among the 22 dispersed strategic cli-

mate project leaders there is staff turnover. The climate secretariat

therefore spends considerable energy on maintaining the momentum

of the strategic, but rather independent, climate projects in the imple-

mentation. However, new departmental agendas and a limited climate

project budget render it difficult to maintain momentum in the climate

roadmap implementation apart from biomass conversion.

The roadmaps for GHG emission reductions focus mainly on

energy production. Power and district heating production will be

transformed, based instead on biomass supplemented by wind power,

which together will account for 74% of the total GHG reductions

planned for 2025. The necessary investments before 2025 are esti-

mated to be at least €1.3 billion (City of Copenhagen, 2012, p.60). The

utility HOFOR,10 which provides energy and heating services in

Copenhagen, is therefore a crucial actor in achieving CO2-neutrality

in 2025.

However, a 2020 study carried out by TEA indicates that

Copenhagen would appear to be lacking 430,000 tons of CO2 (33%)

to achieve carbon neutrality in 2025 (City of Copenhagen, 2020);

that is, even when the biomass conversion is accepted as carbon

neutral. Numerous researchers, including Beddington et al. (2018),

criticise the massive biomass conversion worldwide for not being

CO2-neutral.

4.3.3 | Local actors and citizens

It became clear in this phase that the governance approach applied

mainly consists of a rather monocentric practice aimed at green

growth and clean-tech innovation. No participatory or action arenas

for local actors are introduced. As in the previous phase, experts and

professional stakeholders dominate the realisation phase. In 2018, a

survey reveals how Copenhagen has the most climate-friendly popula-

tion in Denmark (Rambøll, 2021); however, climate governance is still

not an issue in which Copenhageners are engaged.

The climate secretariat has neither the capacity nor the

competencies to mobilise stakeholders and citizens.

The secretariat is not allowed to do much that has not

been requested and approved by the City Council.

(Spang, 2019, interview).

The quote indirectly draws a picture of a hierarchical, siloed and

output-oriented organisation, where political decisions and requests

for green growth are paramount for climate governance approaches.

Facilitating ‘local action’, ‘mutual adjustment’ and ‘experimenta-

tion’ could have been possible through the local committees estab-

lished in 2006, but they were never affiliated to the strategic climate

planning or roadmap implementation, although our informants indi-

cate that they have offered to take part in the roadmap realisation

several times (Jensen, 2020, interview).

Climate governance in this phase has mainly involved the climate

secretariat, 22 professionals, a few TEA executives and the utility

HOFOR.

5 | CONCLUSION

Applying a synthesised polycentric governance concept, supplemen-

ted by participatory climate governance insight, to identify strategies

for polycentric climate governance exercised in Copenhagen, reveals

that a strictly limited number of leaders and professionals have con-

ducted a rather monocentric climate governance approach, almost

without civic society mobilisation, despite a declared intension to do

so. Hierarchical structures and siloed management entail a predomi-

nant role for experts, leaders and professionals in the administration,

often neglecting—or not understanding—why or how departmental

collaboration and profound involvement of civic society stakeholders

are pivotal for robust climate planning and action.

Collaborative climate planning and roadmap realisation in Copen-

hagen 2006–2020 did not comprise a broad mobilisation of local

stakeholders or citizens to mitigate CO2 emissions, as intended in the

first phase by Lord Mayor Bjerregaard and TEA Mayor Bondam.

When Lord Mayor Jensen entered office in 2010, climate politics

shifted, and the aim became primarily a matter about clean-tech inno-

vation and green growth. Pursuing mainly green growth and biomass

conversion of power and heating plants after 2013 has primarily

favoured a rather monocentric governance approach to making

10 HANSEN AND AGGER
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Copenhagen CO2-neutral in 2025. In an internal status carried out in

2020, goal achievement is predicted to miss at least 1/3 of the CO2

reductions necessary to become carbon-neutral in 2025.

The synthesised polycentric approach reveals that having a

clear neutrality goal and not primarily a green growth target in

phase one created administrative alignment and momentum, but

broader civic society engagement was never achieved. In phase

two, primarily pursuing green growth, the planning and roadmap

realisation have been confined to chiefly experts, professionals' and

enterprises. Phase three, still mainly pursuing green growth, has

facilitated limited goal achievement, legitimacy and learning-

processes regarding CO2-neutrality in Copenhagen. The overall

result of relying primarily on biomass conversion and technical

innovations has been restricted.

The synthesised polycentric concept with potential strategies to

realise the propositions cast light on important tasks in transforma-

tive governance regarding bold urban climate planning. The polycen-

tric concept prescribes a more balanced monocentric-polycentric

governance approach than conducted in Copenhagen from 2006–

2020. Alongside working with scope 1 strategies, according to poly-

centric theory and participatory climate governance, a broader

mobilisation and engagement of civic society is crucial to be able to

provide momentum and robustness to climate politics regarding

scope 2 and 3 emissions—which is approximately 75% of total emis-

sions. As stated by Ostrom (2010b), the mobilisation of local stake-

holders is decisive to triggering sustainable outcomes; although

social change processes are very complex and may fail. However,

the synthesised polycentric concept must be further developed and

tested in future research, such as to find out which competencies

are needed to facilitate civic society mobilisation and prevent con-

flicts and processes of de-construction in local climate action and

experimentation.

Regarding Copenhagen as a ‘most likely case’, we believe that

political leaders from other wealthy, climate-progressive cities should

work to ensure that their administrations have the institutional capac-

ity and collaborative competencies necessary to adopt better bal-

anced monocentric-polycentric approaches, including the mobilisation

of civic society. When Copenhagen, which has favourable conditions

and traditions for practising polycentric collaborative methods to

achieve ambitious climate goals, is far from reaching their goal, other

cities with similar or less favourable conditions are likely to experience

the same problems if politicians mainly prioritise green growth and

monocentric approaches.

The result of refining a polycentric concept in the Copenhagen

case indicates the relevance for scholars and practitioners alike to

examine the synthesised polycentric concept to reveal more impor-

tant elements in transformative climate governance at the subnational

level. The polycentric concept developed here suggests paying more

attention to how the mobilisation of civic society may provide

momentum and robustness to climate politics. This article has also

found a strong need to further clarify and understand the role of stra-

tegic political leadership as key to balance climate governance

approaches on a monocentric-polycentric axis.
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ENDNOTES
1 Global network of metropolises (www.C40.org)
2 https://kk.dk/dagsordener-og-referater/Borgerrepr%C3%

A6sentationen/m%C3%B8de-19082021/referat/punkt-14 (minutes of

meeting in the City Council, August 19, 2021. About Roadmap 2021–
2025) (In Danish)

3 Despite a massive (and expensive) biomass conversion of heating and

power plants (Beddington et al., 2018)
4 https://international.kk.dk/
5 https://www.greatercph.com/about
6 https://www.kk.dk/klima
7 https://kk.sites.itera.dk/apps/kk_pub2/index.asp?mode=detalje&

id=833
8 https://www.gate21.dk/?lang=en
9 https://realdania.dk/projekter/c40

10 HOFOR is owned by City of Copenhagen (https://www.hofor.dk/english/)
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