
1 
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Abstract 

The privatization of urban public spaces (UPS) raises questions about the sustainability 

of urban settings and the impact that privatization has on social inclusion and access to urban 

land and well developed public spaces. This paper reports and discusses findings from a critical 

review of local and international literature on the privatization of UPS. Although cities partner 

with the private sector in the planning, development, maintenance and management of UPS in 

attempt to build socially cohesive, environmentally friendly, and economically competitive 

cities, the review findings reveal that privatization is associated with the decreasing 

‘publicness’ of UPS and shortcomings in the fulfilment of social and political responsibilities. 

Some of these shortcomings are the result of cities using privatization as a vehicle for economic 

development and financial revenue and not necessarily incorporating all sustainability 

attributes in terms of city planning and development. This paper argues that local authorities, 

city planning decision makers and the interests they are pursuing, influence the sustainable and 

socially cohesive design of cities.  

Keywords: Privatization, Inclusivity, Sustainability, Public spaces.   

1. Introduction 

The focus of this paper is on privatization of UPS and the impact that privatization has 

on social inclusion and sustainable spatial settings in urban areas. Privatisation of UPS is 

conducted through the formation of public-private partnerships (PPPs). These partnerships 

are a global phenomenon and with reference to UPS the model on which they are based is 

often termed a business improvement districts (BID) model. More often some cities with 

inadequate financial capacity to attract and maintain investments and tourists would partner 

with the private sector in the planning, development, and maintenance of UPS (Fredua, 2017). 

This is supposedly meant to build socially cohesive, environmentally friendly, and 

economically competitive cities as these attributes have become key essentials for 

sustainability. However, the criteria or strategic position for these cities in initiating such 

partnerships would not necessarily incorporate all sustainability attributes in terms of city 

planning and development. Some of them would focus more on economic development and 

                                                

1Lecturer; Department of Construction Management & Quantity Surveying; University of Johannesburg; P.O. Box 524, 

Auckland Park, Johannesburg; kntakana@uj.ac.za  
2Associate Professor; Department of Building and Human Settlements; Nelson Mandela University; P.O. Box 77000, Port 

Elizabeth, 6031; Sijekula.Mbanga@mandela.ac.za  

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by University of Johannesburg Institutional Repository

https://core.ac.uk/display/286853103?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
mailto:kntakana@uj.ac.za
mailto:Sijekula.Mbanga@mandela.ac.za


2 
 

financial revenue (Wang, 2018), leading to environmentally and socially unfavourable 

outcomes.  

Land resource allocation in planning is associated with institutional arrangements 

(Wang, 2018). In other words, each and every development taking place in any city has to be 

approved by local government which must also take responsibility for it. However, the BID 

model that cities use has been strongly criticised for weakening the publicness of UPS. It has 

been argued that it restricts social interaction, constrains individual liberties, and excludes 

undesirable populations (Fredua, 2017).  Public exclusion, gentrification and redundancy of 

certain public authorities in service delivery are some of the concerns raised in the literature 

in regard to the sustainability and publicness of urban settings. This paper reports and 

discusses findings from a critical review of local and international literature on the privatization 

of UPS. It begins by briefly explaining public-private partnerships in the form of UPS 

development, management and maintenance and the different forms of these partnerships, 

placing them within the context of UPS. It explores the impact of UPS privatization on social 

inclusion and sustainability. The paper aim to offer new insights into the UPS conundrum.  

2. Research Methods 

This paper is an outcome of a critical review of literature exploring both national and 

international perspectives on the subject. The objective of this paper is to investigate the 

impact that the privatization of urban public spaces has on the attainment of inclusive and 

sustainable urban settings. In order to achieve this objective, a detailed review of the related 

literature was conducted. The authors believe that as much as BID’s or PPPs are 

advantageous to some degree, certain elements of sustainability aren’t incorporated in these 

initiatives especially taking into consideration the public opinion thus creating a discourse in 

the public realm. Literature spanning almost a decade from 2010 to 2019 was included in the 

study.  

Review materials were sought from electronic data bases and search engines including 

Google, Google Scholar, and Academic Search Complete, Scopus, University of 

Johannesburg library and Research Gate. The key words and phrases as listed in the abstract 

were used and various sources such as journals, conference proceedings, books, theses and 

dissertations were reviewed based on their relevance to the topic and currency. The study is 

conducted within the qualitative research paradigm. Data was analysed and synthesised 

through a comparison of deferent scholarly view points from deferent fields of study in attempt 

to elicit criticisms and gaps in the implementation of public-private partnerships for the 

planning, development, and management of urban public spaces. 

3. Literature Review 

Urban public space literature is indicative of deferent alternative forms of public space 

management and ownership. Most of these forms are based (De Magalhaes, 2017) on transfer 

and contracting-out of managerial responsibilities from the public hand to organisations 

outside the public sector. Whether these forms are in the shape of (De Magalhaes, 2017) 

Business Improvement Districts, Town Centre Management schemes, land development 
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trusts, community asset transfers or the contracting-out of managerial tasks to private 

companies or voluntary sector organisations under a variety of arrangements. The question 

of whether privatization of UPS does integrate the urban poor or not is fundamental for the 

purpose on this study.  

3.1 Placing PPPs in the context of UPS 

With the underlying pressure that cities find themselves in due to globalization, they 

attempt to bid for the highest order in terms of attracting and maintaining both national and 

international investments and tourists. In so doing, it becomes imperative for them to build 

socially cohesive, environmentally friendly, and economically competitive cities as these 

attributes have become key essentials for sustainability. However, not every city has the 

adequate financial capacity (Fredua, 2017) to undertake and achieve such goals. Some cities 

will resort to the formation of public-private partnerships (PPPs), what Eick (2012) often refer 

to as ‘urban entrepreneurialism’. Cities partner with the private sector in the planning, 

development, maintenance, and management of public spaces (i.e. parks, streets, inner city 

precinct, etc.). 

Public-Private partnership is defined as ‘any arrangement between government and the 

private sector in which partially or traditionally public activities are performed by the private 

sector’ (Forrer et al, 2010). This is a very broad definition that accommodates a variety of 

arrangements, from contracting out to the use of vouchers. To try and narrow this definition 

down to urban infrastructure, Brinkerhoff (2011) defines PPPs as ‘a form of structured 

cooperation between public and private partners in the planning, construction and / or 

exploitation of infrastructural facilities in which they share or reallocate risks, costs, benefits, 

resources and responsibilities’. These can further be defined as space management models 

(Abhilash, 2016) used to integrate the existing isolated hybrid spaces in to the city fabric, and 

to create new integrated system of public space network. 

PPPs have long been advocated and analysed as organisational solutions to pressing 

societal problems that call for the comparative advantages of government, business, and civil 

society. Often these partnerships are initiated and accelerated (Forrer et al, 2010; Hui, 2010; 

smith, 2018; De Magalhaes, 2017; Peyroux, 2012; Gomes, 2019) due to government 

experiencing fiscal deficit and look for alternative ways to finance and deliver government 

services. However, it can be argued that governments often embark upon such arrangements 

without significant and genuine engagement with communities, citizens and users who will 

ultimately benefit from the facilities or services being delivered (Hui, 2010). By so doing, 

governments are creating spaces that are often referred to as ‘white elephants’. Meaning 

spaces that the community don’t see value in or are not conducive to the society leading to 

underutilization or redundancy. It is believed that community engagement is key in the 

development and management of UPS.   

3.2 Forms of PPPs in the context of UPS 

Among a number of public-private partnerships as mentioned above, Business 

Improvement Districts is one form of PPPs (Peyroux, 2012) and privately owned public space 
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(POPS) is another (Cao, 2017). The former focuses more on governance arrangements 

regarding security and policing and social control (Peyroux, 2012), while the latter focuses 

more on development and regulation (Zamanifard, 2018), ownership and management (Cao, 

2017) of UPS.  Because the space is owned and managed by private owners, it is termed 

privately owned public space (POPS). This paper explores how advancements in these 

partnerships impact the city spatial form in relation to sustainability and inclusivity. 

3.2.1 Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) Model 

In many countries across the world (Peyroux, 2012; De Magalhaes, 2017; Smith, 2018) 

BIDs are seen as a new model of sub-municipal governance to secure private capital to 

improve the attractiveness of UPS. Originating from North America and has spread to other 

countries including South Africa, this model is often based on PPPs what Peyroux (2012) often 

refers to as a model of self-taxing districts. Existing literature reveals that in relation to the 

BIDs model, particular attention has been paid to two factors such as 1) governance 

arrangements regarding security and policing and 2) social control particularly in terms of 

exclusion and discrimination (Peyroux, 2012). The prime objective of this model according to 

Peyroux as much as it has largely been criticised by a number of researchers, is strengthening 

global competitiveness of the city. In contrast, other scholars are of the view that existing 

institutions such as local authorities lose their significance when such model is implemented. 

They have a view that societal or economic processes are more easily achieved through BIDs 

than traditional public governance. Some of the local government strategic responsibilities 

such as land use planning BIDs also intervene (Peyroux, 2012; De Magalhaes, 2017). 

Smith (2018) in his study for commercialization of public spaces describes BIDs as a 

radical way of governing UPS and emphasize that this model is applied to gentrify these 

spaces and reclaim them from undesirable users. However, he also encapsulates an opposing 

position taking from his study that focuses on urban public parks that, using parks for events 

helps cities to promote attractive images to external audiences, but this is not always 

compatible with everyday uses. Of the same opinion is Marquardt (2012) who suggests that 

studies on gentrification has documented the often profound changes for local 

neighbourhoods resulting from the reorientation of buyers, developers and city planning. BIDs 

contribute to the production of space in a wider sense, shaping the public imaginary of urban 

neighbourhoods (Marquardt, 2012). 

In this instance public exclusion, gentrification, redundancy of certain public authorities 

in service delivery are but a few of the outstanding factors negatively affecting sustainability 

and the publicness in urban settings. In contrast, contracted-out management of UPS (De 

Magalhaes, 2017) might not necessarily affect publicness negatively. Contracting-out 

management of UPS requires carefully designed accountability mechanisms and clear 

decisions by all key stakeholders, including local authorities, about whose aspirations will be 

privileged and how other aspirations should be protected. 
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3.2.2 Privately Owned Public Spaces (POPS) 

The current neoliberalization of cities has made UPS increasingly commodified and 

privatised (Cao, 2017; Nemeth, 2011). In developed countries, cities that are both sites and 

objects of capital accumulation increasingly use market mechanisms and relies on PPPs to 

offer publicly accessible spaces. These cities partner with private property developers to 

develop and managed public spaces. This is done through the use of zoning concessions, 

where private property developers are encouraged by local government to offer more public 

space on the ground level of their high-rise developments in exchange with bonus space or 

exceed height or bulk limits of their developments. The space is owned and managed privately 

but for public use, therefore for this reason it is termed privately owned public space (POPS). 

This is a confused term meant to describe a confused arrangement of operations. It leaves 

ample ambiguities in its regulation and management.  

Its public accessibility and usability (Cao, 2017) depend on evolving policies, 

maintenance and management by private property owners, and the public’s perception and 

uses. POPS or so-called bonus space is a type of public space by mutual beneficial 

collaboration between the public and private sectors (Yoon, 2016). UPS advocates have 

questioned whether the trade-off between these two parties is equitable. Many authors 

perceive POPS to be diminishing the 'publicness' of UPS by restricting social interaction, 

constraining individual liberties, and excluding undesirable populations (Nemeth, 2011). it can 

be argued that the use of POPS leads to increased control over use, behaviour (use of 

surveillance and policing techniques) and access to UPS.  

3.3 Privatization of UPS and its effects 

Fundamentally, to privatise means (Chiodelli, 2015) literally to transfer ownership and 

control from public to private hands. Is that the case with UPS, if so can they serve the purpose 

to which they were intended for? These are some of the questions this paper seeks to address. 

The debate on public space that emerged in the 1990s is structured around ‘narratives of loss’ 

claiming the ‘end of UPS’ (Gomes, 2019; De Magalhaes, 2017; Smith, 2018). The end of UPS 

in South Africa and in many other developing countries across the world raises concerns in a 

number of researchers. Cao (2017) postulates that genuine UPS not only diminishes gradually 

but also falls prey to sensitive surveillance and control. Privatization of UPS allows the private 

actor to exercise dominion over the spatial jurisdiction and employ restrictive and prohibitive 

measures to limit other public space users from access (Fredua, 2017, Abhilash, 2016). With 

that in mind, it can be argued that privatization decreases the ‘publicness of UPS’ and can be 

associated with shortcomings in the fulfilment of their social and political responsibility.  

Gomes (2019) is of the view that privatization of UPS implies an effort of replacing pre-

existing practices and users (i.e. local authority’s responsibilities), apparently reflecting 

patterns of exclusion and displacement. Gated and exclusive communities are a very good 

example of exclusion and displacement (also known as gentrification), fuelled by security 

concerns (Smith, 2018). Although it can be argued that UPS remain largely the property of the 

state. Privatization is not the result of a coherent political strategy for UPS, rather, it is the 

result of opportunistic tactics from both the municipality and the private actor. Privatization 
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(Gomes, 2019) becomes more likely as the encroachment of private interests in UPS 

increases. With regards to party interests, Tang (2018) posit that privatization is a key idea of 

neoliberalism, which also advocates individualism. Both these parties that enter into a contract 

have their own interests they are pursuing which in most cases disregards that public interest. 

In contrast, Abhilash (2016) believes that the development of active UPS is possible through 

the management model such as POPS through PPPs. 

4. Findings 

In this section a thorough comparison of deferent scholarly view points from deferent 

fields of study in attempt to elicit criticisms and gaps in the implementation of public-private 

partnerships for the planning, development, and management of urban public spaces was 

conducted. Based on the review of the related literature conducted in the sections above and 

for the reason that UPS literature is indicative of deferent alternative forms of UPS 

management and ownership. The study evidence that most of these forms are based on 

transfer and contracting-out of managerial responsibilities from the public hand to 

organizations outside the public sector. Whether these forms are in the shape of BIDs, Town 

Centre Management schemes, land development trusts, community asset transfers or the 

contracting-out of managerial tasks to private companies or voluntary sector organizations 

under a variety of arrangements. One important finding is that privatization of UPS does not 

integrate the urban poor. Another interesting finding is that some of UPS advocates refer to 

these forms of partnerships as urban entrepreneurialism. It can be argued that these forms of 

partnerships are created in order that cities share or reallocate risks, costs, benefits, resources 

and responsibilities with the private sector. However, this does not necessarily benefit the 

communities and users. 

It is interesting to note that some authors perceive that oftentimes PPPs are initiated and 

accelerated due to government experiencing fiscal deficit and look for alternative ways to 

finance and deliver government services. However, in so doing, governments often embark 

on such partnerships without significant and genuine understanding of public participation. 

Thus creating spaces that excludes the poor or at worse creating spaces that the community 

does not see value in them or are not conducive for the society leading to underutilization or 

redundancy. In this instance public exclusion, gentrification, redundancy of certain public 

authorities in service delivery are but a few of the outstanding factors negatively affecting 

sustainability and the publicness in urban settings. Another significant finding is that some 

authors do not really perceive PPPs as a challenge, rather an opportunity. Literature revealed 

that contracting-out management of UPS requires carefully designed accountability 

mechanisms and clear decisions about whose aspirations will be privileged and how other 

aspirations should be protected by all key stakeholders, including local authorities.  

It is also very interesting to note that a large number of authors have identified the 

negative impact that privatisation of UPS has on city sustainability and social inclusion. PPPs 

are for the benefit of only the two parties involved (governments or the private sector) 

excluding the beneficiaries or users. This exclusion then results into compromised publicness, 

accessibility and usability of these spaces. 
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5. Sustainability and Social Implications 

“Urban space production in private regimes is considered profit-driven and often geared 

towards exclusionary spaces that are oriented towards specific use and users. The urban 

spaces that are produced are spaces of order and control, of aesthetic homogeneity and 

uniformity. They form enclaves of predictability and serve as places of retreat for wealthy 

people who want to avoid encounters with differences” Devereux, 2017 

Looking at UPS as an inherently social concept, we can draw attention to how UPS is 

always negotiated, defined, and redefined by different scholars. Beyond the physical reality of 

UPS lies an inherently social nature that influences people’s actions and relationships they 

have or might have towards one another. UPS as a social concept allows us to examine these 

sustainability and social implications. As people move in space every day, space tend to 

influence and direct their movement, behaviour, and even their way of thinking. The frequency 

of spatial restrictions that are found in UPS and their effect on society leads to social divide 

and social behaviour. Local authorities, city planning decision makers and the interests they 

are pursuing, influence the sustainable and socially cohesive design of cities. Also how UPS 

are managed and regulated is key, not who manages and regulates them.  

If marginalised groups seem to be less welcome to certain public spaces than others, 

social cohesion would remain a ‘pie in the sky’. Public spaces should be equally accessible to 

everyone, regardless of their social status, purchasing power, age, gender or abilities. By 

regulating behaviour in UPS, spatial segregation undermines people’s right to move freely in 

cities. It regulates not only certain types of activities or behaviour, but also general social 

behaviour by directing people’s movements and influencing their ways of behaving and 

thinking. For this reason, urban public spaces will not serve the purpose to which they were 

intended for. 

6. Conclusions and Recommendations 

This paper has highlighted privatization of urban public spaces and the impact that 

privatisation has on social inclusion and sustainable spatial setting of urban areas. The study 

identified that privatisation of UPS is done mainly through public-private partnerships. These 

partnerships would be in the form of business improvement districts or privately owned public 

spaces. The BID model focuses more on governance arrangements regarding security and 

policing and social control, while the POPS focuses more on development and regulation, 

ownership and management of UPS. These two commercialization / privatization model are 

arguably focused more in pursuit of individual interests of the parties involved resulting in the 

exclusion of the users or inhabitants.  

Results indicate that advancements in these partnerships impact the city spatial form in 

relation to sustainability and inclusivity. Public exclusion, gentrification, redundancy of certain 

public authorities in service delivery are but a few of the outstanding factors negatively 

affecting sustainability and the publicness of UPS in the urban setting. The study further 

reveals that the introduction of these commercialization models has done nothing but 
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increased control over use, behaviour (use of surveillance and policing techniques) and 

access to UPS.  

6.1 Recommendations 

Public participation for UPS transformation: Local authorities should develop 

neighbourhood level and city wide public participation programmes aimed at rejuvenating 

UPS. Local authorities should make resources available for the two levels of public 

participation. Firstly, at neighbourhood level, a detailed stakeholder analysis should be 

undertaken prior public participation processes so that all interest and vulnerable have 

adequate representation and voice. Secondly, public participation should be sensitive to local 

languages and availability of elderly people including requirements of those living with 

disabilities. 

Business operating models for UPS: While it is recognised that local authorities face 

deficit challenges to manage and maintain UPS in order to provide basic services, the 

complete commercialization or privatization of UPS is not the only solution. This is particularly 

true for developing countries with high levels of inequality and urban fragmentation. For local 

authorities to realise the combined outcomes of UPS, self-reliance and social cohesion hybrid 

business operating models should be explored. These may include cooperatives, partnerships 

with schools of Built Environment and Real Estates in university towns, partnerships with 

institutions that advance public interest such as Non-Governmental Organisations, Churches 

and development finance institutions instead of private individuals and companies who exist 

for personal gain as a business motive. 

Social development performance indicators for PPPs: In instances where local 

authorities have already entered into long-term agreements with private organisations for the 

management and maintenance of UPS, the contracts should be reviewed to incorporate social 

development performance indicators. These indicators may include practical measures to 

increase access to vulnerable and historically disadvantaged groups in society; shareholding 

and company board management with intention to increase publicness of UPS entities. 

7. References 

Abhilash, R. S. and Chandy, M. N. (2016) ‘Ensuring Public Realm Through Private- private 

Partnership, in the Context of Rapid Urbanization (Case of CBD area Kochi)’, Procedia 

Technology. The Author(s), 24, pp. 1652–1659. doi: 10.1016/j.protcy.2016.05.181. 

Barclay, D. A. (2017) ‘Space and the Social Worth of Public Libraries’, Public Library Quarterly. 

Routledge, 36(4), pp. 267–273. doi: 10.1080/01616846.2017.1327767. 

Brinkerhoff, D. W. and Brinkerhoff, J. M. (2011) ‘Public-private partnerships: Perspectives on 

purposes, publicness, and good governance’, Public Administration and Development, 

31(1), pp. 2–14. doi: 10.1002/pad.584. 



9 
 

Cao, H. (2017) ‘A noneventful social movement: The Occupy Wall Street Movement’s struggle 

over privately owned public space’, International Journal of Communication, 11, pp. 

3162–3181. 

Carmo, A. and Estevens, A. (2017) ‘Urban citizenship(s) in Lisbon: examining the case of 

Mouraria’, Citizenship Studies. Routledge, 21(4), pp. 409–424. doi: 

10.1080/13621025.2017.1307602. 

Castilhos, R. B. and Dolbec, P.-Y. (2017) ‘Conceptualizing spatial types’, Marketing Theory, 

p. 147059311773245. doi: 10.1177/1470593117732455.Charytonowicz, J. (2016) 

Advances in Human Factors and Sustainable Infrastructure. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-

41941-1. 

Chiodelli, F. and Moroni, S. (2015) ‘Do malls contribute to the privatization of public space and 

the erosion of the public sphere? Reconsidering the role of shopping centres’, City, 

Culture and Society. Elsevier Ltd, 6(1), pp. 35–42. doi: 10.1016/j.ccs.2014.12.002. 

Citroni, S. and Karrholm, M. (2019) ‘Neighbourhood events and the visibilisation of everyday 

life: The cases of Turro (Milan) and Norra Fäladen (Lund)’, European Urban and 

Regional Studies, 26(1), pp. 50–64. doi: 10.1177/0969776417719489. 

De Magalhães, C. and Freire Trigo, S. (2017) ‘Contracting out publicness: The private 

management of the urban public realm and its implications’, Progress in Planning, 115, 

pp. 1–28. doi: 10.1016/j.progress.2016.01.001. 

Devereux, M. and Littlefield, D. (2017) ‘A literature review on the privatization of public space 

MAIN REPORT Prepared for: Grosvenor Group Ltd’, (January), pp. 0–33. Available at: 

http://eprints.uwe.ac.uk/31529/1/Grosvenor literature review DL MD.pdf. 

Dunford, M. and Greco, L. (2007) ‘Geographies of Growth, Decline and Restructuring’, 

European Urban and Regional Studies, 14(1), pp. 27–53. doi: 

10.1177/0969776406072663. 

Eick, V. (2012) ‘The co-production of purified space: Hybrid policing in German Business 

Improvement Districts’, European Urban and Regional Studies, 19(2), pp. 121–136. 

doi: 10.1177/0969776411420018. 

Firidin Özgür, E. et al. (2017) ‘Use of public spaces in private space-led urbanization: The 

cases of kadıköy and ataşehir in İstanbul’, A/Z ITU Journal of the Faculty of 

Architecture, 14(1), pp. 43–56. doi: 10.5505/itujfa.2017.38258. 

Forrer, J. et al. (2010) ‘Public-private partnerships and the public accountability question’, 

Public Administration Review, 70(3), pp. 475–484. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-

6210.2010.02161. x. 



10 
 

Hui, G. and Hayllar, M. R. (2010) ‘Creating public value in e-government: A public-private-

citizen collaboration framework in Web 2.0’, Australian Journal of Public 

Administration, 69(SUPPL. 1), pp. 120–131. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8500.2009.00662. x. 

Jung, S. and Lee, J. S. (2017) ‘Korean developers in Vietnam: The mechanism of transnational 

large-scale property development and its planning’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 9(5). 

doi: 10.3390/su9050748. 

Lee, I. and Hwang, S. W. (2018) ‘Urban Entertainment Centre (UEC) as a redevelopment 

strategy for large-scale post-industrial sites in Seoul: Between public policy and 

privatization of planning’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 10(10). doi: 

10.3390/su10103535. 

Li, D. et al. (2018) ‘Changing agro-pastoral livelihoods under collective and private land use 

in Xinjiang, China’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 11(1), pp. 1–20. doi: 

10.3390/su11010166. 

Li, Z. et al. (2018) ‘Land-use/cover change and driving mechanism on the West Bank of Lake 

Baikal from 2005 to 2015-A case study of Irkutsk city’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 

10(8), pp. 1–16. doi: 10.3390/su10082904. 

Makhzoumi, J. and Al-Sabbagh, S. (2018) ‘Landscape and Urban Governance: Participatory 

Planning of the Public Realm in Saida, Lebanon’, Land, 7(2), p. 48. doi: 

10.3390/land7020048. 

Marquardt, N. and Füller, H. (2012) ‘Spill over of the private city: BIDs as a pivot of social 

control in downtown Los Angeles’, European Urban and Regional Studies, 19(2), pp. 

153–166. doi: 10.1177/0969776411420019. 

Mosselson, A. (2019) ‘Everyday security: privatized policing, local legitimacy and atmospheres 

of control’, Urban Geography. Routledge, 40(1), pp. 16–36. doi: 

10.1080/02723638.2018.1482091. 

Nabi, H. (2017) ‘Transient Spaces and Places: Inside an 80s Cinema Hall in Lahore’, 

Bioscope: South Asian Screen Studies, 8(2), pp. 268–279. doi: 

10.1177/0974927617728138. 

Németh, J., & Schmidt, S. (2011). The privatization of public space: Modelling and measuring 

publicness. Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 38(1), 5–23. 

https://doi.org/10.1068/b36057 

Nigere, K. (2017) ‘privatization of public places in South Africa: a local NGO (copessa) in a 

Sowetan park University of the Witwatersrand Honours Research Report, Department 

of Social Anthro’, (December). 



11 
 

Paper, C. (2012) ‘SMART USE OF SPACE How to deal with the growing pressure of 

urbanization in Flanders’, (July), p. 2012. 

Peyroux, E., Pütz, R. and Glasze, G. (2012) ‘Business Improvement Districts (BIDs): The 

internationalization and contextualization of a “travelling concept”’, European Urban 

and Regional Studies, 19(2), pp. 111–120. doi: 10.1177/0969776411420788. 

Polat, S. and Dostoglu, N. (2016) ‘Measuring place identity in public open spaces’, 

Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers - Urban Design and Planning, 170(5), 

pp. 217–230. doi: 10.1680/jurdp.15.00031. 

Pradinie, K., Navastara, A. M. and Martha, K. D. E. (2016) ‘Who’s Own the Public Space? The 

Adaptation of Limited Space in Arabic Kampong’, Procedia - Social and Behavioural 

Sciences. The Author(s), 227(November 2015), pp. 693–698. doi: 

10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.06.134. 

Pugh, T. W. (2018) ‘From the Streets: Public and Private Space in an Early Maya City’, Journal 

of Archaeological Method and Theory. Journal of Archaeological Method and Theory. 

doi: 10.1007/s10816-018-9404-0. 

Rickly, J. M. (2017) ‘“I’m a Red River local”: Rock climbing mobilities and community 

hospitalities’, Tourist Studies, 17(1), pp. 54–74. doi: 10.1177/1468797616685648. 

Smith, A. (2018) ‘Paying for parks. Ticketed events and the commercialisation of public space’, 

Leisure Studies. Routledge, 37(5), pp. 533–546. doi: 

10.1080/02614367.2018.1497077. 

Smith, A. (2018) ‘Justifying and resisting public park commercialisation: The battle for 

Battersea Park’, European Urban and Regional Studies. doi: 

10.1177/0969776418767731. 

Smith, A. (2017) ‘Animation or denigration? Using urban public spaces as event venues’, 

Event Management, 21(5), pp. 609–619. doi: 10.3727/152599517X15053272359068. 

Soares da Silva, D., Horlings, L. and Figueiredo, E. (2018) ‘Citizen Initiatives in the Post-

Welfare State’, Social Sciences, 7(12), p. 252. doi: 10.3390/socsci7120252. 

Tang, K. L. (2018) ‘Privatization of Public Space: Spatial Practice in the Umbrella Movement’, 

Space and Culture. doi: 10.1177/1206331218769014. 

Văetişi, Ş. (2018) ‘Post socialist Informal Urbanism between Creativity and Power. Notes on 

Four Projects from Romania’, Südosteuropa, 66(1), pp. 45–68. doi: 10.1515/soeu-

2018-0004. 



12 
 

Van Loon, J., Oosterlynck, S. and Aalbers, M. B. (2018) ‘Governing urban development in the 

Low Countries: From managerialism to entrepreneurialism and financialization’, 

European Urban and Regional Studies. doi: 10.1177/0969776418798673. 

Wang, A. and Chan, E. (2019) ‘Institutional factors affecting urban green space provision–

from a local government revenue perspective’, Journal of Environmental Planning and 

Management. Routledge, 0568. doi: 10.1080/09640568.2018.1541231. 

Wang, Y., Shaw, D. and Yuan, K. (2018) ‘Gated neighbourhoods, privatized amenities and 

fragmented society: Evidence from residential experience and implications for urban 

planning’, Sustainability (Switzerland), 10(11). doi: 10.3390/su10114301. 

Yoon, H., & Srinivasan, S. (2015). Are they well situated? spatial analysis of privately owned 

public space, Manhattan, New York city. Urban Affairs Review, 51(3), 358–380. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087414552457 

Zamanifard, H., Alizadeh, T. and Bosman, C. (2018) ‘Towards a framework of public space 

governance’, Cities. Elsevier, 78(March 2017), pp. 155–165. doi: 

10.1016/j.cities.2018.02.010. 


