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This Spatial Justice Handbook has been developed within the 

framework of the UP2030 Horizon project, generously funded by 

the European Union. As a cornerstone contribution to work pack-

age three (WP3), this manual aligns with the project's overarching 

goals of innovating and enhancing spatial justice in urban planning 

and design by 2030. Furthermore, it is a complementary resource 

to the Spatial Justice Benchmarking tool developed by the Delft 

University of Technology (TU Delft). This integration ensures that 

the manual not only provides theoretical insights and practical guid-

ance for advancing Spatial Justice in sustainability transitions but 

also aligns with cutting-edge research and tools designed to meas-

ure and improve spatial justice outcomes. Through this collabora-

tive effort, the handbook aims to empower practitioners, schol-

ars, and policymakers with the knowledge and strategies needed 

to create more equitable, inclusive, and just urban environments, 

reflecting the shared commitment of the UP2030 Horizon project 

and its contributors to fostering Spatial Justice on a global scale.
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INTEGRATING JUSTICE INTO URBAN 
PLANNING AND POLICYMAKING IS 
CRUCIAL FOR CREATING EQUITABLE, 
SOCIALLY SUSTAINABLE,  AND 
RESILIENT CITIES THAT CATER TO THE 
NEEDS OF ALL CITIZENS, THEREBY 
ACHIEVING TRUE SUSTAINABILITY. 
BY ‘TRUE SUSTAINABILITY’,  WE MEAN 
THE SIMULTANEOUS OCCURRENCE 
OF SUSTAINABILITY’S THREE 
CRUCIAL DIMENSIONS (SOCIAL, 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC), 
WHICH ARE MUTUALLY DEPENDENT 
AND MUTUALLY REINFORCING.

Justice is a human institution. It serves as both a 
moral and legal framework that seeks to balance 
individual rights with the common good, ensuring 
that all members of a society have the opportunity 
to lead fulfilling and prosperous lives. Central to 
this conception of justice is the notion of fairness, 
where each person receives what they are due, 
whether in terms of resources, opportunities, or 
protection. 

At the heart of the idea of justice lies a profound 
question: How can we live together? And how can 
we coexist harmoniously with our planet, ensur-
ing that every being leads a flourishing life while 
maintaining the Earth’s natural balance? In light of 
our current unsustainable practices, we are also 
compelled to ask: How can we revolutionise our 
interactions with our cities, our planet, and one 
another, to nurture a world where both human and 
ecological well-being are realised?

In this manual, we explore the idea of Spatial Jus-
tice, which examines the spatial ontology of social 
processes and their outcomes. Everything happens 
somewhere. Space plays a definitive role (albeit 
not a deterministic one) in shaping social process-
es. It is not only about the distribution of burdens 
and benefits in our life together (the outcomes), 
but also about recognising the diverse needs and 

trajectories of those affected, as well as the deci-
sion-making processes that shape our spaces (the 
processes).

Spatial justice seeks to address inequalities that 
lead to disparities in how groups experience their 
environment, advocating for a more equitable 
distribution of spaces and resources that foster 
community well-being and inclusivity. It also sup-
ports more democratic and inclusive processes to 
achieve this.

Spatial Justice encompasses three fundamental, 
co-constitutive dimensions: distributive, procedur-
al, and recognition justice, which we briefly de-
scribe here and expand upon later in this manual.

Distributive Justice concerns the equitable distri-
bution of resources, benefits, and burdens of our 
lives in society across different geographical areas 
or communities. It strives to ensure that no group 
or locality is systematically disadvantaged in ac-
cessing essential services, amenities, or economic 
opportunities. Distributive justice addresses issues 
such as the fair allocation of public goods, infra-
structure, and environmental quality to prevent 
spatial inequalities. 

Procedural Justice focuses on the fairness of 
decision-making processes related to urban de-
velopment and planning. It emphasises inclusive 
governance, participation, transparency and 
accountability. In this dimension, a wide range of 
stakeholders should have a voice in shaping poli-
cies, regulations, and development plans, ensuring 
that decision-making procedures are open, ac-
countable, and considerate of diverse perspectives, 
with particular attention to the pleas of disadvan-
taged or historically oppressed communities. 

In Recognitional Justice, we acknowledge the im-
portance of cultural identity, historical trajectories, 
and the specific needs and aspirations of various 
social groups. Recognition justice emphasises 
respecting the rights and values of marginalised or 
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minority communities, acknowledging their unique 
experiences, and addressing historical injustices. 
It also addresses past injustices and trajectories 
of oppression. Recognition justice seeks to create 
inclusive urban environments that validate and 
support the diverse identities, needs and aspira-
tions of citizens. In a way, it is impossible to have 
procedural justice without recognitional justice. 

These three dimensions are integral and essential 
to Spatial Justice. What we mean by this is that 
although those dimensions can be understood 
separately, they are mutually reinforcing and 
necessary for true and sustainable Spatial Justice 
to exist.  Recognition that does not lead to parity 
of participation (Fraser, 1999) and fairness in the 
material distribution of the burdens and benefits of 
life in society is but a symbolic exercise. 

In the evolving discourse about how to steer our 
cities and communities towards a fair and sustain-
able future, the concept of spatial justice emerges 
as both a ‘meaning-giver’ and a ‘sense-maker’ for 
urban development policy and projects. It does so 
by providing a critical lens through which the spa-
tial dimensions of justice and equity can be under-
stood and addressed. Urban space is not neutral; 
it reflects and reproduces social inequalities and 
power dynamics. By applying spatial justice princi-
ples, urban planners and policymakers can recog-
nise and analyse the ways in which urban spaces 
either perpetuate inequality or contribute to more 
equitable outcomes.

Giving meaning refers to the act of assigning sig-
nificance or value to something. It involves imbu-
ing a person, object, or situation with a deeper, 
often subjective, interpretation that resonates on 
a personal or collective level. Spatial justice, as a 
‘meaning-giver,’ helps us collectively reflect, dis-
cuss, identify, and articulate the underlying values 
and goals that should guide urban development. 
Spatial justice provides a more profound frame-
work for understanding the complex interactions 

between space, society, and the environment. It 
helps us reflect on how urban policies and projects 
impact different communities and individuals, par-
ticularly those who are marginalised or disadvan-
taged. This perspective gives meaning to collec-
tive, public action, fostering a holistic approach to 
urban development, one that considers the spatial 
implications of policy decisions and seeks to create 
environments that are socially inclusive, empower-
ing and regenerative. 

 Making sense pertains to making something 
comprehensible or logical. It involves explaining or 
arranging information in a way that makes it clear 
and understandable to others. When you give 
sense to a statement or an idea, you are clarifying 
it, making it reasonable or understandable in the 
context it is presented. As a “sense-maker”, spa-
tial justice encourages a systematic value-based 
rethinking of urban development based on a 
clear three-dimensional framework that address-
es multiple aspects simultaneously, namely the 
distribution of burdens and benefits of urban 
development, who has access to urban resources 
and goods and how urban planning and design can 
either exacerbate or mitigate social disparities. 
Doing so gives sense to urban policy and projects, 
ensuring they are aligned with the broader goals of 
equity and inclusion.

Spatial justice, of course, is merely a concept, and 
it is challenging to implement. However, it is also 
a powerful idea that helps us give meaning to and 
make sense of our activities as planners, designers, 
activists, decision makers, and may animate others 
to join us in the struggle for better cities. While 
these ideas may seem desperately naïve in the 
face of the harsh realities of city administration, 
with multiple challenges and political obstacles, 
we argue that meaning-giving and sense-making 
are by no means trivial pursuits. In fact, capturing 
the imagination of our fellow citizens is crucial 
for effective collective action to combat complex 
societal challenges.  
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 All in all, concepts such as Justice and the Market 
are not ‘natural’; they are human creations that 
allow us to live with each other. The imperative to 
embed justice into these processes’ stems from 
a profound understanding that cities are not just 
physical spaces but also social environments where 
inequities can be perpetuated or dismantled. 

Urban areas are mosaics of diverse communities 
with unique needs, aspirations, and challenges. 
Without a justice-oriented approach, urban plan-
ning and policy-making risk exacerbating social in-
equalities, allowing environmental degradation and 
economic disparities, and ultimately undermining 
the urban social fabric of cities.

The integration of justice dimensions into urban 
planning and policymaking is not only a moral 
imperative but also a practical necessity for ad-
dressing complex urban challenges that require 
collective imagination and collective action. Cities 
are at the forefront of confronting climate change, 
migration, economic shifts, and technological 
advancements. Justice-oriented planning ensures 
that the benefits and burdens of urban devel-
opment are shared equitably, increasing social 
sustainability and making cities more resilient to 
shocks and stresses. Furthermore, a justice-based 
approach can drive innovation and sustainability 
by fostering environments where diverse ideas and 
solutions are welcomed and where social equity is 
seen as integral to economic prosperity and envi-
ronmental stewardship.

Publishing a handbook on spatial justice carries the 
risk of trivialising the profound meanings of the 
concept. In the run-of-the-mill toiling of planners, 
justice may lose some of its appeal as a utopi-
an concept. Yet, it is time we take justice off its 
scholarly and judicial pedestals and integrate it into 
spatial planning more vigorously. It is imperative 
to undertake this endeavour to render the concept 
accessible and practical. By translating complex 
theoretical frameworks into practical applications, 

such a handbook can serve as a critical tool for 
policymakers, planners, and practitioners. This 
effort not only democratises the knowledge but 
also ensures that spatial justice transcends aca-
demic discourse, facilitating tangible interventions 
and fostering equitable spatial outcomes. Thus, the 
potential risk is outweighed by the significant ben-
efit of operationalising spatial justice to address 
real-world inequalities.

In the words of the great Indian economist and 
philosopher of justice, Amartya Sen, there is no 
perfect justice, nor is a perfectly just world achiev-
able. Sen argues that the pursuit of a perfectly just 
society is not only unattainable but also potentially 
misguided. Instead, he emphasises the importance 
of addressing and reducing existing injustices 
incrementally, suggesting that we should focus 
on making societies more just over time through 
practical measures and continuous improvement  
(Sen, 2009). This approach aligns with the idea 
that justice should be pursued as a comparative 
and incremental improvement, rather than as an 
absolute ideal. 

What we should aspire to is making cities a little 
more just tomorrow than they were yesterday. 
However, the work needs to be done today.

In conclusion, integrating justice into urban plan-
ning and policymaking is crucial for building cities 
that are not only physically well-designed but also 
socially sustainable. This approach requires a com-
mitment to understanding and addressing the mul-
tidimensional and mutually reinforcing aspects of 
justice—distributive, procedural, and recognition-
al—to ensure that urban development promotes 
the well-being of all, humans and non-humans. By 
doing so, cities can become places of care, resil-
ience, and solidarity, capable of meeting current 
and future challenges.
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The Spatial Justice Manual is designed for urban 
planners, policymakers, activists, community lead-
ers, academics, and students interested in integrating 
principles of justice into spatial planning and urban 
development. It is a comprehensive guide for those 
seeking to understand and apply spatial justice con-
cepts to create equitable and inclusive urban spaces. 

The manual is particularly valuable for practition-
ers and scholars working at the intersection of urban 
planning, social justice, environmental sustainability, 
and participatory governance. It offers them tools, 
strategies, and insights to address distribution, pro-
cess and recognition in spatial planning.

The suggested application of this manual includes 
its use in academic settings for instruction and research, 
by urban planners and designers in the field as a refer-
ence for equitable planning practices, and by policy-
makers as a guideline for creating and implementing 
policies that foster inclusivity and justice. Additionally, 
its integration with the Spatial Justice Benchmarking 
Tool allows for a robust evaluation of urban planning 
initiatives, ensuring that efforts are not only theoreti-
cally sound but also effectively measured and aligned 
with the broader goals of the UP2030 Horizon project. 

Through this dual application, the manual contributes 
significantly to the global endeavor of creating more 
just, sustainable, and resilient urban areas.

The manual is organised into five sections. It 
begins with introducing the concepts of spatial, dis-
tributive, procedural, and recognitional justice, laying 
the theoretical groundwork. 

The second part addresses strategies for imple-
menting spatial justice.  There's a focus on partic-
ipatory planning methods, strategies for equitable 
resource distribution, and approaches to enhancing 
inclusivity and diversity in urban spaces. 

Part three delves into tools and techniques for 
monitoring and benchmarking spatial justice. Part 
four tackles the challenges and future directions in 
the spatial justice discussion. Part five takes a step 
back and reflects on the ethical dimensions of spatial 
justice,  the role of planners and the moral impera-
tive of leaving no one behind. The manual ends with 
a call to action. 

This organisation ensures that readers gain a holis-
tic understanding of spatial justice, equipped with both 
the theoretical insights and practical tools needed to 
enact meaningful change.

A P P L I C A T I O N  & 
O R G A N I S A T I O N 
O F  T H I S  M A N U A L
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1 . 1 .  U N D E R S T A N D I N G 
S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E
Spatial justice is a crucial framework for under-
standing and addressing the complex ways in 
which space and social justice intertwine. The ne-
cessity for spatial justice arises from the acknowl-
edgement that space is not a neutral backdrop to 
human activity but is actively produced, shaped, 
and contested by social processes, power dynam-
ics, and institutional practices. Inequities in how 
resources, opportunities, and services are distrib-
uted across space can lead to profound disparities 
in health, well-being, and economic prosperity 
among different communities. Spatial justice seeks 
to rectify these disparities by ensuring equitable 
access to urban and rural spaces and the benefits 
they confer.

The need for spatial justice is underscored by the 
growing recognition that many social injustices, 
such as poverty, environmental degradation, and 
discrimination, have a spatial dimension. The 
‘spatial turn’ in the social sciences represents a 
paradigm shift towards recognising the significance 
of space in shaping social relations, processes, and 
outcomes. This perspective emphasises that space 
is not merely a passive backdrop but an active 
element influencing and being influenced by social 
dynamics. It encourages scholars to consider how 
geographical and physical spaces affect social 
interactions, inequalities, power structures, and 
cultural practices. By integrating spatial analysis, 
this approach offers more profound insights into 
the complexities of society, challenging traditional 
notions of space and place and highlighting the 
role of geography in constructing social realities 
and life stories.

Poor urban planning and policymaking can exacer-
bate existing inequalities, concentrating disadvan-
tage in certain areas while privileging others. This 
can manifest in various ways, from food deserts in 
underserved neighbourhoods and inadequate pub-

lic transportation to the siting of hazardous waste 
facilities or polluting industries in low-income or 
black communities, disproportionately exposing 
them to health risks. 

Spatial Justice demands a re-evaluation of these 
planning and policy decisions to ensure that all 
communities, especially the most vulnerable, have 
equal access to public goods and the necessities 
for a dignified life, including clean air, water, green 
spaces, and safe, affordable housing.

Moreover, spatial justice is integral to the pursuit 
of environmental justice and the fight against 
climate change. 

Environmental Justice focuses explicitly on the dis-
tribution of environmental benefits and burdens, 
such as clean air, water, access to green spaces, 
and exposure to pollutants and environmental haz-
ards. It emerged as a response to the observation 
that marginalised and low-income communities 
often bear a disproportionate share of environ-
mental risks and hazards without equal access 
to environmental goods. The unequal effects of 
environmental degradation and climate impacts 
often fall hardest on those least responsible for 
them. Environmental justice seeks to address 
these disparities, advocating for the fair treatment 
and meaningful involvement of all people regard-
less of race, colour, national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies. 

The connection between spatial justice and envi-
ronmental justice lies in their shared recognition 
that inequities are often spatially distributed. 
Environmental injustices manifest through spatial 
arrangements: where people live, work, and play 
affects their exposure to environmental harms, 
access to natural resources and healthy environ-
ments. 

Spatial justice provides a broader lens through 
which to understand the contexts and spatial 
dimensions of these environmental injustices, 
emphasising the importance of inclusive spatial 
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planning and policymaking in mitigating environ-
mental disparities. It underlines that achieving 
environmental justice is a critical component of 
broader efforts to create fair, healthy, and sustain-
able spaces for all communities, emphasising the 
idea of the Right to the City (Harvey, 2008, 2012; 
Lefèbvre, 1968; Purcell, 2002, 2014).

The Right to the City advocates for the democra-
tisation of urban space, asserting that all citizens 
should have equitable access to and control over 
the benefits of urban life and its common resourc-
es, thereby fostering inclusive, sustainable, and just 
urban environments.

By adopting a spatial justice lens, planners and 
policymakers can better understand and address 
the geographical patterns of environmental injus-
tice, ensuring that efforts to mitigate and adapt to 
climate change are equitably distributed and do 
not leave marginalised communities behind. 

Spatial justice also encompasses the right to 
participate in the making of spaces themselves.  
This procedural aspect of justice emphasises 
the importance of democratic governance and 
the inclusion of diverse voices in urban planning 
and decision-making processes. Ensuring that all 
community members, particularly those historically 
excluded or marginalised, have meaningful op-
portunities to shape the spaces in which they live 
is a fundamental principle of spatial justice. This 
participatory approach may not only lead to more 
equitable outcomes but also strengthen the social 
fabric by fostering a sense of belonging and own-
ership among residents.

Finally, the pursuit of spatial justice is about rec-
ognising and valuing the diversity of experiences 
and identities that inhabit urban and rural spaces. 
It challenges us to consider how spaces can be 
designed and governed to celebrate cultural diver-
sity, promote social cohesion, and accommodate 
different ways of living. In doing so, spatial justice 
aims to create inclusive environments that reflect 
and respect society’s multiplicity, allowing every-
one to thrive.

In sum, spatial justice is essential for building fairer, 
more resilient communities and cities. By address-
ing the spatial dimensions of inequality and ensur-
ing equitable access to resources, opportunities, 
and participation in spatial decision-making, spatial 
justice offers a path toward a more inclusive and 
sustainable future. It calls on us to reimagine and 
reconstruct the spaces we inhabit in ways that pri-
oritise equity, respect for diversity, and the collec-
tive well-being of all community members.

1 . 2 .  A  H I S T O R I C A L 
P E R S P E C T I V E  O N 
S P A T I A L  I N E Q U A L I T Y 
A N D  J U S T I C E
The emergence of spatial justice as a conceptual 
and political framework is rooted in broader histor-
ical struggles over rights, equity, and the material 
conditions of urban life. While spatial inequality 
has long been a feature of human settlement, 
the second half of the 20th century witnessed a 
growing awareness of how space itself functions 
as a mechanism of exclusion and domination. This 
awareness crystallised in the 1960s and 1970s, as 
radical urban movements, civil rights campaigns, 
and anti-colonial struggles converged to challenge 
the normative and spatial logics of capitalist urban 
development.

In Western Europe and North America, the post-
war decades saw a wave of large-scale state-led 
urban renewal projects that promised modernisa-
tion and efficiency but often resulted in the dis-
placement of working-class and racialised commu-
nities. The so-called ‘slum clearance’ programmes 
in cities such as London, Paris, and New York were 
emblematic of this trend, privileging infrastructural 
development over social cohesion and reinforc-
ing patterns of spatial exclusion (Harvey, 1973; 
Marcuse, 1986). These transformations prompted 
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widespread resistance, particularly from communi-
ties affected by the erasure of local identities and 
the commodification of land.

It was during this period that Henri Lefebvre for-
mulated his influential concept of the right to the 
city, a radical demand for collective control over 
urbanisation processes and the reappropriation 
of space for use value rather than exchange value 
(Lefèbvre, 1968). Lefebvre’s work marked a critical 
departure from technocratic understandings of 
space as neutral or fixed, framing space instead 
as socially produced and political. His ideas were 
foundational to a broader intellectual turn, what 
Edward Soja (2010) later called the ‘spatial turn’, 
that reoriented urban theory toward a deeper 
engagement with the spatial dimensions of power, 
inequality, and justice.

In the Global South, spatial inequality was in-
tensified by the legacies of colonial urbanism, 
which imposed racial and economic segregation 
through planning instruments and infrastructure. 
Post-independence states often inherited and 
reproduced these spatial regimes under the guise 
of developmentalism, relying on modernist plan-
ning paradigms that privileged elite enclaves while 
marginalising informal settlements and peripher-
alised populations (Roy, 2009; Watson, 2009). The 
resulting urban forms, fragmented, exclusionary, 
and uneven, became sites of both injustice and 
resistance, where grassroots movements mobilised 
to claim land, services, and recognition.

The 1980s and 1990s saw a shift in the political 
economy of urban planning with the rise of neo-
liberal governance, marked by the withdrawal of 
the welfare state, the rise of public-private part-
nerships, and the marketisation of urban land 
and services. This era further entrenched spatial 
disparities through gentrification, housing finan-
cialisation, and the privatisation of public goods 
(Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Peck & Tickell, 2002). 
As critical scholars such as Peter Marcuse (2009) 
and Susan Fainstein (2010) have argued, spatial 
injustice under neoliberalism is not an unintended 
side effect but a structural outcome of planning 

systems designed to facilitate capital accumula-
tion.

At the same time, new forms of resistance 
emerged, building on the legacy of Lefebvre and 
drawing from feminist, decolonial, and Southern 
epistemologies. Faranak Miraftab (2004) intro-
duced the distinction between ‘invited’ and ‘in-
vented’ spaces of participation to analyse how 
marginalised communities claim political agency 
beyond institutional channels. These concepts re-
framed spatial justice as a relational and procedur-
al struggle, concerned not only with redistribution 
but with recognition, participation, and epistemic 
legitimacy.

This genealogy of spatial justice demonstrates 
that the struggle for just spaces has always been 
historically situated, shaped by broader politi-
cal-economic shifts and grassroots contestation. 
The field has moved from focusing solely on 
material distribution to incorporating procedural 
and recognitional dimensions of justice, following 
the influential work of Nancy Fraser (Fraser, 2000, 
2010). Her model of participatory parity, the idea 
that justice entails social arrangements that permit 
all to participate as peers, has become a norma-
tive touchstone for assessing spatial policies and 
planning processes.

In short, spatial justice has evolved through a 
dialectic between institutional planning regimes 
and the insurgent practices of those excluded from 
dominant spatial orders. This historical perspective 
reveals that injustice is not merely the product of 
poor planning or technical failure, but the outcome 
of deliberate political choices and structural condi-
tions. Understanding these genealogies is essential 
for contemporary planners and scholars seeking to 
transform space not just through design or policy, 
but through a commitment to democratic, equita-
ble, and plural urban futures.
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2 . 1  I N T R O D U C T I O N

At the heart of the conceptualisation of spatial 
justice is the ‘spatial turn’ in the social sciences. 
This intellectual movement began in the late 20th 
century, emphasising the significance of space, 
place, and geography in understanding social 
phenomena  (Bachmann-Medick, 2016). Scholars 
across various disciplines, led by Henri Lefebvre, 
later joined by names such as Peter Marcuse, 
Edward Soja, David Harvey and Susan Fainstein, 
recognised that spatial dimensions are active 
elements that shape social relationships, power 
dynamics, and cultural practices. This movement 
shifted focus from temporal and political analyses 
to considering how spatial arrangements influence 
political, economic, and social structures. It 
underscored the importance of ‘space’ as a critical 
factor in the production and reproduction of 
societal processes, leading to new insights into 
topics like globalisation, the connection between 
capital and urbanisation, and environmental issues.

Henri Lefebvre is perhaps the intellectual ‘found-
er’ of this spatial turn. Lefebvre’s ‘Le Droit à la 
Ville’ (‘The Right to the City’), first published in 
1968 (Lefèbvre, 1968), significantly influenced the 
spatial turn in the social sciences and later discus-
sions on spatial justice. The book argues for the 
centrality of urban space in the lives of individuals 
and communities, advocating for a transformative 
approach to urbanisation that prioritises human 
needs and participation in urban life. Lefebvre’s 
ideas challenged the then-prevailing functionalist 
and technocratic approaches to urban planning 
and development, foregrounding the importance 
of space in the production and reproduction of 
social relations.

Lefebvre’s work was pivotal in the spatial turn for 
several reasons. ‘The Right to the City’ introduced 
a critical perspective on how urban space is pro-
duced and managed, emphasising that space is 
an active force in shaping social life. This critique 

influenced subsequent spatial analyses across 
disciplines, encouraging scholars to consider the 
spatial dimensions of social phenomena.

Lefebvre’s work transcended disciplinary boundar-
ies, drawing on philosophy, sociology, geography, 
and urban studies to articulate his vision of urban 
space. This interdisciplinary approach contributed 
to the spatial turn by demonstrating the relevance 
of spatial analysis across the social sciences. His 
advocacy for the active participation of urban 
residents in the creation and transformation of 
their spaces was crucial to later urban social move-
ments. This idea influenced participatory planning 
and design practices, emphasising the role of citi-
zens in shaping their environments.

In ‘The Right to the City’, Lefebvre famously stated, 
‘Le droit à la ville est un cri et une demande’ (‘The 
right to the city is both a cry and a demand’). This 
powerful statement encapsulates the essence of 
Lefebvre’s argument for a radical reimagining of 
urban life and planning, where citizens are central 
to the processes of creating and shaping their liv-
ing environments. Lefebvre’s assertion frames the 
right to the city as an active demand for greater 
participation and influence in the urban develop-
ment process. It emphasises the need for residents 
to have not only access to urban spaces but also 
a decisive role in how these spaces are designed, 
used, and managed. By characterising the right to 
the city as a ‘cry,’ Lefebvre highlights the insurgent 
nature of the Right to the City and the urgent need 
to address the exclusion and marginalisation ex-
perienced by many urban residents. It underscores 
the disparities in how urban spaces are allocated 
and who benefits from urban development, advo-
cating for a more equitable distribution of urban 
resources. The notion of the right to the city as 
a ‘demand’ asserts the agency of urban dwell-
ers. It challenges top-down approaches to urban 
planning, proposing instead that cities should be 
shaped by the collective desires, needs, and cre-
ativity of their inhabitants.
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2 . 2 .  T H E  J U S T I C E  O F 
S P A C E
In sum, Lefebvre was responsible for a shift in the 
social sciences that caters for the ‘ontological spa-
tiality of all being’ (Iveson, 2011, p. 253), the fun-
damental idea that spatial dimensions are inherent 
to the existence and experience of all entities and 
phenomena. However, Lefebvre never used the 
term ‘spatial justice’, even though justice in the city 
was his guiding concept.

The term ‘spatial justice’ itself started to appear 
more frequently in academic writings in the early 
21st century. Edward Soja, for example, prom-
inently used the term in his 2010 book Seeking 
Spatial Justice (Soja, 2010), where he directly links 
social justice to spatial planning and urban geogra-
phy, making the case that justice has a geography 
and that the equitable distribution of resources, 
services, and accessibilities is a critical aspect of 
social justice.

Thus, while the concept has roots that go back 
further, the explicit use of the term ‘spatial justice’ 
and its establishment as a key concept in urban 
studies and critical geography largely developed in 
the late 20th and early 21st centuries.

Edward Soja is maybe the leading proponent of 
the term ‘spatial justice’ (Soja, 2008, 2010). His 
work on spatial justice directly engages with and 
expands upon the ideas presented by scholars 
like Lefebvre and Harvey (Harvey, 2003, 2012), 
particularly in the context of urban space and the 
socio-spatial dialectic. Soja builds on the criti-
cal geography tradition by exploring how spatial 
arrangements impact social justice and how social 
processes shape the spatiality of human life. Soja 
emphasises that space is not only a medium and 
outcome of capitalist accumulation but also a 
means of social control, resistance, and change.

Soja’s concept of spatial justice puts forward the 
argument that justice has a geography and that the 

equitable distribution of resources, services, and 
access is an essential component of any socially 
just policy or program. He contends that the fight 
for social justice must be grounded in the struggle 
for spatial justice, suggesting that social injustices 
have a spatial dimension that must be acknowl-
edged and addressed. 

While Lefebvre laid the groundwork for under-
standing the complex nature of space, Soja’s 
adaptation and elaboration of the spatial dialectic 
emphasise the dynamic and contested nature of 
space as a field of action. Soja both applies and ex-
tends Lefebvre’s dialectic, advocating for a broad-
er, more inclusive approach to spatial analysis that 
captures the complexity of human life in space. 

Soja also points to the spatial dimensions of social 
life that Harvey underscores, including the role of 
urban space in capitalist dynamics and the impor-
tance of territoriality in the social reproduction 
of inequality. By focusing on the spatial as an 
equally important dimension as the social and the 
economic, Soja argues for a more comprehensive 
approach to understanding and achieving justice in 
urban contexts. He calls for a conscious and critical 
spatial perspective in addressing issues of equity, 
one that recognises the role of space in perpet-
uating inequalities and the potential of space to 
contribute to greater justice and emancipation.

Soja (2010) states that Spatial Justice: 

‘(…) seeks to promote more progressive and 
participatory forms of democratic politics and 
social activism and to provide new ideas about 
how to mobilise and maintain cohesive collations 
and regional confederations of grassroots social 
activists. (…)

Spatial justice as such is not a substitute or al-
ternative to social, economic, or other forms of 
justice but rather a way of looking at justice from 
a critical spatial perspective’ (Soja, 2010, p. 60). In 
this perspective, 

‘the spatiality of (in)justice […] affects society 
and social life just as much as social processes 
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shape the spatiality or specific geography of (in)
justice (Soja, 2010, p. 5).

Peter Marcuse, a prominent figure in critical urban 
studies and planning, uses the concept of spatial 
justice to critique and analyse urban inequalities, 
focusing on how spatial arrangements within cities 
can reflect and exacerbate social injustices. Mar-
cuse’s work examines the ways in which urban 
space is allocated and controlled and how these 
spatial practices affect different populations, par-
ticularly the most vulnerable and marginalised.

Marcuse has extensively critiqued the dynamics 
of housing markets and policies, illustrating how 
they often lead to displacement, gentrification, and 
homelessness. For Marcuse, spatial justice requires 
addressing these issues by ensuring affordable, 
adequate housing for all, challenging the forces 
that prioritise profit over people’s right to the city. 
Marcuse also addresses the role of public space in 
urban life, arguing for the importance of accessi-
ble, inclusive public spaces that serve the needs of 
diverse urban populations rather than commercial 
interests. His work highlights how the privatisation 
and commercialisation of public spaces can re-
strict access and diminish the quality of urban life 
for many, thus contravening principles of spatial 
justice. Marcuse advocates for an approach to 
urban planning and policy that is explicitly oriented 
toward achieving social and spatial justice (Brenner 
et al., 2012; Marcuse, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c; Mar-
cuse & Kempen, 2002). This includes challenging 
conventional planning paradigms that often over-
look equity issues and advocating for planning pro-
cesses that are participatory, inclusive, and attuned 
to the needs of marginalised communities.

Much of Marcuse’s work serves as a critique of 
neoliberal governance in urban development, 
which he sees as a key driver of spatial injustice 
(Marcuse & van Kempen, 2000). He analyses how 
neoliberal policies, emphasising market-driven de-
velopment and deregulation, contribute to spatial 
disparities and social exclusion within cities. 

2 . 3 . S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  A S 
C A U S A L  O R  D E R I V A T I V E 
O F  S O C I A L  J U S T I C E

Despite their many convergences, Soja and 
Marcuse diverge in important ways, notably 
in the primacy they give to space as causal or 
derivative to social justice (Marcuse, 2009c). 
Marcuse emphasises that spatial injustices, such 
as segregation and resource distribution, stem 
from broader social injustices caused by capitalism. 
He argues that while spatial issues are integral 
to addressing urban injustice, they are part of a 
larger spectrum of economic, social, and political 
challenges. In contrast, Soja asserts the centrality 
of spatial justice, advocating for an explicit focus 
on spatiality to uncover and address the causes 
and manifestations of urban injustice. Soja’s 
framework prioritises the spatial dimension as 
both a field of action and a theoretical lens to 
advance urban justice movements. For Soja, spatial 
justice is an opportunity to engage space in critical 
theory.

Kurt Iveson’s analysis in ‘Social or Spatial Justice? 
Marcuse and Soja on the Right to the City’ (Iveson, 
2011) presents a nuanced examination of how 
Peter Marcuse and Edward Soja engage with the 
concept of justice, specifically through the lens 
of Henri Lefebvre’s ‘right to the city.’ Marcuse 
articulates a view where spatial injustices are 
considered derivative of broader social injustices. 
He emphasises that while spatial injustices, such 
as segregation and unequal resource allocation, 
have spatial remedies, these are necessary but 
insufficient. For Marcuse, the root causes of spatial 
injustices lie in the economic, social, and political 
realms, thus requiring interventions beyond the 
spatial to fully address social injustices.
Edward Soja, equally, underscores the importance 
of explicitly acknowledging the spatial dimension 
of justice. He argues for a critical spatial perspec-
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tive, emphasising that justice and injustice are 
deeply embedded in spatiality at all scales, from 
local to global. Soja advocates for the concept of 
‘spatial justice’ to highlight that spatial dimensions 
are not merely outcomes of social processes but 
are actively involved in producing and reproducing 
injustices. He posits that understanding and ad-
dressing the spatiality of justice can open up new 
avenues for social and political action and is crucial 
for theory building, empirical analysis, and spatially 
informed social and political action.

Iveson points out that both scholars, despite their 
differences, see the right to the city as a rallying 
point for urban justice movements, suggesting 
that both spatial and social dimensions of injus-
tice must be tackled to realize this right. Marcuse 
focuses on the rejection of profit motives in favour 
of solidarity and collectivity, whereas Soja places 
spatial consciousness at the forefront of the strug-
gle for justice. Despite their distinct approaches, 
Iveson suggests there is a convergence in their 
thought, particularly in their mutual insistence on 
addressing the broader processes and relations 
that generate urban injustice, thereby highlighting 
the complexity of operationalising the right to the 
city in pursuit of both social and spatial justice.

Both scholars have a deep commitment to op-
erationalising the ‘right to the city’ but through 
different routes. Marcuse focuses on combating 
profit as the motor of urban development. Soja 
champions a spatially explicit approach to justice 
that allows for situated political action. 

Despite their differences, Iveson suggests there’s 
potential for common ground in their commitment 
to addressing the multifaceted nature of urban in-
justice. The discussions surrounding spatial versus 
social justice highlight the complexity of achieving 
the ‘right to the city,’ underscoring the need for in-
tegrated approaches that consider both the spatial 
manifestations and the underlying social processes 
of urban inequality.

2 . 4 .  S U S A N  F A I N S T E I N 
A N D  T H E  J U S T  C I T Y
Susan Fainstein’s concept of the Just City rep-
resents a significant contribution to urban theory 
(Fainstein, 2006, 2010; Fainstein & Campbell, 
2012). It engages with the ideas of Lefebvre, 
Harvey, Castells, and Soja while focusing on the 
pragmatic realisation of spatial justice in urban 
planning and policymaking. Her work emphasises 
equity, democracy, and diversity as core criteria 
for achieving a Just City, reflecting a deep engage-
ment with the broader discourse on urban justice 
and the spatial production of cities.

Fainstein’s Just City concept resonates with Lefeb-
vre’s idea of the right to the city, emphasising the 
need for urban spaces to be inclusive and demo-
cratically accessible to all citizens. While Lefebvre 
theorises the city as a space of social struggle and 
potential emancipation, Fainstein provides a more 
pragmatic approach focused on policy implications, 
seeking to operationalise the ideals of equity and 
inclusivity in urban governance. Harvey’s analysis 
of capitalism and its impact on urban space, partic-
ularly his focus on social justice, informs Fainstein’s 
critique of urban development projects that prior-
itise economic growth over equity. Fainstein’s Just 
City framework advocates for balancing economic 
considerations with the need for fairness and 
social welfare, mirroring Harvey’s call for cities that 
serve the needs of their people over capital.

Soja’s emphasis on spatial justice and the tria-
lectics of space, a concept adapted from Henri 
Lefebvre’s spatial triad of perceived, conceived, 
and lived space, aligns with Fainstein’s Just City 
in advocating for an explicit consideration of 
spatial dimensions in achieving urban justice. In 
this framework, perceived space refers to the 
physical and material environment of everyday 
life; conceived space encompasses the abstract 
representations of space generated by planners, 
developers, and technocrats; and lived space 
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denotes the experiential, symbolic, and emotional 
attachments that communities develop in relation 
to space (Lefèbvre, 1974). Soja (1996, 2010) uses 
this triadic structure to challenge the dominance 
of abstract, top-down spatial logics in planning and 
argues for a more situated, justice-oriented spatial 
praxis. His interpretation of the spatial triad high-
lights the importance of recognising how spatial 
injustices emerge not only through physical exclu-
sion or material deprivation, but also through the 
erasure of lived experiences and the imposition of 
dominant spatial representations.

Fainstein’s conditions for the Just City (equity, 
democracy, and diversity) (Fainstein, 2010) di-
rectly engage with the concept of spatial justice 
by advocating for urban environments that ensure 
fair access to housing, services, and opportunities 
(equity). This aligns with spatial justice principles 
by addressing the distribution of urban resources 
and amenities, aiming to reduce inequalities. In 
Fainstein’s conception of the Just City, democracy 
enhances participatory governance and guarantees 
the involvement of diverse communities in deci-
sion-making processes. This democratic engage-
ment ensures that urban planning and policies 
reflect the needs and desires of all citizens, not 
just the powerful or privileged. The third condition, 
diversity, includes cultural, social, and econom-
ic diversity. By valuing diversity, Fainstein’s Just 
City contributes to creating inclusive spaces that 
respect and celebrate differences, which is a core 
aspect of spatial justice.

Fainstein conceptualises justice in the city as 
‘emerging through, and being challenged by, the 
interplay of democratic practices, recognition 
of diversity, and equity’ (Staeheli, 2013, p. 756). 
Democracy, equity and diversity are simultaneous-
ly the conditions for justice to emerge, and chal-
lenges for justice to exist, by which the ‘achieve-
ment of justice is a circular process, whereby the 
pre-existence of equity begets sentiments in its 
favour, democratic habits produce popular partici-
pation, and diversity increases tolerance’ (Fainstein 
(Fainstein, 2006, p. 23).

These conditions point to an expansion of a col-
lective project of fair redistribution of the burdens 
and benefits of development through an interplay 
between social movements and public policy-mak-
ing that recognises (and makes use of) democratic 
decision-making, redistribution strategies and 
diversity of interests.

Democracy, as a category in Fainstein’s just city, is 
connected to communicative rationality and delib-
erative democracy theory, which regards planning 
not as ‘quasi science’ but as an argumentative 
practice in which processes are socially construct-
ed, and their resolution is the result of the inter-
action of parties involved. ‘Within a democratic 
community, each party should have its say, and no 
privileged hierarchy, whether based on power or 
technical expertise, should exist. (…) Its weakness 
is in its failure to deal with social hierarchy and po-
litical power in existing circumstances.’ (Fainstein, 
2013, pp. 7-8). In this sense, democracy is crucial 
for social movements, grassroots, and citizens 
to advance their pleas and for distributive, open, 
transparent, and accountable policymaking to take 
place. 

Diversity for Fainstein’s just city is connected 
to identity. 

‘Liberal democratic theory, by treating individ-
uals atomistically, ignores the rootedness of 
people in class, gender, cultural, and familial 
relationships. In doing so and by placing liberty 
at the top of its pantheon of values, it fails to 
recognise the ties of obligation that necessarily 
bind people to each other and also the struc-
turally based antagonisms that separate them.’ 
(Fainstein, 2013, p. 9). 

Fainstein states: 

‘Group differentiation is both an inevitable and 
a desirable aspect of modern social processes. 
Social justice … requires not the melting away 
of differences, but institutions that promote 
reproduction of and respect for group differences 
without oppression’. Young considers that a so-
cial group is defined by a sense of shared iden-
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tity and that a liberal contract model of social 
relations only conceives of associations based 
on common interests and fails to take account 
of groups arising from shared identity (Young, 
1990, p. 44). Under this conception, the argu-
ment for justice shifts from a fair distribution to 
‘social differentiation without exclusion’ (Young, 
1990, p. 238)’ (Fainstein, 2013, p. 9). 

In Fainstein’s conception of a just city, diversity 
is the ability of different groups to find common 
ground and live peacefully in the city, without their 
identity being diluted and trampled by market 
interests. It is not possible, we believe, to sep-
arate Fainstein’s diversity from the premises of 
communicative rationality in which argumentative 
practices must include a multiplicity of perspec-
tives to generate outcomes that reflect different 
interests and conceptions of the world. Fainstein’s 
conception of equity for the just city appeals to 
Soja’s (2010) concept of uneven development in 
his investigation of spatial justice. 

Like Iris Marion Young and David Harvey, he 
[Soja] begins with a depiction of injustice and 
considers that geography is ‘a significant causal 
force in explaining [inequitable] social relations 
and societal development’ (Fainstein, 2010, p. 
63). He argues that the pursuit of justice requires 
gaining control over the processes producing un-
just urban geographies. He does not identify spe-
cific programmes to reduce spatial injustice but 
rather looks to coalitions of groups demanding 
the right to the city as the vehicles for achieving 
both greater material equity and also greater 
respect for marginalised populations (Fainstein, 
2013, p. 12)’. 

Fainstein argues that the values of equity, diversity, 
and democracy may be in conflict, but equity takes 
primacy, as she argues that policy should give 
priority to action that benefits the less privileged, a 
matter of distributive justice. 

Susan Fainstein’s pragmatic approach provides a 
bridge between theoretical discussions of urban 
space and the real-world challenges of creating eq-
uitable, democratic, and diverse cities. Her condi-

tions for a just city address spatial justice at multi-
ple levels and correspond to the three constitutive 
dimensions of spatial justice: equity corresponds 
to distributive justice, democracy to procedural 
justice, and diversity to recognitional justice.

Distributive spatial justice involves the fair distri-
bution of the burdens and benefits of urban devel-
opment and societal living across all communities. 
This concept extends to ensuring fair access to 
resources, public goods and amenities like parks, 
healthcare, and education, as well as an equitable 
sharing of the negative impacts, such as pollution, 
industrial facilities, and waste disposal sites. By 
incorporating elements of environmental justice, 
distributive spatial justice acknowledges that a fair 
urban environment also means protecting all com-
munities from environmental harm and providing 
equal opportunities to participate in environmental 
decision-making processes. It challenges practic-
es that disproportionately affect disadvantaged 
communities and advocates for policies that strive 
for equitable treatment and involvement of all 
people, regardless of race, colour, national origin, 
or income, with respect to the development and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
and policies.

Procedural Justice involves fair and inclusive pro-
cesses for decision-making that allow for mean-
ingful participation from all stakeholders, including 
marginalised and underrepresented communities. 
This dimension emphasises the importance of 
transparency, accountability, and democratic en-
gagement in urban planning and policymaking.

Recognitional Justice relates to the social and 
experiential aspects of spatial arrangements, in-
cluding the right to use and occupy spaces, free-
dom from discrimination and stigmatisation within 
spaces, and the ability to form and maintain cultur-
al and social ties. It recognises the importance of 
diverse communities’ ability to access and shape 
public spaces in ways that reflect their identities 
and values.

Together, these dimensions form a comprehensive 
understanding of spatial justice, guiding efforts to 
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create more just, inclusive, and equitable spatial 
environments.

2 . 5 . N A N C Y  F R A S E R 
A N D  T H E  P R I N C I P L E  O F 
P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  P A R I T Y
While the spatial turn brought attention to the role 
of geography in shaping social relations, Nancy 
Fraser’s work introduced a powerful framework for 
understanding justice in its multidimensional form. 
Fraser (Fraser, 2000, 2010a, 2010b) articulated a 
status model of justice that goes beyond economic 
redistribution to include the politics of recognition 
and representation, all grounded in the norma-
tive principle of participatory parity: the idea that 
justice requires social arrangements that allow all 
members of society to participate as peers in social 
life.

In the context of spatial justice, Fraser’s contribu-
tion is especially valuable for making explicit that 
injustice cannot be understood solely in terms 
of material maldistribution. Rather, she insists 
that cultural misrecognition, where individuals or 
groups are devalued through institutionalised pat-
terns of interpretation and communication, must 
also be addressed. Misrecognition is not a matter 
of individual disrespect but a structural condition 
that denies social actors the status of full partners 
in interaction. In urban contexts, this manifests in 
planning regimes that ignore or stereotype mar-
ginalised communities, rendering them invisible or 
illegitimate in spatial decision-making processes 
(Fraser, 2000).

Participatory parity serves as a conceptual bridge 
between the distributive, procedural, and recog-
nitional dimensions of spatial justice. For Fraser, 
these dimensions are not additive but co-consti-
tutive: economic redistribution without cultural 
recognition will not produce just outcomes, nor 
will inclusion in participatory processes suffice if 

participants’ identities are devalued or structurally 
silenced. In this way, her theory provides a pow-
erful tool to analyse institutional arrangements, 
including spatial ones, and to identify where and 
how they produce or prevent justice.

Fraser also distinguishes between affirmative 
remedies (which address the outcomes of injustice) 
and transformative remedies (which address the 
root causes). In spatial terms, this means that im-
proving access to housing or public transport may 
alleviate some effects of injustice, but unless the 
underlying structures of exclusion and misrecogni-
tion are transformed, such as land regimes, zoning 
policies, or epistemic hierarchies, spatial justice 
remains incomplete (Fraser, 2010b).

Fraser’s relevance to spatial justice has been fur-
ther elaborated by urban scholars such as Marcuse 
and Fainstein, who link her notion of participatory 
parity to planning practices that empower margin-
alised voices, challenge technocratic dominance, 
and institutionalise deliberative, inclusive gover-
nance. Moreover, her attention to institutionalised 
status hierarchies complements Lefebvre’s and So-
ja’s insights by showing how spatial configurations 
do not merely reflect social injustice but actively 
reproduce it.

In sum, Nancy Fraser offers a normative and ana-
lytical framework that strengthens the theoretical 
foundations of spatial justice. Her insistence on 
parity of participation foregrounds the need to 
evaluate not only who gets what and where, but 
who gets to decide, who is heard, and whose iden-
tities and knowledges are legitimised in the making 
of urban space. Spatial justice, through Fraser’s 
lens, is inseparable from the institutional condi-
tions that enable or constrain equal participation 
in shaping the spaces we inhabit.
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RECOGNITION

DISTRIBUTIVE PROCEDURAL

SPATIAL 
JUSTICE

3 . 1 .  R E C O G N I T I O N A L 
P R O C E D U R A L  & 
D I S T R I B U T I V E 
D I M E N S I O N S  O F 
S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E
The three dimensions of spatial justice (recogni-
tional, procedural, and distributive) are mutually 
reinforcing and complementary and can rarely, if 
ever, occur in isolation. That’s because they each 
address interconnected aspects of justice that to-
gether form a comprehensive approach to equita-
ble urban development. 

For instance, without recognitional justice, urban 
planning processes may overlook or undervalue 

the specific needs and contributions of certain 
groups. Similarly, procedural justice without 
distributive justice may allow for equitable par-
ticipation in decision-making processes but still 
result in outcomes that do not equitably distribute 
resources or opportunities. Conversely, attempts 
at distributive justice without inclusive, partici-
patory processes (procedural justice) or without 
recognition of the diverse needs and rights of all 
urban inhabitants may not effectively achieve fair 
or sustainable outcomes.

Therefore, these dimensions work in concert 
to ensure that urban development not only dis-
tributes resources fairly but also recognises the 
diverse needs of urban populations and actively 
involves them in the decision-making processes.
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3 . 2 . 
R E C O G N I T I O N
A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T  A N D 
R E S P E C T  F O R  D I V E R S E 

T R A J E C T O R I E S ,  H I S T O R I E S ,  I D E N T I T I E S  A N D 
C U L T U R E S  I N  S P A T I A L  P L A N N I N G  A N D  U R B A N 
D E V E L O P M E N T .

The crucial step towards achieving fair outcomes 
in city development lies in the thorough recogni-
tion of the diverse trajectories, histories, needs, 
and aspirations of different social groups, with a 
particular emphasis on amplifying the voices of 
disadvantaged or oppressed communities. This 
approach requires an explicit acknowledgement 
of the importance of intersectionality, that is, the 
understanding that individuals experience discrim-
ination and privilege through the interweaving of 
various social identities such as race, class, gender, 
sexuality, ability, and more. Recognitional justice, 
in this context, demands an appreciation of how 
these intersecting identities shape people’s in-
teractions with urban spaces and access to urban 
resources. It compels planners and policymakers 
to move beyond one-size-fits-all solutions and to-
wards strategies that are informed by the complex 
realities of individuals’ lives. This includes recog-
nising the unique challenges faced by marginalised 
communities and ensuring that urban planning and 
policy interventions are designed in a way that ac-
tively seeks to dismantle systemic oppression. By 
embedding an intersectional lens into the fabric of 
urban development, we can begin to address the 
root causes of spatial injustice, creating cities that 
are not only physically accessible but also socially 
inclusive and responsive to the richness of human 
diversity.

Nancy Fraser’s (2000) intervention reorients the 
concept of recognition from a cultural or psycho-
logical concern to a structural condition of justice. 

She critiques what she terms ‘misrecognition’ not 
as a matter of wounded identity, but as a status 
injury that systematically denies some groups the 
social standing necessary for parity of participa-
tion. This framing is particularly relevant in spatial 
planning, where institutionalised norms and bu-
reaucratic practices often devalue the knowledge, 
needs, and ways of life of marginalised commu-
nities. Fraser’s theory insists that recognitional 
justice is not a symbolic gesture or an add-on to 
redistribution, but a coequal and interdependent 
dimension of justice that underpins the ability of 
individuals and groups to act as peers in spatial de-
cision-making. For planning to be just, it must not 
only redistribute resources or open participatory 
channels but also transform the social and spatial 
arrangements that institutionalise cultural domi-
nation and epistemic subordination. In this sense, 
recognitional justice demands a restructuring of 
planning systems to affirm plural identities, legiti-
mise situated knowledges, and dismantle patterns 
of devaluation that exclude historically oppressed 
groups from shaping urban futures.

3 . 3 . 
P R O C E D U R A L
P A R T I C I P A T I O N  A N D 

D E M O C R A T I C  G O V E R N A N C E

Procedural justice focuses on the fairness and 
inclusivity of the processes by which decisions are 
made, advocating for participatory mechanisms 
that enable all stakeholders, especially margin-
alised groups, to have a say in the planning and 
development affecting their lives. The fairness in 
planning procedures is central to this endeavour. 
Fairness, in this case, involves recognition, fair 
distribution of planning resources (see distributive 
justice below), accountability, transparency and 
democracy. Procedural justice is, therefore, much 
more than participation. While citizen engagement 
and stakeholder participation are central to dem-
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These ideas are deeply rooted in the concept of 
polycentric governance, as developed by Nobel 
Laureate Elinor Ostrom. Ostrom’s work challenged 
the conventional wisdom that centralised author-
ity is the most effective way to manage resources 
and govern communities. Instead, she proposed 
a polycentric approach, where multiple centres of 
decision-making operate independently, yet coop-
eratively, across different scales and sectors.

Polycentric governance emphasises the impor-
tance of engaging a wide range of stakeholders in 
the governance process, recognising that diverse 
groups have unique knowledge, skills, and per-
spectives that can contribute to more effective 
and resilient solutions to collective problems. This 
approach aligns with the principles of stakeholder 
engagement in urban governance, which seeks to 
involve a broad spectrum of urban actors in shap-
ing the city’s development and policies.

By advocating for decentralised decision-making 
and the inclusion of local knowledge and perspec-
tives, Ostrom’s concept of polycentric governance 
provides a theoretical foundation for practices 
that prioritise citizen and stakeholder engagement. 
It suggests that urban governance can be more 
adaptive, innovative, and responsive to community 
needs when it is characterised by multiple overlap-
ping centres of authority that collaborate with and 
learn from each other. This model fosters a sense 
of shared ownership and responsibility among 
stakeholders, encouraging collective action and 
cooperation in addressing urban challenges.

M E T A G O V E R N A N C E

While polycentric governance highlights the 
benefits of decentralised, overlapping centres 
of authority that foster local autonomy, mutual 
learning, and collective responsibility, it also raises 
a critical question: how can these diverse nodes 
of governance be effectively coordinated without 
reverting to centralised control? This is where the 
concept of metagovernance becomes essential 
(Meuleman, 2020). If polycentric systems offer a 

ocratic city-making, participation alone is far from 
being a panacea for spatial justice and good gover-
nance. Democratic city-making currently involves a 
host of tools and practices that increase inclusivity, 
such as Participatory Budgeting, Community Advi-
sory Boards, Inclusive Public Consultation, Co-De-
sign Workshops, Digital Engagement Platforms, 
Accessibility and Social Impact Audits, Land Use 
Workshops, Serious Gaming and more.

Citizen Participation and Citizen Engagement are 
two different practices. Citizen participation and 
citizen engagement, while often used interchange-
ably, refer to distinct practices within the context 
of urban planning and governance. Citizen partic-
ipation typically involves individuals taking part in 
decision-making processes, such as voting, attend-
ing town hall meetings, or participating in public 
consultations. It focuses on the mechanisms for 
public input into specific decisions or policies. Citi-
zen engagement, on the other hand, encompasses 
a broader, more continuous interaction between 
citizens and government. It includes not only 
participation in decision-making but also efforts 
to inform, educate, and communicate with citizens 
in a two-way dialogue, fostering a more profound, 
ongoing relationship and collaboration between 
the community and government entities.

Citizen engagement must be understood in the 
broader context of good governance and broader 
stakeholder engagement. Stakeholder engagement 
entails actively involving a diverse array of actors, 
ranging from citizens, community groups, busi-
nesses, non-profit organisations, to governmental 
agencies, in the decision-making processes that 
shape urban environments. This inclusive approach 
recognises that urban governance is complex and 
multifaceted, requiring input and collaboration 
from all sectors of society to address the chal-
lenges and opportunities cities face. By fostering 
open dialogue, transparency, and collaboration, 
stakeholder engagement aims to ensure that urban 
policies and projects are not only more democratic 
and equitable but also more effective and sustain-
able, reflecting the needs, aspirations, and exper-
tise of the entire urban community.
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Networked governance is perhaps the gover-
nance style that speaks more closely to procedural 
justice, as it presupposes that decision-making 
processes are inherently collaborative and inclu-
sive, involving a wide array of stakeholders across 
different sectors and levels. It operates on the 
principle that effective and equitable solutions to 
complex challenges emerge from the collective 
intelligence and collaborative effort of intercon-
nected actors, ensuring that governance is respon-
sive to the needs and aspirations of the broader 
community it serves. However, procedural justice 
is relevant to all styles of governance, including 
hierarchic and market governance. This is because, 
regardless of the governance model, the legitima-
cy, and effectiveness of decision-making processes 
depend on their ability to uphold principles of 
fairness, transparency, and inclusivity. In hierar-
chical governance, procedural justice ensures that 
authority is exercised in a manner that respects the 
rights and voices of those affected by decisions, 
promoting accountability and trust in leadership. 
In market governance, it underlines the need for 
fair competition and equal opportunities, guarding 
against exploitation and ensuring that economic 
transactions contribute to the welfare of all par-
ticipants and the health of the planet. Across all 
governance styles, the principles of procedural 
justice serve as a foundational ethic that enhances 
the quality of governance by ensuring that pro-
cesses are not only efficient and practical but also 
equitable and respectful of the diverse needs and 
contributions of all stakeholders.

Through meta-governance, the process of manag-
ing and blending different governance approaches, 
be it hierarchical, market-based, or network-ori-
ented, must adhere to the principles of procedural 
justice to ensure that all stakeholders have a voice 
in the governance process. This includes creating 
mechanisms for participation, ensuring transparen-
cy in decision-making, and fostering inclusivity by 
recognising and accommodating diverse interests 
and perspectives. By applying procedural justice 
principles, metagovernance can achieve its goal of 
addressing complex policy challenges in a manner 

pluralistic architecture of decision-making, meta-
governance provides the tools for navigating and 
orchestrating this complexity. Rather than replac-
ing polycentricity, metagovernance builds upon it 
by emphasising the strategic alignment of multiple 
governance modes, hierarchical, networked, and 
market-based, to respond to the layered challeng-
es of contemporary urban governance, including 
those posed by sustainability transitions, social 
fragmentation, and spatial inequality.

Metagovernance refers to the governance of gov-
ernance. It is a conceptual approach that empha-
sises the orchestration, coordination, and integra-
tion of various governance styles and mechanisms 
(hierarchical, network-based, and market-oriented) 
to address complex policy challenges effectively. 

Metagovernance acknowledges that no single 
governance style is sufficient on its own to tackle 
the multifaceted issues faced by contemporary 
societies, including the transition to sustainability 
we must embark on. Instead, it advocates for a 
flexible, adaptive framework where different ap-
proaches are strategically combined and managed 
to complement each other, enhancing the capac-
ity of governments and stakeholders to achieve 
desired outcomes and navigate the complexities of 
modern governance.

Metagovernance and Multilevel governance share 
similarities in recognising the complexity of mod-
ern governance and the inadequacy of centralised, 
top-down approaches. However, multilevel gover-
nance refers explicitly to the dispersion of author-
ity across multiple levels of government (local, 
regional, national, and international), highlighting 
how decisions are made within and across these 
layers. Metagovernance, in contrast, focuses on 
the strategies used to coordinate and integrate 
various governance styles and mechanisms at any 
given level. While multilevel governance maps the 
architecture of decision-making across different 
tiers, metagovernance is about the art of steering 
and blending different governance approaches 
within this multilayered structure to address policy 
challenges effectively.
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public sector accountability and transparency, the 
notion of good governance can actually speak to 
the right to the city and to spatial justice. The re-
lationship between procedural justice and gover-
nance can be summarised as inherently symbiotic, 
where procedural justice serves as both a founda-
tion and an essential outcome of good governance 
practices. 

Procedural justice, with its emphasis on fairness, 
transparency, and inclusivity in decision-making 
processes, ensures that governance is conducted 
in a manner that builds upon the participation of 
all stakeholders, particularly marginalised com-
munities. This alignment with procedural justice 
principles enhances the legitimacy, accountability, 
and effectiveness of governance arrangements, 
fostering trust between the government and dif-
ferent societal groups. In turn, good governance, 
characterised by ethical standards, responsiveness, 
and equitable resource distribution, provides the 
necessary conditions for procedural justice to 
flourish, creating a virtuous cycle that promotes 
social cohesion, stability, and sustainable develop-
ment.

I N S U R G E N T  P L A N N I N G  A N D  P A R A D I G M  C H A N G E

Yet while the principles of good governance 
(transparency, accountability, and inclusive de-
cision-making) are vital for fostering procedural 
justice, they remain constrained by the institu-
tional frameworks and normative assumptions 
of existing power structures. In many contexts, 
especially where democratic institutions are weak 
or captured by elite interests, these frameworks 
prove insufficient for realising the transformative 
aspirations of spatial justice. To fully address the 
structural and epistemic exclusions embedded in 
urban governance, procedural justice must reach 
beyond sanctioned participatory mechanisms and 
engage with practices that challenge the status 
quo from below. This is where insurgent planning 
emerges as a critical response, not as a rejection of 
governance altogether, but as a radical reconfigu-

that is not only efficient and adaptive but also 
fair and equitable. In this way, procedural justice 
serves as a critical ethical and practical guideline 
for the metagovernance process, ensuring that the 
governance of governance itself respects the rights 
and needs of all involved parties, enhancing trust, 
legitimacy, and ultimately, the effectiveness of 
governance outcomes.

Critiques of the notion of ‘good governance’ often 
revolve around its alignment with neoliberal princi-
ples and the ways it can obscure or reinforce pow-
er imbalances. Critics argue that the concept, while 
ostensibly promoting transparency, accountability, 
and efficiency in governance, frequently operates 
within a framework that prioritises market-led 
development, privatisation, and the reduction of 
the state’s role in economic management. This, 
critics contend, can lead to the marginalisation of 
vulnerable communities and the entrenchment of 
inequalities, as ‘good governance’ initiatives may 
prioritise the interests of international financial in-
stitutions and global capitalism over those of local 
populations.

Critics also highlight how the emphasis on efficien-
cy and market-friendly policies like public budget 
cuts and austerity, often paired with the notion of 
‘good governance’ can undermine social welfare 
programs and environmental protections, contend-
ing that what is deemed ‘good’ usually aligns with 
what is beneficial for capital rather than for broad-
er societal well-being. Additionally, these thinkers 
criticise the depoliticisation inherent in the good 
governance discourse, arguing that it frames 
governance issues in technical rather than politi-
cal terms, thus sidestepping fundamental debates 
about resource distribution, rights, and justice. By 
focusing on procedural improvements within exist-
ing systems of governance, the critique goes, the 
good governance agenda may neglect or actively 
suppress more radical calls for structural change, 
social justice, and the redistribution of power and 
resources. 

We contend that if taken in its full political di-
mensions, emphasising citizen empowerment and 
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who actively work to achieve their right to the city 
and change access, recognition and distribution. 
Paradigm shifts refer to fundamental shifts in the 
underlying assumptions, methods, and frameworks 
that define a particular field of knowledge or prac-
tice. These transformative changes result in new 
ways of understanding, interpreting, and engaging 
with the world, often replacing or significantly 
altering previous paradigms that no longer suffice 
in explaining current realities or solving emerging 
challenges.

Technocratic planning, as commonly institution-
alised in professional practice and pedagogy, 
relies on a top-down logic in which experts make 
decisions grounded in ostensibly neutral technical 
criteria, often sidelining social contestation and 
political agency. This model privileges efficiency 
and economic rationality but has been widely cri-
tiqued for reinforcing dominant power structures 
and marginalising alternative knowledges and 
community priorities.

Insurgent planning, in contrast, challenges neo-
liberal governance models, adopts a bottom-up 
perspective, emphasising the importance of par-
ticipatory processes, community engagement, and 
the acknowledgement of diverse experiences and 
identities in urban development. It also challenges 
the authority and exclusivity of technocratic deci-
sion-making by advocating for a more democratic 
and inclusive planning process that values local 
knowledge, fosters community empowerment, and 
aims to address social injustices. Insurgent plan-
ners work not just as technical experts but as facil-
itators of community dialogue and action, striving 
to integrate social values and human rights, such 
as the right to the city, into the fabric of urban 
planning.

Alternative forms of insurgent planning may stim-
ulate governance that includes issues of decolo-
niality, feminism, queerness, anti-racism and more. 
These approaches are at the root of significant 
practices that are changing what ‘good gover-
nance’ is, including for example, the idea of rights 
of nature, indigenous land rights and stewardship, 

ration of who governs, how, and for whom. Insur-
gent practices expose the limits of technocratic 
and market-oriented planning models and open 
space for grassroots-led, justice-driven alternatives 
(Miraftab, 2009, 2018; Rocco & Silvestre, 2023).

Through fostering alternative forms of civic en-
gagement and challenging the exclusionary mech-
anisms of neoliberal governance, extractive cap-
italism, racism and patriarchy, insurgent planning 
reclaims urban spaces for the public good, advo-
cating for a reconstitution of the public sphere 
that is rooted in equity, diversity, and democratic 
values. This insurgent approach, whose main 
proponent is Professor Faranak Miraftab, not only 
seeks to address spatial injustices but also aims 
to reshape the very processes by which cities are 
planned and developed, ensuring that they reflect 
a collective vision for a more just and inclusive ur-
ban future. In doing so, insurgent planning practic-
es offer a compelling model for reimagining urban 
governance and planning as vehicles for advancing 
spatial justice and democratising the right to the 
city based on collective imagination and collective 
action.

The intersection between spatial justice and 
insurgent planning practices illuminates a trans-
formative pathway towards democratising urban 
development and fostering inclusive civic en-
gagement. Insurgent planning, as an approach 
that challenges the prevailing technocratic and 
neoliberal paradigms of city-making, inherently 
advocates for a planning practice that recognises 
the diverse needs, rights, and aspirations of all 
urban inhabitants, particularly those marginalised 
by conventional planning processes. This align-
ment with spatial justice is manifested in insurgent 
planners’ commitment to participatory, inclusive, 
and trans-sectional methodologies that prioritise 
the voices and experiences of disadvantaged or 
oppressed communities.

Insurgent planning represents a paradigm shift 
from technocratic planning by fundamentally re-
imagining the role of urban planning and ‘planners’, 
be they professional planners or citizen planners, 



3 9foundations           

enhance the public’s understanding of urban 
planning, architecture, and sustainable develop-
ment principles empower citizens to engage more 
effectively in planning discussions.

C. Technological Tools: Digital platforms and tools 
that facilitate public participation in urban plan-
ning, such as interactive maps, apps for submitting 
feedback or ideas, and online forums for discus-
sion, help bridge the gap between city planners 
and the community.

D. Financial Resources: Funding or grants aimed 
explicitly at community-led projects or initiatives 
allow local ideas and solutions to be developed 
and implemented, giving residents a direct hand in 
shaping their neighbourhoods.

E. Legal Support and Advocacy: Access to legal 
assistance and advocacy groups can help com-
munities understand their rights and navigate the 
complexities of planning regulations and policies. 
This support is particularly important for marginal-
ised groups or those facing displacement.

F. Public Spaces for Engagement: Physical venues 
for community meetings, workshops, and public 
hearings are essential for face-to-face dialogue 
and collaboration between residents, planners, and 
policymakers.

G. Social and Cultural Capital: Recognising and 
valuing the diverse cultural backgrounds and social 
networks within communities can lead to more 
inclusive planning processes. Engaging local lead-
ers, community organisations, and cultural groups 
in dialogue helps ensure that planning reflects the 
community’s identity and needs.

H. Language and Interpretation Services: Offering 
multilingual resources and interpretation services 
during public meetings and in planning documents 
ensures that non-native speakers and people with 
different language proficiencies can participate 
fully and equitably.

I. Accessibility: Ensuring that all resources, meet-
ings, and platforms are accessible to people with 
disabilities is crucial for inclusive participation. 

feminist urbanism, queer urbanism, black urban-
ism, and more. 

This shift towards insurgent planning signals a 
broader recognition that effective urban devel-
opment requires more than technical solutions 
or neo-liberal ‘good governance’; it demands a 
reconfiguration of power relations, the promotion 
of social justice, and the active participation of all 
segments of society in shaping their urban envi-
ronments. It calls for a more holistic, equitable, and 
democratic approach to planning that responds to 
the complexities and challenges of contemporary 
urban life.

3 . 4 .  D I S T R I B U T I V E
E Q U I T Y  A N D  F A I R N E S S  I N 
O U T C O M E S

Distributive justice concerns 
the equitable allocation of 
resources, services, and oppor-
tunities across different areas 

and populations within a city, aiming to correct 
spatial disparities and inequalities. It is much more 
than the distribution of public or private goods 
and services, but emphasises the distribution of 
resources that actively enable citizens to flourish 
and actively participate in city planning and design, 
encompassing a variety of tangible and intangible 
assets. These resources are critical for ensuring 
that individuals have the means and opportunities 
to contribute meaningfully to shaping their urban 
environments. Here are examples of such resourc-
es:

A. Access to Information: Availability of clear, 
accessible information about urban planning 
processes, development projects, and how to get 
involved is crucial. This includes resources for un-
derstanding the impacts of proposed changes and 
the channels through which public feedback can 
be provided.

B. Education and Capacity Building: Workshops, 
seminars, and training programs designed to 
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This can include physical accessibility to meeting 
venues, as well as the availability of materials in 
formats accessible to those with visual or hearing 
impairments.

By equitably distributing these resources, urban 
planners and policymakers can facilitate a more 
democratic and participatory planning process. 
This approach not only empowers citizens to 
contribute their perspectives and ideas but also 
fosters a sense of ownership and responsibility to-
wards the urban environment. Ultimately, it leads 
to cities that are not only more just and equitable 
but also more resilient and adaptive to the needs 
of their diverse populations.
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4 . 	S P A T I A L 
J U S T I C E 
A N D  U R B A N 
S U S T A I N A B I L I T Y 
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The intersection between spatial justice and social 
sustainability is a critical nexus where equitable 
access to urban spaces and resources meets the 
long-term viability of communities. Spatial justice 
emphasises the fair distribution of burdens and 
benefits via the recognition of diverse trajectories 
and fair procedure. All these issues contribute to 
social sustainability. 

Social sustainability refers to a community’s ability 
to develop processes and structures that not only 
meet the needs of its current members but also 
support future generations’ ability to live healthy 
and prosperous lives (Dillard et al., 2009; Dujon et 
al., 2013; World Commission on Environment and 
Development, 1987). A key aspect of social sus-
tainability is the ability to set up institutions that 
can steer and govern the socio-economic and envi-
ronmental development of a community. In that 
sense, it is not possible to have environmental or 
economic sustainability without social sustainabili-
ty (Dillard et al., 2009). 

This concept emphasises the importance of creat-
ing inclusive, equitable systems that ensure all in-
dividuals have access to essential services, oppor-
tunities for social participation, and a fair share of 
societal benefits. Social sustainability aims to build 
and maintain communities that are diverse, equi-
table, and inclusive while promoting well-being, 
justice, and economic opportunity for all members. 
It underscores the interconnectedness of environ-
mental, economic, and social health, advocating 
for policies and practices that foster a balance 
between these dimensions to achieve long-term 
sustainability and resilience.

4 . 1 . S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E 
A S  A  P I L L A R  O F 
E N V I R O N M E N T A L 
S U S T A I N A B I L I T Y

Social sustainability focuses on creating resilient 
and inclusive communities that can thrive over 
time, addressing issues like social equity, com-
munity cohesion, and cultural identity. At their 
intersection lies the understanding that for human 
institutions to be sustainable, they must also be 
just. This means that urban planning and policies 
must not only aim to protect the environment and 
promote economic viability but also ensure that 
the benefits of urban development are shared 
equitably among all residents. By focusing on 
both spatial justice and social sustainability, urban 
initiatives can foster communities that are not only 
environmentally and economically sustainable but 
also characterised by social cohesion, equal oppor-
tunity, and a strong sense of belonging and inclu-
sion for all inhabitants.

Integrating spatial justice with social sustainabil-
ity is essential for good policy design because it 
ensures that policies are holistic, equitable, and 
effective over the long term. By acknowledging 
and addressing the interconnectedness of spatial 
equity and social sustainability, policies can better 
respond to the complex realities of urban envi-
ronments and the diverse needs of their inhabi-
tants. Policies rooted in both spatial justice and 
social sustainability enhance community resilience 
by building social cohesion and ensuring that all 
community members, especially the most vulner-
able, have access to the resources and support 
networks they need to withstand and recover from 
shocks and stresses. Integrating these principles 
leads to policies that are not only just in the short 
term but also sustainable in the long run. 

Justice buttresses social sustainability, because as 
John Rawls reminds us in his monumental book A 
Theory of Justice (Rawls, 1971):

‘Justice is the first virtue of social institutions, as 
truth is of systems of thought. A theory howev-
er elegant and economical must be rejected or 
revised if it is untrue; likewise laws and institutions 
no matter how efficient and well-arranged must be 
reformed or abolished if they are unjust. (p.3)’

Social sustainability is the bedrock on which en-
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vironmental sustainability can be grounded and is 
founded on well-functioning political, institutional 
and legal systems that deliver just outcomes re-
garding the distribution of environmental, econom-
ic and social burdens and benefits of development 
and growth. These burdens and benefits are often 
spatially bound or embedded in spatial structures 
and infrastructures, and their distribution and 
accessibility in space. The issue of accessibility is 
central to this discussion and to the idea of in-
creased life chances, concepts widely explored in 
transport geography and planning (Bristow, 2009; 
Farrington, 2004; Farrington, 2007).

By addressing social inequalities and foster-
ing inclusive communities, such policies lay the 
groundwork for enduring social cohesion and 
stability.  Moreover, by considering both spatial 
and social dimensions, policymakers can develop 
more comprehensive solutions that address the 
root causes of urban challenges rather than just 
their symptoms. This leads to more innovative and 
effective policies that enhance the quality of life 
for all urban residents. 

Policies that embrace spatial justice and social 
sustainability are more adaptable to changing 
urban dynamics and challenges. They foster an 
environment of innovation where diverse perspec-
tives and ideas can contribute to the continuous 
improvement of urban spaces.

4 . 2 .  J U S T 
S U S T A I N A B I L I T Y 
T R A N S I T I O N S :  L E A V I N G 
N O  O N E  B E H I N D
Just sustainability transitions encompass the 
holistic transformation of socio-technical systems 
towards more sustainable and equitable futures, 
ensuring that no one is left behind in the process. 

Socio-technical transitions to sustainability refer to 
the profound, systemic changes in the ways societ-
ies organise their energy production, consumption 
patterns, transportation, and other fundamental 
systems to move towards more sustainable mod-
els. These transitions recognise that technological 
innovations alone are not sufficient to achieve 
sustainability. Instead, they must be accompanied 
by changes in social practices, cultural norms, 
regulatory frameworks, and economic structures. 
Socio-technical transitions involve shifting away 
from fossil fuels towards renewable energy sourc-
es, promoting sustainable agriculture, developing 
efficient and accessible public transportation sys-
tems, and encouraging sustainable consumption 
behaviours among individuals and communities.

The concept of a ‘just transition’ integrates social 
justice with environmental sustainability, em-
phasising that efforts to address climate change 
and environmental degradation must also tackle 
social inequalities. The notion underscores the 
importance of inclusive, equitable approaches 
that consider the needs, voices, and rights of all 
communities, particularly those historically margin-
alised or adversely affected by environmental and 
social policies.

In their foundational paper, Newell and Mulvaney 
(2013) argue that a just transition seeks to ensure 
that the burdens and benefits of transitions to a 
low-carbon economy are distributed equitably, 
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and that responses to climate change must take 
seriously questions of equity, justice and rights, 
particularly for those most affected by the shift. 
They stress that the just transition framework in-
tegrates social justice concerns into environmental 
governance, especially in contexts where structural 
inequalities are reproduced through decarbonisa-
tion policies.

The spatial justice dimension of just sustainability 
transitions focuses on the equitable distribution of 
environmental benefits and burdens across differ-
ent spaces and communities. It addresses the need 
for all individuals to access clean air, water, green 
spaces, and safe, healthy environments, regardless 
of their geographic location, socioeconomic status, 
or ethnicity. Spatial justice also involves ensuring 
that all communities have a say in the environ-
mental decisions that affect them, preventing the 
displacement of vulnerable populations due to 
gentrification or conservation efforts. 

This approach aims to rectify historical and ongo-
ing spatial inequalities, such as those seen in the 
siting of hazardous waste facilities in low-income 
or minority neighbourhoods, by advocating for 
policies and practices that distribute environmen-
tal goods fairly and provide all communities with 
access to sustainable infrastructure and resources.

Integrating the concept of just sustainability transi-
tions with socio-technical transitions involves en-
suring that these systemic changes are implement-
ed in ways that are socially inclusive and equitable. 
It requires active engagement with diverse com-
munities to understand their specific needs and 
vulnerabilities and to ensure that the benefits of 
transitions, such as new technologies, jobs, and im-
proved environmental conditions, are accessible to 
all. It also involves addressing potential social and 

economic disruptions caused by these transitions, 
such as job losses in specific sectors, through pol-
icies that support retraining, education, and social 
protection measures. Ultimately, just sustainability 
transitions aim to create resilient, sustainable soci-
eties where environmental stewardship goes hand 
in hand with social equity and justice, ensuring a 
better future for all.

4 . 3 .  R E S I L I E N C E 
A N D  A D A P T A T I O N 
A S  C O M P O N E N T S  O F 
S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E
Resilience and adaptation are critical components 
of spatial justice, reflecting the capacity of commu-
nities, particularly those that are marginalised or 
vulnerable, to withstand, recover from, and adapt 
to environmental, economic, and social shocks and 
stresses in a manner that ensures equitable access 
to resources and opportunities across all spatial 
dimensions (Matin et al., 2018). These components 
are integral to achieving spatial justice because 
they address the disparities in how different com-
munities experience and respond to challenges, 
emphasising the need for equitable distribution of 
adaptive capacities and resilience-building resourc-
es. Wenta et al., for instance, argue that climate 
adaptation laws can and should promote both 
socio-ecological resilience and justice, offering 
principles such as distributive effects, participatory 
inclusion, and multi-scale approaches (Wenta et 
al., 2018).
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R E S I L I E N C E
Resilience in the context of spatial justice involves 
the ability of communities to maintain their core 
functions and integrity in the face of external pres-
sures and shocks, such as natural disasters, climate 
change impacts, economic downturns, or social 
upheavals. Spatial justice seeks to ensure that 
resilience-building efforts are distributed equitably, 
recognising that marginalised communities often 
bear the brunt of adverse events without adequate 
resources or support to recover. By focusing on 
resilience through a spatial justice lens, policies 
and practices can be developed to strengthen the 
social fabric, infrastructure, and environmental 
assets of all communities, particularly those histor-
ically underserved or exposed to greater risks.

A D A P T A T I O N
Adaptation refers to the adjustments in practices, 
processes, or structures of communities to better 
cope with, manage, or adjust to changing condi-
tions or risks. In terms of spatial justice, adaptation 
efforts must consider the unequal impacts of envi-
ronmental and social changes on different commu-
nities and strive to implement strategies that not 
only mitigate existing inequalities but also promote 
fairness and equity. This includes designing adap-
tive measures that are inclusive, community-led, 
and sensitive to the diverse needs and vulnerabil-
ities of various groups, ensuring that all members 
of society have the means and opportunities to 
adjust to changes and continue to thrive.

I N T E G R A T I N G  R E S I L I E N C E  A N D 
A D A P T A T I O N  W I T H  S P A T I A L 
J U S T I C E

Integrating resilience and adaptation with spatial 
justice means acknowledging that the ability to 
bounce back from and adapt to challenges is not 
just a matter of physical infrastructure or envi-
ronmental management but also of addressing 
systemic inequalities that make specific commu-
nities more susceptible to harm. It involves cre-
ating adaptive strategies that are rooted in the 
principles of equity and inclusivity, ensuring that 
investments in resilience do not leave any com-
munity behind but instead contribute to more just 
and equitable outcomes for everyone, regardless 
of their geographic, economic, or social position. 
This approach underscores the importance of 
participatory governance, where decision-making 
on resilience and adaptation is democratised, and 
community voices, especially those of marginalised 
groups, are central in shaping responses to emerg-
ing challenges.
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5 . 1  D E M O C R A T I C 
P A R T I C I P A T O R Y 
S T R A T E G I C  P L A N N I N G

Democratic participatory stra-
tegic planning is an approach to 
urban development that em-
phasises the active involvement 
of a wide range of stakeholders 
in the decision-making process 

(Forester, 1999; Healey, 1996a, 1996b, 1997; 
Innes, 1995; Innes & Booher, 2018). This perspec-
tive seeks to democratise planning by ensuring 
that the voices of all community members, includ-
ing underrepresented groups, are heard and con-
sidered in the formulation of policies, plans, and 
designs. The goal is to create more equitable, sus-
tainable, and resilient urban environments through 
collective visioning, co-design, and co-planning.

I N T E G R A T I O N  O F  P O L I C Y , 
P L A N N I N G ,  A N D  D E S I G N  W I T H 
C O L L E C T I V E  V I S I O N I N G ,  C O -
D E S I G N ,  A N D  C O - P L A N N I N G

Democratic participatory strategic 
planning integrates policy, plan-
ning, and design by embedding 
collective visioning, (co)design, 
and (co)planning as iterative and 
interdependent processes. Rather 

than treating policy formulation, spatial planning, 
and design implementation as separate technical 
domains, this approach conceives of them as mu-
tually constitutive practices that must be shaped 
by inclusive and deliberative engagement. Collec-
tive visioning enables communities to articulate 
shared goals and values, anchoring policy frame-
works in locally meaningful aspirations (Innes & 
Booher, 2018). Co-design extends this process 

into the realm of spatial form, where the physical 
environment becomes a medium through which 
collective intentions are materially expressed 
(Friedmann, 2011). Co-planning, in turn, operation-
alises these visions by aligning legal instruments, 
institutional arrangements, and spatial strategies 
in ways that are procedurally just and contextually 
responsive (Forester, 1999).

This integrated model challenges traditional tech-
nocratic paradigms by redistributing epistemic 
authority, legitimising experiential, place-based, 
and often marginalised forms of knowledge in the 
production of space (Sandercock, 2003; Wat-
son, 2006). It also foregrounds relational agency, 
recognising that spatial outcomes emerge not only 
from plans or policies but from the dynamic inter-
actions between institutions, communities, and 
spatial imaginaries (Healey, 1997). Planning thus 
becomes a form of institutional learning, where 
co-production is not a one-off exercise in consul-
tation but a sustained commitment to negotiating 
diverse interests and ways of knowing (Swynge-
douw, 2005). The integration of policy, planning, 
and design through participatory means is not only 
a methodological concern but an ethical one, as 
it directly responds to the normative imperative 
of planning with rather than for communities. As 
Faranak Miraftab (2009) argues, justice-oriented 
planning must embrace both invited and invented 
spaces of participation, recognising that transfor-
mative agency often emerges from outside formal 
institutional structures. In this light, democratic 
participatory strategic planning is not simply an 
inclusive procedure, but a political project aimed 
at reconfiguring power relations in the production 
of urban space.
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P O L I C Y  I N T E G R A T I O N 
Policy integration refers to the 
deliberate alignment of planning 

objectives, regulatory instruments, and develop-
ment strategies with the needs, values, and aspira-
tions articulated through participatory processes. 
In contrast to siloed sectoral policymaking, inte-
grated policy frameworks aim to coordinate across 
domains, such as housing, mobility, environment, 
and economic development, to ensure that spatial 
interventions reflect holistic and inclusive urban 
agendas (Dorado-Rubín et al., 2025; Nadin et al., 
2019). This requires not merely technical coordi-
nation but a normative commitment to embedding 
equity and justice as organising principles across 
the policy spectrum. Policies must do more than 
respond to existing conditions; they must be 
generative frameworks that translate collectively 
envisioned futures into actionable instruments of 
spatial transformation  (Healey, 2006).

Effective policy integration depends on both in-
stitutional capacity and political will to transcend 
jurisdictional fragmentation and overcome the 
inertia of entrenched bureaucratic routines (Jordan 
& Lenschow, 2010). Participatory planning pro-
vides critical inputs to this process, not as token 
consultation, but as a means of ensuring that 
policies are shaped by plural epistemologies and 
situated knowledges. When co-produced insights 
are embedded early in the policy cycle, they enable 
anticipatory governance, which is better equipped 
to address complexity, uncertainty, and social di-
versity (Vigar, 2007). Furthermore, policy integra-
tion demands reflexivity—ongoing assessment and 
recalibration of policy impacts through inclusive 
feedback mechanisms that maintain accountability 
to affected communities (Sabel & Zeitlin, 2012).

As such, integrated policy is a political strategy 
for institutionalising the claims of spatial justice. It 
enacts a procedural ethic in which diverse voices 
shape not only the design of urban interventions 
but also the rules, norms, and priorities that gov-

ern them. In this way, policy integration serves 
as a bridge between participatory processes and 
tangible outcomes, ensuring that equity is not 
an afterthought but a structuring logic in urban 
governance.

P L A N N I N G
Planning, within a demo-
cratic participatory strategic 
framework, is not merely 
the technical act of pre-
paring spatial policy (policy 
instruments that organise, 
regulate, and shape the use, 

development, and governance of space) but a 
collective, iterative, and contested process of 
co-defining futures. It involves engaging stake-
holders, including residents, civil society organ-
isations, planners, and policymakers, in the ar-
ticulation of long-term goals and the spatial and 
political strategies necessary to achieve them. 
Rather than treating plans as expert-led blue-
prints, this approach understands planning as a 
relational practice shaped by diverse knowledg-
es, conflicting interests, and negotiated values, 
following what Healey sees as communicative 
planning (Healey, 1997). Strategic planning thus 
becomes a space of deliberation, where priorities 
are not pre-given but co-produced through dia-
logue, dissent, and compromise (Forester, 1999; 
Innes & Booher, 2018).

Importantly, strategic planning under this model 
is not confined to producing spatial plans alone, 
but is adaptive and open-ended, capable of 
responding to shifting socio-political conditions 
and emerging community needs. It addresses 
the production of space as a dynamic, contested, 
and socially embedded process shaped by pow-
er, identity, and collective action. This requires 
robust institutional mechanisms for ongoing 
engagement, monitoring, and revision, ensuring 
that plans remain accountable to those they 
affect (Friedmann, 1987; Legacy, 2017). As such, 
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planning becomes a dynamic interface between 
vision and action, institutional design and grass-
roots agency, mediating between spatial aspira-
tions and the legal, financial, and political systems 
that condition their realisation. Framed in this way, 
planning is reimagined not as an act of prediction 
or control, but as a collective political project 
grounded in justice, plurality, and care.

P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  P L A N N I N G 
P R O C E S S E S

Participatory planning processes, 
as framed within the communi-
cative turn in planning advocated 
by theorists like Patsy Healey, 
Judith Innes, and John Forester, 
emphasise the central role of dia-
logue, collaboration, and consen-

sus-building in urban planning and development. 
This approach challenges traditional, top-down 
planning models by advocating for a more inclusive 
and democratic process, where diverse stakehold-
ers, including community members, experts, and 
policymakers, actively engage in shaping planning 
outcomes. Healey (Healey, 1996a, 1996b, 1997, 
2003), Innes (Innes, 1995, 1998; Innes & Booher, 
1999; Innes & Booher, 2018), and Forester (For-
ester, 1978, 1989, 1999), among others, argue 
that effective planning cannot be achieved solely 
through technical expertise or bureaucratic pro-
cedures. Instead, it requires the creation of com-
municative spaces where the values, needs, and 
knowledge of all participants are recognised and 
integrated into the planning process. 

This shift toward communicative planning aligns 
with the theories of polycentric governance advo-
cated by Elinor Ostrom, which we discuss further 
in this text. It seeks to foster mutual understand-
ing and agreement among stakeholders through 
continuous dialogue, negotiation, and reflection, 
making the planning process more transparent, 
adaptive, and responsive to the complexities of so-
cial life. By prioritising the voices and experiences 

of those often marginalised in planning processes, 
participatory planning within this communicative 
framework aims to achieve spatial justice and 
more equitable, sustainable urban environments. 
This approach aligns with the broader goals of 
social sustainability, as it not only seeks to address 
immediate urban challenges but also to empower 
communities and build social capital for long-term 
resilience and well-being.

D E S I G N
Design, within the framework 
of inclusive and democratic 
urbanism, is a material expres-
sion of political values, cultural 
identities, and social relations. 
It involves shaping the physical 
form of urban environments, like 

public spaces, streetscapes, housing, and infra-
structure, in ways that are functional, inclusive, 
and reflective of diverse lived experiences. Par-
ticipatory design processes challenge the tradi-
tional view of the designer as a solitary expert and 
instead position design as a collaborative practice 
co-produced with communities, particularly those 
historically marginalised or excluded from shaping 
the built environment (Sanoff, 1999). This shift 
reframes the design of urban space not simply as 
a technical problem of form-making, but as a site 
of negotiation over access, identity, and visibility 
(Awan et al., 2011).

Incorporating public input into urban design 
extends beyond consultation to include co-de-
sign methodologies, where users are involved 
throughout the design process, from ideation to 
implementation. Such approaches enhance spatial 
justice by embedding recognitional justice into 
the material fabric of cities, ensuring that spaces 
resonate with the social and cultural specificities 
of the people who inhabit them (Miessen, 2011). 
Participatory design also advances universal design 
and design justice principles, addressing barriers 
related to mobility, gender, age, and sensory abili-
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ty, and fostering environments that are accessible, 
safe, and affirming for all (Costanza-Chock, 2020; 
Imrie & Hall, 2001).

Critically, design must also grapple with the aes-
thetic politics of urban form. Decisions about 
scale, materiality, and visual language are never 
apolitical; they communicate who belongs, what 
is valued, and how power is distributed spatially 
(Rendell, 2006). Participatory and justice-oriented 
design thus seeks to resist exclusionary or homo-
genising aesthetics—often associated with neo-
liberal urban branding, by amplifying plural spatial 
narratives and supporting place-making practices 
rooted in local cultures and collective memory 
(Hou, 2010). In this light, design becomes not only 
a tool for spatial intervention but a medium of 
democratic expression, reinforcing the right to the 
city through the everyday experience of the built 
form.

C O L L E C T I V E  V I S I O N I N G
Collective visioning is a foun-
dational stage in democratic 
participatory strategic plan-
ning, offering a deliberative 
space for diverse actors to 
co-articulate long-term as-

pirations for their city. Far from being a symbolic 
or preliminary exercise, collective visioning plays 
a substantive role in shaping urban futures by 
aligning planning efforts with shared values, social 
needs, and locally grounded imaginaries (Forester, 
1999; Healey, 1997). It brings together stakehold-
ers, like residents, civil society organisations, plan-
ners, experts, and government officials as co-au-
thors of urban transformation. Through facilitated 
dialogue, storytelling, and spatial mapping, collec-
tive visioning surfaces community knowledge and 
fosters a shared narrative about what constitutes 
a just, inclusive, and desirable urban future (Fried-
mann, 2011; Sandercock & Lyssiotis, 2003).

The strength of collective visioning lies in its 
creative and affective dimensions: it invites par-

ticipants to imagine possibilities beyond current 
constraints, thereby opening space for counter-he-
gemonic narratives and utopian thinking (Fried-
mann, 2000; Koning & Dijk, 2021). This makes 
it particularly relevant in contexts of historical 
injustice, where excluded communities can artic-
ulate demands that challenge dominant develop-
ment logics. Visioning, when conducted inclusively, 
also strengthens procedural justice by cultivating 
trust, mutual understanding, and political agency 
among participants (Innes & Booher, 1999). How-
ever, scholars warn that visioning exercises risk 
becoming depoliticised rituals unless embedded 
within institutional processes that translate collec-
tive aspirations into real-world policy and design 
outcomes (Legacy, 2017).

To be meaningful, collective visioning must there-
fore be iterative, open-ended, and institutionally 
supported, allowing visions to evolve in response 
to changing circumstances and new voices. It must 
also be sensitive to power dynamics, ensuring that 
dominant groups do not co-opt the process, and 
that marginalised communities are empowered to 
define what matters in their own terms and using 
their own language. In this sense, collective vision-
ing is not only about imagining the future; it is a 
political act of reclaiming the right to define the 
city, laying the normative groundwork for planning 
practices rooted in equity, recognition, and spatial 
justice.

P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  P L A N N I N G  A N D 
P O L Y C E N T R I C            G O V E R N A N C E

Participatory planning intersects 
with notions of polycentric gover-
nance through its emphasis on in-
clusivity, diversity of voices, and the 
decentralisation of decision-making 
authority. Polycentric governance, 
a concept popularised by Elinor 

Ostrom (1990, 2005), refers to the organisation 
of governance across multiple centres of authority 
that operate independently yet interdependently. 
This model values the contributions of various 
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stakeholders at different scales and jurisdictions, 
from neighbourhood associations and municipal 
councils to regional bodies and transnational 
institutions, recognising that complex challenges 
such as spatial inequality, climate adaptation, and 
infrastructure governance cannot be addressed 
effectively by a single governing entity.

In the context of spatial justice, the intersection 
between participatory planning and polycentric 
governance becomes particularly salient. Partici-
patory planning brings normative commitments to 
procedural justice, ensuring that affected com-
munities have voice and influence in decisions 
that shape their spatial environments. Polycentric 
governance provides the institutional architec-
ture through which those voices can be exercised 
meaningfully, by dispersing authority and enabling 
deliberation across multiple sites of governance 
(Ostrom, 2010a, 2010b; Swyngedouw, 2005). This 
not only enhances the legitimacy and responsive-
ness of planning processes but also supports the 
principle of subsidiarity, whereby decisions are 
made at the most immediate or local level consis-
tent with their resolution.

Moreover, when designed with attention to power 
asymmetries, polycentric governance can foster 
institutional arrangements that are adaptive and 
reflexive, capable of integrating diverse forms of 
knowledge, including local and Indigenous epis-
temologies, into spatial decision-making (Pahl-
Wostl & Knieper, 2014). In this way, the interplay 
between participatory planning and polycentric 
governance offers a compelling framework for 
democratising spatial production, enabling citizens 
and communities to shape not only outcomes but 
also the institutional rules through which those 
outcomes are determined.

I N T E R S E C T I O N S 
B E T W E E N 
P A R T I C I P A T O R Y 
P L A N N I N G  A N D 

P O L Y C E N T R I C  G O V E R N A N C E
1. Decentralisation and Empowerment: Both 
participatory planning and polycentric governance 
advocate for decentralising decision-making au-
thority, empowering local communities and smaller 
units of governance to have a say in the processes 
that affect them. This decentralisation ensures 
that governance is more responsive to the specific 
needs and conditions of diverse communities.

2. Diversity and Inclusivity: Participatory plan-
ning’s emphasis on including a wide range of stake-
holders in the planning process mirrors polycentric 
governance’s recognition of the importance of 
multiple governing authorities. Both approaches 
value the diversity of perspectives and expertise 
that different stakeholders bring to the table, facili-
tating more comprehensive and inclusive solutions 
to urban and environmental challenges.

3. Collaboration and Coordination: In a polycen-
tric governance system, different centres of deci-
sion-making need to coordinate and collaborate to 
address complex issues effectively. Participatory 
planning fosters a similar spirit of collaboration by 
bringing together various stakeholders, including 
government entities, community groups, and indi-
viduals, to co-create urban planning solutions.

4. Adaptability and Learning: Both approaches 
emphasise adaptability and learning from diverse 
experiences and experiments. Participatory plan-
ning allows for flexibility in addressing urban 
challenges, as it incorporates feedback and insights 
from community members and stakeholders. Sim-
ilarly, polycentric governance encourages experi-
mentation and learning from different governance 
practices across various centres, leading to more 
resilient and adaptable management strategies.
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5. Addressing Complexity: The complex nature of 
urban and environmental challenges necessitates 
governance approaches that are not confined to 
rigid, hierarchical structures. Participatory planning 
and polycentric governance both offer frameworks 
for managing complexity through distributed 
authority, multi-level engagement, and the integra-
tion of various knowledge systems and values.

By intersecting participatory planning with poly-
centric governance, urban governance can harness 
the strengths of both approaches: the ground-up 
engagement and inclusivity of participatory plan-
ning, combined with the flexibility, diversity, and 
collaborative potential of polycentric governance 
systems. This intersection offers a robust frame-
work for achieving more democratic, effective, and 
just urban governance that is capable of address-
ing the multifaceted challenges of contemporary 
urbanisation and sustainability.

T H E  C H A L L E N G E S  T O 
P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  P L A N N I N G

While the communicative 
turn in planning, with its 
emphasis on participatory 
processes, is widely cele-
brated for its potential to 
democratise urban plan-

ning, it has also faced several critiques.

Critics argue that the ideal of participatory plan-
ning is often difficult to implement in practice due 
to institutional constraints, lack of resources, and 
entrenched power dynamics. As Miraftab (2009) 
and Purcell (2009) point out, while participatory 
rhetoric is widespread, genuine inclusion is fre-
quently undermined by technocratic planning and 
neoliberal governance logics that reduce partici-
pation to a formality. Bureaucratic inertia, rigid in-
stitutional frameworks, and limited public engage-
ment budgets further restrict planners’ capacity 
to sustain deep and ongoing citizen involvement 
(Booth, 2015; Legacy, 2017). Moreover, as Innes 

& Booher (1999) and Fainstein (2010) emphasise, 
facilitating truly inclusive dialogue is complex, es-
pecially when marginalised groups face structural 
barriers to participation, such as time constraints, 
lack of technical knowledge, or distrust in public 
institutions. These dynamics often reproduce ex-
isting inequalities, turning participatory processes 
into tokenistic exercises that legitimise predeter-
mined outcomes rather than transforming them.

Despite intentions to be inclusive, participatory 
processes can inadvertently reinforce existing 
inequalities. Critics point out that not all communi-
ty members have equal capacity or opportunity to 
engage in participatory planning due to factors like 
time, knowledge, language barriers, and socioeco-
nomic status. This can lead to the domination of 
the discourse by more articulate, resource-rich, 
or politically connected groups, marginalising the 
voices of those the process intends to empower.

Critics question the effectiveness of participatory 
planning in leading to tangible changes or improve-
ments in urban policies and spaces (Flyvbjerg, 
1998). They argue that without a clear mechanism 
to translate community input into action, partici-
patory planning can become a tokenistic exercise 
that raises expectations but fails to deliver mean-
ingful outcomes.

The emphasis on consensus within communicative 
planning is critiqued for potentially glossing over 
deep-seated conflicts and power imbalances with-
in communities (Mouffe, 2013). Critics argue that 
striving for consensus can silence dissenting voices 
or minority viewpoints, overlooking the reality that 
some urban planning issues involve irreconcilable 
conflicts that cannot be easily resolved through 
dialogue alone. Chantal Mouffe challenges the 
Habermasian ideal of rational consensus by pro-
posing an agonistic model of democracy, in which 
political contestation is not a failure of dialogue 
but a vital expression of pluralism and democratic 
vitality. In her view, conflict is constitutive of the 
political and cannot be fully eliminated; what mat-
ters is how conflict is channelled into legitimate, 
structured forms of disagreement rather than sup-
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pressed in the name of harmony (Mouffe, 2005).

Applied to planning, Mouffe’s agonistic perspec-
tive calls for a rethinking of participation not as 
the pursuit of consensus, but as the creation of 
spaces where divergent interests, identities, and 
worldviews can confront one another openly and 
respectfully. Such a reframing acknowledges that 
urban conflicts, such as conflicts over land, re-
sources, identity, or historical memory, are often 
rooted in structural inequalities and competing 
normative visions of the good city. In this light, 
planning becomes a terrain of democratic strug-
gle, where the aim is not to erase antagonism but 
to institutionalise it in ways that are inclusive, 
transparent, and accountable. This approach aligns 
closely with the demands of recognitional and pro-
cedural justice, offering a more politically honest 
and socially grounded foundation for participatory 
urbanism.

The communicative turn may depoliticise planning 
by framing it as a neutral, technical process of 
dialogue and consensus rather than acknowledging 
the inherently political nature of urban develop-
ment decisions and the ensuing conflicts (Miraftab, 
2004). This can divert attention from the structural 
inequalities and power relations that shape urban 
spaces, potentially detracting from more radical 
approaches to spatial justice.

While citizen participation is often championed as 
a cornerstone of democratic planning, recent em-
pirical and theoretical work reveals frequent gaps 
between aspiration and effect. Several recurring 
challenges help explain why participatory initia-
tives sometimes underwhelm or breed scepticism.

Many participatory processes suffer from low 
turnout or selective attendance, meaning that only 
a small (and often unrepresentative) subset of the 
population engages. This pattern skews deliber-
ation toward more vocal, resourced, or politically 
aware citizens, reinforcing existing inequalities 
(Tóbiás & Boros, 2025). When citizen panels or 
workshops attract few participants, their legitima-
cy and influence are undermined (Munarini, 2025).

Some participatory practices are structured in 
ways that give the appearance of inclusion, but 
with little real authority or influence. The review 
of climate adaptation participation by Parsons et 
al.(2025) finds that many participatory processes 
reproduce existing power imbalances by relegating 
marginalised voices to consultation roles while 
keeping final decision-making in the hands of tech-
nocrats (Parsons et al., 2025). Similarly, Slaev et al. 
(2019) warn that without structural reinvention, 
participatory schemes risk being ceremonial rather 
than transformational.

Participatory ambitions must contend with en-
trenched institutional routines, bureaucratic 
inertia, and jurisdictional fragmentation. These 
structures often resist substantive change, mak-
ing it difficult for citizen input to translate into 
plan adjustments or resource allocation. In local 
governance studies, Holum (2022) shows that 
the institutional design of municipal participation 
schemes (e.g. rigid procedural rules) constrains the 
translation of citizen input into action.

Participation demands time, financial resources, 
facilitation, and logistical support. Planners often 
underestimate the costs of meaningful engage-
ment or lack the staff capacity to sustain long-
term processes. Tóbiás & Boros (2025) document 
how lack of resources and insufficient motivation 
pose significant barriers to robust participation. 
Moreover, digital participation tools promise scale 
but face constraints in access, digital literacy, and 
representativeness (Luo et al., 2025).

Repeated experiences where citizen input fails to 
influence outcomes lead to disillusionment. Citi-
zens come to see participatory efforts as feedback 
voids, where their contributions vanish into bu-
reaucratic systems without visible returns (Hughes 
et al., 2025). Over time, these impressions dampen 
the willingness to participate in future efforts.

Complex urban challenges such as land use con-
flicts, climate adaptation, and infrastructure in-
vestment often involve trade-offs among multiple 
interests, technical constraints, and sectoral prior-
ities. Participation does not guarantee resolution 
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of deep conflicts. In many participatory settings, 
planners must balance citizen demands with legal, 
financial, or political constraints, which may limit 
what can be acted upon (Choo et al., 2022).

Despite these challenges, we continue to advocate 
for participatory planning as a critical avenue for 
achieving more democratic, equitable, and just 
urban environments. We recognise the need to ad-
dress these limitations through ongoing innovation 
and reflexivity in planning practices. Participatory 
processes must be designed not only with deliber-
ative openness but also with structural attentive-
ness. They require institutional support, iterative 
feedback mechanisms, and transparent deci-
sion-making pathways to ensure that citizen input 
leads to tangible outcomes. In this light, procedural 
justice is fragile and contingent, and participation 
alone is insufficient without accompanying reforms 
in governance, redistribution, and recognition. To 
avoid participation becoming a procedural façade, 
planners must engage critically with power rela-
tions, patterns of exclusion, and the institutional 
path dependencies that often shape whose voices 
are heard and whose are silenced. Thus, partic-
ipation must not only be inclusive in form but 
also transformative in effect, paired with broader 
commitments to spatial justice that extend beyond 
consultation to the reconfiguration of how cities 
are imagined, governed, and produced.

P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  D E S I G N  A N D  C O -
D E S I G N

Participatory design and co-design 
have emerged as critical method-
ologies that extend the democratic 
ethos of participatory planning and 
polycentric governance into the 
domain of design practice. These 

approaches seek to redistribute design agency by 
actively involving a wide range of stakeholders, not 
only professional designers or institutional actors, 
but also end-users and historically marginalised 
groups, in the process of shaping urban spaces, 

services, and products (Manzini, 2015; Sanders & 
Stappers, 2008).

These practices resonate strongly with the poly-
centric governance paradigm (Ostrom, 2010a), 
which advocates for decision-making authority 
distributed across multiple, overlapping centres 
of power. Just as polycentric governance val-
ues epistemic plurality and localised knowledge, 
participatory and co-design processes challenge 
the expert-driven, hierarchical model of design by 
decentralising authorship and enabling co-creation 
(Fischer, 2009). Through inclusive processes of 
dialogue, iteration, and mutual learning, design be-
comes not only a technical task but a political and 
relational act, one that recognises everyday users 
as legitimate co-producers of knowledge and form 
(Bannon & Ehn, 2012).

Moreover, participatory design is inherently itera-
tive and adaptive, embracing a ‘learning by doing’ 
ethic that mirrors the experimental and reflexive 
logic of participatory planning (Innes & Booher, 
2004). It allows for continuous feedback loops in 
which provisional solutions are tested, evaluated, 
and refined collectively, thus embedding respon-
siveness and adaptability into the design process. 
This methodological openness fosters not only 
better design outcomes but also enhanced social 
ownership, civic capacity, and institutional trust 
(Bannon & Ehn, 2012).

Ultimately, participatory and co-design do more 
than mirror governance structures. They materi-
alise democratic values in spatial and procedural 
form. In this way, they contribute to the broader 
project of spatial justice by operationalising inclu-
sivity, recognition, and co-authorship at the level 
of design practice.
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C O - D E S I G N  A N D  C O - P L A N N I N G
Co-design and co-planning are 
interrelated yet distinct dimen-
sions of collaborative urban-

ism that reconfigure the roles 
of citizens, professionals, and 
institutions in shaping the built 

environment. Co-design refers to the collaborative 
production of spatial and architectural solutions in 
which stakeholders, particularly those historically 
excluded from planning processes—participate 
as active agents throughout the design lifecycle. 
Rather than merely reacting to pre-defined pro-
posals, participants in co-design engage in problem 
definition, concept development, and iterative 
feedback, ensuring that outcomes reflect local 
knowledge, cultural values, and everyday spatial 
practices (Manzini & Rizzo, 2011; Sanoff, 1999). 
This approach challenges the expert monopoly 
over spatial form and embraces design as a socially 
embedded and negotiated practice, enabling the 
emergence of spaces that are not only technically 
robust but socially meaningful and contextually 
grounded (Till, 2013).

Co-planning builds upon this by extending col-
laborative engagement into the strategic and 
operational dimensions of urban development. It 
entails stakeholder participation in the formula-
tion of priorities, the allocation of resources, and 
the phasing and implementation of projects. Here, 
citizens are not simply consulted, but are engaged 
in co-producing policy agendas, regulatory mech-
anisms, and investment strategies (Healey, 1997; 
Watson, 2006). Co-planning disrupts the techno-
cratic and managerialist ethos that often domi-
nates planning practice, shifting toward a model 
that foregrounds deliberation, mutual learning, 
and collective decision-making. When structured 
equitably, co-planning can address power asymme-
tries by redistributing voice and agency, allowing 
marginalised groups to shape not only the design 
of interventions but the institutional conditions 
under which those interventions are conceived 
and delivered (Legacy, 2017; Miraftab, 2009).

Crucially, co-design and co-planning must be 
recognised as contested and political practices, not 
merely technical exercises in inclusion. Both are 
susceptible to co-option or superficial implementa-
tion if they are not supported by strong institution-
al commitments to transparency, accountability, 
and long-term engagement (Fischer, 2012; Fredi-
ani & Boano, 2012). For these practices to support 
spatial justice, they must be situated within gover-
nance frameworks that value epistemic diversity, 
support counter-hegemonic narratives, and remain 
attentive to procedural equity. In this sense, co-de-
sign and co-planning are more than participatory 
tools; they are central to a transformative planning 
ethic that reimagines cities as collectively shaped, 
democratically governed, and socially just spaces.
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5 . 2 .  C O N C L U S I O N : 
D E S I G N I N G  F O R 
D I V E R S I T Y  A N D  J U S T I C E

Designing for diversity and 
spatial justice means creating 
urban environments, infra-
structures, and systems that 
embody fairness and collective 
well-being. This approach rec-
ognises that cities are lived by 

many publics whose experiences differ according to 
gender, class, race, ability, and culture. Designing for 
justice therefore begins with acknowledging these 
differences and using them as a foundation for 
inclusive and equitable design. Rather than treat-
ing participation as an optional stage, it redefines 
design itself as a democratic and ethical practice.

Inclusive design must move beyond consultation 
to genuine co-production. Co-design and co-plan-
ning, as discussed earlier, aim to rebalance power 
in urban decision-making by redistributing voice 
and agency. When institutionalised and protected 
from tokenism, they enable communities, particu-
larly those historically excluded, to shape both the 
process and the outcomes of urban transformation. 
This shifts the focus of planning from technical 
efficiency to relational engagement, where dialogue, 
trust, and collective learning are as vital as physical 
form.

Spatial quality is central to this approach. It is not 
merely a question of beauty or function but of jus-
tice and dignity. High-quality environments support 
the diverse ways people inhabit and experience the 
city. They provide safety, accessibility, and comfort 
while also nurturing belonging, meaning, and shared 
identity. A justice-oriented understanding of spa-
tial quality demands attention to both material and 
symbolic dimensions: who the city represents, who 
feels welcome, and whose stories are embedded in 
its fabric.

Designing for spatial justice therefore involves 
reimagining urban space as a platform for coexis-
tence and recognition. Public spaces, infrastruc-
ture, and everyday amenities must be conceived 
to dismantle barriers that marginalise, enabling 
encounters across difference and sustaining the 
right to the city for all. This requires governance 
frameworks that embed participation, accountabil-
ity, and cultural sensitivity, ensuring that design is 
not reduced to surface aesthetics but becomes a 
medium for inclusion and empowerment.

Finally, designing for diversity and justice calls for 
designers, planners, and institutions to act as facil-
itators of collective agency. They must bridge disci-
plines, combine technical skill with social empathy, 
and understand design as an act of care. Only 
when spatial practices are grounded in equity, 
recognition, and solidarity can urban environments 
truly promote the flourishing of diverse communi-
ties and strengthen the democratic life of the city.
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P R A C T I C E  &  E D U C A T I O N  I N  T H E 
N E T H E R L A N D S

This approach is anchored in 
the Dutch planning history and 
practice. In the Netherlands, 
democratic participatory strategic 
planning is anchored in a plan-
ning culture that values con-
sensus-building and negotiated 

collaboration. Dutch planning institutions have 
historically integrated participatory mechanisms, 
inviting citizens, businesses, and advocacy groups 
into decision processes, while situating those with-
in statutory frameworks and spatial plans (Faludi 
& Valk, 2010; Hommes et al., 2009; JCHS, 2023; 
OECD, 2017; Tisma & Meijer, 2018; Uittenbroek 
et al., 2019). Still, the collaborative ideal is medi-
ated by power dynamics, procedural constraints, 
and institutional path dependencies, meaning that 
participatory aspirations sometimes fall short in 
practice (Buuren & Edelenbos, 2004; Hajer & Zon-
neveld, 2000; Hettinga, 2018). 

At TU Delft, this approach is taught and re-
searched extensively, particularly in the manage-
ment of sustainability transitions. The university 
focuses on educating students about the impor-
tance of integrating technical, social, and policy 
aspects in planning. Courses and projects often in-
volve real-world scenarios where students engage 
with communities and stakeholders to co-design 
and co-plan urban interventions. This educational 
focus is complemented by research initiatives that 
explore innovative participatory methods and tools 
for sustainable urban development.

TU Delft also emphasises the role of new technol-
ogies and methodologies in enhancing participato-
ry processes. For example, digital tools for geo-
graphic information systems (GIS), virtual reality 
(VR), and various online platforms are integrated 
into the planning process to facilitate more effec-
tive and inclusive engagement.

Overall, democratic participatory strategic plan-

ning as practised in the Netherlands and taught at 
TU Delft embodies a comprehensive approach that 
merges technical expertise with deep community 
engagement to create urban environments that 
are reflective of and responsive to the needs of all 
their inhabitants.

This approach gave rise to a planning model ad-
opted by UP2030 as a generic planning cycle, to 
which actions and tools can be attached.
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TO IDENTIFY 
NEEDS

TO ENGAGE 
STAKEHOLDERS

stakeholders are engaged into the planning 
process

TO ENVISION
TOGETHER

envisioning possible & desirable 
futures

TO CO-DESIGN
STRATEGIES 

The process of co-designing a step by

 

step strategy, including policy and 

TO EVALUATE
FEASIBILITY & IMPACT

financial, technical and capacity

 

feasibility and the social, economic

 

TO CODESIGN
POLICY

policy design

TO CODESIGN
INTERVENTIONS

design

TO IMPLEMENT & TEST 
PROTOTYPES

The process of prototyping and 

TO EVALUATE 
 The feedback loop of evaluat-

TO UPSCALE
To evaluate city-wide implementa-6 .  U P 2 0 3 0

S T R A T E G I C 
P L A N N I N G  C Y C L E T U D / U P 2 0 3 0

P l a n n i n g  C y c l e
Generic plannnig activities where 
tools, methodologies and frame-

works can be applied.

The UP2030 Planning Cycle is a structured framework designed to integrate tools, methodologies, and 
frameworks systematically into urban planning processes, with a strong focus on participatory methods to 
ensure that the needs and priorities of all stakeholders are considered. This cycle supports the evaluation 
of city-wide implementation and the transferability of strategies across different urban contexts. In the next 
pages, you will find a detailed look at each step of the cycle.
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T O  I D E N T I F Y 
N E E D S

This initial phase involves a participatory 
approach to identifying the specific needs and pri-
orities of the community. By involving residents and 
other stakeholders early on, the process ensures that 
the resulting urban planning initiatives are closely 
aligned with the actual requirements and aspirations 
of the city's inhabitants.

T O  E N G A G E 
S T A K E H O L D E R S
 

Following the identification of needs, this step 
involves detailed stakeholder mapping and analysis 
to understand the roles, influences, and interests 
of various groups and individuals. Effective 
engagement strategies are then employed to 
involve these stakeholders actively in the planning 
process, ensuring diverse perspectives are 
considered.

T O  E N V I S I O N 
T O G E T H E R

This participatory step encourages all stakehold-
ers to collectively envision possible and desirable 
futures for the urban environment. It’s a creative pro-
cess that fosters shared visions and builds consensus 
on long-term goals for the city, laying a foundation 
for strategic planning and development.

T O  C O - D E S I G N 
S T R A T E G I E S

Building on the shared vision, this phase involves 
stakeholders in the co-design of detailed, step-by-
step strategies for achieving the envisioned future. 
This includes the development of specific policies 
and interventions tailored to address the identified 
needs and priorities.

T O  E V A L U A T E 
F E A S I B I L I T Y  & 
I M P A C T

Here, the feasibility of the proposed strategies is 
critically assessed, including financial, technical, and 
capacity considerations. Additionally, the potential 
social, economic, and environmental impacts of these 
strategies are evaluated to ensure they are sustain-
able and beneficial in the long term.

T O  C O - D E S I G N 
P O L I C Y

This involves the participatory design of policies 
that will enable the implementation of strategies. It's 
about creating policy frameworks that are not only 
effective but also equitable and inclusive, reflecting 
the collective input and consensus of all stakeholders.

T O  C O - D E S I G N 
I N T E R V E N T I O N S

Similar to policy design, this phase focuses on 
the participatory design of specific interventions 
or projects that will bring the strategies to life. This 
includes detailed planning of the actions needed to 
achieve the strategic objectives.
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T O  I M P L E M E N T 
&  T E S T 
P R O T O T Y P E S

Before full-scale implementation, strategies and 
interventions are prototyped and tested. This itera-
tive process allows for real-world testing of concepts, 
enabling adjustments and improvements based on 
practical feedback and performance.

T O  E V A L U A T E

Once prototypes have been tested, this stage 
involves a thorough evaluation to gather insights 
and feedback from all stakeholders. The evaluation 
focuses on the effectiveness of the strategies and 
interventions and provides a critical feedback loop 
for continuous improvement.

T O  U P S C A L E

The final step involves assessing the scalability of 
successful strategies and interventions. This includes 
evaluating their potential for city-wide implemen-
tation and their transferability to other urban areas, 
ensuring broader impact and applicability.

L I M I T A T I O N S  &  C H A L L E N G E S

While the Strategic Planning Cycle is a robust 
framework designed to enhance urban sustaina-
bility and inclusivity, it requites adaptation to local 
conditions. Different cities and communities have 
unique social, economic, and cultural dynamics that 
can influence the outcomes of planning initiatives. 
For instance, the level of stakeholder engagement 
and the effectiveness of participatory tools may vary 
greatly due to differences in local governance struc-
tures, cultural attitudes towards public participation, 
and available resources.

Moreover, the cycle’s reliance on broad stake-
holder involvement and advanced participatory meth-
ods may not be fully realisable in regions with limited 
civic infrastructure or where public trust in govern-
mental processes is low. Additionally, the technolog-
ical assumptions embedded in the cycle may exceed 
local capacities for implementation without significant 
investments in training and infrastructure.
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The 5-UP Approach within the UP2030 project 
is an innovative framework designed to activate and 
empower cities and stakeholders through five interlinked 
phases. Each phase is integral to driving the socio-tech-
nical transitions necessary for achieving climate neu-
trality and enhancing spatial justice.

UP2030 aims to support cities in driving the 
socio-technical transitions required to meet their cli-
mate neutrality targets by leveraging urban planning and 
design. Within the project city stakeholders and local 
authorities will be supported and guided to put neu-
trality on the map of their communities in day-to-day 
actions and strategic decisions.  An innovative meth-
odology (5UP-approach) will be developed and applied 
through the co-development and implementation of sci-
ence-based - yet practical - tools, and methods. 

Inclusive participation is key throughout the pro-
ject’s full cycle of activities so that real needs of commu-
nities are reflected in the city-specific visions, and co-de-
signed interventions maximise delivery of co-benefits. 
As such, UP2030 will have a measured positive impact 
on spatial justice in the pilots, and give the opportunity 
to citizens to participate in the transition by becoming 
agents of change themselves through their sustainable 
behavioural shifts.

UP2030 looks at mainstreaming the climate neu-
trality agenda using urban planning and design as a 
vehicle for also enhancing the liveability of urban com-
munities. The emphasis on liveability will connect the 
urban planning and design approaches to the provi-
sion of multiple socio-environmental benefits, foremost 

at a neighbourhood scale. Prototyping is strategically 
focused on neighbourhoods, as they offer a critical scale 
for problem-solving, reinvestment, and climate innova-
tion in cities. Testing at this scale will provide valuable 
lessons for city-wide upscale. 

To drive city-wide impact, cities will need to go 
well beyond technical designs and piloting; UP2030 will 
empower local authorities to shape their innovation-en-
abling city environment through: a relevant policy frame-
work, deliberate inclusive participation, shifts to sustain-
able behaviours, capacity building in city departments, 
new governance arrangements and financial facilitation. 
To this end, UP2030 will guide cities (stakeholders and 
local authorities) to deliver across the values of equity, 
resilience, neutrality, and sustainability.

To accelerate the implementation pace in many 
cities, upscale solutions and respond to the climate 
emergency, UP2030 proposes the 5UP-approach for 
activating cities and stakeholders through 5 interlinked 
phases. While there is an obvious sequential order in 
the five components, their outcomes are reinforced by 
feedbacks between them. As such, the method differ-
entiates itself from more conventional methodological 
approaches which focus on testing a particular innova-
tion (e.g. a digital solution) to bring about incremental 
change. Contrary, the 5UP approach puts the city at 
its centre rather than a proposed solution, offering an 
integrated strategy for multilevel action on identified 
leverage points. The 5UP approach permeates the pro-
ject design and structure of the working packages so 
that all case studies converge towards fostering Urban 

6 . 1 . U P 2 0 3 0  A N D  T H E 
5 - U P  A P P R O A C H
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Prosperity – thus not treating resilience nor justice as 
separate tasks.

 The 5-UP Approach comprises five distinct phases: 
UPDATE, UPSKILL, UPGRADE, UPSCALE, UPTAKE.

	 1 .  U P D A T E
Action: Reviewing and revising planning and 

design approaches, standards, codes, and policies to 
better align with contemporary urban transformation 
goals, particularly those related to climate neutrality. 

Connection to Spatial Justice: By updating these 
fundamental frameworks, cities can ensure that their 
development strategies include the three dimensions 
of spatial justice (recognitional, procedural and 
distributive). This step aims to embed justice into 
the very DNA of urban planning processes, ensuring 
all subsequent actions contribute to equitable 
outcomes.

	 2 .  U P S K I L L
Action: Strengthening the capabilities of city 

stakeholders through training and collaborative 
exercises to co-develop planning and design 
strategies that enable transformation and address 
current socio-environmental challenges. 

Connection to Spatial Justice: Upskilling enables 
diverse community stakeholders to actively engage 
in the planning process, enhancing their ability to 
contribute to and shape just urban environments. 
This democratisation of skills ensures a wider 
representation in decision-making, directly impacting 
spatial justice outcomes.

	 3 .  U P G R A D E
Action: Implementing built and natural 

environment prototypes, as well as supportive 
models and tools, to enhance our neighborhoods. 
This involves tangible interventions in urban spaces 
that serve as examples of sustainable and just 
development. 

Connection to Spatial Justice: Upgrading 

neighborhoods with a focus on resilience and 
inclusivity demonstrates a commitment to improving 
the lived experiences of all community members. It 
rectifies spatial disparities by providing high-quality, 
sustainable environments, directly addressing the 
principles of spatial justice.

	 4 .  U P S C A L E
Action: Establishing and refining governance 

arrangements, financial mechanisms, policy develop-
ment, and decision-making processes to foster city-wide 
impacts and align urban planning efforts with broader 
sustainability and justice goals. 

Connection to Spatial Justice: Upscaling involves 
taking successful prototypes and governance models 
and applying them across the city to ensure all com-
munities benefit. This systematic scaling is crucial for 
achieving city-wide spatial justice, ensuring that success-
ful interventions are not isolated but become the norm.

	 5 .  U P T A K E
Action: Conducting activities to raise awareness 

and facilitate the exchange of knowledge and expe-
riences across European cities and beyond, creating 
a ripple effect of the UP2030's vision and approach. 

Connection to Spatial Justice: Uptake ensures the 
lessons learned and successes achieved are shared 
widely, allowing other cities to replicate and adapt strat-
egies that promote spatial justice. This dissemination of 
knowledge helps create a shared momentum towards 
equitable urban development across different contexts.

The 5-UP Approach fosters an integrated strategy 
for urban prosperity, intertwining resilience and justice 
into the core of urban development. By placing the city 
at the center of transformation, rather than individual 
innovations, this approach offers a holistic pathway to 
multilevel action. It ensures that spatial justice is not 
treated as an afterthought but is integral to the plan-
ning and design processes that shape urban futures.
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6 . 2 . I N T E G R A T I O N 
O F  T H E  U P 2 0 3 0  5 
U P  A P P R O A C H  & T H E 
S T R A T E G I C 
P L A N N I N G  C Y C L E
Running parallel to the UP2030 Planning Cycle is 
the 5UP approach, which encompasses UPDATE, 
UPSKILL, UPGRADE, UPSCALE, and UPTAKE. This 
approach focuses on continuously updating knowl-
edge and skills, upgrading technologies and processes, 
scaling successful initiatives, and ensuring broad adop-
tion and integration of innovative practices.
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UPSCALE

UPGRADE

UPTAKE

UPDATE (integration point)

UPSKILL
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C O M P L E M E N T A R Y  M O D E L  O V E R V I E W

This is complementary model that leverages 
the strengths of both the 5-UP Approach from the 
UP2030 Horizon Project and the TU Delft Strategic 
Planning Cycle. This complementary model recog-
nises the unique contributions of each framework and 
utilises them to address different aspects of urban 
development, ensuring a more holistic approach. 

U P D A T E :  I N T E G R A T I O N  P O I N T
Start the planning cycle by identifying the com-

munity’s needs and priorities, which naturally leads 
into the UPDATE phase where existing planning 
and design standards are reviewed and revised. This 
ensures that the strategic planning begins with a clear 
understanding of current frameworks and their align-
ment with contemporary goals.

U P S K I L L :  E N G A G E M E N T  A N D 
U P S K I L L I N G

 
(TU Delft Cycle + UPSKILL from 5-UP)
Complementary Action: Use stakeholder engage-

ment phases to not only gather diverse perspectives 
but also to implement the UPSKILL phase by train-
ing stakeholders in new sustainable practices and 
technologies. This enhances community capacity 
to actively participate in and contribute to planning 
processes.

U P G R A D E : V I S I O N I N G  A N D 
U P G R A D I N G 

(TU Delft Cycle + UPGRADE from 5-UP)
Complementary Action: During the envision-

ing sessions, incorporate the UPGRADE phase by 
planning and designing tangible interventions in the 
urban fabric that demonstrate the community’s future 

aspirations. This allows for the physical manifesta-
tion of the co-created visions, providing prototypes 
that can be assessed and refined.

U P S C A L E :  C O - D E S I G N  A N D 
E V A L U A T I O N  W I T H  U P S C A L E

 
(5-UP Approach)
Complementary Action: Link the co-design of 

policies and interventions in the TU Delft Cycle with 
the UPSCALE phase, focusing on refining govern-
ance arrangements and financial mechanisms to sup-
port broader implementation of successful strategies 
across the city.

U P T A K E :  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  A N D 
U P T A K E 

(TU Delft Cycle + 5-UP Approach)
Complementary Action: As prototypes are imple-

mented and tested, use the UPTAKE phase to raise 
awareness, share knowledge, and facilitate the trans-
fer of successful practices beyond the immediate 
urban context. This ensures that lessons learned are 
disseminated widely, influencing broader urban pol-
icy and practice.

F E E D B A C K  A N D  C O N T I N U O U S 
I M P R O V E M E N T

(TU Delft Cycle)
Complementary Action: The evaluation stages 

of the TU Delft Cycle provide critical feedback that 
informs continuous improvements in both the 5-UP 
Approach and broader strategic planning processes. 
This feedback loop is essential for adaptive manage-
ment of urban development projects, ensuring they 
remain responsive to evolving urban dynamics and 
stakeholder needs.
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C O N C L U S I O N  O F  T H E 
C O M P L E M E N T A R Y  M O D E L

This complementary model leverages the structured, 
participatory focus of the TU Delft Strategic Planning 
Cycle to ground the dynamic and innovative actions 
of the 5-UP Approach in practical, community-cen-
tered urban planning. By aligning phases and actions 
from both frameworks, urban planners and stake-
holders can achieve a balanced approach that not 
only addresses immediate urban challenges but also 
fosters long-term sustainability, resilience, and jus-
tice. This model promotes a cyclical, adaptive pro-
cess where learning and development are continu-
ous, ensuring urban environments are well-equipped 
to meet future challenges.

I N T E R S E C T I O N S  O F  T H E  5 U P 
A P P R O A C H  W I T H  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

Understanding how the UP2030 5UP approach inter-
sects with the three dimensions of spatial justice—
distributive, procedural, and recognitional—helps to 
frame how urban planning and development can be 
directed to promote equitable and just cities. 

1 .  U P D A T E

   - Distributive Justice: In this phase, the focus is on 
revising urban planning and design approaches, stand-
ards, codes, and policies to better align with contem-
porary goals such as climate neutrality. This addresses 
distributive justice by ensuring that resources, bene-
fits, and services are distributed across the city in a 
way that reduces inequalities and meets the needs 
of underserved communities.
   - Procedural Justice: Updating frameworks also 

involves inclusive planning processes that engage 
diverse community members, ensuring that all voices 
are heard and have influence over planning outcomes. 
This democratizes the planning process, allowing for 
a broader range of inputs and fostering transparency.
   - Recognitional Justice: By revising outdated or 
unjust standards and codes, this phase helps to 
recognise and rectify historical and systemic injus-
tices embedded in urban planning practices. It also 
acknowledges diverse community identities and their 
right to the city, ensuring that planning practices 
are sensitive to the unique trajectories of different 
groups.

2 .  U P S K I L L

   - Distributive Justice: Upskilling city stakehold-
ers and community members equips them with the 
knowledge and tools necessary to actively partic-
ipate in the development and governance of their 
environments with the tools present in the UP2030 
project. This helps distribute the intellectual and prac-
tical capabilities needed to engage with and benefit 
from urban development processes.
   - Procedural Justice: Enhancing the capabilities of 
stakeholders through education and training ensures 
that they can effectively contribute to and engage 
with planning processes. This enhances the fairness 
and inclusivity of these processes by leveling the 
playing field.
   - Recognitional Justice: Upskilling acknowledges 
the importance of diverse perspectives in shaping 
urban spaces. It empowers traditionally marginal-
ised groups, validating their experiences and insights 
as essential to the creation of just and sustainable 
urban environments.
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3 .  U P G R A D E

- Distributive Justice: Upgrading urban infrastructures 
and environments specifically in underserved areas 
directly tackles distributive injustices by improving 
the quality of living conditions and access to ameni-
ties. This phase focuses on making tangible changes 
that enhance the physical space of neighbourhoods.
   - Procedural Justice: The participatory nature of 
planning and implementing upgrades ensures that 
the process is transparent and inclusive. Community 
members are involved in deciding what upgrades are 
necessary and how they should be implemented.
   - Recognitional Justice: Upgrading efforts that are 
responsive to the specific needs and cultural aspects 
of communities recognize and respect their unique 
identities and values. This helps to affirm and rein-
force the community's sense of place and belonging.

 
4 .  U P S C A L E

- Distributive Justice: Scaling up successful initiatives 
ensures that the benefits of innovative urban pro-
jects are not confined to pilot areas but are extended 
throughout the city. This addresses spatial dispari-
ties by distributing new technologies and improved 
infrastructural benefits widely.
   - Procedural Justice: Upscaling involves refining 
governance arrangements and policy frameworks to 
support city-wide impacts. This phase ensures that 
procedural mechanisms are in place to facilitate equi-
table development across the entire city.
   - Recognitional Justice: As policies and projects are 
scaled up, it's crucial that they adapt to respect and 
integrate the diverse cultural, social, and economic 
contexts of different urban areas, thereby recogniz-
ing and valuing this diversity in city planning.

5 .  U P T A K E

- Distributive Justice: Uptake focuses on dissemi-
nating knowledge and sharing successful practices 
across different cities and contexts, promoting a more 
equitable distribution of innovative solutions and 
successful models of urban development.
   - Procedural Justice: Facilitating the exchange 
of knowledge ensures that various cities and com-
munities can learn from each other’s experiences, 
enhancing the transparency and collaborative aspect 
of urban planning processes.
   - Recognitional Justice: By sharing diverse expe-
riences and successes, the Uptake phase fosters a 
greater understanding and appreciation of differ-
ent urban challenges and solutions, recognizing the 
validity and value of varied urban experiences and 
practices.
By aligning the 5UP approach with the dimensionsof 
spatial justice, urban planning initiatives can effec-
tively address the complex layers of justice required 
to foster equitable, participatory, and inclusive urban 
environments.
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7 . 1 .  E M P H A S I S  O N  T H E 
C R E A T I O N  O F  P U B L I C 
G O O D S
Public goods, in the context of economic theory 
and public policy, are defined by two main char-
acteristics: non-excludability and non-rivalry. 
Non-excludability means that once a public good 
is provided, it is not feasible to exclude individuals 
from enjoying its benefits, regardless of whether 
they have contributed to its provision. Non-rivalry 
indicates that the consumption of the good by one 
individual does not diminish the amount of the 
good available for consumption by others.

This definition underpins the challenges public 
goods pose for traditional market mechanisms. 
Markets tend to underprovide public goods be-
cause they cannot effectively charge individuals 
for their use, leading to what is known as the ‘free 
rider problem,’ where individuals benefit from 
the good without contributing to its provision. 
This problem justifies government intervention or 
collective action to ensure the adequate provision 
and maintenance of public goods.

Examples of public goods in an urban context 
include street lighting, national defence, public 
parks, clean air, and the maintenance of peace and 
order. These goods and services are essential for 
the functioning of societies and economies, under-
scoring the need for well-designed public policies 
and institutions to manage their provision in a way 
that promotes social welfare and spatial justice.

In the discourse on spatial justice, the concept 
of public goods extends beyond mere economic 
efficiency to encompass broader social and envi-
ronmental dimensions. 

Scholars argue for a more inclusive approach to 
public goods that considers access and equity, 
particularly in how public goods can contribute to 
or mitigate spatial inequalities within and across 

urban spaces. This perspective aligns with the prin-
ciples of spatial justice, which seek to ensure that 
all individuals have equitable access to the benefits 
provided by public goods, thereby enhancing the 
overall quality of life and sustainability of commu-
nities.

R E L E V A N C E  O F  P U B L I C  G O O D S  T O 
S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

Public goods are essential for ensuring that all 
city inhabitants, especially marginalised and un-
derserved communities, have access to essential 
services and a good quality of life. Their universal 
accessibility is fundamental to reducing inequal-
ities within urban areas, making them a corner-
stone of distributive spatial justice.

Shared access to public goods promotes social in-
teractions among diverse groups, fostering a sense 
of community and belonging. This can enhance 
social cohesion and inclusivity, contributing to the 
development of more harmonious and resilient 
urban spaces.

Many public goods, such as parks and clean air, 
are directly linked to environmental health. Priori-
tising these within policy frameworks contributes 
to sustainable urban development, ensuring cities 
can mitigate and adapt to the challenges of cli-
mate change while protecting natural resources for 
future generations.

Investing in public goods can yield substantial 
economic benefits, from improving public health 
outcomes (thus reducing healthcare costs) to 
enhancing productivity and attracting businesses. 
Efficient provision of public goods can stimulate 
equitable economic growth and development.

Finally, the emphasis on public goods reinforces 
democratic values by recognising urban spaces 
and services as common assets that should be 
governed and enjoyed by all. This perspective 
supports participatory governance models and 
encourages citizens’ engagement in urban planning 
processes.
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7 . 2 .  N E W  M O D E L S 
O F  C O M M U N I T Y 
G O V E R N A N C E  A N D 
O W N E R S H I P
Exploring new models of community governance 
and ownership is pivotal for advancing spatial 
justice. These models aim to empower commu-
nities, ensuring that they have significant control 
and stakes in the development and management 
of their local environments. By fostering more 
democratic, inclusive, and equitable forms of gov-
ernance and ownership, communities can better 
address local needs, manage resources sustain-
ably, and counteract spatial inequalities. Here are 
some examples of models that stand out for their 
potential to enhance community governance and 
ownership:

C O M M U N I T Y  L A N D  T R U S T S  ( C L T S )
Community Land Trusts are non-profit, com-
munity-based organisations designed to ensure 
community stewardship of land. CLTs acquire land 
and lease it to individuals for residential, com-
mercial, or agricultural use, removing it from the 
speculative market and ensuring it serves commu-
nity interests. This model prevents displacement 
caused by gentrification and promotes affordable 
housing, enabling long-term community resilience 
and sustainability.

C O O P E R A T I V E  O W N E R S H I P  M O D E L S
Cooperative ownership involves collective own-
ership and management of assets or services by 
those who use them. This can apply to housing 
cooperatives, where residents own and manage 
their living spaces, or to cooperative businesses 

that provide essential goods and services. These 
models distribute economic benefits more equi-
tably among members and allow for democratic 
decision-making processes, aligning with spatial 
justice goals.

P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  B U D G E T I N G
Participatory budgeting is a democratic process in 
which community members decide how to allocate 
part of a public budget. This model gives citizens a 
direct voice in determining spending priorities for 
local projects and services, enhancing transparen-
cy, accountability, and civic engagement. It ensures 
that resource distribution reflects the community’s 
needs and preferences, contributing to more just 
and equitable urban development.

C O M M U N I T Y  D E V E L O P M E N T 
C O R P O R A T I O N S  ( C D C S )
CDCs are community-controlled entities that 
support economic development, affordable hous-
ing, and community planning initiatives. They work 
to balance development pressures by prioritising 
the needs of low- and moderate-income residents. 
CDCs can be powerful vehicles for community 
empowerment, leveraging investments to serve 
community interests and enhance local quality of 
life.

D I G I T A L  P L A T F O R M S  F O R 
C O M M U N I T Y  E N G A G E M E N T
The rise of digital technology offers new avenues 
for community governance and ownership. Digital 
platforms can facilitate more extensive and inclu-
sive community engagement in urban planning and 
decision-making processes. These tools can help 
collect community insights, preferences, and feed-
back, ensuring that urban development projects 
are responsive to local needs.
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U R B A N  C O M M O N S  F R A M E W O R K S
The urban commons approach reimagines city 
spaces and resources as shared assets that should 
be managed collectively by the community. This 
framework emphasises collaborative stewardship 
of resources such as parks, gardens, and communi-
ty centres, promoting shared use and management 
that benefits all community members.

S O C I A L  E N T E R P R I S E  M O D E L S

Social enterprises blend the financial goals of busi-
nesses with social objectives. They reinvest profits 
into local communities, addressing social issues 
such as unemployment, education, and health. By 
prioritising social value over profit maximisation, 
social enterprises contribute to more equitable 
economic development and empowerment.

These new models of community governance and 
ownership represent innovative approaches to re-
thinking how urban spaces are created, used, and 
managed. They offer pathways for communities to 
actively shape their environments, ensuring that 
development processes are inclusive, equitable, 
and aligned with the principles of spatial justice. 
Integrating these models into urban planning and 
governance structures is crucial for building just, 
resilient, and sustainable cities.

						    

7 . 3 .  U R B A N  C O M M O N I N G
Urban commoning refers to the practice and phi-
losophy of managing urban resources and spaces 
as commons, rather than as private or state-owned 
assets. This approach is rooted in the belief that 
certain resources, particularly those essential for a 
community’s well-being, should be accessible to all 
community members and managed in a collective, 
participatory manner. Urban commoning is under-
pinned by principles of cooperation, solidarity, and 
shared stewardship, challenging traditional notions 
of ownership and governance in urban environ-
ments.

Urban commons are different from urban public 
goods. Urban commons are collectively managed 
by communities, emphasising participatory gover-
nance and shared stewardship. In contrast, public 
goods are generally (albeit not always) state-pro-
vided and universally accessible goods, character-
ised by non-excludability and non-rivalry. Com-
mons involve active community engagement in 
management decisions, while public goods rely on 
state mechanisms for provision and maintenance, 
reflecting different governance and ownership 
models.

The concept of the commons historically refers to 
shared resources like land, water, and forests, col-
lectively managed by a community under common 
law. Originating in medieval Europe, it allowed 
communal access and use, contrasting with private 
ownership. This tradition underscored cooperation 
and sustainable resource management, pivotal 
in contemporary debates on common goods and 
urban commoning.

The concept of urban commoning extends the 
theory of the commons, famously explored by 
Elinor Ostrom (Ostrom, 1990; Ostrom et al., 1999) 
among others, into the urban context. Ostrom’s 
work partially debunked the ‘tragedy of the com-
mons’ narrative made famous by Garrett Hardin 
(1968), which claimed that individuals, acting in 
rational self-interest, would inevitably overexploit 
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and deplete shared resources in the absence of 
centralised control or privatisation. In contrast, 
Ostrom demonstrated, through extensive empirical 
studies of irrigation systems, fisheries, and forest 
management, that communities are often capable 
of self-organising to govern shared resources sus-
tainably, provided that certain institutional condi-
tions, such as clearly defined boundaries, collective 
rule-making, monitoring, graduated sanctions, and 
conflict-resolution mechanisms, are in place.

Urban commoning literature describes how ‘city as 
commons’ arguments scale up the notion beyond 
sites to networks of social infrastructure and 
collective management across neighbourhoods.  
In The City as a Commons, Foster & Iaione (2016), 
argue for a transformative approach to urban 
governance by conceptualising the city itself, not 
just discrete resources, as a commons. Moving 
beyond traditional resource-based understandings 
of commoning (à la Ostrom), they propose that ur-
ban space, services, infrastructure, and knowledge 
can be co-managed through collaborative gover-
nance structures. They critique the limitations of 
state-market binaries and advocate for polycentric, 
participatory, and inclusive governance models 
that empower citizens as co-producers of the city. 

Central to their argument is the notion of co-gov-
ernance, where public authorities, civil society, 
knowledge institutions, and private actors form 
partnerships to manage urban commons through 
shared rules and mutual obligations. Drawing on 
examples from Bologna, Naples, and other cities 
experimenting with collaborative governance, they 
outline a ‘co-city’ framework, grounded in five 
principles: collective governance, enabling state 
action, social and economic pooling, experimen-
talism, and tech justice. This model supports the 
creation of adaptive and resilient urban ecosys-
tems that respond to local needs while addressing 
systemic inequities. Ultimately, the article posi-
tions the city-as-a-commons as both a theoretical 
rethinking of urbanism and a pragmatic call for 
institutional innovation that promotes equity, 
sustainability, and democratic engagement in 
city-making.

E X A M P L E S  O F  U R B A N  C O M M O N I N G

C O M M U N I T Y  G A R D E N S  /  U R B A N  A G R I C U L T U R E

· Community gardens in Austin, Texas, have been 
examined as commons under a ‘Diverse Econo-
mies’ framework, showing how garden plots serve 
as shared resources and social spaces (Ponstingel, 
2023)

· Urban community gardens in the Netherlands and 
Germany have been analysed for their governance 
structures and phases (formation, maintenance, 
scaling). Fox‑Kämper et al. (2018) evaluate gover-
nance challenges in these settings.  

· The journal Frontiers ‘Urban Commoning Under 
Adverse Conditions’ discusses how urban com-
moning may include cooperative housing, social 
centres, and community gardens, interpreting them 
as emergent commons in contested urban spaces 
(Zielke et al., 2021).  

· The review ‘Diversity and Challenges of the 
Urban Commons’ discusses how urban commons 
initiatives often centre on shared green, gardening, 
and land uses in cities (Feinberg et al., 2021).

H O U S I N G  C O O P E R A T I V E S  A N D  C O M M U N I T Y - L E D  H O U S I N G  / 

C O M M O N I N G  H O U S I N G

· Arbell (2023) in ‘The Circle of Commoning’ article 
uses community-led housing as a case of urban 
commoning, showing how residents collectively 
manage housing as a commons. 
 
· The ‘Theorising the Urban Commons’ essay (Hu-
ron, 2017) treats urban housing and land access 
arrangements as instances where commoning 
logics reshape spatial production.  

· Zielke et al. (2021) mentioned above also include 
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cooperative housing and social centres as forms of 
urban commons.  

S O C I A L  C E N T R E S ,  C O M M U N I T Y  S P A C E S ,  A N D  C O L L E C T I V E 

A M E N I T I E S

· Pikner (2020), ‘Urban Commoning as a Vehicle 
Between Government and Civil Society’, discusses 
bottom-up social centres, community-run spaces, 
and cooperative neighbourhood uses as instances 
of commoning juxtaposed to municipal frame-
works. 

O P E N  /  D I G I T A L  C O M M O N S  A N D  P A R T I C I P A T O R Y 

P L A T F O R M S

· While less abundant, there is emerging work on 
digital platforms as urban commons (e.g. participa-
tory GIS, civic data platforms). The Diversity and 
Challenges review points to ‘knowledge commons’ 
or ‘peer production’ as part of the urban commons 
typology.
  
· Participatory mapping, counter-mapping, or com-
munity-informed sensor networks may serve as 
infrastructural or epistemic commons (for instance, 
the ‘Quantified Community’ in Red Hook, combin-
ing sensor networks and citizen science), though 
that example is more hybrid than pure commoning.  

R E L E V A N C E  O F  U R B A N  C O M M O N I N G 
T O  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

Urban commoning directly contributes to spatial 
justice by promoting equitable access to urban 
resources and spaces. It challenges the spatial 
inequalities perpetuated by privatisation and mar-
ket-driven development, which often lead to the 
exclusion and marginalisation of low-income and 
vulnerable populations. By prioritising collective 
access and management, urban commoning prac-
tices seek to ensure that all community members 
have a stake in and benefit from urban develop-
ment.

Moreover, urban commoning practices are inher-
ently participatory, involving community members 
in decision-making processes. This participatory 
dimension ensures that urban development is re-
sponsive to the needs and desires of local commu-
nities rather than being dictated by external inves-
tors or planners. In this way, urban commoning can 
be seen as a tool for achieving more democratic 
and equitable urban governance, aligning closely 
with the goals of spatial justice.

Furthermore, urban commoning fosters a sense of 
community and belonging, which is essential for 
the social sustainability of urban areas. By encour-
aging cooperation and mutual support, commoning 
practices can help to build resilient communities 
that are capable of facing social, economic, and 
environmental challenges collectively.

In conclusion, urban commoning represents a crit-
ical strategy for advancing spatial justice in cities. 
Through practices that emphasise shared access, 
participatory governance, and collective stew-
ardship of urban resources, commoning offers a 
path towards more equitable, sustainable, and just 
urban environments.
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7 . 4 .  H O U S I N G  F I R S T  A N D 
H O U S I N G  A F F O R D A B I L I T Y 
S T R A T E G I E S 

H O U S I N G  F I R S T  P O L I C I E S

Housing First has been a cornerstone of Finland’s 
national homelessness strategy since 2008, led by 
the YFoundation in partnership with municipali-
ties and NGOs (Housing First, 2025).  Under this 
approach, individuals and families experiencing 
homelessness are directly provided permanent, 
unconditional housing, without preconditions such 
as sobriety or employment. Supportive services 
(e.g. health care, counselling, job assistance) fol-
low rather than precede housing (Morales, 2024).  
Finland’s adoption of Housing First coincided with 
substantial declines in reliance on shelters: between 
2008 and 2017, hostel and boarding house use 
dropped sharply, and long-term homelessness fell 
by over 70 % (Housing First, 2025).  The Finnish 
case illustrates how framing housing as a human 
right and embedding housing policy within a coor-
dinated national programme can shift trajectories of 
homelessness.  

H O U S I N G  A F F O R D A B I L I T Y 
S T R A T E G I E S

Housing affordability strategies encompass reg-
ulatory and policy tools intended to ensure that 
housing remains within financial reach, especially 
for lower-income households. These can include 
inclusionary zoning, subsidies, rent regulation, and 
social housing mandates. In the Netherlands, for 
example, social housing ‘woningcorporaties’ play a 
central role: non-profit housing associations own 
nearly 30 % of the nation’s rental units, operating 
with governance and financing models that support 

off-market affordability (Deursen, 2023a, 2023b; 
Housing Europe, 2010).  In new Dutch develop-
ments, there is likewise a practice of allocating a 
significant share of housing to affordable or social 
units; in IJburg, Amsterdam, for instance, a target 
of 30 % affordable rental units has been applied in 
housing programming (Global Site Plans, no date).  

R E L E V A N C E  T O  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

Both Housing First policies and housing affordabili-
ty strategies are deeply connected to the principles 
of spatial justice, which advocates for equitable 
access to space and resources in urban environ-
ments. By addressing homelessness and housing 
unaffordability, key issues at the intersection of 
spatial inequality, these approaches work towards 
redistributing spatial resources more equitably. 
Housing First policies embody the idea that access 
to stable, secure housing is a precondition for par-
ticipation in urban life and a necessity for achieving 
social equity. Similarly, housing affordability strate-
gies confront the systemic inequalities that restrict 
access to affordable housing, aiming to ensure that 
all city residents, regardless of income, can live in 
quality environments within their communities.

In practice, these approaches contribute to spatial 
justice by challenging and reshaping patterns of 
segregation, exclusion, and displacement that char-
acterize many urban areas. They recognise housing 
not just as a commodity but as a fundamental right 
and a cornerstone of urban equity, supporting 
the creation of diverse, inclusive, and just cities. 
Through these policies, cities can move towards 
more balanced and fair urban development, where 
access to housing is seen as central to achieving 
broader social justice goals.
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7 . 5 .  D E C O L O N I A L 
U R B A N I S M

Decolonial urbanism is an approach to planning 
and design that seeks to acknowledge and dismantle 
the enduring spatial, epistemic, and institutional leg-
acies of colonialism in contemporary cities, including 
those in Europe. Rooted in decolonial and postcolo-
nial scholarship, this approach challenges dominant 
Eurocentric narratives, planning logics, and power 
structures embedded in urban processes, advocat-
ing for the recognition, validation, and integration of 
subaltern, Indigenous, and local knowledges in the 
production and governance of urban space. Deco-
lonial urbanism foregrounds the need to confront 
colonial spatial legacies, such as segregation, dispos-
session, epistemic erasure, and environmental injus-
tice—and reimagine more equitable and plural urban 
futures that reflect the histories, identities, and aspi-
rations of marginalised communities (Ortiz, Tavlou, 
et al., 2025).

R O O T S  I N  D E C O L O N I A L  S T U D I E S

Decolonial studies provide a theoretical frame 
for interrogating how colonial power continues to 
shape knowledge systems, institutions, and spa-
tial practices. Scholars in this tradition critique the 
so‑called “coloniality of power, knowledge, and be-
ing” (Mignolo, 2007; Quijano, 2000), insisting that 
decolonisation must go beyond symbolic gestures or 
inclusion within existing frameworks. Decolonial ur-
banism appropriates this critique for the city, insisting 
that planning should not only diversify perspectives 
but transform the very ontologies and epistemolo-
gies through which urban space is conceived (Coel-
ho et al., 2025). This approach invites a profound re-
thinking of who produces urban imaginaries, whose 
histories matter, and how urban governance can be 
decolonised in practice, resisting the reproduction of 
extractive, modernist, and colonial logics.

E X A M P L E S  O F  D E C O L O N I A L 
U R B A N I S M

R E C L A I M I N G  I N D I G E N O U S  L A N D  A N D  P R A C T I C ES

In Vancouver, a growing movement of Indigenous 
planners, in partnership with city governments and 
Indigenous Nations (Musqueam, Squamish, and 
Tsleil‑Waututh), is working to embed Indigenous 
spatial practices, naming rights, and territorial rec-
ognition into urban planning. This is evident in the 
city’s decision to establish a municipal task force on 
reconciliation and to adopt efforts towards ‘place 
keeping’ and re-naming public spaces in Indige-
nous languages. Scholars argue this trend is part 
of a broader shift from colonial planning toward 
settler‑colonial reconciliation in cities, where urban 
space becomes a site for renegotiating Indigenous 
claims to the city (Ellis-Young, 2025). However, crit-
ics observe that such recognition does not automat-
ically translate into decolonial practice: institutional 
inertia, power hierarchies, and tokenistic gestures 
often limit deep transformation (Vance, 2023).  

D E C O L O N I S I N G  U R B A N  C U R R I C U L A

Academic institutions have begun to interrogate 
the colonial legacies in planning and architectural 
education. For example, in the literature on Indige-
nous planning, authors call for pedagogy that fore-
grounds Indigenous epistemologies, relational land 
ethics, and decolonial theory as fundamental, not 
supplemental, to urban training (Porter et al., 2017). 
UCL’s Bartlett School (via its Development Planning 
Unit) publishes work on participatory informal set-
tlement upgrading, which is part of a broader shift 
to integrate justice, plurality, and critical reflection 
into planning education (Frediani et al., 2013). This 
curricular reorientation remains uneven and con-
tested, as institutional constraints and entrenched 
disciplinary norms often resist radical change.
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7 . 6 .  C O M M U N I T Y ‑ L E D 
U R B A N  D E S I G N  / 
P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  S L U M 
U P G R A D I N G
In Kenya, the Citizen-Led Slum Upgrading initiative 
in Nairobi’s Mukuru Special Planning Area demon-
strates decolonial urbanism: residents, slum-dwell-
ers federations, local government, and NGOs 
co-produce planning solutions, data, and spatial 
interventions, rather than being passive recipients.  
Similarly, the Mukuru SPA process is praised for 
institutionalising the collaboration between urban 
poor associations and municipal planning, and for 
creating inclusive planning frameworks at scale 
(Slum Dwellers International, 2022).  Another case 
is the Participatory Informal Settlement Upgrading 
in Kisumu, documented by the UCL Development 
Planning Unit, which prioritises residents’ agency, 
local priorities, and incremental improvements over 
inherited top-down models (Frediani et al., 2013). 
However, participatory upgrading often faces 
constraints: external funding, bureaucratic controls, 
maintenance burdens, and power differentials may 
limit the transformative potential of design mode 
participation (as shown in critiques of UN-Habi-
tat-led projects) (Czirják, 2019).  

The central argument of Dipesh Chakrabarty’s 
Provincialising Europe: Postcolonial Thought and His-
torical Difference (2008) is that European thought, 
especially Enlightenment ideas about moderni-
ty, progress, and rationality, has been treated as 
universally valid, shaping how history, politics, and 
development are understood across the world. 
Chakrabarty challenges this universalisation of 
European categories, arguing that they are in fact 
provincial, emerging from a specific historical and 
cultural context, and should not be imposed as nor-
mative frameworks for interpreting non-European 
societies.

Decolonial urbanism in Europe involves critical-
ly confronting the colonial legacies embedded in 
urban space, planning institutions, and knowledge 
systems across European cities. It does not sim-
ply mean recognising past colonial histories but 
challenging the ongoing spatial, epistemic, and 
socio-political hierarchies that perpetuate marginal-
isation, particularly of racialised, migrant, and post-
colonial communities. While colonialism is often 
externalised in European memory, seen as some-
thing that happened ‘elsewhere’, decolonial urban-
ism insists that European urbanism itself has been 
shaped by colonial structures of extraction, segre-
gation, and erasure, which persist today through 
housing inequities, surveillance practices, symbolic 
exclusions, and planning paradigms grounded in 
Eurocentric modernity.

European planning has long privileged ‘universal’ 
technical-rational paradigms that marginalise other 
ways of knowing and being in the city. Decolonial 
urbanism challenges this by insisting on epistemic 
plurality, recognising Indigenous, diasporic, feminist, 
and racialised knowledges as central to rethinking 
urbanism. This draws from Mignolo’s (2011) idea 
of epistemic disobedience, a refusal to submit to 
dominant Western knowledge regimes.

Across European cities, postcolonial and migrant 
communities are often confined to peripheries, 
subjected to discriminatory housing policies, gentri-
fication, and disproportionate policing. Decolonial 
urbanism exposes how urban inequality in Europe is 
racialised, calling for redistributive policies (e.g. land 
reparations, social housing) that go beyond inclu-
sion to tackle the structural roots of spatial injustice 
(Madden & Marcuse, 2016).

The decolonial critique of public memory involves 
dismantling monuments, street names, and urban 
iconographies that celebrate colonial violence. 
Initiatives like the removal of statues (e.g. Edward 
Colston in Bristol) or debates around Leopold II in 
Belgium highlight the struggle over who belongs in 
European space, and whose history is allowed to 
shape the city.
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Decolonial urbanism promotes non-statist and 
non-market forms of spatial organisation, such as 
commoning, solidarity economies, and informal 
urban practices. These challenge neoliberal gov-
ernance by asserting alternative forms of urban 
citizenship that are not defined by legal status but 
by rightful presence and contribution to urban life 
(Foster & Iaione, 2016; Purcell, 2002).

European universities and planning institutions are 
beginning to reckon with the colonial foundations 
of their disciplines. Decolonial urbanism calls for 
the unlearning of colonial spatial categories, such 
as informal/formal, centre/periphery, developed/
developing, and for the transformation of pedago-
gy, methodology, and professional ethics in plan-
ning education (Angotti, 2020; Ortiz, Tavlou, et al., 
2025).

R E L E V A N C E  T O  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

Decolonial urbanism is inherently connected to spa-
tial justice, as it seeks to rectify the spatial inequal-
ities and injustices that have been perpetuated by 
colonial legacies. By advocating for the inclusion 
of marginalised voices and perspectives in urban 
planning and recognising the rights and knowledge 
of indigenous peoples and other historically margin-
alised groups, decolonial urbanism works towards 
creating urban spaces that are equitable, inclusive, 
and reflective of all communities’ cultural and his-
torical contexts.

Furthermore, decolonial urbanism challenges the 
extractive and exploitative economic models that 
have often characterised modern urban develop-
ment, promoting instead practices that are sus-
tainable, community-focused, and respectful of the 
land. This approach not only addresses the spatial 
injustices of the past but also paves the way for 
more just and equitable urban futures.

In sum, decolonial urbanism represents a critical 
and transformative approach to urban planning and 
design, rooted in the principles of decolonial studies 
and deeply aligned with the goals of spatial justice. 

Through its commitment to challenging colonial 
legacies and advocating for inclusive, equitable ur-
ban spaces, decolonial urbanism contributes to the 
broader project of creating just cities for all.

7 . 7 .  I N T E R S E C T I O N A L I T Y 
I N  S P A T I A L  P L A N N I N G 
The concept of intersectionality deepens spatial 
justice by insisting that urban experience cannot 
be understood through single axes of inequality 
(such as class, race or gender) in isolation, but rather 
through the interwoven systems that condition 
how people inhabit, move through, and are exclud-
ed from space. Intersectionality in spatial planning 
thus requires recognising that power, identity, and 
place are co‑constitutive: gender norms, racialisa-
tion, disability, migration status, age, and economic 
marginality simultaneously shape differential access 
to mobility, public space, housing, and services 
(Castán-Broto & Alves, 2018). In planning terms, 
this means moving beyond ‘one size fits all’ policies 
to situated interventions attentive to how intersect-
ing vulnerabilities accumulate in particular spatial 
contexts. For example, Kim et al. (2024), demon-
strate how access to urban parks in US cities is un-
even not only by income or race alone, but by their 
intersection (race × poverty × residential segrega-
tion), yielding patterns of exclusion across space. 
Similarly, Ortiz, Calderon et al. (2025) propose a 
methodology of spatialising intersectionality in the 
design of public space in informal settlements, re-
vealing how layered oppressions translate into spa-
tial injustices in self-built neighbourhoods. Integrat-
ing intersectionality into planning thus compels us 
to redesign spatial diagnostics, policy instruments, 
and participatory frameworks so that they attend to 
complexity, avoid reinforcing dominant categories, 
and open space for plural forms of belonging.
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R E L E V A N C E  T O  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

The connection between intersectionality and 
spatial justice lies in the imperative to recognise 
and address the complex, overlapping mechanisms 
through which spatial inequalities are produced 
and sustained. Spatial justice concerns not only the 
fair distribution of spatial resources, but also the 
procedural and recognitional dimensions that shape 
who is seen, heard, and legitimised in spatial deci-
sion-making (Fraser, 2010; Soja, 2010). Applying 
an intersectional lens enables planners and poli-
cymakers to attend to the specific configurations 
of disadvantage that emerge at the intersection of 
race, class, gender, disability, migration status, and 
other structural axes (Castán-Broto & Alves, 2018; 
Crenshaw, 1991). Rather than assuming a uniform 
experience of exclusion, intersectionality reveals 
how spatial injustices are layered and differentiat-
ed, and how universalistic policies may fail to reach 
those most affected. Integrating this perspective 
into spatial planning facilitates more context-sen-
sitive, inclusive, and just interventions, advancing 
the broader goals of spatial justice across all three 
dimensions: distributive, procedural, and recogni-
tional.

E X A M P L E S  O F  I N T E R S E C T I O N A L I T Y 
I N  P L A N N I N G

A C C E S S I B L E  P U B L I C  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N
An intersectional approach to public transport plan-
ning recognises that mobility is shaped by intersect-
ing factors such as disability, age, income, and gen-
der. Designing equitable transit systems therefore 
requires addressing physical accessibility, affordabil-
ity, and spatial coverage. For example, ensuring that 
buses and metro systems are wheelchair-accessible, 
provide reliable service to peripheral or low-income 
neighbourhoods, and offer discounted fares for 
seniors or low-income residents enhances spatial 
access for structurally marginalised groups (Hidayati 
et al., 2021; Lucas, 2012).

G E N D E R - S E N S I T I V E  U R B A N  D E S I G N

Cities like Vienna have integrated gender-main-
streaming into urban planning by acknowledging 
that men, women, and gender-diverse individuals 
use urban space differently due to social roles, care 
responsibilities, and safety concerns (City of Vienna, 
2025; Damyanovic, 2016; Greed, 2005). Measures 
such as improved lighting in public parks, secure 
pedestrian pathways, and equitable distribution of 
public toilets address not only gendered needs but 
also the intersection of gender with age, disability, 
and ethnicity.

C U L T U R A L  S P A C E S  F O R  M I N O R I T Y  C O M M U N I T I E S

Intersectional spatial planning recognises that 
racialised and ethnic minority communities often 
face cultural erasure and underrepresentation in the 
urban landscape. Providing spaces for community 
centres, public art, and cultural events fosters not 
only social cohesion but also symbolic recognition-a 
core element of recognitional justice (Sandercock, 
2003; Young, 1990). Projects such as London’s 
Black Cultural Archives (BCA, no date ) or Berlin’s 
House of World Cultures (Haus der Kulturen der 
Welt)(HKW, 2025) demonstrate how planning can 
support cultural visibility and spatial belonging for 
historically marginalised groups.
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7 . 8 .  R E S T O R A T I V E 
U R B A N I S M  A N D 
N A T U R E - B A S E D 
S O L U T I O N S 

Restorative Urbanism is a planning and design 
approach oriented not only toward mitigating 
harm but toward regenerating environmental, 
social, and spatial relations in cities. It draws on 
work in restorative environments and salutogenic 
design, an approach to health that focuses on 
the factors and resources that promote health 
and well-being, rather than on the pathogens 
that cause disease. This approach proposes that 
urban spaces themselves can be configured to 
promote healing, psychological recovery, ecological 
resilience, and social cohesion (Bornioli & Subiza-
Pérez, 2022; Weber & Trojan, 2018). Restorative 
urban environments foreground the symbolic and 
physical qualities of place, such as light, vegetation, 
water, permeability, calm pathways, that support 
recovery from urban stress (Bornioli & Subiza-
Pérez, 2022). Some scholars distinguish restorative 
from regenerative design: the former emphasises 
repairing existing damage, while the latter focuses 
on creating new capacities and emergent systems 
(He & Reith, 2022).

Nature-Based Solutions (NBS) refer to interventions 
inspired by, supported by, or utilising nature that 
aim to address societal challenges while delivering 
biodiversity and ecosystem service benefits 
(European Commission, no date; Sowińska-
Świerkosz & García, 2022). NBS integration in cities 
seeks to make nature an active agent in design, 
through green roofs, permeable surfaces, rain 
gardens, urban forests, wetlands, and connected 
green corridors (Bona et al., 2023). Because NBS 
are multifunctional, as they can mitigate flooding, 
reduce heat islands, enhance air quality, and foster 
recreational space, they align with restorative 

urbanism’s ambition to reconcile ecological health 
with social and spatial justice goals (Sari et al., 
2023).

By combining restorative urbanism with NBS, plan-
ners can move beyond piecemeal greening toward 
strategies that repair ecological ruptures while 
simultaneously reinforcing justice in who has access 
to restorative spaces. In effect, this integrated 
approach reframes nature not as a passive back-
drop of urban life, but as a co‑agent in restoring the 
social and spatial well-being of cities.

E X A M P L E S  O F  R E S T O R A T I V E 
U R B A N I S M

L A N D S C H A F T S P A R K  D U I S B U R G ‑ N O R D ,  G E R M A N Y

This former industrial site (an abandoned steel-
works) was transformed into a public park that 
explicitly honours the site’s industrial past rather 
than erasing it (Landschaftspark Duisburg-Nord, 
2025). Existing structures (blast furnaces, steel 
tanks, pipelines) are integrated into new program-
ming and landscaped elements, allowing visitors 
to experience both decay and regeneration (the 
‘ambivalent reading of place’). The design fosters 
reflection on time, memory, and the ecological af-
terlives of industrial capitalism. The project is often 
cited as a paradigmatic case of “industrial heritage 
as restorative urban space,” where the narrative of 
ruin is mobilised to produce ecological and cultural 
meaning.

P AY S  D E  T E R R I L  L A N D S C A P E  P A R K ,  B E L G I U M  ( W A L K I N G 

E T H N O G R A P H Y  O N  R E S T O R A T I V E  L A N D S C A P E S )

In a recent ethnographic study, walking through 
the deindustrialised slag-heaps of the Pays de Ter-
ril region was framed as a restorative environment, 
where landscape work, community engagement, 
and narrative interventions contributed to healing 
social and ecological wounds in post-mining land-
scapes. The research emphasises how everyday 
movement through regenerated terrain can be-
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come a form of restorative urban practice (France 
& Braiden, 2024). 

C H E N G D U  U R B A N  P A R K S :  A U D I O ‑ V I S U A L  I N T E G R A T I O N  A N D 

T H E R A P E U T I C  P O T E N T I A L

In Chengdu, China, research examined five urban 
parks with integrated water bodies and vegetation, 
focusing on audio‑visual stimuli (birdsong, water, 
plant forms) and their capacity to reduce stress 
and improve restorative experiences among visi-
tors (Yang et al., 2023). This example demonstrates 
how designing landscape elements with sensorial 
coherence supports psychological recovery and 
well-being in dense urban settings.  

A D A P T I V E  R E U S E  P R O J E C T S  W I T H  R E S T O R A T I V E  I N T E N T

In the U.S., portions of existing built structures, es-
pecially parking lots or underutilised paved zones, 
have been reimagined through design proposals 
that replace impermeable surfaces with green, 
communal, and porous interventions (repairing 
urban hydrology, restoring site ecology (Horton, 
2022).

N A T U R E - B A S E D  S O L U T I O N S

1 .  U R B A N  G R E E N I N G  P R O J E C T S

The High Line in New York City repurposes an 
abandoned elevated rail structure into a linear park 
that supports over 500 plant species, dramatically 
enhancing biodiversity and air quality within an 
intensely built context. The project recycles plant 
waste, integrates composting, and combines eco-
logical and social aims. Scholars link it to biophilic 
design principles, emphasising how urban nature 
can reintroduce psychological restoration and eco-
logical function into dense cities (Black & Richards, 
2020; Reichl, 2016; The Landscape Architecture 
Foundation, 2017).  

S P O N G E  C I T I E S  /  H Y D R O ‑ E C O L O G I C A L  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E

Shenzhen, China is one of the leading pilots of the 
‘Sponge City’ programme, implementing permeable 
pavements, green roofs, constructed wetlands, 
and urban wetlands to manage stormwater nat-
urally, reduce flooding, and recharge groundwa-
ter. Empirical evaluation shows that sponge city 
measures in Shenzhen have improved local water 
quality in downstream bays, reduced peak runoff, 
and enhanced ecological resilience (Jenkins, 2020).  
The broader theoretical framing emphasises how 
sponge city infrastructure acts as a nature-based 
solution with co-benefits: climate adaptation, bio-
diversity restoration, and community resilience (Yu, 
no date).  

C O M M U N I T Y  F O R E S T S  A N D  U R B A N  A G R I C U L T U R E  /  G R E E N 

I N F R A S T R U C T U R E

Urban agriculture and community-managed green-
ing initiatives have been studied as forms of restor-
ative and multi-functional infrastructure. Ebissa & 
Desta (2022) review how urban agriculture contrib-
utes to resilience, stormwater absorption, local food 
supply, and social cohesion in varied cities.  In the 
context of sponge cities, community green facili-
ties (rain gardens, sunken lawns, wetland buffers) 
are explicitly named in pilot designs as integral to 
reducing runoff and enhancing ecological services 
(Qi et al., 2021).  

R E L E V A N C E  T O  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

The integration of restorative urbanism and na-
ture-based solutions (NBS) into urban planning 
contributes substantively to the pursuit of spatial 
justice by addressing both ecological degradation 
and socio-spatial inequality. These approaches 
recognise that environmental benefits, such as 
access to clean air, green space, and climate resil-
ience infrastructure, are often unevenly distributed, 
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with marginalised communities disproportionately 
exposed to environmental hazards and deprived 
of restorative environments (Garcia-Lamarca et al., 
2019; Wolch et al., 2014). By actively redistributing 
ecological functions and aesthetic qualities across 
the urban fabric, NBS and restorative strategies aim 
to repair not only physical landscapes but also the 
social injustices embedded within them.

These interventions foreground questions of access, 
recognition, and procedural inclusion. This aligns 
with Fraser’s (2009) theory of justice as participa-
tory parity, ensuring that all individuals and groups, 
particularly those historically excluded, can influ-
ence how urban nature is designed, governed, and 
experienced. Moreover, by embedding ecological 
repair into planning processes, restorative urbanism 
expands the meaning of environmental justice to 
include emotional, historical, and spatial forms of 
healing. It reframes urban space not simply as a site 
for mitigation, but as a terrain for dignity, memory, 
and reparation.

7 . 9 .  U R B A N I S M  O F  C A R E
The concept of an Urbanism of Care reorients urban 
theory and practice toward the ethical imperatives 
of interdependence, sustainability, and justice. 
Rooted in feminist political thought and care ethics 
(Bellacasa, 2017; Tronto, 1993), it calls for a funda-
mental shift away from instrumental, growth-driven 
models of urban development toward approaches 
that centre care, both for human and non-human 
life, as a foundational urban principle. Rather than 
treating care as a residual or private activity, Urban-
ism of Care reframes it as a collective, spatial, and 
infrastructural concern, demanding that cities be 
designed to support caregiving, mutual aid, ecologi-
cal stewardship, and everyday well-being (Müller et 
al., 2025; Power & Mee, 2020).

This approach intersects with environmental and 
social justice by challenging extractive urban logics 
and recognising the embodied, situated, and re-
lational needs of urban dwellers. It insists on in-
frastructure that sustains life: accessible mobility, 
community health, green commons, and safe public 
spaces, particularly for those historically excluded 
from dominant planning paradigms, such as women, 
migrants, older adults, and people with disabilities. 
At the same time, Urbanism of Care aligns with 
ecofeminist critiques of urbanisation, calling for the 
repair of ecological relations and the regeneration 
of natural systems as part of urban spatial justice 
(Moriggi et al., 2020; Nicoson, 2024; Shiva, 2005).

When integrated with restorative urbanism and 
nature-based solutions, the Urbanism of Care 
contributes to a broader paradigmatic rethinking of 
urbanisation as a practice of repair and responsibili-
ty. Together, these frameworks articulate an alter-
native urban future grounded in equity, ecological 
reciprocity, and collective flourishing. This orien-
tation not only reinforces the normative aims of 
spatial justice but also situates urban development 
within an ethics of care that foregrounds vulnerabil-
ity, dependency, and the ongoing work of maintain-
ing life across spatial scales.
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7 . 1 0 .  E N V I R O N M E N T A L 
J U S T I C E  A N D  C L I M A T E 
J U S T I C E 

The fields of climate justice, environmental jus-
tice, and spatial justice have distinct genealogies, yet 
they increasingly converge in analyses of how pow-
er, space, and ecological harm intersect. In Seeking 
Spatial Justice, Edward Soja argues that justice must 
be understood as geographical, not solely social or 
economic, and that spatial arrangements are active 
participants in reproducing injustice (Soja, 2010). 
This spatial turn pushes political theorists and ur-
banists to consider how infrastructures, zoning, mo-
bility, and land use produce differentiated access 
and exclusion. In a lesser-known contribution, Justin 
Williams elaborates this in Toward a Theory of Spatial 
Justice, showing how spatial ordering is constitutive 
of justice relations (Williams, 2013, 2018).

Environmental justice, climate justice, and spa-
tial justice converge around a common normative 
concern: equity in how environmental, climatic, and 
spatial processes are distributed, governed, and con-
tested. Each lens foregrounds different but overlap-
ping dimensions of justice. Environmental justice 
addresses how environmental goods and burdens—
clean air, water, waste sites, toxic exposure—are un-
equally distributed across society. Climate justice 
extends this concern temporally and globally, insist-
ing that responsibility for greenhouse gas emissions 
and capacity to adapt are unevenly allocated. Spatial 
justice retains a broader remit: it interrogates how 
spatial orders, infrastructure, and territorial practices 
mediate social inequality, including but not limited to 
environmental inequalities.

E N V I R O N M E N T A L  J U S T I C E

The environmental justice movement gained prom-
inence in the U.S. in the 1980s, notably through re-
sistance to toxic waste siting in predominantly Black 
and low-income communities. Early advocates 
challenged the idea that pollution is an unavoid-
able byproduct of development, instead framing 
environmental harms as distributional inequalities 
embedded in racial and socioeconomic hierarchies. 
In environmental justice, the work of Robert Bullard 
(Bullard, 1999, 2000), often considered foundation-
al of this perspective, highlights how marginalised 
communities bear disproportionate burdens of 
pollution, waste facilities, and toxic exposure. In his 
classic Dumping in Dixie (Bullard, 2000), he docu-
ments how African American communities in the 
American South were systematically targeted for 
hazardous waste siting. Bullard demonstrates that 
these patterns are not random but reflect structural 
racism embedded in environmental policymaking, 
land use planning, and regulatory enforcement. His 
research was pivotal in shifting the discourse from 
a narrow focus on environmental degradation to an 
analysis of environmental racism and institutional 
discrimination, framing environmental justice as a 
civil rights issue and a matter of distributive and 
procedural fairness. 

C L I M A T E  J U S T I C E

Climate justice emerged prominently in the wake 
of the 1992 United Nations Conference on Envi-
ronment and Development (UNCED), commonly 
known as the Rio Earth Summit  (UN, 1992, no 
date), as a political and ethical response to the tech-
nocratic framing of climate change. Early critiques 
highlighted that dominant international climate 
frameworks, such as the Kyoto Protocol (UN 
Climate Change, no date), tended to universalise 
responsibility and capacity, downplaying historical 
emissions, colonial legacies, and structural inequal-
ities (Roberts & Parks, 2006). From the outset, cli-
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mate justice advocates have argued that those least 
responsible for anthropogenic climate change, often 
low-income countries, Indigenous populations, and 
marginalised groups in both the Global South and 
North, are disproportionately exposed to its im-
pacts, including rising sea levels, climate-induced 
displacement, food insecurity, and extreme weather 
events (Pelling, 2011; Sultana, 2021).

Sultana (2021) extends this critique by emphasising 
the scalar and spatial dimensions of climate injus-
tice, illustrating how risks and responsibilities are 
unevenly distributed across geographies, classes, 
and bodies. She argues that effective climate gover-
nance must move beyond abstract global targets to 
address place-based vulnerabilities and historically 
entrenched power asymmetries. This reframing 
problematises mainstream policy instruments, such 
as carbon pricing or adaptation financing, which 
presume equal institutional capacity, political sta-
bility, or access to climate finance. Instead, climate 
justice foregrounds differentiated obligations, par-
ticipatory governance, and reparative frameworks 
that prioritise the needs and rights of those most 
affected but least culpable. It is thus not merely 
a redistributional claim, but a call for structural 
transformation in the ways climate solutions are 
designed, governed, and implemented.

I N T E G R A T I V E  F R A M I N G  A N D 
C H A L L E N G E S 

From the intersection of these traditions, a more 
comprehensive framework for justice emerges.  Cli-
mate-ecological processes are spatialised, and spa-
tial infrastructures condition who is vulnerable, who 
is resilient, and whose demands are legible. A recent 
article, Principles for Spatial Justice in Urban Climate 
Action (Gonçalves et al., 2025), demonstrates how 
climate policies must be sensitive to spatial injus-
tices, particularly in urban contexts where adapta-
tion infrastructure, exposure to heat, and access to 
services are unevenly distributed. But integration is 
fraught. Tensions arise over scale (local vs global), 
temporal responsibility, and epistemic authority. 

Critical geographers argue that climate justice must 
incorporate critical physical geography, reflecting 
on how knowledge itself is constituted spatially and 
unequally (Raphael, 2022).

In sum, environmental justice grounds equity in 
exposure and resource distribution; climate justice 
demands recognition of uneven responsibility and 
capacity; spatial justice makes visible the spatial 
and infrastructural forms through which inequalities 
operate. Together, they encourage a justice politics 
that is grounded, temporal, positional, and spatial; 
one that cannot treat environment, climate, or 
space as external factors but as interwoven dimen-
sions of social life and struggle.
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Spatial justice cannot be achieved without confront-
ing the deep-rooted economic and social disparities 
that shape urban life. These disparities are spatially 
inscribed through uneven access to housing, em-
ployment, infrastructure, and essential services, 
leading to patterns of segregation, displacement, 
and exclusion. Urban policy, therefore, is not mere-
ly a matter of technical coordination but a site of 
political struggle over how value, opportunity, and 
well-being are distributed in space (Fainstein, 2010; 
Marcuse, 2009).

In this chapter, we examine how economic and 
social urban policies can be reoriented to support 
spatial justice. Section 7.1 explores the potential 
and limitations of Sustainable Development Goal 11 
(Make cities inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable) in 
addressing urban inequalities. While SDG 11 offers 
an international framework for inclusive urbanisa-
tion, its implementation often reflects tensions be-
tween economic interests, climate action,  domestic 
politics and the redistribution of spatial benefits.

Section 7.2 turns to social infrastructure, such 
as schools, libraries, and care facilities, and social 
capital, highlighting their importance in building 
community resilience and civic trust, particularly in 
underserved neighbourhoods. These non-market 
forms of value are often overlooked in convention-
al economic planning, yet they are central to lived 
experiences of justice and wellbeing (Latham & 
Layton, 2019).

Section 7.3 investigates employment and local 
economic development (LED), rapidly assessing 
how labour markets, entrepreneurship, and informal 

economies shape spatial inclusion or exclusion. It 
considers how LED policies can empower commu-
nities, but also how they risk reinforcing inequality 
when driven by competitiveness and land valorisa-
tion logics.

Section 7.4 critically examines the contradictions 
between LED strategies and sustainability goals, 
especially when short-term job creation is priori-
tised over ecological regeneration or long-term spa-
tial equity. These tensions are particularly evident in 
urban regeneration projects that displace vulnerable 
groups under the guise of revitalisation.

Finally, Section 7.5 introduces the Capability 
Approach (Nussbaum, 2011; Sen, 2004b) as a 
normative framework that reimagines develop-
ment beyond GDP, proposing an alternative to 
growth-centric strategies. By focusing on what peo-
ple are effectively able to do and be, the Capability 
Approach offers planners a tool for assessing the 
real freedoms and opportunities available to urban 
residents, especially the most disadvantaged.

Together, these sections argue for a planning praxis 
that centres equity, dignity, and collective flourish-
ing over mere economic efficiency. They challenge 
the field to move beyond technocratic fixes and 
embrace redistributive and democratic approaches 
that address the structural conditions producing 
spatial injustice.

S U S T A I N A B L E  D E V E L O P M E N T  G O A L 
1 1  ( S D G  1 1 )
SDG 11, one of the 17 Sustainable Development 
Goals adopted by the United Nations in 2015, aims 
to “make cities and human settlements inclusive, 
safe, resilient, and sustainable.” (UN-DESA, 2019; 
UN-Habitat, 2019). It encompasses a wide range of 
targets that address the challenges of urbanisation, 
including:

•	 Ensuring access to safe and affordable 
housing

•	 Enhancing inclusive and sustainable urbani-
sation,
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•	 Providing access to safe, affordable, accessi-
ble, and sustainable transport systems.

•	 Reducing the adverse environmental impact 
of cities.

•	 Providing universal access to safe, inclusive, 
and accessible green and public spaces.

SDG 11 recognises the central role of urban areas in 
achieving sustainable development, highlighting the 
need for cities to be designed and managed in ways 
that promote social inclusion, economic opportuni-
ty, and environmental sustainability.

The intersection of SDG 11 with Spatial Justice lies 
in the shared emphasis on creating urban envi-
ronments that are equitable and accessible to all, 
regardless of socio-economic status, gender, age, 
race, ethnicity, or any other factor. By addressing 
issues such as housing affordability, sustainable 
transport, and access to public spaces, SDG 11 di-
rectly contributes to advancing spatial justice within 
urban settings.

To address economic disparities through urban 
development and achieve the objectives of SDG 11, 
governments and urban planners can implement 
a range of economic and social policies, including 
inclusive housing policies, sustainable transport 
solutions, investment in public spaces, economic 
development initiatives, and participatory urban 
planning. By integrating these economic and social 
policies within urban development strategies, cities 
can make significant strides toward reducing eco-
nomic disparities, enhancing the quality of life for all 
residents, and achieving the goals of SDG 11. This 
comprehensive approach underscores the impor-
tance of urban areas as platforms for sustainable 
development and social equity, aligning with the 
broader objectives of spatial justice.

8 . 2 .  S O C I A L 
I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  A N D 
S O C I A L  C A P I T A L

Social infrastructure refers to the material and 
institutional arrangements, such as schools, health 
services, community centres, libraries, parks, and 
recreational facilities, that enable the social life 
of communities. These infrastructures do more 
than deliver services: they provide the spatial 
conditions through which social relations are 
formed, sustained, and reproduced (Klinenberg, 
2018; Latham & Layton, 2019). In this sense, they 
are central to the lived experience of urban justice, 
as their distribution and quality often determine 
whether residents can access opportunities for 
education, health, and social participation. Unequal 
provision of social infrastructure reinforces spatial 
divisions and entrenches disadvantage, while 
more equitable arrangements can support dignity, 
resilience, and inclusion.

Eric Klinenberg’s Palaces for the People (2018) 
argues that social infrastructure (the institutions, 
spaces, and organisations that support everyday 
social life) is central to addressing inequality, po-
larisation, and civic decline. Drawing on examples 
such as libraries, community gardens, and day-
cares, Klinenberg shows how these spaces foster 
connection, resilience, and social capital, echoing 
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Robert Putnam’s concerns in Bowling Alone (2001). 
He frames such infrastructures as modern ‘palac-
es for the people’, borrowing Andrew Carnegie’s 
phrase for public libraries.

Klinenberg emphasises the role of social infra-
structure in enhancing physical health, safety, 
education, emotional well-being, and climate resil-
ience. He also critiques the idea that social media 
can substitute for public infrastructure, warning 
against reliance on private, corporate platforms 
like Facebook for community building. Instead, he 
stresses the need for publicly accessible, well-de-
signed spaces that nurture trust and civic life.

Social capital, by contrast, refers to the networks, 
norms, and reciprocal relationships that under-
pin cooperation and collective action (Bourdieu, 
1986; Putnam, 2001). It develops through ongoing 
interactions in everyday settings and is expressed 
in trust, mutual support, and shared responsibility. 
While social capital is sometimes celebrated as an 
unqualified good, critical scholarship reminds us 
that it can reproduce exclusionary bonds as well as 
ties of solidarity, and that its value is contingent on 
the social and spatial contexts in which it operates 
(Fine, 2010; Portes, 1998).

The relationship between social infrastructure and 
social capital is reciprocal and uneven. Accessible 
and inclusive infrastructures provide the arenas 
where social capital can be cultivated, particularly 
across lines of difference. At the same time, com-
munities with stronger associational life are often 
more effective in mobilising for, maintaining, and 
protecting social infrastructure. This interplay is 
not neutral: it reflects and reproduces broader 
structures of inequality. Neighbourhoods deprived 
of infrastructure face limited opportunities to 
generate social capital, resulting in cycles of mar-
ginalisation in which infrastructural scarcity and 
weakened collective capacity reinforce each other 
(Low, 2016). Conversely, targeted and participato-
ry investment in social infrastructure can disrupt 
these dynamics by expanding the conditions under 
which trust, cooperation, and civic capacity can 
flourish.

Digital infrastructures increasingly complicate this 
picture. Platforms for communication, informa-
tion sharing, and organising, from neighbourhood 
WhatsApp groups to civic apps and online peti-
tioning tools, are now key sites for building and 
exercising social capital (Graham, 2020; Zuboff, 
2019). They can strengthen community resilience 
by connecting residents to resources and support 
networks, but they also introduce new exclusions 
tied to digital divides, surveillance, and the com-
mercial logics of platform capitalism. Thus, digital 
infrastructures extend the terrain of social infra-
structure but raise critical questions about owner-
ship, accessibility, and governance. From a spatial 
justice perspective, recognising these hybrid 
infrastructures, physical and digital, is essential to 
understanding how collective capacities are built 
and contested in contemporary urban life.

E X A M P L E S  A N D  I M P L I C A T I O N S
Equitable Access to Green Spaces. 

Urban parks and recreational areas provide envi-
ronmental and health benefits such as cleaner air, 
opportunities for physical activity, and psychologi-
cal well-being (Wolch et al., 2014). They also func-
tion as arenas of social interaction where diverse 
groups can encounter one another, fostering trust 
and civic life. Yet research highlights persistent 
inequities in park access, with disadvantaged 
communities often facing poorer quality facilities 
or exclusion through processes of gentrification 
(Anguelovski et al., 2018).

Community Centres as Hubs for Social Engage-
ment. 
Community centres are crucial platforms for 
intergenerational programmes, skill development, 
and cultural activities that strengthen community 
bonds. They are also sites of political organising, 
particularly for marginalised groups who may lack 
access to formal participatory channels (Miraftab, 
2009). Their presence can counterbalance social 
isolation and create capacities for collective action.
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Public Libraries as Nodes of Social and Cultural 
Capital. 

Libraries are more than repositories of knowledge: 
they are inclusive, non-commercial public spac-
es that support social integration and resilience 
(Klinenberg, 2018). They provide access to digital 
technologies, literacy programmes, and community 
support networks, enabling both the accumulation 
of social capital (Putnam, 2001) and the nurturing 
of cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986). As ‘palaces for 
the people,’ libraries are central to bridging divides 
in fragmented urban societies.

In sum, social infrastructure functions as both a 
precondition and a generator of social capital. Its 
equitable distribution is vital for advancing spatial 
justice: not simply by providing services, but by 
enabling the networks, trust, and capacities that 
underpin collective resilience and democratic par-
ticipation. Policies that prioritise social infrastruc-
ture in underserved areas can disrupt entrenched 
spatial inequalities, while neglect or uneven provi-
sion can exacerbate cycles of exclusion and vulner-
ability.

8 . 3 .  L O C A L  E C O N O M I C 
D E V E L O P M E N T 
S T R A T E G I E S  A N D 
S U S T A I N A B I L I T Y
Local Economic Development (LED) refers to 
strategies and processes through which local gov-
ernments, communities, and other actors seek to 
stimulate economic activity, improve employment 
opportunities, and enhance the overall quality of 
life within a defined territory. Emerging prominently 
in the 1980s as a response to deindustrialisation, 
globalisation, and the retreat of central state inter-
vention, LED has been promoted as a way to har-
ness local assets and entrepreneurialism to attract 
investment and generate jobs  (Helmsing, 2003; 
Pike et al., 2010). While LED is often framed as a 
pragmatic approach to place-based growth, it is also 
deeply political, reflecting choices about whose in-
terests are prioritised, which sectors are supported, 
and how benefits are distributed across space and 
social groups. These dynamics make LED a critical 
arena for examining the intersections of economic 
development, sustainability, and spatial justice.

The relationship between Local Economic Devel-
opment (LED) and sustainability is often marked by 
tensions that have direct implications for spatial 
justice. LED typically seeks to stimulate growth and 
improve livelihoods through investment attraction, 
competitiveness, and job creation (Helmsing, 2003; 
Rodríguez-Pose, 2013). Yet these objectives can 
conflict with sustainability principles that prioritise 
ecological integrity, social equity, and long-term 
resilience.

Many LED initiatives privilege immediate economic 
returns, such as tax revenue or employment gains, 
without fully accounting for environmental costs. 
This growth-first orientation has been shown to 
exacerbate ecological degradation, resource de-
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pletion, and carbon emissions (Gibbs, 2006). In 
contrast, sustainability requires a balance between 
economic, social, and environmental objectives to 
safeguard intergenerational justice (Hopwood et al., 
2005).

Traditional LED strategies have often centred on in-
dustrial expansion, infrastructure development, and 
urban growth. While such measures may generate 
prosperity, they also contribute to habitat loss, pol-
lution, and heightened vulnerability to climate risks 
(Scott & Storper, 2014). Moreover, when success is 
measured narrowly through GDP growth, LED can 
reproduce spatial injustices by concentrating wealth 
in growth nodes and leaving marginalised communi-
ties exposed to externalities such as environmental 
hazards or displacement (Pike et al., 2010).

From a spatial justice perspective, these contra-
dictions underscore the need to integrate social 
sustainability and spatial justice principles into LED 
strategies. This requires development models that 
account for the equitable distribution of resources, 
opportunities, and risks. Participatory approaches 
to LED are particularly important, as they involve 
citizens, especially those from vulnerable groups, 
in decision-making. This alignment of development 
with community needs and aspirations reduces the 
risk of exclusion and reinforces democratic legitima-
cy (Pickering et al., 2022).

Reconciling LED with sustainability is also a matter 
of resilience. Sustainable LED strategies can miti-
gate climate risks, reduce pollution, and strengthen 
local resource bases rather than depleting them. 
Examples include renewable energy projects that 
create employment while lowering emissions, 
or sustainable tourism that protects cultural and 
ecological assets while diversifying local economies 
(Gibbs, 2002).

Balancing LED and sustainability is therefore central 
to advancing spatial justice. It entails shifting from 
narrow growth-oriented metrics to holistic frame-
works that embed equity, ecological stewardship, 
and long-term resilience into the very definition of 
development.

8 . 4 .  T H E  C A P A B I L I T Y 
A P P R O A C H  A S  A N 
A L T E R N A T I V E  T O 
G R O W T H - B A S E D 
D E V E L O P M E N T 
S T R A T E G I E S
The Capability Approach, first articulated by Ama-
rtya Sen(Sen, 1985, 2004a) and further developed 
by Martha Nussbaum (Nussbaum, 2000, 2011) 
provides a normative framework that shifts the fo-
cus of development away from aggregate economic 
growth and towards the substantive freedoms indi-
viduals have to live lives they have reason to value. 
In contrast to growth-centric models that priori-
tise metrics such as GDP, the Capability Approach 
foregrounds the expansion of people’s real opportu-
nities and agency, thereby reframing development 
as a process concerned with dignity, justice, and 
empowerment rather than material output alone 
(Robeyns, 2005).

The framework is structured around three key el-
ements: functionings, capabilities (or opportunity 
freedom), and conversion factors.

Functionings are the ‘beings and doings’ that con-
stitute a person’s life, ranging from basic achieve-
ments such as being nourished and in good health 
to more complex states such as participating in 
community life, exercising political voice, or pur-
suing meaningful work (Sen, 2004b). Functionings 
are the realised outcomes of a person’s choices.

Capabilities, or substantive freedoms, refer to the 
range of opportunities available to individuals, the 
real options they have to achieve different func-
tionings. The Capability Approach stresses that 
well-being lies not only in actual achievements but 
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in the genuine ability to choose among different 
ways of living. This distinction highlights the role 
of freedom and choice as intrinsic to development 
(Sen, 2004a). 

Conversion factors determine the extent to which 
resources can be transformed into capabilities and 
functionings (Robeyns, 2016). These factors can be 
grouped into three types: 

Personal conversion factors such as age, gender, 
health, or physical condition.

Social conversion factors, including norms, institu-
tions, public policies, and forms of discrimination 
or support that mediate opportunities.

Environmental conversion factors related to physical 
and ecological conditions, such as infrastructure, 
climate, or geography.

This conceptual triad illustrates that resources 
alone do not guarantee well-being. What mat-
ters is the ability to convert resources into real 
freedoms. The Capability Approach, therefore, 
challenges both growth-first strategies and re-
source-distribution models that ignore structural 
barriers, arguing instead for development strate-
gies attentive to institutional, social, and spatial 
conditions that enable or constrain human flour-
ishing.

8 . 5 .  U R B A N 
E N V I R O N M E N T S  A N D 
C O N V E R S I O N  F A C T O R S
Urban environments play a critical role in shaping 
conversion factors that enable or constrain peo-
ple’s capabilities. Because of their density, diversi-
ty, and concentration of resources, cities provide 
infrastructures and services that can expand 
substantive freedoms if they are equitably distrib-
uted. Yet the same urban features can also amplify 
inequalities, as conversion factors are unevenly 
mediated by socio-spatial arrangements, institu-
tional practices, and environmental risks (Robeyns, 
2005; Robeyns & Byskov, 2020).

Accessibility to Services and Infrastructure. Public 
transport, healthcare, education, and cultural 
amenities exemplify how urban infrastructure 
functions as a conversion factor. Their quality and 
accessibility directly determine whether individu-
als can transform resources, such as income, into 
functionings like mobility, knowledge, or cultural 
participation (Nussbaum, 2011). Spatial inequities 
in access to schools, hospitals, and transit systems 
can thus translate into capability deprivation for 
disadvantaged groups (Banerjee & Duflo, 2019).

Social Inclusion and Participation. Cities also 
shape social conversion factors, such as networks, 
norms, and opportunities for political voice. Cities 
can foster rich associational life and civic engage-
ment, but exclusionary practices, whether through 
gentrification, segregation, or policing, limit par-
ticipation and weaken social capital (Low, 2016). 
An urban capabilities perspective highlights that 
justice requires not only access to resources but 
also the institutional and spatial conditions for 
meaningful inclusion in collective life.

Environmental Sustainability and Resilience. 
Environmental conversion factors in cities affect 
how residents translate resources into sustainable 
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functionings. Green spaces, climate adaptation 
measures, and resilient housing reduce vulnerabil-
ity and enhance long-term wellbeing (Anguelovski 
et al., 2018). Conversely, exposure to pollution, 
flooding, or heat stress disproportionately con-
strains the capabilities of low-income and margin-
alised residents (Bulkeley et al., 2014). Integrating 
environmental justice into urban planning, there-
fore, becomes central to safeguarding capabilities 
over time.

The Capability Approach underscores that well-be-
ing must be assessed not only by achieved out-
comes but also by the real freedoms individuals 
enjoy. In urban contexts, conversion factors, either 
personal, social, or environmental, are particularly 
significant because they mediate how the city’s 
material and institutional arrangements are expe-
rienced by different groups. Planning and policy 
informed by this framework call for redistributive 
interventions, participatory governance, and eco-
logical design, creating cities that expand freedoms 
rather than reproduce inequities.

8 . 6 .  T H E  C A P A B I L I T Y 
A P P R O A C H  I N  U R B A N 
D E V E L O P M E N T
In urban development, the Capability Approach 
shifts attention from aggregate measures of 
material wealth to the conditions that enable all 
residents to lead lives they value. This perspective 
insists that development should encompass not 
only economic resources but also social goods 
such as education, healthcare, secure and afford-
able housing, environmental quality, and opportu-
nities for civic participation and cultural expression 
(Nussbaum, 2011; Sen, 2004b). By foregrounding 
these elements, the Capability Approach provides 
a framework for addressing the diverse needs and 
aspirations of urban populations, positioning cities 
as spaces that are not only economically produc-
tive but also socially just and environmentally 
sustainable (Robeyns, 2017).

Connection to Spatial Justice. The Capability 
Approach and spatial justice converge around 
principles of equity, inclusion, and the right to par-
ticipate fully in urban life. Spatial justice concerns 
itself with the distribution of resources, services, 
and opportunities across the urban landscape 
(Soja, 2010), while the Capability Approach em-
phasises the substantive freedoms individuals 
require to convert these opportunities into func-
tionings. Together, they highlight that just cities are 
those in which urban arrangements expand capa-
bilities equitably and resist patterns of exclusion 
and marginalisation (Frediani, 2010). 

Contrasting with Growth-Based Strategies. Con-
ventional growth-oriented urban development 
strategies tend to evaluate success through aggre-
gate economic output, often obscuring inequalities 
in the distribution of benefits and costs (Harvey, 
2012). Such strategies may privilege central busi-
ness districts, elite enclaves, or megaprojects while 
displacing low-income groups or burdening them 
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with environmental risks. In contrast, the Capabili-
ty Approach suggests that development should be 
assessed by the extent to which individuals’ real 
freedoms and opportunities expand, whether eco-
nomic growth translates into meaningful improve-
ments in wellbeing for all residents, rather than for 
a privileged few (Robeyns, 2005).

E X A M P L E S  A N D  I M P L I C A T I O N S .
Accessible Public Spaces and Services. Universal 
access to public spaces, healthcare, education, and 
cultural facilities expands the range of capabilities 
available to urban residents. Research shows that 
equitable access to such infrastructures fosters 
inclusion and resilience, while their absence 
entrenches disadvantage (Klinenberg, 2018; 
Latham & Layton, 2019).

Inclusive Urban Planning. Participatory planning 
processes that engage diverse communities can 
ensure that urban development reflects local 
needs and values. This aligns with the Capability 
Approach by embedding democratic voice and 
recognition into the design of urban space 
(Frediani, 2010).

Affordable Housing Initiatives. Housing is 
foundational to capabilities, because it provides 
the stable conditions that allow other freedoms 
to be realised. Without secure, adequate housing, 
people’s ability to achieve basic functionings, such 
as health, safety, education, and participation 
in community life, is severely constrained. Poor 
housing or homelessness undermines physical 
security, privacy, and dignity, while well-located 
and affordable housing enables access to jobs, 
schools, services, and social networks (Nussbaum, 
2011). In short, housing should not be just a 
commodity but a conversion factor that shapes 
whether individuals can transform resources into 
substantive freedoms. Yet housing scarcity in 
well-serviced urban areas reproduces inequalities. 
Policies ensuring affordable and accessible housing 
in integrated neighbourhoods enhance residents’ 

ability to live in conditions that support health, 
education, and social participation (UN-Habitat, 
2020).
In summary, the Capability Approach offers a 
normative framework for rethinking urban devel-
opment beyond growth. By centring wellbeing, 
agency, and the equitable expansion of freedoms, 
it provides a critical lens through which to align 
urban policies with spatial justice. Cities that adopt 
this perspective move closer to becoming spaces 
where all residents have genuine opportunities to 
pursue fulfilling lives and contribute to collective 
resilience and vibrancy.
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9 . 1 .  I N T R O D U C T I O N 
T O  T O O L S  F O R 
I M P L E M E N T I N G  A N D 
M O N I T I N G  S P A T I A L 
J U S T I C E
If spatial justice is to move beyond normative 
aspiration and become an actionable agenda, it 
requires concrete tools, methods, and institution-
al practices capable of translating principles of 
equity, participation, and recognition into ev-
eryday planning processes. Procedural justice, in 
particular, foregrounds the how of planning: how 
decisions are made, by whom, and under what 
conditions. The legitimacy of spatial interventions 
depends not only on their distributive outcomes 
but also on the fairness, transparency, and inclu-
sivity of the processes that produce them (Forest-
er, 1989; Fraser, 2010; Young, 1990).

Planning tools that support procedural justice are 
essential to ensuring that marginalised voices are 
not only heard but structurally integrated into 
governance systems. They help to institutionalise 
participatory parity (Fraser, 2000), disrupt tech-
nocratic capture, and foster co-production, de-
liberation, and accountability. From participatory 
budgeting to legislative theatre, from accessibility 
audits to digital twins, the instruments explored in 
this section serve as mechanisms for embedding 
justice within the spatial planning cycle.

Importantly, these tools must not be seen as 
neutral or self-evident. Each is embedded in power 
relations and institutional contexts that shape its 
effectiveness and legitimacy. For example, par-
ticipatory processes risk becoming tokenistic or 
extractive when detached from real decision-mak-
ing power (Miraftab, 2004). Similarly, digital plat-

forms can either extend participation or entrench 
exclusion depending on their design, access, and 
governance.

This section presents a wide spectrum of tools, 
from conventional participatory methods to 
experimental, arts-based, and tech-enabled ap-
proaches. Together, they illustrate how planners, 
citizens, and institutions can operationalise spatial 
justice across diverse contexts. Some tools, such 
as co-design workshops and citizen assemblies, 
enhance participatory democracy. Others, such 
as bodystorming, moral imaginings, or the use of 
decentralised autonomous organisations (DAOs), 
challenge dominant modes of planning and open 
new pathways for imagining and governing space.

By deliberately integrating identification, imple-
mentation, benchmarking, and monitoring into 
planning cycles, practitioners move beyond ab-
stract commitments and begin to operationalise 
justice in material terms.

Section 2 outlines how planners and policymakers 
can structure these cycles to address injustice. It 
starts with methods for recognising where dispar-
ities lie, continues with strategies for intervention, 
examines benchmarking tools that help evaluate 
progress, and ends with monitoring practices that 
sustain accountability. The aim is to show how 
spatial justice can become a practical orientation 
guiding urban decision-making, making cities 
more inclusive, resilient, and responsive to social 
change. This section introduces the Spatial Justice 
Benchmarking, an assessment framework devel-
oped by TU Delft, designed to integrate equity in 
city decision-making by connecting various tools 
and solutions to a hypothetical planning cycle. 
This framework aims to identify and address the 
three dimensions of spatial justice (distributive, 
procedural, and recognition) within crucial steps of 
urban planning and decision-making processes.

In section 3, we briefly introduce additional tools 
for identifying, implementing, benchmarking, and 
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monitoring spatial justice. These tools range from 
technical instruments such as spatial justice indi-
ces, GIS-based analysis, and real-time monitoring 
systems, to participatory platforms like community 
mapping, digital storytelling, and participatory bud-
geting, as well as evaluative mechanisms including 
equity impact assessments and public space audits. 
Together, they provide complementary ways of 
combining quantitative data with lived experienc-
es, institutional accountability with community 
empowerment, and immediate feedback with long-
term learning. By embedding these tools within 
planning practice, spatial justice moves from 
aspiration to operation, offering cities a means 
to continuously measure, negotiate, and advance 
fairness in the production and use of urban space.

Finally, we introduce tools for citizen engagement 
developed within the Horizon Project UP2030, 
which are designed to foster inclusive participation 
in urban transitions by enabling diverse communi-
ties to co-design solutions, share knowledge, and 
influence decision-making processes in ways that 
embed spatial justice at the core of sustainable city 
planning. These include Citizen Voice, Communi-
ty Maps, Storytelling for Participation Exchange, 
Neutrality Story Maps, an Urban Design Manual 
for Child and Youth Friendly Cities and a Learning 
& Action Alliances Method.

Ultimately, implementing spatial justice requires a 
plural toolkit attuned to local conditions, cultural 
epistemologies, and institutional capacities. These 
tools must not only facilitate input but foster gen-
uine co-creation, recognition, and shared responsi-
bility for urban futures. This section invites critical 
reflection on how such tools are deployed, by 
whom, and to what ends—reminding us that just 
outcomes cannot emerge from unjust procedures.
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9 . 2 .  P L A N N I N G  T O O L S  
F O R  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

Procedural justice in urban planning ensures that 
the processes leading to decisions are transparent, 
inclusive, and equitable, offering a genuine oppor-
tunity for all stakeholders, particularly marginalised 
groups, to participate in shaping their urban environ-
ments. Here are examples illustrating how fairness 
and inclusion can manifest in urban planning:

P A R T I C I P A T O R Y 
B U D G E T I N G

Participatory budgeting allows res-
idents to decide how to allocate a portion of the 
municipal or city budget. This process democra-
tises budget decisions, giving community members 
direct input into funding priorities that affect their 
lives, from park improvements to community cen-
tres, ensuring that resources address the needs of 
diverse communities.

C O M M U N I T Y  A D V I S O R Y 
B O A R D S

Establishing community advi-
sory boards for major develop-
ment projects ensures that the voices of residents 
are heard and considered from the project's incep-
tion through to completion. These boards can include 
representatives from various community groups, 
ensuring a broad range of perspectives are consid-
ered, especially those from historically marginalised 
communities.

I N C L U S I V E  P U B L I C 
C O N S U L T A T I O N S

Inclusive public consultations 
involve using multiple formats and channels to engage 
with the community, such as town hall meetings, 
online forums, and focus groups in multiple languages. 
These efforts ensure that individuals with different 
backgrounds, abilities, and schedules have oppor-
tunities to contribute their views and feedback on 
urban development projects.

C O - D E S I G N 
W O R K S H O P S

Co-design workshops invite community members to 
actively participate in the design process of new pub-
lic spaces or facilities. By working alongside architects 
and planners, residents can influence the design to 
ensure it meets their needs and preferences, fostering 
a sense of ownership and pride in the final outcome.

D I G I T A L 
E N G A G E M E N T  P L A T F O R M S

Leveraging digital platforms to gather input and feed-
back on urban planning initiatives can broaden par-
ticipation, making it easier for people who cannot 
attend in-person meetings due to time, mobility, 
or other constraints. Ensuring these platforms are 
accessible and user-friendly is crucial for engaging 
a diverse cross-section of the community.

$
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A C C E S S I B I L I T Y 
A U D I T S

Conducting accessibility audits in 
collaboration with people who have disabilities can 
identify barriers in public spaces and infrastructure. 
This proactive approach ensures urban environments 
are designed or modified to be inclusive, promoting 
mobility and access for everyone.

L A N D  U S E 
W O R K S H O P S

Engaging indigenous communities 
through dedicated workshops and 
consultations respects and incorporates their deep-
rooted connection to the land. This can lead to urban 
development that respects indigenous rights, tra-
ditions, and stewardship practices, contributing to 
more equitable and culturally sensitive urban spaces.
These examples demonstrate that fairness and inclu-
sion in urban planning go beyond simply allowing for 
participation; they require actively facilitating and 
valuing diverse contributions to ensure that urban 
development truly reflects and serves the needs of 
all community members.

S U P E R 
F O R E C A S T I N G

Super forecasting involves lev-
eraging collective intelligence 
and advanced analytics to pre-
dict future trends and outcomes with high accu-
racy. In spatial planning, it can be used to anticipate 
urban development needs, environmental changes, 
and societal shifts, allowing for more informed and 
proactive decision-making that aligns with the prin-
ciples of spatial justice.

S E R I O U S 
G A M E S

Serious games use inter-
act ive ,  game-based 
approaches to simulate 
real-world issues and challenges, facilitating learn-
ing and problem-solving in a dynamic and engaging 
manner. In urban planning, they can help stakeholders 
understand complex spatial issues, explore different 
scenarios, and collaboratively develop solutions that 
promote spatial justice.

L E G I S L A T I V E 
T H E A T R E

Legislative Theatre com-
bines performance art 
with participatory democ-
racy, enabling commu-
nities to explore social 
issues through theatre and directly propose legisla-
tive changes. This technique empowers citizens to 
creatively engage with spatial planning processes and 
advocate for policies that enhance spatial justice.
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C I T I Z E N 
A S S E M B L I E S

Citizen assemblies bring together a representative 
group of citizens to deliberate on specific issues and 
make recommendations. In the context of spatial 
planning, they ensure that diverse voices are heard 
and that community-driven solutions are developed, 
promoting equitable and just urban environments.

B O D Y
S T O R M I N G

Bodystorming is an experiential 
design technique that involves 
physically acting out scenarios to generate insights 
and solutions. Applied to spatial planning, it can help 
participants empathize with different community 
members' experiences, leading to more inclusive and 
human-centred urban designs.

M O R A L 
I M A G I N I N G S

Moral imaginings involve using 
ethical frameworks and spec-
ulative thinking to envision 
future scenarios and the moral implications of plan-
ning decisions. This approach encourages planners 
and communities to consider the long-term impacts 
of urban development on social equity and spatial 
justice.

D E C E N T R A L I S E D 
A U T O N O M O U S 
O R G A N I S A T I O N S 
( D A O S )

DAOs are blockchain-based organizations that oper-
ate without centralized control, allowing for trans-
parent and democratic decision-making processes. In 
spatial planning, DAOs can facilitate community-led 
development projects, ensuring that decisions reflect 
the collective will and contribute to spatial justice.

A R T  I N 
P O L I C Y

Integrating art into policy-making 
processes can open new avenues for 
public engagement and expression, 
enabling diverse communities to contribute crea-
tively to urban planning discussions. This approach 
can make spatial planning more accessible and inclu-
sive, fostering environments that reflect a wide range 
of cultural and social identities.

D I G I T A L  T W I N S

Digital twins are virtual replicas of 
physical environments that can simulate real-world 
scenarios. In spatial planning, digital twins offer a 
powerful tool for visualizing urban changes, assess-
ing the impacts of different planning proposals, and 
engaging communities in co-creating equitable and 
sustainable urban futures.



T H E  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  H A N D B O O K1 1 6

R E G E N E R A T I V E 
D E S I G N

Regenerative design focuses on 
creating systems that restore and revitalise their 
own sources of energy and materials. Applied to 
urban planning, it aims to develop cities that con-
tribute positively to their environment, promoting 
sustainability and spatial justice by enhancing the 
ecosystem and community well-being.

E N G A G I N G 
T H R O U G H  T H E 
M E T A V E R S E

Engaging through the metaverse 
involves using virtual reality plat-
forms to involve community members in spatial plan-
ning processes. This innovative approach can democ-
ratise participation, allowing for immersive and inter-
active exploration of urban design proposals and 
fostering a more inclusive dialogue on spatial justice.
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9 . 3 .  I D E N T I F Y I N G ,  I M P L E M E N T I N G , 
B E N C H M A R K I N G  &  M O N I T O R I N G  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E 
I N  P L A N N I N G  C Y C L E S

Spatial justice is integral to creating equitable, sus-
tainable, and livable urban environments. In the realm 
of spatial planning, it requires a deliberate effort to 
identify, implement, benchmark, and monitor equi-
table practices throughout the planning cycle. This 
process ensures that urban spaces serve the needs 
of all community members, especially marginalised 
and underrepresented groups.
The first step in this cycle is identifying where dispar-
ities and injustices exist within urban environments. 
This involves gathering both quantitative data, such 
as the distribution of public amenities and accessi-
bility to services, and qualitative insights from com-
munity narratives and experiences, such as personal 
stories and trajectories, and the history of groups.
Once areas of improvement are identified, the next 
step is implementing strategies designed to address 
these injustices. These strategies may include rede-
signing public spaces to be more inclusive, adjusting 
zoning laws to better serve the needs of diverse pop-
ulations, or enhancing public transportation systems 

to ensure equitable access across the city.
Benchmarking tools are then employed to measure 
the effectiveness of these strategies. These tools help 
urban planners and policymakers assess the impact of 
their interventions and ensure that they are meeting 
their goals of spatial justice. Metrics might include the 
level of participation in planning processes, the equi-
table distribution of urban resources, or the accessi-
bility and usability of public spaces.
Finally, ongoing monitoring is essential to sustain 
efforts towards spatial justice. It involves contin-
uous engagement with the community to gather 
feedback, using both traditional surveys and inno-
vative tools like digital storytelling and social media 
analysis. Monitoring helps to capture shifts in public 
sentiment and emerging issues, allowing for timely 
adjustments to strategies and plans.
Through a cyclical process of identifying, implement-
ing, benchmarking, and monitoring, spatial justice 
becomes a dynamic component of urban planning. 
This continuous loop not only responds to existing 
needs but also proactively shapes urban spaces to 
foster inclusivity and equity, ultimately making cit-
ies more adaptable and resilient in the face of social 
changes.
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O V E R V I E W
Spatial Justice Benchmarking is an assess-

ment framework developed by TU Delft, designed to 
integrate equity in city decision-making by connecting 
various tools and solutions to a hypothetical planning 
cycle. This framework aims to identify and address 
the three dimensions of spatial justice—distributive, 
procedural, and recognition—within crucial steps of 
urban planning and decision-making processes.

F U N C T I O N A L I T Y
The framework provides a structured 

approach to evaluating and enhancing spa-
tial justice in urban planning. It is not primarily dig-
ital but may include a digital interface to facilitate 
analysis and benchmarking.

U S E R  I N T E R A C T I O N  A N D  D A T A 
M A N A G E M E N T

Policymakers use the tool to identify 
gaps in planning processes and opportunities for 
enhancing citizen and stakeholder engagement. It 
involves mapping stakeholders, evaluating spatial 
justice dimensions at various planning stages, and 
prescribing interventions.

T R L
The tool is still under development and is 
expected to be fully functional within the 

UP2030 timeframe, akin to technology readiness 
levels in project development stages.

K P I S
Key Performance Indicators for Spatial 

Justice Benchmarking include qualitative 
assessments of how well urban plans incorporate the 

9 . 4 .  T U  D E L F T  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  B E N C H M A R K I N G
dimensions of spatial justice. Metrics might focus on 
the level of stakeholder engagement, the fairness of 
resource distribution, and the recognition of diverse 
community needs.

E X A M P L E S  O F  U S A G E
While specific examples are not provided, 

the tool is intended for use by city planners 
and policymakers to refine and adjust urban plan-
ning processes to better address equity and justice 
concerns.

E X P E R T I S E  R E Q U I R E D
Users of the tool should have a solid 

understanding of urban planning processes, particu-
larly those related to achieving carbon neutrality and 
integrating social dimensions into resilience planning.

T R A I N I N G  A N D  S U P P O R T
As the tool is still in development, spe-

cific training programs and support mecha-
nisms are yet to be detailed but will likely be neces-
sary to ensure effective implementation.

B A R R I E R S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S
The main challenge is the potential com-

plexity of integrating a new benchmarking 
process into established planning procedures. There 
may also be resistance to adopting new frameworks 
that significantly shift traditional planning paradigms.

F U R T H E R  I N F O R M A T I O N
Additional details on the develop-

ment and application of the Spatial Justice 
Benchmarking tool will be available as the project 
progresses. For now, the tool remains in the con-
ceptual and development phase within the UP2030 
project framework.
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T H E  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E 
B E N C H M A R K I N G  T O O L  ( S J B T )

The Spatial Justice Benchmarking Tool is a qualita-
tive evaluation framework designed at the Centre 
for the Just City at TU Delft to help planners, poli-
cymakers, and citizens reflect upon and assess jus-
tice dimensions in urban planning, policy, and gov-
ernance. Developed as part of the UP2030 Horizon 
Europe project, the tool translates the abstract idea 
of spatial justice into operational criteria that can 
be discussed, compared, and monitored across cit-
ies and regions.

At its core, the SJBT builds directly upon the Spatial 
Justice Conceptual Model (SJCM), which unpacks jus-
tice into three interdependent dimensions (distribu-
tive, procedural, and recognitional) and their respec-
tive components. Together, they provide a compre-
hensive analytical and reflective lens through which 
to assess fairness in urban sustainability transitions.
The SJBT is not a ranking mechanism but a reflec-
tive dialogue instrument. It enables institutions and 
communities to gauge how justice is embedded in 
their actions, to identify blind spots, and to track pro-
gress from early awareness to systemic integration 
of justice principles.

T H E  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  C O N C E P T U A L  M O D E L  ( S J C M )
Unpacks Spatial Justice into applicable components for broader use.
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The SJCM serves as the theoretical foundation of the 
benchmarking tool. It frames spatial justice as the 
outcome of fair distribution of resources and oppor-
tunities, inclusive decision-making processes, and the 
recognition of diverse needs and worldviews (Fraser 
2009; Young 1990; Soja 2010). This structure allows 
planners and stakeholders to explore justice through 
a multi-dimensional and iterative perspective.

(a) The Distributive Dimension

The distributive dimension focuses on how resources, 
benefits, and burdens are spatially allocated across 
a territory. It examines not only who gains and who 
loses but also how access and use are structured.
• Fair Allocation – Ensuring equitable provision of 
public goods, basic services, and opportunities for 
well-being.
• Access to Opportunities – Evaluating affordabil-
ity, connectivity, and availability of essential services 
and spaces.
• Appropriation and Empowerment – Enabling indi-
viduals and groups to use, adapt, and transform 
spaces or resources, turning them into sites of col-
lective care and belonging (Rocco 2023).

This dimension aligns with classical justice debates on 
distributive fairness (Rawls 1971; Harvey 1973), but 
expands them to spatial and environmental relations.

(b) The Procedural Dimension

Procedural justice relates to how decisions are made, 
and whether governance systems uphold fairness, 
transparency, and participation. It assesses institu-
tional capacity to adapt and engage.
• Democratic Engagement – Citizens’ ability to 
co-shape visions, strategies, and decisions, from 
agenda-setting to implementation.
• Institutional Responsiveness – The fairness and 

openness of institutions in addressing diverse claims, 
fostering trust and accountability.
• Internal Adaptiveness – The flexibility of organisa-
tions to learn, adjust, and integrate justice feedback 
loops into planning routines.

This dimension builds on the idea that just out-
comes depend on just procedures, resonating with 
Habermas’s (1996) discourse ethics and Young’s 
(1990) democratic inclusion.

(c) The Recognitional Dimension
Recognition extends justice beyond material and pro-
cedural concerns to include identity, dignity, and epis-
temic respect. It calls for acknowledging and empow-
ering marginalised voices and knowledge systems.
• Legal Empowerment and Validation – Institutional 
recognition of rights and identities through legal or 
regulatory means.
• Support for Collective Care Practices – Sustaining 
solidarity networks, commons management, and 
everyday care practices in vulnerable communities.
• Fostering the Pluriverse – Promoting plurality and 
the coexistence of multiple worldviews, challenging 
the dominance of Western-centric or technocratic 
models (Escobar 2018).

This dimension reflects the shift toward postcolo-
nial and decolonial approaches to justice that rec-
ognise cultural and epistemic diversity as integral 
to sustainability.
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H O W  T H E  B E N C H M A R K I N G  T O O L 
W O R K S

The SJBT operationalises the conceptual model 
through a structured assessment table that enables 
reflection on how each of the nine components man-
ifests in a given plan, policy, or project.

Each component can be rated along five levels 
of attainment:

Low	 No or minimal consideration of spa-
tial justice aspects.

Starting	 Early awareness or generic mention 
of justice, but not actionable.

Basic	 Some specific actions or recognition 
of justice in one or more components.

Growing	 Justice principles are incorporated 
into planning and governance practices.

Embedded	Justice is institutionalised, continu-
ously monitored, and adapted.

Participants are encouraged to discuss and 
co-score each component collaboratively, using con-
crete evidence, examples, or narratives. The empha-
sis is on learning through deliberation, not on pro-
ducing a numeric index.

The tool thus acts as a mirror for institutional 
and civic self-assessment, identifying where justice 
is absent, emerging, or embedded in practice (Rocco 
et al. 2024).

The Spatial Justice Benchmarking Tool (SJBT) 
dashboard (see figure) is a visual and interactive 
interface that translates the qualitative assessment 

of justice dimensions into an accessible format for 
reflection and institutional learning. 

The dashboard provides a graphical representa-
tion of how a policy, plan, or project performs across 
the nine components of the Spatial Justice Conceptual 
Model (SJCM), three for each justice dimension: dis-
tributive, procedural, and recognitional. Each compo-
nent is assigned a level from Low to Embedded, based 
on participatory scoring during the benchmarking 
process. The dashboard then visualises these ratings 
in a matrix (figure 1) or radial chart (figure 2), allowing 
users to identify which justice aspects are well devel-
oped, which are emerging, and where gaps persist. 

Rather than producing a ranking, this format 
acts as a conversation starter, helping planners and 
policymakers visualise their institutional and spatial 
‘justice footprint.’

The results from the SJBT dashboard feed directly 
into the Justice Readiness Level (JRL) framework, 
another TU Delft tool that expresses how far justice 
principles are embedded in planning systems, using a 
ten-level scale from basic awareness (JRL 1) to insti-
tutionalisation and monitoring (JRL 10). A plan that 
scores ‘Basic’ or ‘Growing’ on the SJBT might corre-
spond to JRL 3 or 4, indicating experimental appli-
cation or partial integration of justice into planning 
practices. As organisations repeat the benchmarking 
exercise over time, they can track progress through 
the JRL scale, documenting shifts from conceptual 
engagement toward systemic embedding of justice 
principles.
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SUPPORT COMMUNAL PRACTICES
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FAIR  ALLOCATION

COMPONENT  1 COMPONENT  2 COMPONENT  3 COMPONENT  1 COMPONENT  2 COMPONENT  3 COMPONENT  1 COMPONENT  2 COMPONENT  3

DEMOCRATIC
ENGAGEMENT

INSTITUTIONAL
RESPONSIVENESS

FOSTER  
INTERNAL  

ADAPTIVENESS

RECOGNISE  AND
FOSTER  THE  
PLURIVERSE

SUPPORT  FOR  
COLLECTIVE

CARE  PRACTICES
LEGAL

EMPOWERMENT
IMPROVE  ACCESS

TO  OPPORTUNIT IES
EMPOWER PEOPLE  

TO  ADAPT  
AND ADOPT

-3

- 1

0

+1

+3

This component 
focuses on ensuring 
that resources are 
fairly distributed to 

address inequality. It 
concerns the 

material or service 
provision of public 

goods, basic services, 
cultural goods, 

economic 
opportunities, and 

healthy 
environments.

This component 
highlights e�orts to 

enhance people's 
ability to reach and 

benefit from key 
opportunities. It 

concerns 
a�ordability, 
availability, 

connectivity, etc.

This component 
emphasizes 
empowering 

individuals and 
groups to actively 
shape and utilise 

available resources. 
It concerns the 

design, 
programming, and 

openness to 
people’s agency.

This component 
focuses on the 

ongoing involvement 
of citizens in 

decision-making 
processes. The 

easeness of people to 
approach the 

institution.

This component 
focuses on the 

institution's 
internal flexibility 

and adaptability to 
evolving 

circumstances, 
incorporating 
feedback, and 

adjusting policies, 
practices, and 

programs to 
better reflect 

justice 
considerations.

This component 
focuses on how the 
institution address 

external 
stakeholders. It 

concerns ensuring 
that processes are 

fair, transparent, and 
sustainable, in views 
to uphold justice and 
that it legitimatises 
social sustainability.

This component 
emphasises the 

importance of legal 
frameworks in 

recognising and 
protecting the 

intrinsic value and 
dignity of individuals 
and groups as moral 

agents.

This component 
highlights actions to 

sustain and upli  
collective e�orts and 
everyday practices in 

disadvantaged 
communities, such as 

solidarity networks 
and the management 

of communal 
resources. 

This component calls 
for a profound 

transformation of 
values to enable 

novel socioeconomic 
and institutional 
arrangements, 
advocating for 

considering the 
values, qualities, and 
unique socio-spatial 

dynamics of 
non-hegemonic 

cultures and 
communities.
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D I S T R I B U T I V E  D I M E N S I O N

This component 
focuses on ensuring 
that resources are 
fairly distributed to 

address inequality. It 
concerns the material 
or service provision of 

public goods, basic 
services, cultural 
goods, economic 

opportunities, and 
healthy environments.

This component 
highlights e�orts to 

enhance people's 
ability to reach and 

benefit from key 
opportunities. It 

concerns a�ordability, 
availability, 

connectivity, etc.

This component 
emphasizes 
empowering 

individuals and 
groups to actively 
shape and utilise 

available resources. 
It concerns the 

design, programming, 
and openness to 
people’s agency.

This component 
focuses on the ongoing 
involvement of citizens 

in decision-making 
processes. The 

easeness of people to 
approach the 

institution.

This component 
focuses on the 

institution's internal 
flexibility and 

adaptability to 
evolving 

circumstances, 
incorporating 
feedback, and 

adjusting policies, 
practices, and 

programs to better 
reflect justice 

considerations.

This component 
focuses on how the 
institution address 

external stakeholders. 
It concerns ensuring 
that processes are 

fair, transparent, and 
sustainable, in views to 
uphold justice and that 

it legitimatises social 
sustainability.

This component 
emphasises the 

importance of legal 
frameworks in 

recognising and 
protecting the 

intrinsic value and 
dignity of individuals 
and groups as moral 

agents.

This component 
highlights actions to 

sustain and upli  
collective e�orts and 
everyday practices in 

disadvantaged 
communities, such as 

solidarity networks 
and the management 

of communal 
resources. 

This component calls 
for a profound 

transformation of 
values to enable novel 

socioeconomic and 
institutional 

arrangements, 
advocating for 

considering the values, 
qualities, and unique 

socio-spatial dynamics 
of non-hegemonic 

cultures and 
communities.

There is a general concern 
about access to benefits 

and burdens across the city.

There is no consideration of 
the access to benefits and 

burdens across the city.

There are considerations about 
access to benefits and burdens 
across the city. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 

considered. This is evidenced in 
specifications of what/how is 

made accessible.

There are considerations about 
access to benefits and burdens 

across the city. All dimensions of 
Spatial Justice are considered. 

This is evidenced in specification 
of what, how, and who is being 

considered. 

There are considerations 
about the access to benefits 
and burdens across the city. 

It specifies where or what 
service or material is being 

addressed.

There is a general concern 
about the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city.

There is no consideration for 
how benefits and burdens 
are distributed across the 

city.

There are considerations 
regarding the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across the 
city. More than one dimension of 

Spatial Justice is considered. 
This is evidenced in 

specifications of what/how is 
redistributed.

There are considerations 
regarding the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across the 
city. All dimensions of Spatial 

Justice are considered. This is 
evidenced in specification of 
what, how, and who is being 

considered.

There are considerations 
about the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city. It specifies where 
service or material is being 

allocated.

There is a general concern 
about the appropriation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city, with initial e�orts 
to acknowledge people’s 
usage and programming.

There is no consideration of 
the appropriation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city.

There are considerations about 
the appropriation of benefits 
and burdens across the city. 
More than one dimension of 

Spatial Justice is considered. 
This is evidenced in 

specifications of what/how is 
open.

There are considerations for the 
appropriation of benefits and 

burdens across the city. All 
dimensions of Spatial Justice are 
considered. This is evidenced in 
specification of what, how, and 

who is being considered.

There are considerations 
about the appropriation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city. It specifies where 

or what material and/or 
service is open to change.

There is a general concern 
about how people are 
engaged in processes 

(policy, planning, projects, 
etc).

There is no consideration for 
how people are engaged in 

processes (policy, planning, 
projects, etc).

There are considerations on how 
people are engaged in 

processes. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 

considered. This is evidenced in 
specifications of how, and who or 
what/where is being considered.

There are considerations on how 
people are engaged in 

processes. All dimensions of 
Spatial Justice are considered. 

This is evidenced in the 
specification of what/where, 

how, and who is being 
considered.

There are considerations 
about how people are 
engaged in processes 
(policies, regulations, 

standards, etc). It specifies 
how or who is being engaged.

There is general concern 
about how internal 

processes (procedures, 
values, standards, etc.) 

adapt to promote justice 
inside institutions.

There is no consideration for 
how internal processes 

(procedures, values, 
standards, etc) adapt 
towards justice inside 

institutions.

There are considerations on how 
internal processes adapt 

towards justice. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 

considered. This is evidenced in 
specifications of how and who or 
what/where is being considered.

There are considerations on how 
internal processes adapt 

towards justice. All dimensions 
of Spatial Justice are 

considered. This is evidenced in 
the specification of what/where, 

how, and who is being 
considered.

There are considerations on 
how internal processes 

adapt towards justice. It 
specifies how it is being 

addressed.

There is a general concern 
for aspects of Spatial 

Justice in the government's 
actions.

There is no consideration for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in 
the government's actions.

There are considerations for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in the 

government's actions. More 
than one dimension of Spatial 
Justice is considered. This is 

evidenced in the specifications 
of what/where, and who or how 

is being considered.

There are considerations for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in the 

government's actions. All 
dimensions of Spatial Justice are 
considered. This is evidenced in 

the specification of what/where, 
how, and who is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in 
the government's actions. It 
specifies what, where, how 
or who is being addressed.

There is a general concern 
for validating of 

disadvantaged individuals 
and groups in laws and 

regulations. There is an 
acknowledgment of 

disparities.

There is no consideration for 
validating disadvantaged 
individuals and groups in 

laws and regulations.

There are considerations for 
validating disadvantaged 

individuals and groups in laws 
and regulations. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 
considered, evidenced in the 

specifications of who, and 
what/where or how is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
validating disadvantaged 

individuals and groups in laws 
and regulations. All dimensions of 

Spatial Justice are considered. 
This is evidenced in the 

specification of who, 
what/where, and how is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
validating disadvantaged 
individuals and groups in 
laws and regulations. It 

specifies who is being 
validated.

There is a general concern 
to  recognise practices of 

marginalised or 
non-hegemonic collectives 

and groups.

There is no consideration to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or 
non-hegemonic collectives 

and groups.

There are considerations to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or non-hegemonic 
collectives and groups. More 
than one dimension of Spatial 

Justice is considered, evidenced 
in the specifications of who, and 

what/where or how is being 
considered.

There are considerations to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or non-hegemonic 
collectives and groups. All 

dimensions of Spatial Justice are 
considered, evidenced in the 

specification of who, 
what/where, and how is being 

considered.

There are considerations to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or 
non-hegemonic collectives 

and groups. It specifies who 
is being recognised.

There is a general concern 
for aspirations, values, or 

livelihood of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic 

communities or diverse 
lifestyles. There is an 

acknowledgment of their 
existence and relevance.

There is no consideration for 
aspirations, values, or 

livelihood of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic 

communities or diverse 
lifestyles.

There are considerations for 
aspirations, values, or livelihood 

of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic communities or 
diverse lifestyles. More than one 

dimension of Spatial Justice is 
considered, evidenced in the 

specifications of who, and 
what/where or how is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
aspirations, values, or livelihood 

of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic communities or 
diverse lifestyles. All dimensions 

of Spatial Justice are 
considered, evidenced in the 

specification of who, 
what/where, and how is being 

considered.

There are considerations  
for aspirations, values, or 

livelihood of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic 

communities or diverse 
lifestyles. It specifies who is 

being addressed.
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ENGAGEMENT

INSTITUTIONAL
RESPONSIVENESS

FOSTER  
INTERNAL  

ADAPTIVENESS

RECOGNISE  AND
FOSTER  THE  
PLURIVERSE

SUPPORT  FOR  
COLLECTIVE

CARE  PRACTICES
LEGAL

EMPOWERMENT
IMPROVE  ACCESS

TO  OPPORTUNIT IES
EMPOWER PEOPLE  

TO  ADAPT  
AND ADOPT

D I S T R I B U T I V E  D I M E N S I O N

This component 
focuses on ensuring 
that resources are 
fairly distributed to 

address inequality. It 
concerns the material 
or service provision of 

public goods, basic 
services, cultural 
goods, economic 

opportunities, and 
healthy environments.

This component 
highlights e�orts to 

enhance people's 
ability to reach and 

benefit from key 
opportunities. It 

concerns a�ordability, 
availability, 

connectivity, etc.

This component 
emphasizes 
empowering 

individuals and 
groups to actively 
shape and utilise 

available resources. 
It concerns the 

design, programming, 
and openness to 
people’s agency.

This component 
focuses on the ongoing 
involvement of citizens 

in decision-making 
processes. The 

easeness of people to 
approach the 

institution.

This component 
focuses on the 

institution's internal 
flexibility and 

adaptability to 
evolving 

circumstances, 
incorporating 
feedback, and 

adjusting policies, 
practices, and 

programs to better 
reflect justice 

considerations.

This component 
focuses on how the 
institution address 

external stakeholders. 
It concerns ensuring 
that processes are 

fair, transparent, and 
sustainable, in views to 
uphold justice and that 

it legitimatises social 
sustainability.

This component 
emphasises the 

importance of legal 
frameworks in 

recognising and 
protecting the 

intrinsic value and 
dignity of individuals 
and groups as moral 

agents.

This component 
highlights actions to 

sustain and upli  
collective e�orts and 
everyday practices in 

disadvantaged 
communities, such as 

solidarity networks 
and the management 

of communal 
resources. 

This component calls 
for a profound 

transformation of 
values to enable novel 

socioeconomic and 
institutional 

arrangements, 
advocating for 

considering the values, 
qualities, and unique 

socio-spatial dynamics 
of non-hegemonic 

cultures and 
communities.

There is a general concern 
about access to benefits 

and burdens across the city.

There is no consideration of 
the access to benefits and 

burdens across the city.

There are considerations about 
access to benefits and burdens 
across the city. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 

considered. This is evidenced in 
specifications of what/how is 

made accessible.

There are considerations about 
access to benefits and burdens 

across the city. All dimensions of 
Spatial Justice are considered. 

This is evidenced in specification 
of what, how, and who is being 

considered. 

There are considerations 
about the access to benefits 
and burdens across the city. 

It specifies where or what 
service or material is being 

addressed.

There is a general concern 
about the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city.

There is no consideration for 
how benefits and burdens 
are distributed across the 

city.

There are considerations 
regarding the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across the 
city. More than one dimension of 

Spatial Justice is considered. 
This is evidenced in 

specifications of what/how is 
redistributed.

There are considerations 
regarding the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across the 
city. All dimensions of Spatial 

Justice are considered. This is 
evidenced in specification of 
what, how, and who is being 

considered.

There are considerations 
about the allocation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city. It specifies where 
service or material is being 

allocated.

There is a general concern 
about the appropriation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city, with initial e�orts 
to acknowledge people’s 
usage and programming.

There is no consideration of 
the appropriation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city.

There are considerations about 
the appropriation of benefits 
and burdens across the city. 
More than one dimension of 

Spatial Justice is considered. 
This is evidenced in 

specifications of what/how is 
open.

There are considerations for the 
appropriation of benefits and 

burdens across the city. All 
dimensions of Spatial Justice are 
considered. This is evidenced in 
specification of what, how, and 

who is being considered.

There are considerations 
about the appropriation of 

benefits and burdens across 
the city. It specifies where 

or what material and/or 
service is open to change.

There is a general concern 
about how people are 
engaged in processes 

(policy, planning, projects, 
etc).

There is no consideration for 
how people are engaged in 

processes (policy, planning, 
projects, etc).

There are considerations on how 
people are engaged in 

processes. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 

considered. This is evidenced in 
specifications of how, and who or 
what/where is being considered.

There are considerations on how 
people are engaged in 

processes. All dimensions of 
Spatial Justice are considered. 

This is evidenced in the 
specification of what/where, 

how, and who is being 
considered.

There are considerations 
about how people are 
engaged in processes 
(policies, regulations, 

standards, etc). It specifies 
how or who is being engaged.

There is general concern 
about how internal 

processes (procedures, 
values, standards, etc.) 

adapt to promote justice 
inside institutions.

There is no consideration for 
how internal processes 

(procedures, values, 
standards, etc) adapt 
towards justice inside 

institutions.

There are considerations on how 
internal processes adapt 

towards justice. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 

considered. This is evidenced in 
specifications of how and who or 
what/where is being considered.

There are considerations on how 
internal processes adapt 

towards justice. All dimensions 
of Spatial Justice are 

considered. This is evidenced in 
the specification of what/where, 

how, and who is being 
considered.

There are considerations on 
how internal processes 

adapt towards justice. It 
specifies how it is being 

addressed.

There is a general concern 
for aspects of Spatial 

Justice in the government's 
actions.

There is no consideration for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in 
the government's actions.

There are considerations for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in the 

government's actions. More 
than one dimension of Spatial 
Justice is considered. This is 

evidenced in the specifications 
of what/where, and who or how 

is being considered.

There are considerations for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in the 

government's actions. All 
dimensions of Spatial Justice are 
considered. This is evidenced in 

the specification of what/where, 
how, and who is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
aspects of Spatial Justice in 
the government's actions. It 
specifies what, where, how 
or who is being addressed.

There is a general concern 
for validating of 

disadvantaged individuals 
and groups in laws and 

regulations. There is an 
acknowledgment of 

disparities.

There is no consideration for 
validating disadvantaged 
individuals and groups in 

laws and regulations.

There are considerations for 
validating disadvantaged 

individuals and groups in laws 
and regulations. More than one 
dimension of Spatial Justice is 
considered, evidenced in the 

specifications of who, and 
what/where or how is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
validating disadvantaged 

individuals and groups in laws 
and regulations. All dimensions of 

Spatial Justice are considered. 
This is evidenced in the 

specification of who, 
what/where, and how is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
validating disadvantaged 
individuals and groups in 
laws and regulations. It 

specifies who is being 
validated.

There is a general concern 
to  recognise practices of 

marginalised or 
non-hegemonic collectives 

and groups.

There is no consideration to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or 
non-hegemonic collectives 

and groups.

There are considerations to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or non-hegemonic 
collectives and groups. More 
than one dimension of Spatial 

Justice is considered, evidenced 
in the specifications of who, and 

what/where or how is being 
considered.

There are considerations to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or non-hegemonic 
collectives and groups. All 

dimensions of Spatial Justice are 
considered, evidenced in the 

specification of who, 
what/where, and how is being 

considered.

There are considerations to 
recognise practices of 

marginalised or 
non-hegemonic collectives 

and groups. It specifies who 
is being recognised.

There is a general concern 
for aspirations, values, or 

livelihood of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic 

communities or diverse 
lifestyles. There is an 

acknowledgment of their 
existence and relevance.

There is no consideration for 
aspirations, values, or 

livelihood of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic 

communities or diverse 
lifestyles.

There are considerations for 
aspirations, values, or livelihood 

of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic communities or 
diverse lifestyles. More than one 

dimension of Spatial Justice is 
considered, evidenced in the 

specifications of who, and 
what/where or how is being 

considered.

There are considerations for 
aspirations, values, or livelihood 

of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic communities or 
diverse lifestyles. All dimensions 

of Spatial Justice are 
considered, evidenced in the 

specification of who, 
what/where, and how is being 

considered.

There are considerations  
for aspirations, values, or 

livelihood of marginalised or 
non-hegemonic 

communities or diverse 
lifestyles. It specifies who is 

being addressed.
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A P P L I C A T I O N  A N D  M E T H O D O L O G Y

In practical terms, the SJBT can be used in work-
shops, governance meetings, or participatory plan-
ning sessions. It typically follows these stages:

1.	 Clarify the Object of Assessment – Define 
whether the analysis focuses on a project, strategy, 
policy, or broader vision.

2.	 Map the Components – Use the nine ele-
ments of the SJCM as an interpretive grid.

3.	 Discuss and Score – Assign qualitative rat-
ings from Low to Embedded for each component.

4.	 Document Insights – Record reflections, 
examples, and recommendations for improvement.

5.	 Reflect on Systemic Patterns – Identify which 
justice dimensions are well-developed and which 
require further attention.

In the UP2030 project, the SJBT has been applied 
to all participating cities sustainability transition 
plans (Belfast, Budapest, Granollers, Istanbul, Lisbon, 
München, Rio de Janeiro, Rotterdam, Zagreb), using 
the Values–Strategies–Objectives–Actions (VSOA) 
method to extract and code evidence of justice con-
siderations within policy documents.

The Values–Strategies–Objectives–Actions 
(VSOA) method is a structured analytical framework 
used to unpack and evaluate the logic and content of 
urban strategic planning documents. It is particularly 
effective for assessing how cities articulate normative 
values, translate them into actionable strategies, and 
operationalise them through concrete objectives and 
interventions. Originally developed within the field 
of urban strategic planning promoted by UN-Habitat, 
the method distinguishes between values (the guid-
ing ethical or political principles underpinning plan-
ning), strategies (broad approaches designed to realise 
those values), objectives (specific, measurable goals 
aligned with the strategies), and actions (the tangible 

projects or policy measures through which objectives 
are implemented) (UN-Habitat 2009). In the context 
of spatial justice evaluation, the VSOA method ena-
bles systematic coding of policy and planning docu-
ments to trace where—and to what extent—justice 
principles are embedded in planning discourses and 
practices. It reveals imbalances, such as an overem-
phasis on strategic or technical actions with insuf-
ficient articulation of ethical or distributive founda-
tions, thus linking normative commitments to insti-
tutional performance in urban transitions (Rocco, 
Gonçalves & López 2024).

Each statement or sentence was coded accord-
ing to its dimension and component, and scored from 
–3 (no justice consideration) to +3 (integrated and 
monitored justice). This allowed a nuanced, compar-
ative view of how justice is operationalised in plan-
ning discourse.

4. Analytical and Normative Purpose
The SJBT performs dual functions:
•	 Analytical, by making visible where justice is 

considered or omitted in planning systems;
•	 Normative, by encouraging the continuous 

embedding of justice values into urban governance 
and design.

By linking theory and practice, the tool embodies 
what Fraser (2009) calls participatory parity: the con-
dition in which all individuals and groups can interact 
as peers in social and political life. It also aligns with 
the capabilities approach of Sen (2009), by focus-
ing on what people are effectively able to do and 
be through spatial and institutional arrangements.

As a reflection-based instrument, the SJBT is 
complementary to other tools in the TU Delft Spatial 
Justice Package, such as the Justice Readiness Level, 
Citizen Voice, and the Strategic Planning Cycle. 
Together, these tools help cities transition from 
abstract justice awareness to institutional learning 
and transformative planning.
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5. Integration within the Spatial Planning Cycle
Both the SJBT and JRL are operationalised within 

the TU Delft Spatial Planning Cycle, a participatory 
model outlining ten iterative stages of planning, 
from identifying needs and engaging stakeholders 
to co-designing strategies, implementing prototypes, 
and evaluating impacts (see page X). The SJBT is typ-
ically applied during the evaluation and co-design 
phases, where it helps assess distributive, proce-
dural, and recognitional fairness in proposed interven-
tions. The JRL then situates these findings within the 
broader planning cycle, providing continuity between 
reflection, action, and institutional learning. Together, 
these tools support a reflexive and adaptive planning 
process, where justice is not a one-off assessment 
but a continuous criterion guiding transitions toward 
more equitable and sustainable urban futures.
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O V E R V I E W
Citizen Voice is a digital tool developed by 
TU Delft for engaging citizens in the collec-

tion of spatial information. This bottom-up initiative 
leverages digital surveys to gather insights directly 
from the public, enhancing the inclusivity and repre-
sentativeness of urban planning processes.

F U N C T I O N A L I T Y
The tool allows survey designers—researchers 
or urban planners—to create and distribute 

surveys via an online platform. Citizens participate 
by responding to these surveys, and the collected 
data are then downloaded and analyzed by the sur-
vey designers.

U S E R  I N T E R A C T I O N  A N D  D A T A 
M A N A G E M E N T

Citizens respond to surveys, with the data then col-
lected, analysed, and downloadable by the survey 
designer for further analysis.

T R L

Citizen Voice is currently at a TRL of 5, indicating that 
the technology is in the validation phase in a relevant 
environment. This phase involves further develop-
ment of prototypes and testing with a broader user 
base to address usability and functionality concerns.

K P I S
•	 Number of respondents
•	 Spatial distribution of respondents
•	 Socio-demographic representative-
ness of respondents
•	 Engagement rate of the surveys.

E X A M P L E S  O F  U S A G E
While specific project examples are not listed, 

Citizen Voice is positioned to support various urban 
planning initiatives.

E X P E R T I S E  R E Q U I R E D
Users should have experience in citizen 

engagement and data analytics.

T R A I N I N G  A N D  S U P P O R T
Guidelines for responsible research and dig-

ital tool usage are provided to ensure ethical and 
effective use.

C I T I Z E N  V O I C E  ( T U  D E L F T )
9 . 5 .  U P 2 0 3 0  T O O L S  F O R  C I T I Z E N  E N G A G E M E N T
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B A R R I E R S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S

•	 Digital Literacy: The requirement for 
digital literacy among users can limit access 
among certain groups.
•	 Privacy Concerns: Handling sensitive 
data necessitates strict adherence to privacy 
laws and ethical guidelines.
•	 Interface Usability: Designing user-
friendly interfaces that can accommodate a 
wide range of users.
•	 Data Representativeness: Ensuring 
that the data collected are representative 
of the entire community, including vulner-
able groups.

F U R T H E R  I N F O R M A T I O N  A N D 
T U T O R I A L

Details on how to use Citizen Voice and ongoing 
developments are available on the CU@SP project 
page: CU@SP.
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O V E R V I E W
Community Maps is an innovative online 

mapping platform developed by Mapping for Change 
CIC. It was initially created in 2007 as part of a 
research project aimed at engaging communities 
and stakeholders in planning and development pro-
cesses. This tool provides access to public spatial 
datasets and enables the collection of community 
perceptions to inform development plans.

F U N C T I O N A L I T Y
Community Maps is a mobile-friendly web 

application designed to facilitate public engagement. 
It allows users to:

•	 Bring together various groups for collabora-
tive projects.

•	 Visualize and share complex spatial 
information.

•	 Elicit and incorporate local knowledge into 
planning.

•	 Maintain transparent communication 
between stakeholders.

•	 Inspire collective action on both local and 
global scales.

U S E R  I N T E R A C T I O N  A N D  D A T A 
M A N A G E M E N T

The platform supports the co-creation and visu-
alization of data, with a strong emphasis on participa-
tory action. Users can generate content and discuss 
it within and across communities. The information 
is stored in a GDPR-compliant database (Geokey - 
Geokey), and can be exported for analysis. Users can 
also customize access levels to the maps, from pub-
lic viewing to private access for specific individuals.

T R L
The tool is fully developed and ready for 

deployment in various scales and settings.

K P I S
•	 Number of user contributions
•	 Number of contributions commented on
•	 Map visitation frequency

9 . 6 .  C O M M U N I T Y  M A P S 
( M A P P I N G  F O R  C H A N G E 
C I C ' S  P A R T I C I P A T O R Y 
M A P P I N G  T O O L )

!
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E X A M P L E S  O F  U S A G E
Community Maps has been used for vis-

ualizing air quality data, consulting on road layouts, 
and identifying locations for new homes. Notable 
projects include visualizations for Southwark and 
Bingley Rural (Southwark Community Maps, Bingley 
Rural Green Travel Map).

E X P E R T I S E  R E Q U I R E D
The platform is designed to be user-

friendly with minimal training required.

T R A I N I N G  A N D  S U P P O R T
A brief training session (approximately 2 

hours) is provided to enable partners to effectively 
edit and moderate content.

B A R R I E R S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S
The main limitation is the accessibility 

challenge for users with visual impairments, which 
is planned to be addressed in future development.

F U R T H E R  I N F O R M A T I O N  A N D 
T U T O R I A L

Comprehensive tutorials and additional support 
can be found at the Community Maps Help site: 
Community Maps Help.
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O V E R V I E W
Storytelling for Participatory Exchange 

is an engagement tool developed by the ISOCARP 
Institute to facilitate knowledge sharing and co-cre-
ative decision-making in urban planning. This tool 
utilizes storytelling as a fundamental mechanism to 
bridge gaps between diverse stakeholders, enabling 
them to step away from purely cognitive exchanges 
and engage more emotionally and effectively. By cre-
ating neutral spaces where stories and experiences 
are shared, the methodology helps bypass conflicts 
and fosters intersectional co-learning and capacity 
building among participants, including local deci-
sion-makers and community organizations.

F U N C T I O N A L I T Y
The methodology underpins the develop-

ment of storytelling workshops and events designed 
to draw multiple stakeholders into productive con-
versations. It provides a structured approach to nar-
rative construction, ensuring that storytelling is used 
strategically to achieve impactful communication and 
shared understanding.

U S E R  I N T E R A C T I O N  A N D  D A T A 

M A N A G E M E N T
Participants engage through storytelling sessions 

where they narrate their experiences and perspec-
tives. These narratives are then used to inform and 
enhance collaborative decision-making processes, 
helping integrate diverse viewpoints into urban plan-
ning strategies.

T R L
The tool is fully developed but requires 

contextual adaptation to be effectively applied in 
different environments.

K P I S
Key performance indicators include event 

attendance, diversity of societal groups and 
sectors represented, engagement level during the 
event, and the extent to which storytelling influ-
ences policy-making and stakeholder commitments.

E X A M P L E S  O F  U S A G E
Storytelling for Participatory Exchange 

has been utilized in projects such as 
+CityxChange and JUSTNature, and is currently being 
applied in Amsterdam with local partners to facilitate 
inclusive urban planning processes.

E X P E R T I S E  R E Q U I R E D
No specific prior expertise in storytelling 

is necessary as the methodology is designed 
to be accessible to all participants.

9 . 7 .  S T O R Y T E L L I N G  F O R 
P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  E X C H A N G E​ 
-  I S O C A R P  I N S T I T U T E
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T R A I N I N G  A N D  S U P P O R T
Training on storytelling methodologies is pro-

vided, focusing on how to construct narratives, host 
events, and integrate storytelling into decision-mak-
ing processes.

B A R R I E R S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S
While the tool is designed to be low-resource 

and accessible, challenges include organizing and 
hosting events, requiring minimal financial resources, 
time for preparation, and marketing efforts to ensure 
broad participation.

F U R T H E R  I N F O R M A T I O N  A N D 

T U T O R I A L
Currently, detailed tutorials or further online 

information specific to the tool are not available as 
the tool is still in the process of elaboration.



T H E  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  H A N D B O O K1 3 4

O V E R V I E W
Neutrality Story Maps is a participatory 

tool developed by VUB (SMIT) and CERTH to 
capture citizens' lived experiences regarding climate 
change and sustainability transitions at an urban level. 
Utilizing digital storytelling and cultural probes, this 
tool empowers citizens to express and share their per-
sonal concerns, hopes, and needs related to climate 
and sustainability from a first-person perspective. It 
emphasizes creativity and personal insight, offering 
a unique approach to storytelling that provides valu-
able qualitative data for policy and decision-making.

F U N C T I O N A L I T Y
The tool is designed in two phases: an 

initial analogue phase with physical and ana-
logue artefacts for story creation, followed by a dig-
ital phase with a web-browser-based interface for 
easy story creation and distribution.

9 . 8 . N E U T R A L I T Y  S T O R Y 
M A P S  -  V U B  ( S M I T )  & 
C E R T H

U S E R  I N T E R A C T I O N  & 
D A T A  M A N A G E M E N T

In the analogue phase, citizens use pro-
vided tools such as polaroid cameras and notebooks 
to craft and share their stories. In the digital phase, 
the interface allows for direct story creation and dis-
tribution online. Stories collected are rich in qualita-
tive data, offering deep insights into the community’s 
perceptions and experiences.

T R L
Currently, Neutrality Story Maps is in the 

development phase, with an analogue version 
to be tested in pilot cities as part of the UP2030 
project, and a digital version planned for future 

deployment.

K P I S
Key performance indicators for this tool 

focus on the novelty, detail, and depth of insights 
derived from the stories, gauging the impact and 
effectiveness of the storytelling in capturing com-
plex personal experiences.

E X A M P L E S  O F  U S A G E
The tool will first be used in pilot cities 

under the UP2030 project, where it will gather stories 
to inform local climate and sustainability initiatives.

E X P E R T I S E  R E Q U I R E D
While the tool is designed to be accessi-

ble to all citizens, some training might be required for 
the analysis of the stories to fully capture and utilize 

the richness of the data provided.

T R A I N I N G  A N D  S U P P O R T
Training will be provided for using the ana-

logue artefacts and for analyzing the stories. The digital 
version is designed to be intuitive and easy to use for 
a broad audience, including children and the elderly.
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B A R R I E R S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S
Challenges include the need for initial train-

ing to handle the analogue tools and the necessity of 
funding to assemble the toolkits and develop the dig-
ital platform. Accessibility and ease of use in diverse 
demographic contexts are also focus areas.

F U R T H E R  I N F O R M A T I O N  & 
T U T O R I A L

Neutrality Story Maps is still under development, 
with detailed information and progress updates to be 
provided as the project evolves within the UP2030 
framework.
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O V E R V I E W
The Urban Design Manual for Child and 

Youth Friendly Cities is a specialized tool developed 
by Design Clips aimed at enhancing the quality of 
urban spaces, with a specific focus on the needs and 
aspirations of children and young people. It facilitates 
small-scale interventions in public spaces, empower-
ing young residents to actively participate in urban 
planning and take meaningful climate action.

F U N C T I O N A L I T Y
The manual provides guidelines and pro-

cesses for designing urban spaces that are respon-
sive to the needs of children and youth. It focuses 
on participatory planning, allowing young people to 
express their perspectives and contribute to urban 
regeneration projects such as mobility planning and 
the design of public spaces.

9 . 9 .  U R B A N  D E S I G N 
M A N U A L  F O R  C H I L D  A N D 
Y O U T H  F R I E N D L Y  C I T I E S  - 
D E S I G N  C L I P S

U S E R  I N T E R A C T I O N  A N D  D A T A 
M A N A G E M E N T

This tool involves direct engagement with chil-
dren and youth through coordinated workshops. 
The input collected from these sessions is then pro-
cessed and integrated into the final urban design 
plans, ensuring that the young participants' voices 
are reflected in the outcomes.

T R L
The tool is fully developed but requires 

adaptation to local contexts and specific project 
needs to ensure its effectiveness across different 
urban environments.

K P I S
While specific Key Performance Indicators 

(KPIs) are not yet established, the tool tracks partic-
ipation metrics such as the number and age of par-
ticipants to evaluate inclusiveness. It also assesses 
how well the participatory outputs are integrated 
into final urban regeneration plans.

E X A M P L E S  O F  U S A G E
The Municipality of Thessaloniki has used 

this manual to develop a pilot Safe Routes to 
School Scheme and to inform an urban regeneration 
plan around a school area, demonstrating its practi-
cal application in real-world settings.

E X P E R T I S E  R E Q U I R E D
Users of the manual should have a basic 

understanding of planning and design processes. 
Coordination with children may require the involve-
ment of an external expert or a dedicated liaison 
partner to facilitate activities effectively.
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T R A I N I N G  A N D  S U P P O R T
Training may be necessary for local author-

ities or other facilitators to effectively manage the 
participatory activities outlined in the manual.

B A R R I E R S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S
The main challenge is the need for capac-

ity building within local authorities to conduct 
child-focused participatory activities. Additionally, 
human resources may be stretched thin, necessitat-
ing support from external experts.

F U R T H E R  I N F O R M A T I O N
The Urban Design Manual for Child and 

Youth Friendly Cities provides a comprehen-
sive approach to creating more inclusive urban envi-
ronments tailored to the younger population. For 
more details or to access the manual, contact Maria 
Sitzoglou at maria@design-clips.com.
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O V E R V I E W
The Learning and Action Alliances (LAA) 

method is a collaborative approach used 
by ICATALIST to address complex social, environ-
mental, and organizational challenges. It involves 
diverse stakeholders working together to learn, prob-
lem-solve, and implement actions that foster sustain-
able solutions. This method emphasizes participation, 
knowledge exchange, and collective action to effec-

tively tackle multifaceted issues.

F U N C T I O N A L I T Y
LAA is designed to facilitate stakeholder 

engagement, capacity building, and strategic plan-
ning. It applies to various fields such as community 
development, environmental conservation, and public 
policy, aiming to create meaningful solutions through 
inclusive and collaborative processes.

9 . 1 0 .  L E A R N I N G  A N D 
A C T I O N  A L L I A N C E S  ( L A A ) 
M E T H O D  -  I C A T A L I S T

U S E R  I N T E R A C T I O N  A N D  D A T A 
M A N A G E M E N T

The method consists of several steps, 
including problem diagnosis, stakeholder engage-
ment, collaborative learning, action planning, imple-
mentation, and monitoring, followed by reflection 
and learning. Each step requires specific data and 
skills to ensure effective participation and outcome 
generation.

T R L
The tool is fully developed but neces-

sitates contextual adaptation to align with specific 
project or local needs, ensuring its relevance and 
efficacy in diverse settings.

K P I S
Potential KPIs include the number of 

stakeholders engaged, the diversity of stakeholders 
represented, the level of shared understanding among 
participants, the number of action plans developed, 
and the impact of implemented actions.

E X A M P L E S  O F  U S A G E
LAA has been successfully implemented 

in various projects, including EU INTERREG IVb 
MARE project, PRIMA LENSES project, and Horizon 
2020 REXUS Project. These implementations high-
light its versatility and effectiveness in fostering col-
laborative solutions.

E X P E R T I S E  R E Q U I R E D
Facilitators of the LAA process need to 

have strong skills in stakeholder engagement, stra-
tegic planning, facilitation, and project management. 
They should be capable of handling diverse groups 
and fostering an environment conducive to open 
dialogue and cooperation.
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T R A I N I N G  A N D  S U P P O R T
Facilitators and local authorities may 

require training in collaborative leadership 
and conflict resolution to effectively manage the 
LAA process. Capacity building is essential to equip 
stakeholders with the necessary skills for participa-
tion and decision-making.

B A R R I E R S  A N D  L I M I T A T I O N S
Challenges may include resistance from 

traditional decision-making bodies, difficul-
ties in engaging diverse stakeholders, and resource 
constraints. Legal and regulatory constraints may also 
pose barriers to the collaborative process.

F U R T H E R  I N F O R M A T I O N
The LAA method is continuously being 

refined, with guidelines currently under develop-
ment as part of deliverable 4.3 to adapt a roadmap 
for each city case study. For more information or to 
get involved, contact Manuel Bea (mbea@icatalist.
eu) and Sara Ros (sros@icatalist.eu).
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9 . 1 1 .  A D D I T I O N A L  T O O L S 
F O R  I D E N T I F Y I N G , 
I M P L E M E N T I N G , 
B E N C H M A R K I N G ,  A N D 
M O N I T O R I N G  S P A T I A L 
J U S T I C E

S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  I N D E X

This comprehensive tool measures spatial equity 
by analyzing the distribution of resources, services, 
and opportunities across different urban areas. It 
uses indicators such as accessibility to public services, 
economic opportunities, and environmental quality 
to highlight areas where disparities exist and where 
interventions are needed.

C O M M U N I T Y  M A P P I N G 
P L A T F O R M S

These interactive digital platforms engage cit-
izens in the mapping process, allowing them to 
contribute data on local issues such as accessibil-
ity, safety, and public amenities. This participatory 
approach ensures that planning processes incorporate 
the lived experiences and insights of the community, 
leading to more tailored and effective interventions.

E Q U I T Y  I M P A C T 
A S S E S S M E N T S

Modeled after environmental impact assess-
ments, these assessments evaluate proposed urban 

projects and policies through the lens of social equity. 
They help identify potential adverse impacts on mar-
ginalized communities and develop strategies to mit-
igate these effects, ensuring that new developments 
promote inclusivity.

P U B L I C  S P A C E 
A U D I T S

These audits systematically evaluate pub-
lic spaces to assess their accessibility, safety, and 
inclusivity. Audits can reveal how different groups 
experience urban environments and guide improve-
ments to make these spaces welcoming and usable 
for everyone, thus enhancing public life and com-
munity interactions.

P A R T I C I P A T O R Y 
B U D G E T I N G 
P L A T F O R M S

By involving citizens directly in the decision-mak-
ing process regarding public spending, these plat-
forms democratize budget allocations and ensure 
that funds are used to address the community’s most 
pressing needs. This fosters a more equitable distri-
bution of urban resources and empowers residents 
by giving them a voice in local governance.

D I G I T A L 
S T O R Y T E L L I N G 
T O O L S

Utilising narratives from community members, 
especially those from underrepresented groups, 
these tools gather qualitative insights into the per-
sonal impacts of urban planning decisions. Digital 
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storytelling helps bring these individual stories to the 
forefront, influencing more empathetic and socially 
aware planning.

G I S - B A S E D 
A N A L Y S I S 
T O O L S

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) are cru-
cial for analyzing spatial data related to demograph-
ics, land use, and infrastructure. They help identify 
and visualize spatial inequalities and are essential in 
planning interventions aimed at rectifying disparities 
and enhancing spatial justice.

S O C I A L  M E D I A
A N A L Y S I S  F O R 
P U B L I C  S E N T I M E N T

This tool leverages data from social media plat-
forms to gauge public opinion and sentiment on urban 
development issues. It provides real-time insights 
into community needs and perceptions, helping to 
identify areas where spatial justice may be lacking.

R E A L - T I M E  D A T A 
M O N I T O R I N G 
S Y S T E M S

Employing sensors and IoT devices, these sys-
tems provide ongoing monitoring of environmental 
conditions and public space usage. This technology 
enables continuous assessment of how urban spaces 
are used and the effectiveness of implemented inter-
ventions, ensuring that planning remains adaptive 
and responsive to community needs.

S T A K E H O L D E R 
E N G A G E M E N T 
W O R K S H O P S

Regularly scheduled workshops that bring 
together diverse groups of stakeholders — from gov-
ernment officials to community activists — ensure 
ongoing dialogue and collaboration. These work-
shops are crucial for maintaining an open channel for 
feedback and for co-developing solutions to spatial 
injustices identified through other tools.



C H A L L E N G E S 
&  F U T U R E 

D I R E C T I O N S





T H E  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  H A N D B O O K1 4 4

1 0 . 	O V E R C O M I N G 
B A R R I E R S  T O 
S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E



1 4 5C H A L L E N G E S  &  F U T U R E  D I R E C T I O N S

1 0 . 1 . S T R U C T U R A L  D E E P 
C H A N G E
Structural deep change names transformations 
at the level of institutions, political economy, and 
socio-ecological relations, rather than incremental 
programme tweaks. It draws on critical theory’s 
concern with power and domination in everyday 
life and governance (Habermas, 1996; Marcuse, 
2013) and on decolonial and feminist planning 
scholarship that exposes how colonial and patriar-
chal legacies are sedimented in spatial institutions 
and norms (Porter, 2012). The agenda is not val-
ue-neutral. It orients planning toward participatory 
parity (Fraser, 2000) and material redistribution, 
while recognising plural knowledges and claims to 
space. In practice, this means acting on the sys-
tems that reproduce spatial inequalities:

Redistribution and housing. Progressive fiscal 
measures and social investment are necessary but 
insufficient without tenure models that decom-
modify land and stabilise households. Community 
land trusts show evidence of reducing displace-
ment risk by removing land from speculative mar-
kets and retaining affordability over time (Moore & 
McKee, 2012).

Political reform. Mechanisms such as participatory 
budgeting can widen inclusion and reorient local 
spending, although effects depend on design and 
power relations; weak designs are prone to elite 
capture or symbolic participation (Wampler & 
Hartz-karp, 2012).

Social transformation. Anti-racist and gen-
der-equity commitments must be operationalised 
through rules, metrics, and accountability in plan-
ning organisations, not only in rhetoric.

Environmental sustainability with justice. Green 
infrastructure and urban greening can deliver 
health and climate benefits, yet without anti-dis-
placement safeguards, may trigger “green gentrifi-
cation,” relocating rather than reducing vulnerabili-
ty  (Wolch et al., 2014).

Illustrative pathways include land reform and com-
munity land trusts to secure collective or public 
control of land for housing and community use 
(Moore & McKee, 2012); universal basic services 
that treat essentials like health, education, care, 
transport, and digital access as social rights rather 
than market commodities, supported by pooled 
public provisioning and progressive taxation 
(Coote & Percy, 2020); and decolonising urban 
space, which requires recognising Indigenous 
jurisdiction and integrating Indigenous planning 
principles and ecological knowledge into statutory 
systems, beyond consultation alone (Porter, 2012). 
Ambitious climate-economy packages such as a 
Green New Deal exemplify how decarbonisation, 
job creation, and inequality reduction can be artic-
ulated as a single mission, though they face politi-
cal feasibility and distributional design challenges 
that must be openly addressed (Galvin & Healy, 
2020; Mazzucato, 2021).

A sceptical view warns that ‘deep change’ language 
can obscure implementation politics. Redistribu-
tion collides with entrenched property regimes; 
participation can be performative; and ecologi-
cal upgrades can recentre investment in already 
privileged areas. These risks strengthen rather 
than weaken the case for structural approaches, 
because they highlight the need for institutional 
redesign, enforceable safeguards, and iterative 
evaluation. The practical test is whether reforms 
shift decision rights, resource flows, and exposure 
to harm for those most disadvantaged. Structur-
al deep change should therefore be framed as a 
multi-level programme: alter ownership and fi-
nancing of land and infrastructure, embed inclusive 
decision-making with real authority, align climate 
policy with social guarantees, and monitor distribu-
tive and recognitional outcomes over time. With-
out these systemic levers, spatial justice remains 
an aspiration rather than a governing practice.
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E X A M P L E S  O F  S T R U C T U R A L  D E E P 
C H A N G E

L A N D  R E F O R M  A N D  C O M M U N I T Y  L A N D  T R U S T 

Redistributive land policies and alternative own-
ership models are central to structural change 
because they directly address the concentration 
of property rights that underpin spatial inequality. 
Community land trusts (CLTs), which remove land 
from speculative markets, have been shown to 
stabilise communities, preserve affordability, and 
support collective governance of housing (DeFilip-
pis et al., 2018; Moore & McKee, 2012). Yet CLTs 
also face challenges of scale and dependence on 
state support, reminding us that structural change 
requires embedding such initiatives in wider legal 
and fiscal regimes rather than treating them as 
isolated experiments.

U N I V E R S A L  B A S I C  S E R V I C E S

Shifting the guarantee of essential goods from 
market provision to publicly funded services is 
another avenue of deep change. Advocates argue 
that universal basic services (UBS) should be treat-
ed as social rights, encompassing health, educa-
tion, care, housing, transport, and digital access, 
thereby reducing inequality and strengthening 
social resilience (Coote & Percy, 2020). Unlike the 
universal basic income, which risks reinforcing 
market dependency, UBS reorients economies 
toward collective provisioning. Its feasibility, 
however, depends on political commitments to 
progressive taxation and institutional redesign at 
multiple levels.

D E C O L O N I S I N G  U R B A N  S P A C E S

Structural change also requires confronting 
the colonial logics embedded in planning and 
property regimes. Decolonial planning scholarship 
calls for recognising Indigenous sovereignty, 

integrating Indigenous ecological knowledge, and 
challenging the dispossession on which many 
urban systems were built (Porter, 2012; Tuck & 
Yang, 2012). Practices range from land restitution 
to Indigenous-led planning frameworks that assert 
jurisdictional authority. While often marginalised 
in statutory systems, such approaches point to 
the necessity of pluralising urban governance if 
spatial justice is to move beyond Western liberal 
frameworks.

T H E  G R E E N  N E W  D E A L

Proposals such as the Green New Deal exemplify 
attempts to align ecological transition with redis-
tribution, framing climate action as inseparable 
from social justice. Scholars emphasise its po-
tential to link decarbonisation with job creation, 
affordable housing, and public investment in 
infrastructure (Galvin & Healy, 2020; Mazzucato, 
2021). Yet critics caution that without safeguards, 
such programmes risk reproducing inequalities by 
privileging capital-intensive projects or neglecting 
community-level needs. Its strength lies in treating 
environmental and economic crises as intercon-
nected structural problems, demanding integrated 
solutions.

Structural deep change, therefore, requires inter-
ventions that simultaneously shift property re-
gimes, public provisioning, epistemic authority, and 
economic-environmental relations. These exam-
ples illustrate both the promise and the tension of 
structural approaches: they open possibilities for 
more inclusive and sustainable urban futures, but 
they also confront entrenched interests that ben-
efit from existing arrangements. Progress depends 
not only on adopting such tools but on transform-
ing the institutions, laws, and social norms that 
determine their durability.
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D E E P  O R  R A D I C A L  D E M O C R A C Y

Deep Democracy is a concept that extends beyond 
the formal procedures of democratic governance 
(e.g., voting, elections) to encompass broader 
dimensions of participation, inclusion, and empow-
erment in all areas of social life. It emphasises the 
importance of integrating diverse voices, especially 
those of marginalised and traditionally excluded 
groups, into decision-making processes at all lev-
els. Deep democracy is concerned with the quality 
and depth of democratic engagement, advocating 
for a society where every individual has the oppor-
tunity to participate meaningfully in shaping the 
policies and practices that affect their lives.

The intellectual roots of deep democracy can be 
traced through several strands of political theory 
and philosophy, including deliberative democracy, 
participatory democracy, and radical democracy. 
The concept draws inspiration from the work of 
scholars such as Jürgen Habermas, who empha-
sised the importance of communicative action and 
rational discourse in the public sphere, and Carol 
Pateman, who advocated for participatory ap-
proaches in democratic governance. Additionally, 
the ideas of Cornelius Castoriadis on the project 
of autonomy and democracy as a form of social 
instituting also contribute to the underpinnings of 
deep democracy.

J O H N  D E W E Y ’ S  M O D E L  O F  D E M O C R A C Y

John Dewey’s model of democracy, articulated 
most notably in The Public and Its Problems (Dewey 
1927), presents democracy not only as a politi-
cal system but as an ‘ethical way of life’ rooted in 
everyday interactions and collective problem-solv-
ing. Rather than confining democracy to voting 
or formal procedures, Dewey envisioned it as a 
continuous, participatory, and deliberative process, 
where citizens engage in public discourse, cultivate 
habits of mutual respect, and cooperate in shap-
ing their communities. Education, in this model, is 

essential because it equips citizens with the critical 
thinking and communicative capacities necessary 
for democratic life (Biesta & Burbules 2003).

Dewey’s model rests on three interrelated dimen-
sions: discussion, diversity, and dynamism.

Discussion. Dewey considered communication 
and dialogue to be the cornerstone of democra-
cy. Through deliberation, communities can learn 
collectively, negotiate differences, and develop 
informed responses to social challenges (Dewey 
1927). This anticipates later deliberative demo-
cratic theory, which stresses the role of inclusive 
dialogue in legitimising political decisions (Haber-
mas 1996).

Diversity. For Dewey, diversity was not a burden 
to democratic life but its greatest strength. The 
inclusion of varied experiences, perspectives, and 
epistemologies enriches collective intelligence 
and expands the range of possible solutions. This 
emphasis resonates with contemporary arguments 
about epistemic justice and the need to value mul-
tiple ways of knowing (Fricker 2007; Young 2000).

Dynamism. Dewey’s democracy is dynamic and 
fallibilist, grounded in the belief that policies, 
institutions, and norms must remain open to 
revision in light of new experiences and evidence. 
Mechanisms such as elections, protest, free me-
dia, and civic association are necessary to ensure 
responsiveness and accountability. This dimension 
reflects Dewey’s pragmatist conviction that de-
mocracy, like knowledge itself, is always provision-
al and adaptive.

Taken together, these dimensions form a concep-
tion of democracy as a living, evolving process 
embedded in social relations rather than reduc-
ible to institutional design. Dewey’s insistence on 
democracy as a way of life challenges technocratic 
and minimalist models of democracy that privilege 
efficiency or elite expertise.
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Intersections with Deep Democracy
The concept of Deep Democracy aligns closely 
with Dewey’s vision. Both stress democracy as an 
experiential practice rather than a set of formal 
institutions. Points of intersection include:

Democracy as an ethical process. Dewey saw 
democracy as lived experience, echoing deep 
democracy’s call for decision-making to permeate 
all areas of social life, not only electoral politics  
(Dewey, 1946; Pateman, 1999).

Centrality of communication. Dewey’s empha-
sis on open dialogue parallels deep democracy’s 
insistence that marginalised voices must be heard 
and valued, extending the scope of deliberation 
beyond dominant groups (Mouffe, 2000; Young, 
2002).

Education and empowerment. Dewey argued that 
education is the foundation of democracy because 
it fosters critical thinking and responsible citizen-
ship. This resonates with deep democracy’s com-
mitment to empowering individuals and groups 
to participate meaningfully in shaping decisions 
(Biesta & Burbules, 2003).

Addressing inequality. While Dewey did not frame 
democracy explicitly in terms of dismantling power 
structures, his emphasis on inclusivity anticipates 
later concerns with social justice. Deep democracy 
extends this by directly confronting systemic ex-
clusions rooted in race, gender, and class (Miraftab, 
2009).

Adaptive and evolving systems. Both perspectives 
view democracy as an ongoing, adaptive process. 
This contrasts with static or proceduralist un-
derstandings that reduce democracy to electoral 
routines.

Critically, scholars have noted limits in Dewey’s 
model. While he recognised diversity and delibera-
tion, he underestimated the persistence of struc-
tural inequalities and the role of conflict in dem-
ocratic life. Radical democratic theorists such as 
Mouffe (2000) argue that agonism, the recognition 
of inevitable conflict, is central, not peripheral, to 

democracy. Thus, integrating Dewey with deep de-
mocracy requires acknowledging the need for both 
deliberative dialogue and contestatory practices 
that challenge entrenched power.

P R A C T I C A L  I M P L I C A T I O N S  A N D  E X A M P L E S

Translating Dewey’s and deep democracy’s prin-
ciples into practice requires designing institutions 
that embed participation, recognise diversity, and 
remain responsive. Examples include:
Participatory budgeting, pioneered in Porto 
Alegre, Brazil, where citizens decide on portions 
of municipal budgets, reshaping priorities toward 
social needs (Wampler, 2007).

Community advisory boards in urban develop-
ment, which institutionalise local input into plan-
ning decisions and mitigate top-down imposition, 
manipulation and tokenism (Arnstein, 1969; Fung, 
2006).

Consensus decision-making in cooperatives and 
social movements ensures that all members have 
a voice and responsibility in shaping collective 
outcomes.

Indigenous governance models, such as Māori 
co-governance arrangements in Aotearoa/New 
Zealand, which integrate Indigenous sovereignty 
and knowledge into statutory decision-making 
(Matunga, 2013).

Such practices illustrate how Deweyan principles 
of discussion, diversity, and dynamism can be op-
erationalised while aligning with deep democracy’s 
emphasis on inclusivity and power-sharing.

C O N N E C T I O N S  T O  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E

Deep democracy links directly to spatial justice 
through its insistence on inclusivity, equity, and 
participation in the production of urban space. 
Spatial justice requires not only distributive fair-
ness in access to land, services, and infrastructure, 
but also procedural and recognitional justice, 
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ensuring that diverse voices and identities are 
acknowledged and given a voice in decision-mak-
ing (Fraser, 2010). Deep democracy challenges 
exclusionary planning practices by creating spaces 
where marginalised groups can shape visions of 
their environments and assert claims over urban 
futures. By embedding participatory decision-mak-
ing into planning, it reconfigures power relations 
and strengthens collective capacity to achieve 
more equitable outcomes  (Healey, 1997).
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1 0 . 2 .  V I S I O N I N G  A N D 
C O L L E C T I V E  I M A G I N A T I O N
Processes of visioning and collective imagination 
are essential to embedding deep democracy within 
spatial planning. They enable communities to move 
beyond present constraints and articulate shared 
aspirations, thereby grounding planning in the lived 
realities and creative capacities of citizens. Such 
practices resonate with Dewey’s model of democ-
racy as a ‘way of life,’ centred on dialogue, collabo-
ration, and the collective pursuit of common goals 
(Biesta & Burbules, 2003; Dewey, 1946). Visioning 
not only facilitates deliberation but also nurtures 
the affective and symbolic dimensions of demo-
cratic life, where imagination becomes a political 
act of contesting existing inequalities and envi-
sioning alternatives.

Collective imagination has been taken up in urban 
theory as a tool for generating counter-hegemonic 
futures. Scholars such as Sandercock (2003) em-
phasise storytelling and imagination as means of 
amplifying marginalised voices, while Ernst Bloch’s 
The Principle of Hole (1986), initially published in 
1959, illustrates how envisioning the ‘not-yet’ can 
sustain social movements and inspire transforma-
tive planning. Similarly, hope as a political practice 
has been framed as a resource for resilience and 
mobilisation in contexts of systemic oppression 
(hooks, 2003; Zournazi, 2003). When linked to 

spatial justice, hope and imagination provide both 
the cognitive space to envision equitable futures 
and the emotional sustenance to pursue them.

At the same time, visioning processes must be 
approached critically. Without safeguards, they 
risk reproducing exclusions by being co-opted into 
technocratic planning exercises that neutralise 
dissent (Purcell, 2009). A genuinely democratic 
collective imagination must therefore attend to 
conflict, negotiate competing claims, and explicitly 
foreground structural inequalities. In this sense, 
collective imagination is not a utopian exercise de-
tached from politics but a contested and situated 
practice of co-producing futures.

F R E I R E ’ S    P E D A G O G Y  O F  T H E 
O P P R E S S E D  A N D  C O L L E C T I V E 
I M A G I N A T I O N

Collective imagination resonates strongly with 
Paulo Freire’s Pedagogy of the Oppressed (2018) 
initially published in 1970, which emphasises the 
transformative potential of critical consciousness 
(conscientização) and collective praxis in over-
coming structures of domination. Freire argued 
that education should move beyond the ‘banking 
model’ of knowledge transfer, where learners are 
treated as passive recipients, to become a dialog-
ical and participatory process where individuals 
recognise, question, and transform the conditions 
of their oppression. This process of reflection 
and action, or praxis, provides the foundation for 
emancipatory politics. Within this framework, col-
lective imagination functions as a tool that allows 
communities to envision alternatives to the status 
quo, interrogate the limits of existing structures, 
and cultivate shared aspirations for just futures 
(Freire, 2018; Giroux, 2010).

Applied to spatial planning, this alignment is sig-
nificant. Just as Freire insisted that pedagogy must 
liberate learners by rooting knowledge in lived 
experience, collective imagination in planning de-
mands that communities co-create visions of their 
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environment based on their needs, desires, and 
histories. It challenges technocratic or top-down 
planning by foregrounding everyday knowledge 
and dialogical processes (Sandercock & Lyssiotis, 
2003). In this way, collective imagination can be 
read as a form of ‘emancipatory planning pedago-
gy’ that transforms not only urban space but also 
the civic capacities of those engaged in shaping it.

V I S I O N I N G  E X E R C I S E S  I N  S P A T I A L 
P L A N N I N G

Visioning exercises are structured participatory 
processes designed to articulate a community’s 
shared aspirations, values, and goals for the future. 
They typically involve workshops, collaborative de-
sign sessions, and creative facilitation techniques 
that make space for multiple forms of knowledge 
and expression. The aim is not only to generate 
consensus but also to surface divergent perspec-
tives and negotiate them transparently (Innes & 
Booher, 2018). Effective visioning builds long-term 
strategic direction while grounding planning in the 
lived experiences of stakeholders. Yet visioning is 
not politically neutral: its outcomes reflect power 
relations, facilitation choices, and whose voices are 
enabled or silenced (Purcell, 2009). Critical facili-
tation and reflexivity are therefore crucial to avoid 
co-optation or superficial consensus-building.

C O L L E C T I V E 
I M A G I N A T I O N  A S  A  T O O L 
F O R  D E M O C R A T I C  A N D 
I N C L U S I V E  S P A T I A L 
P L A N N I N G

Collective imagination extends visioning by ex-
plicitly mobilising creativity and critical reflection 
as democratic resources. It contributes to spatial 
justice in several ways:

Encouraging broad participation. By deliberately 
including marginalised groups, collective imagina-
tion exercises counteract the exclusionary dy-
namics of conventional planning and democratise 
whose knowledge counts (Young, 2002).

Breaking down barriers. Creative and dialogical 
methods enable participants to build empathy 
across differences and foster coalitional think-
ing, which is essential for diverse urban contexts 
(Sandercock & Lyssiotis, 2003).

Innovating beyond constraints. Collective imag-
ination invites communities to articulate futures 
unconstrained by immediate political or economic 
limitations, fostering innovation while anchoring 
proposals in community values.

Empowering communities. Through visioning and 
imagination, residents gain ownership over plan-
ning processes, which increases legitimacy, fosters 
accountability, and enhances the likelihood of 
sustained implementation (Forester, 1999).

E X A M P L E S
Community design charrettes. Intensive, collabo-
rative workshops bringing together residents and 
professionals to generate spatial solutions have 
proven effective in democratising design, though 
their outcomes depend heavily on power dynamics 
and facilitation (Lennertz & Lutzenhiser, 2014).

Digital participatory mapping. Platforms that allow 
communities to map aspirations and concerns 
broaden participation beyond traditional meetings, 
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offering inclusion for those unable to attend in 
person (Perkins, 2007).

Future scenarios workshops. Scenario planning 
encourages communities to explore alternative 
futures, making visible the trade-offs and poten-
tial consequences of different planning decisions 
(Wangel, 2011).

Freire’s pedagogy emphasises the emancipatory 
potential of envisioning and collective imagination 
by situating them as acts of dialogue, reflection, 
and action that empower communities to trans-
form their environments. When embedded in 
spatial planning, these processes move beyond 
consultation toward practices that challenge struc-
tural inequalities, cultivate civic agency, and enable 
communities to co-produce just, inclusive, and sus-
tainable futures. However, as critical urban scholars 
warn, their transformative capacity depends on 
addressing entrenched power relations and ensur-
ing that ‘participation’ does not become tokenistic 
or technocratic.

P R E F I G U R A T I V E  P R A C T I C E S

Prefigurative practices, or prefigurative politics, 
describe efforts to embody the values and social 
relations of a desired future within present-day ac-
tions, institutions, and spatial arrangements. Rather 
than waiting for systemic change, they enact alter-
native models in the here and now, making them 
both practical strategies and symbolic critiques of 
dominant structures. In urban planning, these prac-
tices provide tangible demonstrations of equity, 
inclusion, and sustainability, offering prototypes 
for how urban environments might be organised 
differently (Breines, 1989; Yates, 2015).

The idea of prefiguration has roots in anarchist 
thought and New Left movements of the 1960s 
and 1970s. Wini Breines (1989) used the term 
‘prefigurative politics’ to describe the New Left’s 
efforts to live its ideals of participatory democracy, 
egalitarianism, and decentralisation within the or-
ganisational forms of its activism. Activists argued 

that the means of political struggle should reflect 
the ends sought, embedding principles of direct de-
mocracy, mutual aid, and non-hierarchy in everyday 
practices. This perspective gained renewed visibili-
ty in movements such as Occupy Wall Street, which 
experimented with consensus-based assemblies 
and encampments as both protest and enactment 
of a more democratic society (Graeber, 2013).

In urban contexts, prefigurative practices often 
take the form of community land trusts, housing 
cooperatives, eco-villages, and transition towns, 
where residents experiment with collective own-
ership, sustainable resource use, and democratic 
decision-making. Worker cooperatives also exem-
plify prefiguration by instituting forms of economic 
democracy in the present (Restakis, 2010). Digi-
tal platforms for decentralised decision-making, 
including blockchain-based experiments, extend 
these logics into new technological domains, 
though they face criticisms for scalability and ex-
clusion  (Hassan & Filippi, 2021).

Perhaps the most iconic urban example of a pre-
figurative experiment is Freetown Christiania in 
Copenhagen, founded in 1971 by squatters occu-
pying former military barracks. Christiania operates 
under principles of consensus democracy, collec-
tive ownership, car-free urban design, and ecolog-
ical innovation. Scholars highlight it as both a site 
of resistance to capitalist urbanism and a contest-
ed space, facing pressures from state regulation, 
tourism, and commodification (Thörn et al., 2011). 
While Christiania demonstrates the possibilities of 
communal governance and sustainable living, it also 
reveals the fragility of prefigurative projects when 
confronted with broader structural forces.

Prefigurative practices thus function on two levels: 
they address immediate community needs while 
also modelling alternative urbanisms. Their power 
lies in providing ‘living laboratories’ that contest 
dominant planning logics, but their limitations 
remind us that structural deep change requires 
connecting these experiments to larger institu-
tional and political transformations (Maeckelbergh, 
2011).
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H O P E  A S  A  P O L I T I C A L  P R A C T I C E

Hope is not merely a private emotion but can 
function as a collective, strategic force in politics. 
Ernst Bloch’s The Principle of Hope (Bloch, 1986), 
published in 1959, conceptualises hope as a ‘not-
yet-conscious’ (Noch-Nicht-Bewusstes), orientation 
towards future possibilities, a critical resource for 
imagining alternatives and mobilising action. Hope, 
for Bloch, is not a mere affective disposition but a 
mode of cognition and praxis; a way of perceiving 
the world as unfinished and open to transforma-
tion. This anticipatory consciousness points toward 
the ‘not-yet-become’ (Noch-Nicht-Gewordenes). 
Those elements of the future that are immanent 
within the present and can be actualised through 
human agency. Hope thus bridges subjective 
desire and objective potential, linking imagination 
with praxis. It is not a retreat into utopian fantasy 
but an active engagement with reality’s incomple-
tion.

Bloch situates this understanding within a Marxist 
dialectic that refuses both resignation and dog-
matic teleology. Hope here operates as a ‘militant 
optimism,’ a refusal to accept the given as final. It 
resists fatalism by recognising that history is an 
open process shaped by collective will. This ‘antic-
ipatory consciousness’ gives substance to political 
imagination, allowing oppressed groups to identify 
cracks in the present through which alternative 
futures can emerge.

Hope’s political force lies in its capacity to trans-
form knowledge and action: it is a praxis of ex-
pectation grounded in the conviction that what is 
does not exhaust what can be. As Bloch asserts, 

‘This was the plan of the abstract utopias, but not in 
fact their only one: the intention towards the better 
world itself is by no means discharged, it and it alone 
is a major invariable in history. Without such antic-
ipation in general there is no undisappointability, 
no belief in the goal, no distributable abundance of 
belief’ (Bloch, 1986, p. 582). 

The principle of hope thus reframes utopia as a 
critical and material project, one that operates 
within history, rather than outside it. In this sense, 
hope becomes an organising principle for politics 
oriented toward justice, solidarity, and the collec-
tive production of a better world.

Cornel West (2005) similarly frames hope as in-
dispensable to struggles for justice, distinguishing 
it from optimism: optimism assumes inevitability, 
whereas hope sustains engagement in the face of 
adversity.

In the context of neoliberal governance, character-
ised by privatisation, marketisation, and the shrink-
ing of welfare states, hope becomes a political 
counterweight to despair, alienation, and the pop-
ulist backlash these conditions often fuel (Brown, 
2015). Hope as a political practice inspires collec-
tive mobilisation, nurtures resilience, and sustains 
long-term activism by affirming the possibility of 
transformation even under hostile conditions.

Urban scholars have begun to theorise hope 
as a dimension of resistance. Faranak Miraftab 
(Miraftab, 2018) highlights translocality, the ways 
grassroots struggles in one place resonate with 
and connect to others globally, as an inherently 
hopeful practice. For Miraftab, hope is not naïve 
optimism but a grounded, collective force that 
links local struggles against neoliberal urbanism to 
global solidarities, revealing common structures 
of exploitation and enabling shared repertoires of 
resistance.

In this sense, hope functions both analytically and 
politically: it illuminates how communities envision 
alternative futures and sustains the emotional and 
organisational energy required to pursue them. It 
also complicates conventional planning by situ-
ating imagination, affect, and solidarity as central 
to political agency. Yet scholars caution that hope 
must remain critical and grounded, lest it become 
detached from material struggles or co-opted by 
hegemonic discourses of ‘resilience’ that individu-
alise responsibility (Anderson, 2006).
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H O P E  A G A I N S T  N E O L I B E R A L 
G O V E R N A N C E

Under neoliberal governance, marked by marketi-
sation, privatisation, and austerity, hope operates 
not as a private emotion but as a political practice 
that challenges the sense of inevitability such 
systems cultivate (Brown, 2015; Peck & Tickell, 
2002). Neoliberalism narrows collective imagina-
tion by presenting market logic as the only rational 
framework for organising society. Hope resists this 
closure. It reopens the field of political possibility 
by enabling communities to envision futures be-
yond austerity and disinvestment. In cities shaped 
by neoliberal restructuring, this political hope 
emerges through collective visioning and coali-
tion-building, where shared aspirations for justice 
and sustainability sustain grassroots resistance and 
wider social movements (West, 2005; Zournazi, 
2003).

Hope also redefines resilience as collective rather 
than individual. Against the neoliberal framing of 
resilience as self-reliant adaptation, hopeful poli-

tics roots endurance in solidarity, mutual aid, and 
care. These social relations build communal ca-
pacity to withstand economic or ecological shocks 
while gesturing toward alternative, more equitable 
systems (Davoudi et al., 2012). Networks of co-
operation, such as community kitchens, solidarity 
economies, or neighbourhood support groups, 
embody this ethos, transforming survival into col-
lective empowerment.

A further dimension of hope lies in the reclama-
tion of the public sphere. Neoliberal governance 
erodes public goods, privatises collective assets, 
and confines democratic debate within technocrat-
ic institutions. Hope counteracts this hollowing 
out by fuelling struggles to reinvest in shared infra-
structures and reassert the value of the commons. 
Campaigns for housing rights, public transport, and 
universal basic services illustrate how hope can 
anchor concrete policy agendas aimed at rebuild-
ing democratic and equitable urban governance 
(Coote & Percy, 2020).

Finally, hope fosters an ethics of care and interde-
pendence that directly opposes neoliberal indi-
vidualism. It reframes social life around reciprocity 
and mutual responsibility, principles embodied in 
everyday practices of caregiving, food-sharing, 
and cooperative economies (Tronto, 2013). These 
gestures are not peripheral acts of compassion but 
foundational political practices that sustain long-
term struggles for justice. Hope’s forward-looking 
quality also counteracts neoliberal short-termism: 
it situates economic and ecological sustainability 
as inseparable aims and insists that economic sys-
tems can, and must, be organised around human 
and planetary well-being rather than profit (Mazzu-
cato, 2021).

In this way, hope becomes both a present practice 
and a strategic orientation. It links imagination to 
action, nurtures collective agency, and provides a 
moral horizon for transformative politics. Far from 
naïve optimism, hope functions as a critical re-
source for democratic renewal and for reasserting 
the possibility of a more just, sustainable urban 
future.
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I N T E R S E C T I O N  O F  I N S U R G E N T 
P L A N N I N G  A N D  H O P E

Hope and insurgent planning intersect in their 
shared commitment to envisioning and enacting 
alternatives to dominant governance. Insurgent 
planning, defined by grassroots, community-led 
practices that challenge state-centred and tech-
nocratic paradigms, creates tangible spaces where 
hope is materialised (Holston, 2008; Miraftab, 
2009). It gives form to hope by demonstrating that 
communities, even under conditions of marginal-
isation, can exercise agency in shaping their envi-
ronments.

Empowerment through action. Insurgent planning 
embodies hope by proving that change is possi-
ble in situ. Examples such as self-built housing in 
Latin American informal settlements or community 
land trusts in North America exemplify how mar-
ginalised groups mobilise to secure space, resist 
displacement, and assert rights (Holston, 2008; 
Moore & McKee, 2012). These actions challenge 
despair by producing small but significant victories, 
each reinforcing collective belief in spatial justice.

Imagining alternative futures. Both insurgent plan-
ning and hope depend on the capacity to imagine 
urbanism otherwise. By envisioning what commu-
nities could become, insurgent planning projects 
are inherently hopeful, challenging neoliberal he-
gemony by grounding alternatives in lived practice 
(Sandercock, 2003).

Collective mobilisation. Hope galvanises broad-
based coalitions across diverse groups, enabling in-
surgent planning to draw strength from solidarity. 
This reflects Miraftab’s (2016) emphasis on translo-
cality, where struggles connect across geographies, 
amplifying resistance against global neoliberalism 
while sustaining hope through shared repertoires 
of action.

Reimagining governance. Insurgent planning chal-
lenges hierarchical models of state-led planning by 
practising forms of direct democracy, participatory 

budgeting, and community assemblies. These prac-
tices represent acts of hopeful reimagining, rooted 
in the belief that more inclusive and equitable 
governance structures are possible (Purcell, 2009).

Symbolic and physical spaces of hope. Insurgent 
practices often result in the creation of spaces, 
such as social centres, squats, and community gar-
dens, that not only meet immediate needs but also 
symbolise alternative urban futures. They become 
beacons of hope, both materially and culturally, 
showing that different urban worlds are possible.

In this way, hope and insurgent planning are mutu-
ally reinforcing. Hope sustains insurgent practices 
against adversity, while insurgent practices give 
substance and credibility to hope by enacting it 
in space and time. Their convergence is critical to 
advancing spatial justice because together they 
challenge neoliberal logics and cultivate the politi-
cal imagination necessary for systemic transforma-
tion.
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1 0 . 3 .  S T R A T E G I E S 
A N D  T O O L S  F O R 
I N C O R P O R A T I N G  H O P E  I N 
U R B A N  G O V E R N A N C E
Embedding hope in urban governance is not 
about cultivating passive optimism but about 
designing frameworks, practices, and insti-
tutions that enable communities to imagine, 
articulate, and realise just and sustainable 
futures. As Ernst Bloch (1986) argued, hope 
must be ‘concretised’ in practice; it becomes 
politically meaningful only when linked to ma-
terial conditions and collective agency. In this 
sense, hope functions as both an orientation 
toward the ‘not-yet’ and a set of governance 
practices that empower communities to act 
(Zournazi, 2003). Below are strategies and 
tools that illustrate how hope can be institu-
tionalised in urban governance while avoiding 
the risk of co-optation into depoliticised forms 
of ‘resilience’ (Brown, 2015; Davoudi et al., 
2012).

1. Visionary and Inclusive Urban Planning

Future visioning workshops. Facilitated exercises 
in which residents, planners, and policymakers 
co-create scenarios for their city’s future can 
democratise strategic planning and gener-
ate shared direction (Innes (Innes & Booher, 
2004). The risk is that poorly designed work-
shops reproduce elite voices or devolve into 
symbolic exercises; meaningful facilitation and 
follow-through are essential.

2. Inclusive planning processes. 

Embedding participation across all stages of 
planning ensures marginalised groups have a 
substantive role, echoing Arnstein’s (1969) call 
to move beyond tokenism to citizen power.

3. Community Engagement and Empower-
ment

Empowerment through education. Urban litera-
cy programmes strengthen community agency 
by making planning processes and rights intel-
ligible, aligning with Freire’s (2018) pedagogy 
of critical consciousness developed in the 
1970s.

Community-led development initiatives. Sup-
porting initiatives such as cooperative hous-
ing or neighbourhood planning demonstrates 
hope in practice, as they allow residents 
to embody alternative governance models 
(Moore & McKee, 2012).
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4. Policy Frameworks Promoting Equity and 
Sustainability

Equitable urban policies. Explicit redistributive 
policies, such as affordable housing quotas, 
land value capture, or universal basic services, 
translate hope into structural reforms (Coote 
& Percy, 2020).

Sustainability standards. Integrating climate and 
ecological commitments into planning codes 
institutionalises long-term hopeful visions of 
sustainable cities (Mazzucato, 2021).

5. Resilience and Adaptation Planning

Climate resilience initiatives. Proactive mea-
sures such as green infrastructure and na-
ture-based solutions embody ‘just resilience’ 
by ensuring vulnerable groups benefit most 
from adaptation (Meerow et al., 2016).

Economic and social resilience strategies. Em-
bedding social safety nets and community care 
systems prevents resilience from being framed 
as individual responsibility, instead rooting it 
in solidarity and public investment (Tronto, 
2013).

6. Innovative Governance Models

Co-governance models. Shared governance 
arrangements, such as participatory budgeting 
or citizen assemblies, materialise hope by re-
distributing authority and affirming collective 
agency (Fung, 2006; Wampler, 2007).

Digital participation platforms. When accessible 
and transparent, digital platforms can expand 

participation, though care must be taken 
to avoid reinforcing digital divides (Perkins, 
2007).

7. Monitoring, Evaluation, and Feedback 
Mechanisms

Progress indicators for hope. Indicators should 
track not only economic growth but equi-
ty, sustainability, and well-being (Sen, 2009, 
2014; UN-Habitat, 2020). Designing such 
measures requires a participatory definition of 
what ‘progress’ means to communities.

Feedback loops. Continuous evaluation and 
community input ensure planning remains 
adaptive and aligned with evolving collective 
visions, echoing Dewey’s pragmatist view 
of democracy as iterative and experimental  
(Dewey, 1946).
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1 1 . 1 .  M O R E - T H A N -
H U M A N  J U S T I C E

‘More-than-human justice’ extends spatial 
justice beyond human interests to include eco-
systems and non-human beings as entities whose 
flourishing matters and should have an impact on 
how we plan and govern space. This reframing 
draws on more-than-human geography, multispe-
cies ethics, and political ecology, which challenge 
anthropocentric planning and argue that urban 
life is co-produced by humans, infrastructures, 
and other species (Bennett, 2010; Haraway, 2016; 
Whatmore, 2002). In this view, urban design and 
regulation should recognise ecological interdepen-
dencies, reduce harm to more-than-human worlds, 
and cultivate conditions for multispecies cohabita-
tion and resilience (Houston et al., 2017; Wolch et 
al., 2014).

There are important cautions. First, ‘nature’ 
can be instrumentalised and green amenities, if 
not fairly planned and distributed, may produce 
displacement under ‘eco-gentrification’ (Angue-
lovski et al., 2018; Checker, 2011). Second, import-
ing more-than-human frames without engaging 
Indigenous legal orders risks erasing the very 
ontologies that inspired them (Todd, 2016) ‘More-
than-human’ approaches become another branding 
exercise, rather than substantive change. Third, 
balancing democratic accountability with represen-
tation for non-humans remains a live governance 
problem, despite the advances in many countries 
(Latour, 2004; O’Donnel & Talbot-Jones, 2018). 
These critiques push planners to design institu-
tions that take ecological claims seriously while 
protecting social equity.

I M P L I C A T I O N S  F O R  T H E  B U I L T 
E N V I R O N M E N T

Practical moves include habitat-sensitive 
standards, multispecies corridors, nature-based 
solutions for climate adaptation, and governance 
arrangements that assign duties of care to specific 
bodies, with transparent monitoring (Bulkeley et 
al., 2014; Mosisa et al., 2025). The test is not orna-
mental greenery, but measurable ecological integ-
rity alongside social inclusion (Wolch et al., 2014).

T H E  R I G H T S  O F  N A T U R E

The Rights of Nature (RoN) movement gives 
legal standing to ecosystems, sometimes also legal 
personhood, so their interests can be represent-
ed in court. This turn is visible in constitutional, 
statutory, and judicial innovations: Ecuador consti-
tutionalised nature’s rights in 2008 (Government 
of Ecuador, 2008); Colombia’s Constitutional Court 
recognised the Atrato River as a rights-bearing 
subject in 2016 (Government of Colombia, 2016); 
Aotearoa New Zealand recognised Te Awa Tupua 
(Whanganui River) as a legal person in 2017 (Gov-
ernment of New Zealand, 2017); Spain granted 
legal personality to the Mar Menor lagoon in 2022 
(Government of Spain, 2022). Academic assess-
ments argue that RoN can reshape environmental 
governance by shifting the burden from damage-
after-the-fact to duties of care and restoration 
(Boyd, 2017; Chapron et al., 2019; O’Donnel & 
Talbot-Jones, 2018).

Evidence is mixed. RoN may strengthen guard-
ianship and restoration funding where institutions 
are well designed and Indigenous co-governance 
is substantive (O’Donnel & Talbot-Jones, 2018; 
Ruru, 2018). Elsewhere, capacity gaps, political 
resistance, or conflicting development priori-
ties can blunt effectiveness (Kauffman & Martin, 



T H E  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E  H A N D B O O K1 6 2

1 1 . 2  S T R A T E G I E S 
A N D  T O O L S  F O R 
I M P L E M E N T I N G  M O R E -
T H A N - H U M A N  S P A T I A L 
J U S T I C E

E C O L O G I C A L  I M P A C T  A S S E S S M E N T S

Comprehensive environmental reviews. The use 
of Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) tools 
and, crucially for plans and programmes, Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) are instrumental 
to evaluate  the effects of spatial interventions on 
species, habitats, ecosystem functions, and cumu-
lative impacts, placing biodiversity and ecological 
integrity at the centre of decisions (Partidário, 
2007; Therivel, 2013). Jurisdictions can align with 
robust legal baselines such as the EU EIA/SEA 
Directives (Directive 2011/92/EU as amended by 
2014/52/EU; Directive 2001/42/EC)(European 
Union, 2001, 2011, 2014). Biodiversity-specif-
ic appraisal should reference CBD Aichi/Global 
Biodiversity Framework targets where applicable 
(CBD, 2024).

G R E E N  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  A N D 
U R B A N  E C O L O G Y

Biophilic design integrates nature-contact and mul-
tisensory ecological cues into buildings and neigh-
bourhoods to support human and non-human 
wellbeing (Beatley, 2011; Kellert et al., 2011).

Urban biodiversity strategies plan at landscape 
scale using green/blue infrastructure networks, 
ecological connectivity, and habitat patches, guid-

2021). Courts in India briefly recognised rights for 
the Ganga and Yamuna, but higher courts stayed 
implementation over liability and feasibility con-
cerns, illustrating the fragility of RoN without 
administrative scaffolding (BBC, 2017; O’Donnel 
& Talbot-Jones, 2018). Media and policy reporting 
on Whanganui and Mar Menor show how public 
debate and local mobilisation matter for durability 
(Álvarez, 2022; Roy, 2017).

P L A N N I N G  R E L E V A N C E
For spatial planning, RoN instruments can: re-

quire ecological impact tests akin to human-rights 
due diligence; appoint guardians with statutory 
powers; hard-wire restoration targets; and em-
bed Indigenous authority where relevant (Kotzé 
& French, 2018; O’Donnel & Talbot-Jones, 2018). 
The normative payoff is aligning land use, infra-
structure, and urban development with duties to 
living systems, while the equity test is ensuring 
these tools do not externalise costs onto already 
disadvantaged communities.
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ed by landscape ecology principles and species 
movement needs (Benedict et al., 2012; Forman, 
1995). In this framework, city strategies establish 
measurable targets for native species richness, 
structural diversity, and connectivity, drawing on 
assessments such as the Cities and Biodiversity 
Outlook (Elmqvist & Secretariat of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity, 2013).

P A R T I C I P A T O R Y  P L A N N I N G  W I T H 
E C O L O G I C A L  R E P R E S E N T A T I O N

Inclusive stakeholder engagement formalises roles 
for ecologists, conservation NGOs, and Indigenous 
peoples and local communities as knowledge-hold-
ers in co-management and planning, with attention 
to Free, Prior and Informed Consent where rele-
vant (Berkes, 2009; IPBES, 2019).

Community science initiatives support citizen/
community science for biodiversity monitoring 
and stewardship; these programmes demonstra-
bly build ecological data and civic capacity when 
well-designed (Bonney et al., 2009; Bonney et al., 
2015; Haklay, 2012).

R E G E N E R A T I V E  U R B A N 
D E V E L O P M E N T

Sustainable material use frameworks employ life-cy-
cle assessment and circular design to minimise 
toxicity, embodied carbon, and habitat damage 
across supply chains (European Commission, no 
date; Kirchherr et al., 2017; Weidema, 2014).

Regenerative design practices move beyond 
‘do less harm’ to designs that restore ecosystem 
functions, soil health, and hydrological cycles, and 
that create conditions for multispecies flourishing 
(European Commission, 2025; Mang & Haagard, 
2016; Mosisa et al., 2025).

L E G A L  A N D  P O L I C Y  F R A M E W O R K S

Rights of Nature legislation explore RoN 
instruments that create guardianship and 
legal standing for ecosystems, while assessing 
institutional capacity and equity implications 
(Chapron et al., 2019; O’Donnel & Talbot-Jones, 
2018; Ruru, 2018). This is amply illustrated by 
cases in Ecuador, Aotearoa New Zealand, and 
Colombia, 

Urban planning policies. Embed more-than-human 
principles through statutory green infrastructure 
policies, nature-based solutions standards, eco-
logical impact thresholds, and restoration duties 
tied to permits and plans (European Commission, 
2020).

E D U C A T I O N  A N D  A W A R E N E S S

Public awareness campaigns pair urban biodiversity 
initiatives with communication and stewardship 
programmes shown to enhance adoption and long-
term care (Elmqvist & Secretariat of the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity, 2013).

Professional development measures integrate eco-
logical design, biodiversity net gain, and justice 
frameworks into planning and architecture CPD, 
consistent with global guidance on sustainable and 
inclusive urbanisation (IPBES, 2019; UN-Habitat, 
2020).

T W O  C A U T I O N S  T O  P R E S E R V E 
J U S T I C E  W H I L E  G R E E N I N G

Avoid eco-gentrification. Green amenities can raise 
land values and displace vulnerable residents; an-
ti-displacement and tenure protections should be 
coupled to green investments (Anguelovski et al., 
2018; Checker, 2011).
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Measure what matters. Track ecological integrity 
and social equity together, e.g., species indica-
tors plus distributional access and affordability, 
so ‘green’ does not mask exclusion (Wolch et al., 
2014). 

1 1 . 3 . T H E  P L U R I V E R S E 
A N D  S P A T I A L  J U S T I C E
In the context of spatial planning, Arturo Escobar’s 
notion of the pluriverse offers a radical rethinking 
of how space, knowledge, and design are concep-
tualised. Developed most fully in Designs for the 
Pluriverse: Radical Interdependence, Autonomy, and 
the Making of Worlds (Escobar, 2018), the concept 
is grounded in the principle that ‘many worlds fit’, 
a direct critique of the universalising tendencies 
of modernity, capitalism, and Western develop-
ment paradigms. Rather than one world with many 
perspectives, the pluriverse recognises a world of 
many worlds, each with its own ontologies, epis-
temologies, and modes of co-existence (Escobar 
(Cadena & Blaser, 2018; Escobar, 2020).

This concept challenges the epistemic dominance 
of Western technocratic planning and invites a 
more plural, relational, and situated understanding 
of spatial justice. It foregrounds ontological diver-
sity: the coexistence of multiple ways of being and 
knowing that are entangled with specific territo-
ries, ecosystems, and cosmologies (Blaser, 2013; 
Porto-Gonçalves & Leff, 2015). In this light, spatial 
planning becomes a practice of negotiating among 
these diverse worlds rather than imposing a single, 
modernist vision of progress.

I M P L E M E N T I N G  T H E  P L U R I V E R S E  I N 
S P A T I A L  P L A N N I N G

Implementing the pluriverse within spatial plan-
ning requires decolonising planning practices, 
questioning Eurocentric epistemologies and 
creating space for Indigenous, Afro-descendant, 
and local knowledge systems. This means moving 
away from standardised, growth-oriented models 
towards practices that nurture territorial auton-
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omy and recognise communities’ right to define 
their own development pathways (Miraftab, 2009; 
Watson, 2014).

Participatory and Inclusive Planning. The pluriv-
ersal approach positions participatory planning as 
central to justice. It views participation not merely 
as consultation but as co-production of knowl-
edge, where local communities articulate their spa-
tial imaginaries and priorities. This resonates with 
traditions of insurgent and radical planning (Fried-
mann, 1987; Miraftab, 2009; Sandercock, 2003).

Ecological Sustainability and Relationality. The 
pluriverse extends spatial justice to the more-
than-human realm, insisting on ecological inter-
dependence as the basis of coexistence. Planning 
must therefore incorporate the relational ethics of 
Indigenous cosmologies, recognising rivers, forests, 
and animals as active participants in territorial life 
(Escobar, 2018; Kothari et al., 2019). This perspec-
tive overlaps with more-than-human justice and 
Rights of Nature debates (Haraway, 2016; O’Don-
nel & Talbot-Jones, 2018).

Cultural Plurality and Spatial Expression. Design-
ing for the pluriverse entails creating spaces that 
support multiple cultural identities and practices—
such as multicultural centres, community gardens, 
or urban commons—thus embedding diversity 
materially into the urban fabric (Fainstein, 2010; 
Sandercock, 2003).

Economic Alternatives. Escobar’s critique of 
‘extractive capitalism’ underlines the need for 
solidarity economies and forms of production that 
prioritise collective wellbeing, reciprocity, and care 
over profit (Gibson-Graham, 2006; Kothari et al., 
2019). Pluriversal planning thus links spatial justice 
to economic transformation, supporting local and 
cooperative initiatives that sustain community 
autonomy.

I N T E R S E C T I O N  W I T H  S P A T I A L 
J U S T I C E

The intersection between the pluriverse and 
spatial justice lies in their shared commitment 
to equity, recognition, and participation. Spatial 
justice aims to ensure fair access to resources and 
decision-making, while the pluriverse deepens this 
by insisting that justice must also be ontological, 
acknowledging multiple realities and relationships 
to land. Together they challenge the homogenising 
effects of globalisation, neoliberal urbanism, and 
technocratic planning (Roy, 2009; Soja, 2010). 
Planning for the pluriverse means not only redis-
tributing resources but also redistributing epis-
temic and political authority over how spaces are 
imagined and governed.

E X A M P L E S  A N D  A P P L I C A T I O N S

Community-led urban design. Initiatives such as 
participatory upgrading in favelas and informal 
settlements can, when well-executed, illustrate 
pluriversal design by aligning interventions with 
local cultural and ecological knowledge. The Fave-
la-Bairro (Neighbourhood Favela) programme, im-
plemented from the mid-1990s through the 2000s 
by the Rio de Janeiro municipal government with 
support from the Inter-American Development 
Bank (IDB), sought to integrate informal settle-
ments into the formal city through participatory 
upgrading rather than displacement. What makes 
Favela-Bairro relevant from a pluriversal perspec-
tive is not merely its participatory structure, but its 
attempt, albeit inconsistently realised, to work with 
local spatial logics and socio-ecological practices 
rather than overwrite them with technocratic stan-
dards (Brakarz & Aduan, 2004; Libertun & Osorio, 
2020; Riley et al., 2001). Critiques note its partial 
co-optation by neoliberal city branding (Fernandes, 
2011). Despite its drawbacks, Favela-Bairro 
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demonstrates how community-led urban design 
can embody pluriversal principles: recognising the 
favela as a legitimate world within the city, valuing 
its ecological and social intelligence, and co-pro-
ducing space through hybrid knowledge systems.

Territorial rights and Indigenous planning. Expe-
riences from Latin America, such as Colombia’s 
Planes de Vida and Bolivia’s plurinational constitu-
tional model demonstrate how Indigenous cosmol-
ogies can inform regional planning and governance 
(Perreault, 2015; Porto-Gonçalves & Leff, 2015).

Cultural and ecological corridors Urban biodiver-
sity and cultural corridors that integrate ecological 
restoration with spaces for cultural expression 
exemplify planning that is both ecological and 
pluriversal (Anguelovski et al., 2018).

Integrating the pluriverse into spatial planning and 
justice frameworks thus reorients practice from 
managing space to co-creating worlds. It asks 
planners to operate as facilitators of coexistence, 
negotiating between diverse ontologies, foster-
ing ecological and cultural interdependence, and 
nurturing autonomy. In doing so, the pluriverse 
provides a pathway toward cities and territories 
that are more inclusive, decolonial, and ecologically 
grounded.
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T O W A R D S  A  J U S T  C I T Y : 
R E F L E C T I O N S  A N D  A 
M A N I F E S T O
In the quest for Spatial Justice, the convergence 
of new governance styles that foster hope as a 
political action and embrace insurgent forms of 
planning that challenge neo-liberal forms of gov-
ernance brings a transformative path towards 
creating just cities. This approach means a depar-
ture from conventional, technocratic, top-down 
urban planning paradigms, advocating instead for 
participatory, inclusive, and responsive governance 
that empowers communities and values grassroots 
initiatives. 

Hope and collective imagination, as dynamic soci-
etal forces, drive this shift, motivating citizens to 
envision and work towards equitable urban fu-
tures. They fuel the belief that, through collective 
action and innovative governance, it is possible to 
overcome spatial injustices that marginalise and 
disenfranchise citizens. 

As we reflect on the journey towards spatial 
justice, it is clear that the integration of hope and 
alternative forms of planning within new gover-
nance models is not merely desirable but essential. 
This approach redefines the relationship between 
urban spaces and their inhabitants, fostering 
environments where equity, sustainability, and 
community thrive through practices of care and 
restoration of the planet and our relationships with 
one another. 

The call to action is clear: to build just cities, we 
must collectively commit to these principles, 
fostering an urban governance that is as adaptive, 
resilient, and diverse as the communities it serves. 
Through this commitment, the vision of just and 
inclusive cities becomes not just a hopeful aspira-
tion but an achievable reality.

R E F L E C T I N G  O N  T H E 
N E W  R O L E  O F  P L A N N E R S 
A N D  P O L I C Y M A K E R S
Within the transformative framework aimed at 
fostering hope and embracing alternative plan-
ning practices towards spatial justice, the roles of 
planners and policymakers evolve significantly. 
This new paradigm necessitates a shift to more 
collaborative, flexible, and community-centred 
roles. Planners and designers become facilitators 
of change, connectors, and co-creators rather than 
sole authors of urban futures.

F A C I L I T A T O R S  O F  C O M M U N I T Y 
E M P O W E R M E N T

Planners and policymakers must prioritise em-
powering communities to lead the charge in 
shaping their environments. This involves creating 
platforms for genuine participation and ensuring 
that all voices, especially those from marginalised 
groups, are heard and valued. It’s about facilitating 
processes where community insights and aspira-
tions directly influence planning decisions, thereby 
democratising urban development.

C O N N E C T O R S  B R I D G I N G  D I V E R S E 
S T A K E H O L D E R S

In their new role, planners and designers act as 
connectors, bridging gaps between various stake-
holders, including government entities, private 
sectors, non-profits, and community groups. By 
fostering partnerships and facilitating dialogue, 
they can create synergies that leverage the 
strengths and resources of different sectors to-
wards common goals of spatial justice and sustain-
able urban development.
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C O - C R E A T O R S  I N  U R B A N 
D E V E L O P M E N T

Adopting a co-creative approach, planners and 
designers work alongside communities and other 
stakeholders in the design and implementation of 
urban projects. This collaborative process ensures 
that development initiatives are grounded in local 
contexts and needs, leading to more effective and 
sustainable outcomes. Co-creation fosters a sense 
of ownership among all participants, enhancing the 
resilience and adaptability of urban spaces.

A D V O C A T E S  F O R  E Q U I T Y  A N D 
S U S T A I N A B I L I T Y

Planners and designers must also advocate for 
equity, sustainability, and justice within urban 
governance frameworks. This involves challenging 
entrenched power dynamics and advocating for 
policies and practices that prioritise the well-being 
of both human and non-human inhabitants. It re-
quires a commitment to questioning and reimagin-
ing existing systems to pave the way for more just 
and sustainable urban environments.

L I F E L O N G  L E A R N E R S  A N D 
I N N O V A T O R S

Finally, in this evolving landscape, planners and 
designers need to be lifelong learners, open to 
innovation and adaptation. The complexities of 
modern urban challenges necessitate a willingness 
to explore new ideas, learn from both successes 
and failures and continuously adapt strategies 
in response to changing conditions and insights. 
This learning mindset is crucial for navigating the 

uncertainties of the future and ensuring that urban 
development remains responsive to the needs of 
all inhabitants.

The shift towards hope and alternative planning 
practices in urban development calls for plan-
ners and designers to embrace these new roles, 
embodying flexibility, collaboration, and a deep 
commitment to justice and sustainability. By doing 
so, they can contribute to creating urban environ-
ments that not only meet the needs of the pres-
ent but are also resilient and equitable spaces for 
future generations.
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B U I L D I N G  C O A L I T I O N S 
F O R  C H A N G E
Building coalitions for change within the frame-
work of hope and alternative planning practices 
towards spatial justice requires strategic, inclusive, 
and empathetic approaches. These coalitions must 
bring together diverse stakeholders, including 
community groups, non-profits, academics, pol-
icymakers, and the private sector, united by the 
common goal of creating fair, sustainable, and just 
urban spaces. Key strategies to effectively build 
and sustain such coalitions include:

1 .  I D E N T I F Y  C O M M O N  G O A L S

Start by identifying shared goals and visions among 
potential coalition members. Even groups with di-
verse interests can find common ground in broader 
objectives like sustainability, equity, or community 
empowerment. Clear, shared goals provide a foun-
dation for collaboration and action.

2 .  F O S T E R  I N C L U S I V E  E N G A G E M E N T

Ensure the coalition-building process is inclusive, 
actively reaching out to and involving a wide range 
of stakeholders, especially those from marginalized 
or underrepresented communities. Use partici-
patory methods to engage community members, 
ensuring everyone has a voice in shaping the coali-
tion’s direction and priorities.

3 .  B U I L D  O N  E X I S T I N G  N E T W O R K S 
A N D  R E L A T I O N S H I P S

Leverage existing networks and relationships to 
foster trust and collaboration among potential 
coalition members. Building on the foundations 
of trust can accelerate the formation of effective 
coalitions and enhance their resilience.

4 .  E M P H A S I S E  I N T E R S E C T O R A L 
C O L L A B O R A T I O N

Encourage collaboration across sectors by high-
lighting the interdependent nature of urban chal-
lenges and the benefits of diverse perspectives 
and resources. Intersectoral collaboration can lead 
to innovative solutions that no single sector could 
achieve alone.

5 .  D E V E L O P  C L E A R 
C O M M U N I C A T I O N  C H A N N E L S

Establish clear and open channels of communica-
tion among coalition members to facilitate effec-
tive coordination, share information, and address 
conflicts constructively. Regular meetings, shared 
online platforms, and transparent decision-making 
processes can support this.

6 .  C R E A T E  A  F R A M E W O R K  F O R 
A C T I O N

Develop a clear framework for collective action 
that outlines roles, responsibilities, and strategies 
for achieving shared goals. This framework should 
be flexible enough to accommodate the dynamics 
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of coalition work while providing enough structure 
to guide concerted efforts.

7 .  C A P I T A L I S E  O N  D I V E R S E 
S T R E N G T H S

Recognise and capitalise on the diverse strengths, 
resources, and expertise that each member brings 
to the coalition. This may include community 
knowledge, academic research, policy influence, or 
financial resources, among other factors.

8 .  C E L E B R A T E  A C H I E V E M E N T S  A N D 
L E A R N  F R O M  S E T B A C K S

Regularly acknowledge and celebrate the coalition’s 
achievements to maintain motivation and momen-
tum. Equally important is the willingness to learn 
from setbacks, using them as opportunities to adapt 
strategies and strengthen the coalition’s resilience.

9 .  S U S T A I N  E N G A G E M E N T  T H R O U G H 
S H A R E D  V A L U E S

Keep the coalition engaged and motivated over 
time by emphasizing shared values and the ethi-
cal imperative of working towards spatial justice. 
Shared values can help sustain commitment even 
when faced with challenges or slow progress.

1 0 .  A D V O C A T E  F O R  S Y S T E M I C 
C H A N G E

Use the coalition’s collective voice to advocate for 
systemic changes in policies, practices, and societal 
norms that perpetuate spatial injustices. Effective 
advocacy can leverage the coalition’s diverse mem-
bership to speak powerfully on issues of common 
concern.

Building coalitions for change in the context of 
spatial justice requires a commitment to collab-
oration, diversity, and action. By uniting around 
shared goals and leveraging the strengths of a 
broad range of stakeholders, these coalitions can 
drive significant transformations in urban planning 
and governance, moving us closer to achieving fair, 
sustainable, and just cities.
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1. The Right to the City is the 
right to co-plan and co-design.

Spatial planners must learn to co-plan, 
co-design, and co-learn with citizens 
and stakeholders. Every citizen should 
have the capacity to help shape their 
city, and planners must understand how 
to facilitate this process with humility 
and respect.

2. The city belongs to all who con-
tribute to its life.

Planning professionals must recognise 
the rights, needs, and aspirations of all 
citizens, regardless of class, race, gen-
der, sexual orientation, gender identity, 
religion, or ability.

3. A city designed for the most 
vulnerable is a city that serves 
everyone.

Planning professionals must learn to 
cultivate empathy and recognise the 
interdependencies that bind society. 
Rather than celebrate competition or 
economic efficiency, planning and de-
sign should aim to strengthen collabo-
ration and care. A city that protects its 
most vulnerable residents becomes a 
good city for all.

4. The city is inclusive of all gen-
ders and sexual orientations.

Planning professionals must learn to 
design with and for women, LGBTQ+ 
people, and all those who wish to live 
safely and freely in the city. All citizens 
have the right to participate in planning, 
design, and governance.

5. The city belongs to all races and 
ethnicities, but justice requires 
recognition and repair.

Planning practice, education and re-
search must confront the spatial lega-
cies of racism and colonialism by em-
powering Black, Brown, Indigenous, and 
other marginalised communities to plan 
and design inclusive, welcoming cities.

6. Adequate housing is a human 
right.

No one should be homeless because 
housing is unaffordable. Planning pro-
fessionals must embrace innovative, 
community-based housing design and 
management. Housing affordability 
must be understood not only as cost 
but as access to a network of oppor-
tunities, services, and amenities that 
enable human flourishing.

A  M A N I F E S T O  F O R  A  J U S T I C E - O R I E N T E D 
P L A N N I N G  P R A C T I C E
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7. Environmental justice is es-
sential for human and planetary 
health.

Planning and design practice must place 
environmental and spatial justice, and 
the health of our planet, at the core of 
their actions. Clean air, safe water, re-
newable energy, and green spaces are 
public goods vital to public health and 
resilience.

8. The city is shared with other 
forms of life.

Recognising that humans, animals, 
plants, and ecosystems coexist within 
one living system, planning practice 
must embrace the ethics of more-than-
human justice and the principles of 
nature-based solutions.

9. The city is a commons.
Planning practice must highlight how 
urban spaces can provide shared re-
sources, public goods, and services 
accessible to all. The city should be 
understood as a collective endeavour 
and as a site of stewardship rather than 
extraction.

10. Planning and design must 
engage with diverse knowledge 
systems.

Planning practice and education must 
move beyond North-centric paradigms 
to engage with knowledge traditions 
from the Global South and from groups 
historically excluded from formal ex-
pertise (women, the elderly, children, 
people with disabilities, and minorities). 
Their tacit or explicit knowledge is part 
of a place’s cultural heritage.

11. The just city is a democratic 
city.

Planning and design are political acts. 
Planning practice must make its political 
nature explicit, showing how participa-
tory planning strengthens democracy. 
Planners, architects, and urban de-
signers must learn to create spaces of 
encounter, dialogue, and mutual under-
standing through co-design and active 
citizen engagement.
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Together, we are building the foundation 
for cities that not only meet the needs 
of their current inhabitants but also 
anticipate and adapt to the needs 
of future generations. Our collective 
journey towards spatial justice 
continues, and we look forward to the 
innovative solutions and collaborations 
that will emerge as we strive to make 
our urban spaces fairer for all.
https://just-city.org
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Spatial Justice in urban planning and design. As we 
present this work, we extend our deepest gratitude 
to all those who have contributed their knowledge, 
expertise, and passion to this project.

Special thanks are due to the European 
Commission, whose financial support through the 
research project "UP2030 Spatial Planning and 
Design Ready for 2030" has been indispensable. 
Their commitment to fostering innovative and sus-
tainable approaches to spatial planning and design 
is deeply appreciated and has been a guiding light 
for our work.

We are particularly grateful to the Centre for 
the Just City and our colleague, Caroline Newton, 
whose insights, dedication, and unwavering support 
have significantly enriched the content and vision of 
this manual. Caroline's expertise and commitment to 
spatial justice have been invaluable in shaping the 
direction and outcomes of our work.

We must acknowledge the intellectual contribu-
tion of Professor Vincent Nadin to this manual, espe-
cially his expertise on spatial planning processes and 
comparative planning studies. Vincent is always an 
inspiration and an intellectual guide for us at TU Delft.

Our heartfelt appreciation also goes to the coor-
dination team of the UP2030 project—Trinidad, 
Catalina, Leon, and Nilo. Their leadership, coordi-
nation, and diligent efforts have been central to the 
success of this project. Their ability to bring toge-
ther diverse perspectives and expertise has not only 
facilitated the smooth progression of the project 
but has also ensured that our collective endeavours 
remain aligned with our core mission of promoting 
spatial justice.

Furthermore, we wish to acknowledge the contri-
butions of all researchers, practitioners, and commu-
nity members who have engaged with us throughout 
this project. Your experiences, challenges, and victo-
ries have been instrumental in shaping the practical 
and theoretical foundations of this manual.

Lastly, we extend our thanks to the readers 
and future users of this manual. Your commitment 
to applying the principles of spatial justice in your 
work and communities is crucial for creating more 
equitable, sustainable, and inclusive urban environ-
ments. We hope that this manual serves as a valuable 
resource in your endeavours and inspires continued 
efforts towards achieving spatial justice worldwide.

Together, we are building the foundation for cities 
that not only meet the needs of their current inhabi-
tants but also anticipate and adapt to the needs of 
future generations. Our collective journey towards 
spatial justice continues, and we look forward to 
the innovative solutions and collaborations that will 
emerge as we strive to make our urban spaces fai-
rer for all.
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Centre
for the

Just City

T H E  C E N T R E  F O R  T H E 
J U S T  C I T Y

The Centre for the Just City was foun-
ded at the Faculty of Architecture and the 
Built Environment at the Delft University of 
Technology in response to the pressing challen-
ges of rampant social inequalities affecting urban 
spaces’ cohesion and sustainability.

Recognising the vital need to address these 
issues, the Centre emerged as a platform for 
research, education, and outreach activities to 
create just cities.

Since its inception, the Centre has been at 
the forefront of bridging theory and practice, 
fostering collaborations, and influencing poli-
cies and actions that contribute to making cities 
equitable, sustainable, and inclusive.

Our values are Equity, Respect, Excellence 
and Diversity

We believe in fostering cities and communi-
ties where opportunities and resources are dis-
tributed fairly and every individual’s rights and 
dignity are upheld.

We are committed to cultivating a culture 
of mutual respect, recognising and valuing the 
diversity of perspectives, and encouraging dia-
logue and understanding.

Our commitment to excellence drives our 
research, education, and outreach efforts, 
ensuring rigour, innovation, and impact.

Embracing diversity in all its forms, we value 
the plurality of experiences, cultures, and ideas 
as essential components of creating inclusive 
and just urban environments.

H T T P S : / / J U S T - C I T Y . O R G
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UP2030
Spatial Planning &

Design Ready

U P 2 0 3 0
The UP2030 supportS cities in driving the 

socio-technical transitions required to meet their 
climate neutrality targets by leveraging urban 
planning and design. Within the project city 
stakeholders and local authorities are suppor-
ted and guided to put neutrality on the map of 
their communities in day-to-day actions and 
strategic decisions.  An innovative methodo-
logy (5UP-approach) was developed and applied 
through the implementation of science-based - 
yet practical - tools, and methods. 

Inclusive participation is key throughout the 
project’s full cycle of activities so that real needs 
of communities are reflected in the city-specific 
visions, and co-designed interventions maximise 
delivery of co-benefits. As such, UP2030 has a 
measured positive impact on spatial justice in the 
pilots, and giveS the opportunity to citizens to 
participate in the transition by becoming agents 
of change themselves through their sustainable 
behavioural shifts.
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E M P O W E R I N G 
C O M M U N I T I E S  T O  C O -
C R E A T E  E Q U I T A B L E , 
S U S T A I N A B L E ,  A N D 
I N C L U S I V E  U R B A N 
F U T U R E S .

The Spatial Justice Handbook, developed 
by the Centre for the Just City at TU Delft, is a 
flagship output of the UP2030 Spatial Planning 
and Design Ready for 2030 project, funded by 
the European Union under the Horizon Europe 
programme. Produced within Work Package 
3, it complements the TU Delft Spatial Justice 
Benchmarking Tool, forming a coherent fra-
mework for embedding justice in urban deve-
lopment and guiding European cities towards 
fair, inclusive, and climate-neutral futures.

The handbook recognises that sustainability 
transitions cannot be achieved without social 
and spatial justice. It responds to one of the key 
challenges of the European Green Deal and the 
New European Bauhaus: ensuring that urban 
transformations are not only sustainable and 
innovative but also equitable and democratic. It SU
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offers policymakers, planners, researchers, and 
citizens a practical and conceptual resource to 
integrate justice into urban design, governance, 
and spatial decision-making.

Drawing on the latest interdisciplinary 
research and collaborative practice across 
Europe, the handbook bridges theory and imple-
mentation. It translates complex ethical and phi-
losophical ideas into actionable strategies and 
tools that support participatory and inclusive 
urban governance. The publication is grounded 
in the conviction that spatial justice extends 
beyond access to services or equitable distribu-
tion of resources. It also concerns recognition, 
representation, and participation in shaping the 
spaces people inhabit. This aligns with the work 
of critical theorist Nancy Fraser and forms the 
foundation of the handbook’s tripartite structure.

The handbook engages with key frameworks 
that have transformed planning thought, inclu-
ding Arturo Escobar’s concept of the pluriverse, 
which encourages context-sensitive and cultu-
rally diverse approaches to urban transitions, and 
Patsy Healey’s theory of communicative planning, 
which emphasises deliberation, dialogue, and 
collective learning. These ideas are enriched by 
perspectives from critical urbanism, feminist 
theory, decolonial thought, and the expanding 
field of infrastructure justice.

Building on these theoretical foundations, the 
Spatial Justice Handbook provides a diverse set 
of practical tools and methodologies for operatio-
nalising justice in urban contexts. These include 
participatory mapping and co-design approa-
ches, distributive equity assessment frameworks, 

digital platforms for citizen engagement, and 
experimental applications of new technologies 
such as digital twins and the metaverse to foster 
collaborative visioning and scenario planning. The 
emphasis is always on empowering local com-
munities and institutions to co-create equitable 
spatial solutions.

The handbook advocates for urban space as 
a key arena for achieving social cohesion, envi-
ronmental resilience, and democratic renewal. 
It argues that equitable transitions depend on 
recognising the interdependence between social 
justice and environmental sustainability. In this 
sense, spatial justice becomes both a guiding 
principle and a practical approach for achieving 
the objectives of the European Green Deal, the 
Sustainable Development Goals—especially SDG 
11 on sustainable cities and communities—and 
the EU’s mission for climate-neutral and smart 
cities.

Through its clear structure, interdiscipli-
nary approach, and forward-looking vision, the 
Spatial Justice Handbook equips a wide range of 
stakeholders with the concepts, methods, and 
examples needed to implement just urban trans-
formations. It stands as both a pedagogical and 
policy-relevant contribution, inviting planners, 
policymakers, and citizens to work collaborati-
vely towards cities that are inclusive, resilient, 
and reflective of Europe’s democratic values.

By bridging theory and practice, the han-
dbook advances the idea that spatial justice is not 
an abstract goal but a practical pathway towards 
more equitable, sustainable, and participatory 
urban futures across Europe and beyond.
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SPATIAL JUSTICE 
HANDBOOK

This handbook serves as a comprehensive 
guide to understanding and applying spatial 
justice principles in spatial planning proces-
ses, aiming to create equitable, inclusive, and 

sustainable urban environments. 

The transformation of society presupposes 
a collective ownership and management of 

space founded on the permanent participation 
of the “interested parties,” with their multi-
ple, varied, and even contradictory interests. 
It thus also presupposes confrontation […].


