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Abstract 

Urban public spaces are the loci of complex interactions among varied sectors of the 

society, containing stakeholders within the general public, the private sector, and state 

institutions. They are utilised for a wide range of activities where the diversity and 

liveliness, yet also the complexities, of urban life are demonstrated.  

The nature, use, and production of today’s urban public spaces have changed. Twenty-

first-century urban spaces are intensely used and the rights to the spaces are more 

contested compared to those of their counterparts in the previous century. In addition, a 

number of functional, economic, social, political, and managerial factors, challenges, and 

changes have transformed urban public spaces:  population growth, the rise of 

neoliberalism in urban centres, under-management of public spaces, and political unrest, 

among others. These changes led to the private sector’s widespread engagement in the 

production and management of public spaces, once an exclusive / expected responsibility 

of governments. 

The private sector’s engagement in urban public space provision and management has 

divided urban scholars. Mainstream literature labels this intervention as privatisation of 

public spaces that has undermined the essentials of public spaces: the publicness, 

authenticity, and social diversity. Others argue that private sector engagement in public 

space provision is expanding the range of place options to the growing urban population 

and can act as an enabler. In the wake of enough empirical investigation into the effects 

of changes in public space production on the qualities of public spaces, the conundrum 

has continued.  

This thesis extends the conceptualisation of public space governance (PSG) to shed light 

on the implications of public space production and management for the experience of 

place. It develops and applies a public space governance framework (PSGF) to 

empirically investigate two public spaces in the Australian city of Brisbane - the Queen 

Street Mall (QSM) and South Bank Parklands (SBP). Both case study areas have notable 

engagement of the private sector in their governance, although through varied 

arrangements.  

The PSGF is underpinned by four major components: 1) governance structure; 2) actors 

and stakeholders; 3) governing tools; and 4) governing tasks. There is a twofold 

evaluative component attached to this framework: substantive and procedural 
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evaluations. The procedural evaluation takes into account the characteristics of good 

governance arrangements, whereas the substantive one looks into urban design qualities 

including publicness and sociability of the place. The substantive evaluation in this thesis 

has been conducted through users’ perspectives via developing an index for measuring 

experiential qualities (EQs) of comfort, diversity and vitality, inclusiveness, and image 

and likeability. 

This thesis employs mixed methods research (MMR) to empirically collect data. Twelve 

semi-structured interviews with stakeholders including managers, planners, and policy 

makers, and 286 intercept surveys of users were conducted as the principal methods of 

data collection in this research. Document analysis and expert observation were 

additionally employed with the aim of data triangulation.  

The findings showed that EQs were more affected by the urban political economy of the 

case study areas rather than merely by the private sector’s involvement. Nuances of the 

distribution of rights and responsibilities, public participation in decision making, and 

strategic directions and the visions of the governance matter significantly. Reflected in 

the governance arrangements of the case study areas, these factors were influential in how 

management regimes and policies respond to the needs and expectations of the users. The 

private sector engagement in public space provision does not impact the experiential 

qualities in the same way. 

In terms of the EQ of comfort, in QSM, as place with a strong commercial image, users 

expressed their needs for more comfortability in the shape of more seating, more drinking 

fountains, and more vegetation and shade—essentials for a pleasant pause in a public 

place. Yet, the governance in QSM was not adequately responding to these needs, leading 

to the conclusion that QSM was as comfortable for users as a good commercial 

thoroughfare was, where people were encouraged to move around, window-shop, and 

purchase things to meet their needs even if it was simply quenching their thirst. In SBP, 

the policies and strategies of governance encouraged spending long hours in the precinct 

and accordingly seating, vegetation, and amenities for long stays were provided.  

In terms of inclusiveness, in a public space like QSM, even with its dominant public 

agency, Brisbane City Council (BCC) in governance, people were more likely to feel 

controlled and watched because of the high level of economic and political interests at 

stake. Besides, the findings acknowledged that collective images and cultural means that 

are formed, maintained, and promoted by institutionalised governance play a crucial role 
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in user exclusion through symbolising what types of activities, users, and behaviours are 

deemed acceptable. BBC and Brisbane Marketing promoted QSM as a shopping mecca 

for citizens and tourists, and South Bank Corporation envisaged SBP as a relaxing urban 

park with high-end restaurants. These promotional images, beside extensive branding and 

commerciality, could make lower socioeconomic groups feel excluded. 

The findings revealed that diversity in QSM and to some extent in SBP was carefully 

designed and controlled through soft regulations and policies. This resulted in lesser 

playfulness of the environment and more formality. 

This research makes a significant theoretical contribution by bridging the gap between 

processes of shaping and managing public spaces—the governance— and urban design 

qualities expected from good public spaces. Moreover, the quality measurements 

substantially build on users’ perspectives to fill a gap in public space evaluation studies 

which are preoccupied by expert-centric methods. This research highlights policy areas 

in need of improvement in regard to governing in urban public spaces. Further research 

might explore differences in behaviour of varied public space governance typologies, 

specifically in relation to important challenges facing today’s urban environments such 

as climate change, (fear of) terrorism, concerns about the epidemic of a sedentary 

lifestyle, and / or sustainability, and in different political economies.  
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 Chapter One 

Introduction 

1.1 Introduction  

This dissertation investigates the implications of governance in urban public spaces and its 

impacts on users’ experiences of the place. The aim of the research is to provide a better 

understanding of the ways successful public spaces—where people love to go and spend quality 

time—can be created and managed. This research sheds light on the links between procedural 

and substantive dimensions of urban public spaces, through empirical research and by 

extending discourses of public space governance. It provides a better understanding of the 

complexity and dynamics of power, actors’ relations, and governing instruments in the process 

of production, management, and reproduction of urban public spaces. In doing so, the 

researcher scrutinises users’ evaluations of experiential qualities (EQs)—urban design qualities 

as experienced by humans plus perceptions, and managerial aspects—of two varied urban 

public spaces, an inner-city green space and a pedestrianised street, and their governance 

arrangements. Applying pragmatism in methodology, the research employs a mix of qualitative 

and quantitative methods such as semi-structured interviews, document analysis, surveys, and 

observation to collect data. The empirical research is undertaken in two case study areas in the 

Australian city of Brisbane, South Bank Parklands (SBP) and Queen Street Mall (QSM).  

This dissertation has a different shape and structure from conventional theses; it has been 

prepared as a series of published and unpublished papers following the guidelines on “inclusion 

of papers within the thesis”, outlined by Griffith University (see Appendix A). Chapters One 

(Introduction), Two (Literature Review), Three (Methodology), Seven (Procedural Evaluations 

of Public Space Governance), and Eight (Conclusion) have not been considered for publication 

whereas Chapters Four, Five, and Six have been published or submitted for publication. 

Consequently, varied formatting is inevitable as published papers comply with journal 

guidelines. Each publication focuses on a different aspect of the research objective; research 

design ensures that the dissertation’s narrative is coherent and unified. In the following pages, 

the rationale, research questions and aims, research contribution, and the structure of the thesis 

are outlined.  
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 Key concepts 

Before going any further, it is necessary to clarify the meaning of some key concepts that have 

frequently been used in this dissertation as they might expose different meanings to different 

readers. 

1.1.1.1 Urban public space  

UPS is understood as a typology of public space with particular characteristics. Like other types 

of public space, it is freely accessible to everyone; it can be utilised by individuals for personal 

or communal purposes insofar as others’ rights to use the space are not compromised or 

threatened; and it is managed to some degree (publicly or privately) through formal government 

arrangements. In addition to these characteristics, UPS is also a contested space because of its 

political economy significance (Cuthbert, 2006). It is invested with a sense of civic spirit and 

can be used for political purposes and gatherings.  

From an economic perspective, UPSs are consumed intensively because of the multiplicity of 

stakeholders. Public space “co-consumption” is generally non-rivalrous unless it surpasses the 

congestion threshold (Webster, 2007, p. 82). There are typically stakeholder-group and 

intragroup rivalries in UPSs where stakeholders attempt to maximise their own benefits. This 

dissertation understands UPS as a place in which multiple beneficiaries from different sectors 

challenge one another for more gain which depending on their institutional motivation, can be 

economic, political, and/or social etc. Examples of UPSs are plazas, urban parks, pedestrianised 

streets, street malls, and city squares. 

1.1.1.2 Governance and institutionalised governance 

The term governance has been broadly used in academic literature, administration, and public 

policy arenas (Callanan, 2005). Governance marks a shift from a conventional way of 

governing known as government to a more efficient and effective model, a new process of 

governing through a network of actors (Pierre, 1999; Rhodes, 2007). In urban studies, it is used 

to describe:  

1. the mechanisms through which varied actors beyond formal government such as 

private organisations, civil society, not-for-profit agencies and other known and 

unknown actors execute their authority and power over decision-making for urban 
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areas; collectively coordinate and control the urban affairs; and implement policies 

and strategies to achieve defined objective (Pierre, 2005);  

2. the governing structure and the links between the institutional actors; and  

3. the instruments and methods of governing (Rhodes, 2007).  

Governance through network of actors can take different forms and depending on the context 

might be more regulated and formal or less regulated and informal. Institutionalised 

governance is a type of governance where relationships between actors and the participation of 

actors in decision-making are more regulated and formally shaped mostly through a special 

institution(s) in charge which is beyond the conventional government departments (Hendriks, 

2014). 

1.1.1.3 Institutional innovation 

Governance is sometimes institutionalised through creating new institutions and redistributing 

power and authority beyond existing structures (Hendriks, 2014). Such innovative arrangement 

is impacted by local conditions and differs based on autonomy devolved to the institution(s) 

by the government or state. In this dissertation, institutional innovation in public space 

governance refers to the arrangements and institution(s) specifically created to steer and 

coordinate development and/or ongoing use in a public space, with a high level of authority 

and strong links to the private sector.  

1.2 Rationale 

Urban public spaces stage the individual and collective activities of the users. They have the 

potential to make significant contributions to the social, cultural, environmental, physiological 

and economic wellbeing of people (Carmona, Tiesdell, Heath, & Oc, 2010; Gehl, 2010; Talen, 

2008). However, a contemporary (2018) UPS is generally the loci of complex interactions 

between citizens, the private, and public sectors. This is embedded in the nature of public 

spaces as they are built for the use of all, although based on varied levels of authority and 

power. The profitability of urban spaces along with functional, social, and political factors have 

caused the rights to develop and use UPSs to be contested, in particular in cities with influential 

urban political economy. This reading has two important outcomes. First, it is argued that the 

tendency of one stakeholder to intensively use public space—as a win against other 
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stakeholders—can lead to the tragedy of the urban commons2. In the case of UPS, the tragedy 

of the urban commons may not be easily identifiable as stakeholders have distinctive and more 

often contradictory motivations, purposes, and agendas. The institutionally different 

stakeholders (public, private, and the state) potentially have conflictual interests in the public 

spaces they use. For instance, a residential property owner adjacent to a UPS aspires for a 

different level of pedestrian flow, space design, or control than its commercial counterpart. 

There are also intra-group conflicts between stakeholders (such as gender or inter-generational 

conflicts among public space users or competition among surrounding businesses or retailers) 

(Carmona, De Magalhães, & Hammond, 2008; Pospech, 2013). Second, the rivalry between 

stakeholders has affected the production and consequently the qualities, of UPSs (Ellin, 2006) 

that is the unprecedented engagement of private sector in the development and management of 

UPSs through varied incentive or partnership mechanisms. 

Since the mid-20th Century, urban public spaces have been criticised for being in decline and 

failing to address peoples’ needs. The instigators and principal proponents of this backlash 

were urbanists such as Jane Jacobs (1961), Christopher Alexander (Alexander et al., 1977) 

William H. Whyte (1980), and Jan Gehl (1996 first published in 1971). In the 1960s and 70s 

there was widespread negligence towards pedestrian experiences, and many public spaces 

lacked the necessary infrastructure that could encourage sociality. Modernism and car-

dependent developments, as the then ubiquitous paradigms of architecture and urban planning, 

were rightly blamed for this failure. According to the modernism doctrine, cities were deemed 

as places for work and not for recreation, visitation, or socialisation (CIAM manifest). These 

activities were located in suburbia. Streets and urban spaces were designed to provide and 

prioritise vehicular movement over pedestrian activities. In the course of the following decades, 

more urban scholars attempted to draw the attention of authorities and decision makers to 

public space as an important element of cities. The focus, however, was on physical and 

perceptual aspects of public spaces and accounts of public space production in the bigger 

picture of political economy and institutionalisation of public affairs were less debated and 

                                                 
2 Webster (2007, pp. 82–83) states that the tragedy of the urban commons has two types: (1) buildings are 

taking up most of the urban open space and (2) the open spaces are over consumed. 
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investigated. The production and management of public spaces were mostly considered to be 

the responsibility of governments. 

Nevertheless, the ways public spaces are produced have changed; and the challenges of today’s 

place-shaping have led to considerable presence of the private sector in public space provision 

and management. Urban designers, planners, and city authorities struggle to address major 

challenges facing today’s urban public spaces and eventually to create democratic, meaningful, 

authentic, sustainable, egalitarian, and lively public spaces (Carr, Francis, Rivlin, & Stone, 

1992; Marcus & Francis, 1998). Political uprisings, growing consumption, and safety and 

security issues in the era of international terrorism have put extra pressure on the management 

of urban public spaces. Rapid urbanisation and a growing urban population (more than 50% of 

the world’s population) now live in urban areas, and it is predicted that more than two thirds 

will be living in these areas by 2050 (United Nations, 2014). This has resulted in demand for 

more quality public spaces. In addition, many existing urban public spaces are in need of 

improvement. As a remedy, the private sector has been largely engaged in urban public space 

shaping (Carmona, 2014b; Ellin, 2006). This has caused new challenges with the governance 

of public spaces such as new distribution of power and rights; and has had implications for the 

qualities of place.  

Over the last three decades, the private sector’s involvement with public space provision and 

management has grown considerably. Today, a large number of urban public spaces around 

the world are shaped through partnerships between multiple stakeholders and actors such as 

public organisations and private entities, in complex arrangements (Banerjee, 2001; 

Madanipour, 2010). Public space provision is not a sole responsibility of governments. Almost 

all of the added public spaces in the post-war American downtown areas have been provided 

by the private sector (Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1993). In Australia, UK, New Zealand, 

and many European countries private enterprises are involved in public space delivery or 

management. Apart from broader transformations in political economy and technology, the rise 

of neoliberalism that sees good urban design and public spaces profitable (Carmona, 2001), the 

global competition between cities for attracting more skilled workers (Florida, 2002), and 

shortages in governmental budgets for public spaces (De Magalhães & Carmona, 2009) have 

been among grounds for such growth.  
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Mainstream literature on the politics of urban public spaces has dissented from private sector 

involvement and labelled it as privatisation. Scholars have argued that such spaces are not truly 

public or at best are pseudo public spaces that cannot replace genuine public spaces (Boyer, 

1993; Kohn, 2004; Sennett, 1992; Sorkin, 1992). The critics have argued that private provision 

of public spaces results in a loss of authenticity and identity (Madanipour, 2003), 

compromising publicness (Low & Smith, 2006), decreasing socialisation, and unleashing 

consumerism—the end of public space as Sorkin (1992) called it. In this scenario, over-design, 

over-management, and over-regulation—too much attention—is problematic. Others, 

however, have mentioned that the private provision of public spaces may be a potential 

resolution to the challenges facing public spaces and may create more quality public spaces 

(Banerjee, 2001; Carmona & Wunderlich, 2012; De Magalhães, 2010). 

Nevertheless, both policy makers and scholars seem to lack a holistic understanding of the 

dynamics and complexities of rights and responsibilities in institutionalised public spaces, and 

the effects place shaping processes can have on outcomes. Institutionalised public spaces,  In 

the absence of theories that can explain how private engagement in public space governance 

can be achieved with minimum negative effects on fundamental qualities of public spaces, the 

conundrum of creating quality public spaces continues to exist. The literature on the procedural 

dimension of public spaces, which mostly covers issues of public space management, falls 

short of providing a holistic approach to this deficiency. Public space management is defined 

as “the set of processes and practices that ensure public space can fulfil all its legitimate roles, 

whilst managing the interactions among, and impacts of, those multiple functions in a way that 

is acceptable to its users” (De Magalhães & Carmona, 2009, p. 112). This line of enquiry does 

not address the complexity and multiplicity of stakeholders, their motivations and interests, 

and their relationship. Concerns on who decides about the legitimate uses of the place, how 

acceptability is defined and by whom, who are the users and whether they have a chance to 

participate in decision-making processes, cannot be effectively argued from the public space 

management perspective (Rakodi, 2003; Ruhanen, Scott, Ritchie, & Tkaczynski, 2010). 
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Divided debates on the substantive and procedural dimensions3 of urban public spaces need a 

bridging holistic theory. A theory that can explain the complexity and dynamics of today’s 

public spaces; recognise actors and stakeholders engaged in the shaping process; and relate to 

outcomes produced out of it. Public space governance, this research argues, has the potential 

to play such a role. Nevertheless, public space governance is an emerging concept that needs 

empirical data, practical frameworks and models, articulate conceptualisation, and clarification 

of its multiple dimensions, challenges, and applicability. This dissertation takes a step towards 

making a case in this direction.  

1.3 Research aim, objectives and questions  

This research sets out to investigate the implications of governance in urban public spaces with 

a specific focus on users’ experience. The aim is to contribute to better understanding of the 

ways successful public spaces—spaces people love to attend and engage in—can be created 

and managed. Under this aim, the first objective is to shed light on the links between the 

procedural and substantive dimensions of public spaces through discourses of public space 

governance and empirical research. The second objective is to examine the effects of 

institutional innovation in public place-shaping on qualities of public spaces as perceived by 

users. The third objective is to provide a better understanding of the complexity and dynamics 

of power, actors’ relationships, and governing instruments in the process of production, 

management, and reproduction of large-scale urban public spaces through a holistic approach. 

These objectives are realised through two major steps: 

• First, an exploratory literature review is conducted to examine the current approaches, 

models, and theories and their applicability. Gaps in both substantive and procedural 

dimensions of public spaces are identified. Borrowing concepts and theories from urban 

                                                 
3 The debate on dichotomy of substantive and procedural theories began in 1970s with the work of Faludi 

(1973). Faludi argued that planning theories were mostly procedural or should have been procedural (in 

contrast to design-based fields such as architecture and urban design whose theories were largely considered 

substantive and outcome-oriented). Lang (1987) developed Faludi’s typology in relation to architectural and 

urban design studies and proposed a quadripartite model of design where design theories could be 

positive/normative procedural, or positive/normative substantive. The public space scholarship as the core of 

urban design discipline (Carmona, 2014c) has been more obsessed with the substantive dimensions.   
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governance literature, this step leads to developing an overarching conceptual 

framework that guides this research.  

• Second, the conceptual frameworks, developed in step one, are applied to two case 

study areas. Applicability, limitations, and potentials of the frameworks are analysed. 

Data collection includes: interviews with case study stakeholders, such as managers, 

developers, community members, activists etc.; document and media outlet analysis; 

users intercept surveys; and researcher observations.  

Building on these tasks, the contribution of this dissertation is threefold. First, it provides a 

deeper insight into public space shaping through political economy and institutional analysis. 

It advances the theoretical foundation of public space governance and provides a holistic 

approach to place shaping. Second, the findings of this research will be of interest to public 

place makers in particular, and urban planners and decision makers engaged in urban 

development, in the broader sense. The outcomes of the case study analysis shed light on the 

long-discussed effects of private sector engagement on the social qualities of public spaces. 

The proposed instruments and frameworks have the potential to be applied to larger scales of 

development. Third, the research makes a methodological contribution to the ways 

experimental qualities of public spaces are measured. With little modification, the 

questionnaire designed in this research can be applied to other case study areas.  

Research question:  

This dissertation addresses one major research question: 

What are the implications of institutionalised governance in urban public 

spaces for the experiential qualities (EQs) of place? 

This major research question has been broken down to the following sub questions: 

1. How can today’s public spaces be examined in regard to their shaping and 

management processes, as well as their qualities? 

2. How are public spaces governed—shaped, managed, and controlled—and what 

roles do the private sector and the public play? 
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3. How do people evaluate experiential qualities in urban public spaces with 

multiple stakeholders and institutionalised governance arrangements? 

1.4 Thesis structure 

As discussed in the beginning of this chapter, this thesis has been structured as a series of 

published and unpublished papers following the guidelines on “inclusion of papers within the 

thesis”, outlined by Griffith University (see Appendix A). This has been done through eight 

chapters. This first chapter has introduced the identified gap, research problem, objectives, and 

contributions of the thesis. The remainder of the thesis is composed of four sections: (1) 

Literature Review (Chapter Two); (2) Methodology (Chapter Three); (3) Results (Chapters 

Four, Five, and Six); and (4) Discussion and Conclusions (Chapters Seven and Eight). Chapters 

Four and Six have been prepared as standalone manuscripts for two peer reviewed journals. 

They differ in formatting details such as referencing style; and there are occasional repetitions 

in the literature review and methodology which is inevitable given the requirements of a journal 

paper. Chapter Five has been submitted to a reputable journal. The details of these publications 

are as follows: 

• Zamanifard, H., Alizadeh, T., & Bosman, C. (2018). Towards a framework of public 

space governance. Cities. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.02.010 (Chapter Four). 

• Zamanifard, H., Alizadeh, T., & Bosman, C. (submitted). (Re)Claiming the Urban 

Public Space through Public Space Governance Analysis: A Case Study from Brisbane 

(Chapter Five). 

• Zamanifard, H., Alizadeh, T., Bosman, C., & Coiacetto, E. (2018). Measuring 

experiential qualities of urban public spaces: users’ perspective. Journal of Urban 

Design. https://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2018.1484664 

The conference papers below stemmed from this research. However, they were not included in 

this thesis as a full publication.  

• Zamanifard, H., Alizadeh, T., Coiacetto, E., & Sipe, N. (2016). Why Some Places Do 

Better than Others: A Closer Look at Urban Public Space Management. Presented at 

the 9th International Urban Design Conference, Canberra: Association for 

Sustainability in Business Inc. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2018.1484664
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• Zamanifard, H., Alizadeh, T., & Bosman, C. (2018). Planning public spaces for 

people socialisation: Let’s get the governance right first. Presented at the AESOP 

Congress 2018, Gothenburg, Sweden: Association of European Schools of Planning. 

 Section one: literature review 

This section is laid out in Chapter Two and focuses on the urban public space literature. The 

chapter has three main components. The first component examines the state of today’s UPSs 

in empirical studies and evaluations. It identifies challenges and changes to how we 

conceptualise UPS today. The purpose of this examination is to put the research problem in the 

context of existing studies. The second component looks into the overarching dimensions and 

definitions of UPS, and the existing literature that might be useful to explain today’s state of 

UPSs. The implication is that the UPS mainstream literature is divided between substantive 

and procedural dimensions, and the conundrum of approach or paradigm still exists. While 

theories and conceptions of substantive dimension are well established—the good public space 

is already theorised—the procedural dimension—how a good public space is achieved and 

sustained—is somewhat ambiguous. Indeed, existing theories do not help with today’s 

changing public spaces. Building on this platform, the third component draws on a growing 

literature that urges a more holistic approach to urban public spaces, an approach that unifies 

both dimensions. This leads to a proposal for a public space governance framework (PSGF) in 

response to sub-research question one. This framework is used as the theoretical basis in the 

remainder of the research. 

 Section two: methodology 

Section two (Chapter Three) provides detailed description of the methodology adopted for this 

research. It begins with the author’s overarching worldview on research where pragmatic 

methodology is selected as the closest research paradigm to the researcher’s worldview. It leads 

to mixed methods research (MMR). The chapter introduces the case study areas and provides 

contextual and background information. This is followed by a discussion on methods of data 

collection, including both primary and complementary methods used to triangulate data. Data 

collection included surveys, semi-structured interviews, observation, and documentary 

evidence. Drawing on the literature review in Chapter Two and PSGF, an analytical framework 
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is proposed and the survey questionnaire is developed to form a public space experiential 

quality index (PSEQI). Limitations and delimitations of the study are discussed in the last part 

of the methodology chapter. 

 Section three: results 

This section is composed of Chapters Four, Five, and Six. Chapter Four comprises a journal 

paper on the public space governance framework and its application in South Bank Parklands 

(SBP), Brisbane, one of the case study areas. Chapter Five presents the application of the PSGF 

in analysing the governance arrangements in Queen Street Mall (QSM), Brisbane which is the 

second case study area. Chapters Four and Five collectively address sub-research question two. 

Chapter Six presents a paper on measuring EQs of UPSs through users’ perspectives. It 

addresses the third sub-question by applying the public space experiential quality index 

(PSEQI) to the case study areas. It outlines key results from empirical data collection and 

analysis, focusing on people’s evaluation of EQs of place. 

 Section four: discussion and conclusion 

This section encompasses two chapters. Chapter Seven discusses the procedural evaluation of 

the governance in case study spaces through principles of good governance adapted from 

governance discourses. Chapter Eight, the conclusion, links together what has been discussed 

in Chapters Four, Five, Six, and Seven. This chapter provides clear explanations for the 

research question—the implications of the institutionalised governance in urban public spaces 

for the EQs of place. Chapter Eight articulates the contributions of this thesis to the existing 

knowledge on urban public spaces; the implications of the research for policy makers as well 

as urban design practitioners and public place makers; and directions for future research.  
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 Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter focuses on an integrative review of public space literature4. It reviews, analyses, 

and synthesises the representative literature. The review was not meant to be exhaustive, rather 

to be exploratory and to investigate the literature through the lens of the stated thesis research 

questions. As outlined in Chapter One, the aim of this research is a critical understanding of 

the implications of governance institutionalisation for the experiential qualities (EQs) of urban 

public spaces—urban design qualities as experienced by humans plus perceptions, and 

managerial aspects. This chapter focuses on two cores of this aim: public space governance 

and experiential qualities. 

A preliminary search for relevant literature in databases such as Scopus, Web of Science, and 

Google Scholar was conducted and abstracts and keywords analysed in NVivo. It soon became 

apparent that the concept of public space governance (as defined in this thesis) was not well-

established or widespread among researchers (it was later identified as a gap in the literature 

after a more focused review). Therefore, other related concepts and terminology, such as public 

space management, production, process, place-shaping and making, were used as keywords to 

identify relevant literature. In addition, theories of governance and urban governance have been 

reviewed and consulted with the aim of extending the literature on public space procedural 

dimensions. 

The literature review focusing on EQs showed that there was well established knowledge in 

this area. The mainstream literature on public space was focused on what questions, such as 

physical or social characteristics of public space or the substantive dimension. Limited studies 

existed on how questions, such as how public spaces are created or managed or their procedural 

dimension. That is, the ideas and concepts around characteristics and qualities of good public 

                                                 
4 “The integrative literature review is a form of research that reviews, critiques, and synthesizes representative 

literature on a topic in an integrated way such that new frameworks and perspectives on the topic are 

generated” (Torraco, 2005, p. 356). 
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spaces were pervasive, but those revolving around how these spaces were developed, managed, 

and sustained and how different management arrangements impacted the qualities of place 

were rather ambiguous and limited. The implication gained from this review was the need to 

extend the literature and propose a unifying theory that would explain the relations between 

the substantive and procedural dimensions, and help answer the research questions.  

This chapter is structured in three major sections (Figure 2-1). First, an overview of the 

challenges and issues in urban public spaces and their potential impacts on public space 

production and qualities is provided. This section outlines the research problem and the need 

for this thesis, and details the controversial debates around the private sector engagement in 

public space provision. It is identified that theories built on private-public dichotomy cannot 

explain the complexities of 21st century urban spaces and that more holistic approaches are 

needed. Besides, there is lack of empirical research into the implications of governance 

arrangements for the qualities of public spaces. The second section is an exploratory literature 

review, seeking theories and concepts that can help clarify the links between governance 

(shaping and management processes) and the qualities or outcomes in urban public spaces. The 

result of this review is that public space literature, from an urban design perspective, largely 

focuses on the substantive dimensions of the place (the qualities) and that the theories around 

processes of shaping and management require expansion. Therefore, urban development 

processes are reviewed so that a more holistic approach to public space can be developed. In 

the third section, through synthesising the substantive dimensions reviewed in the previous 

section and the theories and concepts borrowed from urban development and urban governance 

scholarship, a public space governance framework (PSGF) is proposed. This framework is used 

to guide the research activities undertaken in this thesis.   
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Figure 2-1. The structure and sections of the literature review.  
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2.2 An overview of challenges and issues in today’s urban public 

spaces and their potential impacts on public space production and 

qualities  

The rise of neoliberalism and the resurgence of capitalism in urban centres (Jessop, 2002) 

placed urban spaces in the spotlight in the late 20th century (Roberts, 2017). In most industrial 

countries, until the 1960s and 1970s, urban centres were frequently characterised as somewhat 

derelict, having lost their appeal and attraction as places for living (Trancik, 1986). Modernist 

zoning principles were largely responsible for pushing away after-five living from urban 

centres and turning suburban spaces into a magnet for after work activities. For decades, 

suburbanisation was a ubiquitously praised practice of urbanism (K. T. Jackson, 1987). 

Suburban homes, parks, and clubs were home to activities which once happened in urban 

precincts (Carr et al., 1992). Public spaces mostly became abandoned empty spaces only used 

by daylight commuters (Gehl, 2010). This trend turned around when, in the 1980s and 1990s, 

local and national governments began revitalising and regenerating central areas. The 

redevelopment plans, which were embodied in the form of riverfront master plans, city centre 

improvement frameworks, and CBD (Central Business District) and BID (Business 

Improvement District) revitalisation initiatives, somewhat enlivened urban areas but also 

caused problems. These initiatives led to growing demands for visiting and living in city centres 

and simultaneously acted as a driver for neoliberalism and gentrification (Lees, 2008). To 

overcome the financial obstacles, governments sought to incorporate the private sector in urban 

development and management at an unprecedented scale (Roberts, 2017). This led to the 

empowerment of the private sector and less public authority and changed the way public spaces 

were produced and governed.  

Today, many urban public spaces around the world are shaped through the contributions of 

numerous stakeholders and actors, such as public organisations and private entities, in 

interrelated ways and complex arrangements (Banerjee, 2001; Madanipour, 2010). Public 

space provision is no longer the sole responsibility of governments. Indeed, almost all of the 

added public spaces in post-war American downtown areas have been provided by the private 

sector (Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1993). In Australia, UK, New Zealand, and many 

European countries, private enterprises are involved in public space delivery or management 
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at different scales. This takes place through a number of ways, ranging from partnership with 

the government to having full responsibility for the development, regulation, and management 

of the space. 

The private sector’s engagement has brought economic viability, professionalism, and 

efficiency to urban plans and management and has also raised criticism (Rhodes, 1996). In 

regard to urban public spaces, neoliberalism has been translated into privately owned or 

managed public spaces that are characterised by strict control and design. Much of the literature 

published since the 1990s argues that private sector engagement in public space provision has 

compromised the essential aspects of the public space - aspects such as publicness, social 

diversity, and authenticity. In contrast, a small but growing body of literature reasons that the 

private sector’s engagement must be seized as an opportunity and enabler of more quality 

public spaces. In the following pages, the range of the private sector’s engagement, and its 

consequences and challenges, are discussed. 

 The range of private sector’s engagement (PSE) in public space provision 

and management 

First, it must be noted that typically, urban development in market-based economies is mostly 

undertaken by the private sector (Coiacetto & Baker, 2006). The involvement of the private 

sector in public space shaping at some stage of construction or consultation is often inevitable. 

Besides, private use or exclusionary actions do happen in publicly owned public spaces as well 

(Zukin, 1995). Thus, publicness-privateness is a relative and subjective dichotomy. Even in a 

private house, some spaces turn into non-private places at certain times (during a party, for 

example) or the front yard and the façade are not as private as the bedrooms (Madanipour, 

2003). Németh and Schmidt (2011) rightfully argue that it is important to ask: a place is public 

to whom? Madanipour (2003) states that publicness and privateness are dynamic 

interpretations that may change over time as societal norms and behavioural patterns happening 

in each of these spaces change. The ambiguities and complexities around the concept of 

publicness have convinced scholars to interpret publicness through its ontological attributes 

(De Magalhães, 2010). Benn and Gaus (1983) identify access, agency, and interest as three 

dimensions of publicness and privateness. In their view, access has four pillars, access to 

spaces, access to activities, access to information, and access to resources. While in an urban 
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public space the first two deal with rights, the second two relate to authority. Access to 

information and resources may not be provided for the general public depending on the 

governance in place. Agency refers to the stakeholders and their institutional stance. People, 

public agency, and the private sector have different institutional motivations and interpretations 

of a public space. Interest (what) follows agency (whom). It probes questions of what is at 

stake, and what the benefits and who the beneficiaries are. Some stakeholders (e.g. homeless 

people, the youth, and the poor) often have no agency and therefore their interests may be 

ignored by those who do have agency in UPS. Benn and Gaus’ (1983) dimensions of publicness 

were widely used and developed by other scholars as discussed below.  

Németh and Schmidt (2011), in their model of publicness, mention ownership, use/users, and 

management as three dimensions of publicness in public spaces. Varna and Tiesdell (2010) 

identify five dimensions of ownership, control, civility, physical configuration, and animation. 

In their articulation, function accompanies ownership. Control refers to the way a space is 

controlled, which might be through formal and explicit presence of surveillance (less public) 

such as security guards, CCTV system, users exclusion policies, leasing the space and so on 

(Varna & Tiesdell, 2010, p. 581). In a more public space, however, explicit controlling systems 

are absent. In an intermediate situation, control is soft or passive and is focused on symbolic 

restrictions. (Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998). Civility, in Varna and Tiesdell’s (2010) 

definition, refers to the balance between freedom of behaviour and caring for other users in a 

public space. This includes caring of the management regime in place for keeping it safe, clean, 

and welcoming. Varna and Tiesdell’s (2010) physical configuration addresses the spatial 

configuration, connectivity, and access to the place and how these design items can permit 

publicness or limit it. They define the fifth dimension, animation, as the degree to which the 

space responds to human needs, provides amenity for users and how users engage with the 

environment. The more space supports use, the more public the space is (Varna & Tiesdell, 

2010, p. 586).  

Overall, the private sector’s engagement in public space governance can be identified based on 

dimensions of ownership, management, and regulation (access and use). It is more accurate to 

say that there is a continuum of publicness–privateness and spaces cannot be divided into 

purely public or purely private (Staeheli & Mitchell, 2008).  
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Privately-owned public spaces (POPS) such as theme parks, marketplaces, and shopping malls 

fall close to the private end of this spectrum. These are privately owned publicly accessible 

spaces which are fully controlled, regulated, and managed by private arrangements. Users are 

treated as customers, and financial interactions, shopping, service, or consumption is the core 

activity. Other activities may include recreation, playing and/or eating. Some have labelled 

these as ‘consumption spaces’ (Hajer & Reijndorp, 2001).  

The next category of privately owned public spaces encompasses those that have been traded 

through some sort of arrangements between public agencies, such as a local council’s planning 

department, or between local government and the private sector. This is the most common type 

of privatised urban public spaces in developed countries, and includes corporation plazas, 

office courtyards, pocket parks, and office parks (Kayden & Dept. of City Planning, The 

Municipal Art Society of New York, 2000). The private sector enters an agreement with 

government where it frees up part of its land (while retaining ownership) and builds, furnishes, 

and/or maintains the open space that is, by agreement, accessible to the general public and in 

return receives incentives in the form of special zoning arrangements, larger floor area ratio, 

and/or rate concession (Németh & Schmidt, 2011). In this kind of POPS, the property owner 

regulates, controls, and manages the space although it is common for the public agencies to be 

consulted.  

The third and probably least form of private sector engagement in public space provision is 

those spaces that are publicly owned but privately (or by hybrid agreements) managed. These 

spaces are usually located within a special area such as Business Improvement Districts (BIDs), 

Central Business Districts (CBDs), pedestrianised streets and so on, or are produced through 

revitalisation or gentrification programs (Mitchell & Staeheli, 2009). There is usually a special 

management authority in place to which business owners pay a levy (the governance is 

institutionalised). The management spends the money on development, security, safety, 

maintenance, or activation of the space. The management may define and apply by-laws or 

local laws in the precinct in a similar way to body corporates or strata management 

arrangements in Australia, or homeowner associations in the US. Sometimes, the management 

regime might be part of a public body, for instance a specific entity in the city council. The use 
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and access to the space is generally controlled and regulated by the managing agency (Minton, 

2006). 

In the following pages, the implications of the private sector’s engagement in public space 

provision (which for convenience is referred to as PSE or privatisation, depending on the 

context) are discussed. 

 The implications of the PSE for publicness  

Some public space literature argues that privatisation of a public space compromises its 

publicness (Kayden & Dept. of City Planning, The Municipal Art Society of New York, 2000; 

Lefebvre, 1991; Lofland, 1989; Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1993; Low & Smith, 2006; 

Madanipour, 2003; Mitchell, 1995; Sennett, 1992). Differentiating between a social space and 

a public space, Kohn (2004) asserts that private enterprises may be able to create the former 

but cannot create the latter. She maintains that in a truly public space, dissenting people—

people who do not look alike or those who have different opinions, age range, or socioeconomic 

statuses—have chances to meet. The nature of public space is to be open, accessible, and 

useable to all members of the society, whereas a social space such as a members only club is 

exclusionary in nature (Kohn, 2004). Besides, minority groups such as homeless people, 

teenage cohorts, neo-hippies can be seen and their voices can be heard, something that is 

generally not accepted by more economically motivated management regimes (Kohn, 2004). 

Heterogeneity is a characteristic of accessible and open public spaces (Young, 1990) while the 

private sector’s characteristic approach is to pursue homogeneity in public spaces to minimise 

management involvement and thus keep costs down. In this way, private control of public space 

exacerbates exclusion, discrimination, and segregation based on race, socioeconomic status, 

gender, and age. This is often enforced through tangible and intangible policies, semiotic codes, 

or by structuring people’s perceptions and interactions (Goldsteen & Elliott, 1994; Kohn, 2004; 

Madanipour, 1998). Mitchell (1995, p. 120) argues that privatised public spaces have the 

tendency to narrow the “list of eligibles for the public” and exclude homeless people or political 

activists. Smith and Low (2006) argue that too much control over public spaces in the US is a 

consequence of a dominant neoliberal discourse on planning that has had negative impacts on 

democratic politics. Ellin (1999, pp. 167–168) suggests that privatised spaces are products of 
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neglect and decline in the urban management of public spaces, as well as privatised spaces are 

themselves a decline in the public realm.  

Nevertheless, a question that has not empirically been answered is that whether various degrees 

of privatisation of public spaces would potentially lead to different levels of publicness and 

how this could be explained. This thesis will shed light on this question.  

 The implications of the PSE for authenticity 

Authenticity is an evaluative concept which can be interpreted or claimed in various ways (Van 

Leeuwen, 2001). It may refer to genuineness or originality. However, it is a social construct 

based on agreed values that people give to something (Van Leeuwen, 2001). Authenticity is 

framed by time, place, and society. In the field of built environment research, authenticity is 

tied to conservation, history, and the cultural identity of the place or of the context (Jive´n & 

Larkham, 2003). In a similar way, a newly designed environment with motives or clues 

reflecting the locality and context may be interpreted as being authentic (Jive´n & Larkham, 

2003).  

Zukin (2010, p. 3) argues that “a city is authentic if it can create the experience of origins”. 

Jacobs and Appleyard (1987) state that authenticity is one of the characteristics of good urban 

environments. They define an authentic city as a place that reveals its origins and meanings. 

Some have pointed out the positive correlations between sense of place and authenticity 

(Gospodini, 2001; Ouf, 2001). Authenticity is generally valued by the mainstream urban 

literature (see Carmona et al., 2010; Cuthbert, 2006; A. Jacobs & Appleyard, 1987; Jive´n & 

Larkham, 2003).  

Some urban literature argues that the private’s sector engagement in public space governance 

typically leads to generic places with little or no character, or to inauthentic places. Sorkin 

(1992) points out that since the private sector’s motivation in shaping public spaces is profit 

accumulation, there is little room for innovation based on locality, and instead similar tested 

standards and safe rules—theme park variations or Disneyfication—are applied to the design 

and management of such spaces, resulting in homogenised and generic places. Madanipour’s 

(2003) research resonates with that of Sorkin (1992) but from a different perspective. He 

concedes that national or international headquarters in cities, in complicity with local 

governments and driven by global markets, are shaping many new urban spaces. These new 
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urban spaces appeal to middle class residents, tourists, capital investment, and consumers and 

erode local identity. Loukitou-Sideris and Banerjee (1993) report similar findings when 

comparing San Francisco’s and Los Angeles’ corporate plazas:  

“Urban plazas are designed to be autonomous from their context, unique but 

fragmented pieces of the new town environment. In that sense urban plazas are a 

reflection of a market-driven-urbanism planned, designed, and packaged to 

satisfy a predetermined clientele. […] As such they are quite homogeneous in their 

form despite differences in the planning style and development process 

encountered in the two California cities.” 

    

Figure 2-2. Left: Baltimore’s Inner Harbour (Courtesy of EDSA Planning firm: EDSAplan.com) 

right: Sydney’s Darling Harbour (Courtesy of Mr Sven-Oliver Papenfuss @ Flicker). 

Inner-city waterfront developments are a good example of how authenticity may be sacrificed 

for economic interests. Baltimore’s Inner Harbour was developed in the 1970s through a 

private-public partnership (Figure 2-2). Economic interest was a strong driver for the 

development. Soon after, the pattern became ubiquitous around the world, such examples are 

Sydney’s Darling Harbour, Barcelona, Cardiff, and Genova, which pay little attention to the 

context (Jauhiainen, 1995).  

 The implications of the PSE for social diversity 

Decline in authenticity leads the debate to another arguably important impact that is decline in 

diversity in privatised spaces. Mainstream literature on urban public space considers diversity 

to be an attribute of successful, responsive, urban environments (Bentley, Alcock, Murrain, 

McGlynn, & Smith, 1985; Carr et al., 1992; Gehl, 2010; Huxley, 2007; Marcus & Francis, 



22 

 

 

 

1998; Talen, 2006). Diversity in its different forms—diversity in use/users, form, and 

meaning—has been promoted across postmodernist urban scholarship. Nevertheless, 

standardisation, mass production, efficiency, opportunism, and economy of scale are some 

prevalent longstanding principles of production and/or management within private enterprises 

(Rhodes, 1996). The consequences of application of these principles in urban development can 

be found in shopping mall design and planning (Westfield shopping malls in Australia and the 

US, for instance). In these developments, the arrangement, function, and design of open spaces, 

food courts, playgrounds and stores are specifically designed to be similar and therefore 

familiar to users.  

Some argue that the privatisation of public space reduces social diversity through applying 

subtle or not-so-subtle exclusionary instruments or policies such as strict control (CCTV 

systems or security personnel), lowering opportunities for unpredicted uses, space use 

specialisation and commercialisation, advertisements, extensive branding, charging entry fees 

for events, and/or limiting free amenities that may compete with paid services in or around the 

place (Kayden & Dept. of City Planning, The Municipal Art Society of New York, 2000; Kohn, 

2004; Low, Taplin, & Scheld, 2005; Németh & Schmidt, 2011).  

 The ‘public spaces are not in decline but expanding’ debate 

A growing body of literature argues that private sector engagement in public space provision 

has not been a barrier or threat to public spaces, rather an opportunity for a wider range of 

places and increasing chances of association and exchange. Worpole and Knox (2008, p. 4) in 

their extensive research of different types of public spaces in the UK argue that “contrary to 

conventional assumptions, public space in neighbourhoods, towns and cities is not in decline 

but is instead expanding.” They state that people use privately provided public spaces, such as 

modern urban plazas, waterfronts, promenades, laneways, passages, and street malls, paying 

little attention to the ownership or management regimes in place (Worpole & Knox, 2008). 

Hajer and Reijndrop (2001) add that privately controlled or privately created public spaces are 

new public domains where middle class5 culture is expanding. 

                                                 
5 “The middle class usually enjoy stable housing, healthcare, educational opportunities (including college) for 

their children, reasonable retirement and job security, and discretionary income that can be spent on vacation 

and leisure pursuits” (Kharas & Geoffrey, 2010, p. 32). 
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Empirical studies (for example, see Light & Smith, 1998; Marcus & Francis, 1998; Worpole 

& Knox, 2008) have shown variations to theoretical interpretations of public spaces in terms 

of their functions, in particular their civic role. Privately controlled public spaces expand the 

variety of public spaces (Worpole & Knox, 2008) and encourage general users to be in urban 

spaces through providing a safe and comfortable environment (Madanipour, 2003). A safe and 

comfortable environment is achieved, in this instance through the production of places that 

discourage the presence of minority groups such as homeless people or gangs of teens in public 

spaces (Light & Smith, 1998). The presence of these marginalised groups is sometimes given 

as a sign of decline in the public space (Mitchell & Staeheli, 2009). Research in the US showed 

that the average American is not generally interested in spending time with strangers in public 

spaces (Roberta Smith as cited in Light & Smith, 1998) contrasting the mainstream literature 

that argues that successful public spaces enable diverse types of people to share the space 

harmoniously or for direct interaction. 

 The ‘PSE as an enabler’ debate  

Contemporary public space management and development in western democracies face 

numerous challenges. First of all, the meanings of “urban lifestyle” have changed, and after an 

era of decline in urban culture (due to modernism and suburbanisation), people have developed 

higher expectations of urban environments and demand quality (cultural) experiences in urban 

public spaces (Zukin, 1998, p. 825). The expanding middle class, growing economy, 

advancements in communication and entertainment industries, extensive innovations and 

increasing diversity in tourism, the strong presence of social media in everyday life, and the 

widespread use of consumer reviews (such as TripAdvisor) have all led to greater competition 

for attracting users and higher users’ satisfaction (European Travel Commission, 2016). For 

people using urban public spaces for necessary activities as Gehl (1996) mentions, specific 

conditions such as safety and security must exist. For those using it for social or optional 

activities, then higher levels of quality such as comfortability, seating, entertaining programs, 

and liveliness should be provided (Gehl, 1996). Banerjee (2001) argues that, nowadays, public 

spaces have become major sites of entertaining — recreational and consumption places where 

people opt to attend, rather than places for political exchange. 
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In the wake of increasing fear of terrorist attacks post 11 September 2001, night time assaults, 

and petty crimes in urban environments, the management of urban public spaces have been 

facing substantial challenges in providing safety and security (Coaffee, 2005; Marcuse, 2006; 

Németh & Hollander, 2010). Children, women, people with disability, and senior citizens 

typically avoid areas they perceive as being unsafe, regardless of the private-public dichotomy.  

As with other types of development, urban spaces are also facing dilemmas that are caused or 

exacerbated by climate change (Emmanuel, Rosenlund, & Johansson, 2007; Gill, Handley, 

Ennos, & Pauleit, 2007). Climate change has two implications for urban public spaces. First, 

urban environments need to be ready for climate disasters. For instance, waterside public 

spaces are prone to flooding and urban spaces in built up areas can be severely affected by 

urban heat island effects. Second, open spaces are used to increase the resilience of urban 

environments through providing space for evacuation or refuge during emergency situations, 

contingent on the preparedness of their design and management features (Gill et al., 2007).  

In addition, the urban population is rapidly growing, demanding more public spaces. Since 

2007 more than half of the earth’s population is living in urban areas and it is predicted that 

two thirds of the world’s population will be living in urban areas by 2050 (United Nations, 

2014), which intensifies the use of existing urban public spaces. Moreover, sustainability 

approaches such as compact urban form and urban consolidation add to the challenge caused 

by providing more open public spaces accessible to urban residents. These issues have all 

resulted in more pressure on local governments to provide quality sustainable public spaces. 

On the other hand, governments have faced conundrums resolving these issues. Public 

authorities in the UK (CABE, 2006; Carmona & De Magalhaes, 2006; Williams & Green, 

2001), Australia (Lang, 2005; Taseska, 2008), the US (Kayden & Dept. of City Planning, The 

Municipal Art Society of New York, 2000) and the Netherlands (van Melik & van der Krabben, 

2016), just as a few examples, lament budget shortages, lack of human resources, and / or 

bureaucracy when approaching the challenges mentioned above. This has generally paved the 

way for more private sector engagement in urban governance, including urban public space 

governance. In the wake of inadequate funding, cities’ authorities sought the private sector’s 

help to assist with healing derelict public spaces (Carmona et al., 2008). The public sector’s 
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failure in providing and maintaining quality public spaces in western metropolises over the 

decades between 1960 and 1990 was heavily criticised for a number of deficiencies, which can 

be put under the umbrella term of under-management (Carmona, 2010). Public spaces were 

littered, neglected, covered in graffiti, polluted, unsafe (Tibbalds, 1992), invaded by cars and 

the ‘proliferations of fast roads’ (Lefebvre, 1991, p. 359), hostile to or unsafe for female users, 

children, aging population, and people with disabilities and the like (Burton & Mitchell, 2006; 

K. A. Franck & Paxson, 1989; Malone, 2002).  

 The need for a more holistic approach: private–public dichotomy is not 

applicable to many contemporary public spaces 

The dichotomy of public versus private seems to be less useful in investigating 21st century 

urban public spaces, as the border between private and public spaces in post-industrial cities 

has blurred (Akkar, 2005; Madanipour, 2003). A large number of public spaces, newly added 

to urban areas, have been developed by the private sector or through public-private partnerships 

(Kayden & Dept. of City Planning, The Municipal Art Society of New York, 2000). Some 

research has shown that people generally are not obsessed with the ownership or management 

regimes of public spaces, as long as public spaces are responsive and successful (Carmona, 

2014c). 

Furthermore, many critiques levelled at the private sector’s engagement in public spaces are 

not exclusive and can be also attributed to publicly-owned public spaces (Hajer & Reijndorp, 

2001). Jackson (1998, p. 176) states that lamenting about the decline in public spaces for some 

observers is accompanied by romanticised pictures portraying historic public spaces as 

inclusive, public and democratic, whereas some social groups throughout the history of 

urbanism due to their gender, occupation, appearance, ethnicity, religion or the like, have been 

excluded from public spaces and a pure public space has almost never existed. There are studies 

into the regulation of public spaces, especially in the US and the UK, showing that public 

spaces have always been highly regulated and never been open to all members of society (Hajer 

& Reijndorp, 2001; Mitchell & Staeheli, 2009). In fact, it is the mode of exclusion (excluded 

people) and the right to the space in public spaces that changes over time, while most people 

would not realise or simply would not care about it. 
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Moreover, the practice of making public spaces safe and appealing for the average person at 

the cost of publicness and liveliness is not limited to the private sector. Authorities within 

public agencies are generally willing to design out playfulness in order to phase out or at least 

decrease liabilities (Stevens, 2007). This may be a common instrumental policy between public 

and private management organisations. If the private sector treats users of public spaces as 

consumers, public policy makers are more likely to refer to the average user and not all users 

when making decisions about public spaces, resulting in negligence towards marginalised 

groups (Madanipour, 1998).  

Further, the private sector is not the only actor responsible for public space homogenisation. 

Homogenisation is sometimes a result of convergence between authorities (whether private or 

public), prescriptive patterns of use and design, and strategies to minimise tensions between 

user groups. Fainstein (2001) argues that as public spaces have increasingly become 

fragmented and contested, reaching agreement and consensus between different user groups 

that claim spatial identity is often impossible. Thus, users tend to accept homogenisation as a 

solution, accepting spaces that neither promote civility nor community—neutral spaces 

(Fainstein, 2001). 

Finally, the rise of other forms of public space production, such as community and charity-

based public spaces and their complexities, cannot be explained through the private-public 

dichotomy.  

 A lack of sufficient empirical studies on the links between governance arrangements and 

qualities of urban public spaces has exacerbated the division within scholars in respect to the 

private sector’s presence in public space governance. In the following section, the literature is 

explored with the aim of achieving a holistic theory, framework, model, or approach that can 

assist in explaining the complexities of challenges, opportunities, and impacts of changing 

governance in public spaces.  

2.3 In search of holistic theories of public space  

A preliminary search for theories, models, frameworks, or approaches which investigate the 

impacts of governance arrangements in public space on the qualities of public spaces was 

conducted in a series of databases including Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar. The 
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keywords of public space, urban space, public place, public realm, and public domain, and their 

combination with terms such as governance, management, development, shaping, qualities, 

characteristics, dimensions, evaluation, and measurement were used to find relevant literature. 

After an initial assessment of findings (in regard to their keywords, abstracts, and sources), 

those which were relevant were stored and transferred to NVivo for further analysis. 

Eventually, a list of about 270 publications, including academic scholarship and grey literature 

(media outlets, documents, and reports), was selected and reviewed with the aim of finding a 

holistic approach to public space production and outcomes.  

The results showed that the concept of public space governance (in this thesis’s definition) was 

not well-established or prevalently used among urban scholars; the literature lacked holistic 

conceptualisations of public space; and the literature was compartmentalised and mainly 

focused on substantive dimensions, such as qualities and characteristics of public spaces, rather 

than procedural dimensions of development and management. However, a small but growing 

body of literature was identified which focused on management and shaping processes. Yet, 

these studies were limited and often lacked a substantive dimension. This entailed the need to 

develop a conceptual framework to bridge the substantive and procedural dimensions, with 

particular attention on decision-making and urban governance in the bigger picture. This is 

discussed in detail in Chapter Four as part of a published paper.  

In the following pages, a summary of the public space literature in both the substantive and the 

procedural dimensions is presented. Later, in the next section and drawing on this review and 

incorporating concepts from urban development studies, a conceptual framework of public 

space governance is proposed.   

 Qualities of public space (substantive dimension) 

The qualities and characteristics of public spaces are rooted in the concept and expected 

functions of public spaces. First, a summary of different definitions and conceptualisations of 

public space and its related concepts, such as public realm and public domain, is outlined and 

then expected functions and qualities are discussed. 
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2.3.1.1 Concept of public space and urban public space 

Public space is a polemical concept. Diverse disciplines such as philosophy, politics, sociology, 

geography, and urban planning have distinctive interpretations of public space (Orum & Neal, 

2010). Conceptions of public realm, public sphere, and public domain are used in semantically 

close ties with public space. The first three concepts address the socio-political functions of 

these spaces compared to the mostly individual-based function of private spaces. Public realm, 

sphere, or domain include both real and virtual worlds (the internet) and go beyond ownership 

(may be publicly or privately owned). The term public sphere has substantially been used in 

politics to mention spaces where public opinions are formed and transmitted between different 

people (Habermas, 1974). The public domain concept is mainly used in sociocultural / 

administrative scholarship to refer to the space which is in the interest of the public. In the 

planning discipline, public domain is generally understood to be the domain of planning 

activity (Friedmann, 1993). This can be as broad as any space outside that of private buildings, 

such as streets, parks, buildings’ facades, and public services and facilities (marketplaces, 

hospitals, libraries), or part of the town in its collective meaning (a district). The concept of the 

public realm generally has some form of public ownership or claim of ownership or access 

(Carmona et al., 2010). The public realm is generally used to refer to the spaces (open or 

undercover) consumed or owned by the public (Webster, 2002). 

Table 2-1 illustrates general definitions of public space where some variations and similarities 

between different approaches are recognised. Publicness and universal access are two common 

characteristics. The concept of public space has close relations to the terminology of public 

realm and these terms are often used interchangeably in the literature. From an urban planning 

perspective, public spaces are spaces for public use and citizens’ interactions (Goodsell, 2003). 

The discipline of urban design in a more detailed conceptualisation is concerned with a wide 

range of qualities and functions, such as public life, socialisation, sense of community, identity, 

historical value, aesthetics, and responsiveness in terms of design and amenities (Madanipour, 

2010; Marcus & Francis, 1998; Trancik, 1986). Building on public space discourses, urban 

public spaces (USP) can be conceptualised as a typology of public space with particular 

characteristics. Like other types of public space, it is freely accessible to everyone; it can be 

utilised by individuals for personal or communal purposes insofar as others’ rights to use the 
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space are not compromised or threatened; and it is managed to some degree (publicly or 

privately) through formal government arrangements.  

Table 2-1. Definitions and dimensions of public space 

Definition Approach Emphasis 

“The areas of the geographical environment that are 

accessible to and shared by all members of the public. Such 

spaces include streets, parks, and wilderness. Retail spaces 

such as shops and retail parks blur the distinction between 

public and private spaces. While they are open to the public, 

they are privately owned and regulated” (Castree, Kitching, 

& Rogers, 2013). 

Human 

geography 

• Physical aspect 

• Publicness 

• Access 

“Public space is that space where ‘the public’ is formed and 

thus social and cultural rules governing public behaviour 

predominate. In this sense public space is definable in part 

only through comparison with more private spaces, or the 

spaces over which individual or small group sovereignty 

reigns” (Mitchell & Staeheli, 2009, p. 511). 

Human 

geography 

• Public sphere 

(the political / 

civic role) 

• Social norms 

• Public–private 

dialectic 

“Conventionally defined as those spaces that can be freely 

(and legally) accessed by all citizens, the public spaces of 

the city consist not only of streets, plazas and squares, but 

also the internal spaces of public buildings such as libraries 

or town halls. Located between the private spaces of the 

home and the workplace, such spaces have often been 

valorised as democratic spaces of congregation and political 

participation, where marginalised groups can vocalize their 

rights” (Hubbard, 2005, p. 549). 

Urban 

geography 

• Physical aspect 

• Access 

• Third place 

(effect) 

• Politics 

• Marginalised 

groups’ rights 

Public space is a space “outside the boundaries of individual 

or small group control, mediating between private spaces, 

and used for a variety of often overlapping functional and 

symbolic purposes.’’ Also, it is “provided and managed by 

public authorities”, “open or available” to “the people as a 

whole” and used or shared by “all members of the 

community” (Madanipour, 2003, p. 204). 

Urban 

planning 

• Public–private 

dialectic 

• Use  

• Provision and 

management 

• Publicness  

“The stage upon which the drama of communal life unfolds” 

(Carr et al., 1992, p. 3). 

Urban 

planning / 

design 

• Physical design 

• Public life 

“Public place is destination; a purpose-built stage for ritual 

and interaction.” Two aspects of the concept of public place 

are “freedom of action” including “right to stay inactive” 

and “ritual” events or “communal activities” such as 

“festivals, riots, and celebrations” (Kostof, 1992, p. 123)  

Urban design / 

environmental 

psychology 

• Place (meaning) 

• Individual and 

public use 
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In addition to these characteristics, UPS is also a contested space because of its political 

economy significance (Cuthbert, 2006). It is invested with a sense of civic spirit and can be 

used for political purposes and gatherings (Collins & Shantz, 2009). UPSs can be utilized 

intensively because of the multiplicity of stakeholders. This dissertation understands UPSs as 

places in which multiple beneficiaries with different institutional motivations challenge one 

another for more gains, which, based on their interest, can be political, social, or economic. 

Examples are plazas, urban parks, pedestrianised streets, street malls, and city squares that are 

used for multiple reasons. 

2.3.1.1 Expectations and qualities of UPSs 

Drawing on environmental psychology, and mostly on the work of David Canter (1977), the 

pioneers of the urban design discipline put forward basic but important models, functions, or 

qualities of public spaces. Canter argued that physical attributes, human conceptions and 

activities collectively formed place. To make the Canter’s model more applicable in urban 

design, Punter (1991) proposed a sense of place model that encompassed three dimensions: 

activities, physical setting, and meaning. Each dimension, he argued, was concerned with some 

of the functions or qualities of the place (Figure 2-3). 

 

Figure 2-3. Left: Canter’s model of place. Reproduced from The Psychology of Place by D. Canter, 

1977, London, Architectural Press.  

Right: Sense of Place model. Reprinted from “Participation in the Design of Urban Space” by J. 

Punter, 1991, Landscape Design, 200, pp. 24–27. 

These simplified models cover a wide range of places, from the city-wide scale to small-scale 

urban public spaces. Since then, the place models have advanced. Both strands of theory and 
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practice have presented detailed and comprehensive explanations or models of public spaces. 

The Project for Public Space (PPS), a US-based organization, provides one of the most 

comprehensive urban design models of place-making named “what makes a great place (Figure 

2-4)?” In the book ‘How to Turn a Place Around?’ (PPS, 2000), the background research of 

PPS—mostly based on works of Jane Jacobs (1961), and William H. Whyte (1980)—has been 

outlined. In PPS’s Place Diagram, place-making is explained through three tiers. The inner 

ring is the place’s main attributes including uses and activities, sociability, comfort and image, 

and access and linkage. The middle ring is the intangible qualities, and the outer ring is the 

measureable items (PPS, 2015). 

 

Figure 2-4. The Project for Public Space’s Place Diagram. Reprinted from What is Placemaking? by 

PPS, 2015. Copyright 2015 by Project for Public Spaces (PPS). Reprinted with permission.  
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The expectations and qualities of public spaces have been widely discussed in both empirical 

and theoretical investigations. Urban scholars, practitioners, and governmental and 

nongovernmental organisations use varied terminologies to define good urban public spaces. 

Although urban public places are meant to have different sets of qualities and also different 

levels of quality based on their expected functions and nature, successful UPSs are arguably 

common in a few characteristics: they are planned, designed, built and managed to be people 

friendly, vibrant, and attractive (Carr et al., 1992; DETR & CABE, 2000; J. Jacobs, 1961; 

Llewelyn-Davies, 2000; Stevens, 2007; Tibbalds, 1992; Whyte, 1980); socially, these places 

are welcoming to a broad spectrum of users; and they provide community and individuals with 

democratic choices of social or individual activities or the right to stay inactive (Carr et al., 

1992; Gehl, 2010; Kostof, 1992). In good public spaces, the ecological features and 

biodiversity are considered and appreciated in design and management (ASBEC, 2015); 

individual liberties and rights of minorities are supported; oppositions have the opportunity to 

protest against the ruling state; and multicultural and ethnic activities, festivals, and rituals are 

welcomed and encouraged (Shaftoe, 2008; Talen, 2006). 

One way to overcome the breadth and multiplicity of the characteristics suggested for good 

UPSs is to begin with essential functions expected from UPSs—rooted in the definition of 

UPSs. Drawing on the literature, four major functions of urban public spaces are identified as 

(1) a stage for individual development and pleasure (Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998); (2) 

a stage for the use of all members of the society (Carmona, 2014b); (3) a stage for gatherings, 

vigils, sociality, and collective events (Carr et al., 1992; Gehl, 2011; Madanipour, 2003); (4) a 

stage for the demonstration of art, culture, and politics (Gehl, 2010; Mitchell, 2003). 

To fulfil the first function, public spaces should be responsive to a range of basic human needs, 

from relaxation and comfort to passive engagement and discovery (Carr et al., 1992, p. 19). 

More than half a century ago, Maslow (1943) theorised that people are motivated to take action 

based on a hierarchy of needs, of which the basics are physiological such as hunger and sexual 

desires, then safety needs, and then come sense of pleasure, belongingness, and social needs. 

In order to be motivated to act to accomplish higher order needs, the lower ones have to be 

gratified. In the case of attending a public space for individual pleasure, physiological needs of 

the users, such as safety and security, convenient access, protection against sun or wind etc., 
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must be met. The umbrella terminology of comfort is employed to refer to the basic though 

important conditions which are needed to be provided in the place so people are motivated to 

actually use it. The second expected function, a stage for the use of all, indicates the ontological 

features of a public space, its publicness. A good public space is a space that can be used by 

people with different socioeconomic, physiological, and demographic characteristics (Burton 

& Mitchell, 2006; Shaftoe, 2008). A public space needs to be accessible and useable for less-

capable people, aging individuals, lower economic classes, and those with dissenting 

appearance or ideologies (Low et al., 2005). The quality of inclusiveness is used in this paper 

to address these conditions. 

The third and fourth functions imply a higher level of quality that good public spaces have, a 

stage for public life. Good public spaces allow the public life to unfold (Carr et al., 1992). Such 

places are lively, diverse, and vibrant (Banerjee, 2001). Public life is multidimensional, messy, 

natural and fluid, and places that can accommodate diverse aspects of public life are more 

successful in fulfilling their objectives (Loukaitou-Sideris & Banerjee, 1998). Liveliness is a 

cause and simultaneously an outcome of diverse use in public spaces. The quality of diversity 

and vitality is used to cover the arguments around this aspect of public spaces.  

In addition to these three major qualities, image and likeability as Lynch (1960) and Nasar 

(1998) respectively discuss, play a significant role in people’s judgment of urban environments. 

Images and meanings that users hold of a place have determining effects on their decisions and 

behaviour, such as choosing to (re)visit, staying longer, and engaging in a social practice 

(Lynch, 1960; Nasar, 1998). As shown in Table 2-2, these qualities have been widely addressed 

in public space scholarship although maybe through different terminologies. In Chapter Three, 

these qualities are used to develop an evaluating index of public space qualities. 

2.3.1.2 Public space quality evaluation 

Varied methods of evaluation, such as direct observation, mapping, counting, time-lapse video 

and photograph recording, and quality checklists have been developed in public space 

empirical studies (Gehl & Svarre, 2013). Reviewing the literature on public space quality 

evaluation, it can be identified that mainstream methods are expert-centred and have been 

mainly built on the direct observations of researchers (Table 2-3). However, over the last 

decade and inspired by theories from environmental psychology, participatory methods such
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Table 2-2. Expected functions from UPSs and experiential qualities in mainstream literature. 

 Expected functions from UPPs A stage for: 

 

Individual development and pleasure 
Use of all members of the 

society  

Gathering, vigil, sociality, and 

collective events 

Demonstration of art, culture, 

and politics 

 

 Experiential Qualities (EQs) 

 Comfort Inclusiveness Diversity & vitality Image & likeability 

Jacobs (1961) Permeability; safety - Mixed primary uses - 

Lynch (1984) Vitality; fit Control Access Sense 

Bentley et al. (1985) Permeability Personalisation Variety - 

Jacobs & Appleyard (1987) Liveability 
Liveability; An environment for 

all 

Identity & control; community & 

public life 
Identity & control 

Francis (1987, 1989) Comfortable; safe and secure  
Users’ control over space; 

Publicly accessible 

Used by a variety of users; allow 

for variety of activities  
Loved by users and residents 

Carr et al. (1992) 
Easily accessible; safety and security; 

Physiologically comfortable  

Democratic; sense of 

attachment 
Programs - 

Tibbalds (1992) Pedestrian freedom Access for all Mixing uses and activities  

Nasar  (1998) - - - Likeability 

DETR & CABE (2000) Ease of movement Quality of the public realm Diversity Character 

Gehl et al. (2002) 
Comfort; possibilities for walking, 

standing, sitting etc. 
- 

Possibilities for play, unfolding, 

and activities 
- 

Burton & Mitchell (2006) Comfort; safety People with mental disability - Familiarity; distinctiveness 

Shaftoe (2008) Comfortable microclimate Inclusiveness Diversity of use; animation Individuality and uniqueness 

Gehl (2010) Good weather at eye level - Lively city; diversity Good experience 

Adams & Tiesdell (2013) - - Places meant for people  Distinctiveness 

Carmona (2014b) Comfortable Free & delineated Diverse, social, and engaging Meaningful 

Mehta (2014) Comfort; safety Inclusiveness  - Pleasurability; meaningful  

PPS (2015) Comfort & image - Sociability; vses & activities - 

ASBEC (2015) Comfortable; safe; walkable  - Diverse; Vibrant - 
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Table 2-3. Empirical research on public space quality measurement. Adapted from Zamanifard et al. (2018a). 

Discussed in* 
Dimensions 

discussed 

Data collection 

methods 
Spaces studied 

Geographical 

location 
Comment  

Whyte (1980) Users’ behaviour Direct observation; 

Time-lapse filming; 

Interview with users 

Urban plazas 

and small parks 

USA (New York 

City) 

Interview questions are mainly focused on use. 

Brower (1988) Physical design and 

people behaviour 

Interview with 

residents; 

Observation 

Residential 

neighbourhoods 

USA (Baltimore)  The focus is on physical attributes and the 

context is residential areas. 

Loukaitou-

Sideris (1993)  

Use; control; 

Management 

Observation; 

Surveying users; 

Interview with active 

actors 

Urban Plazas USA (Los 

Angeles)  

The survey questions provide a useful platform 

for the dimensions of use and control. However, 

the structure and design of the survey limit the 

answers. 

Gehl & 

Gemzoe 

(1996) 

Uses and activities Observation; 

interview 

Streets and 

squares 

Denmark Interview questions focus on use and activities.  

Marcus & 

Francis (1998) 

Use and behaviour Observation; 

interview with users 

Urban plazas 

and parks 

USA Dimensions of use, behaviour, and general 

perceptions of the users constituted the core of 

this research. This paper has made use of some of 

the interview questions. 

Nasar (1998) Visual qualities 

(likeability) 

Structured interview 

with residents and 

visitors 

Urban and 

suburban 

neighbourhoods 

and precincts 

USA The focus of this research is on people’s 

perception of visual qualities of the environment; 

and why people like or dislike an area merely 

based on physical attributes.  

Skjæveland 

 (1996; 2001) 

Social interactions, 

sense of community 

and place attachment 

Surveying residents; 

observation 

Neighbourhoods 

and residential 

streets 

Norway These studies are focused on residential areas. 
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Table 2-3. Continued 

Discussed in* 
Dimensions 

discussed 

Data collection 

methods 
Spaces studied 

Geographical 

location 
Comment  

Low (2000) Politics, culture, and 

meaning 

Longitudinal 

ethnographic 

research; participant 

observation; in-depth 

interviews with 

users, managers, 

architects etc. 

Urban plazas Costa Rica  Unsystematic and unstructured interviews were 

used in this research. Some of the personal 

narratives are difficult to interpret.  

Bonaiuto et al. 

(2003) 

Environmental 

qualities 

Surveying residents Residential 

neighbourhood 

Italy (Rome) The questionnaire used provides useful criteria to 

measure perceived physical attributes of the built 

environment.  

Talen (2008) Diversity Interviewing local 

leaders and 

businesspeople 

Neighbourhoods USA (Chicago) Talen’s research was focused on diversity from 

an expert perspective.  

Németh & 

Schmidt 

(2011) 

Publicness Observation Parks, plazas 

and atria  

USA (New York 

City) 

The observation-based framework introduced to 

measure publicness is somewhat applicable in 

other methods. 

Francis et al. 

(2012) 

Sense of community Public open space 

audit; surveying 

residents 

Public open 

spaces, 

community 

centres, schools 

and shops in 

new residential 

developments 

Australia (Perth) The focus of this research is residential areas. 

Some of the indicators used in the questionnaire 

can be adopted in UPSs studies.  
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Table 2-3. Continued 

Discussed in* 
Dimensions 

discussed 

Data collection 

methods 
Spaces studied 

Geographical 

location 
Comment  

Mehta (2013, 

2014) 

Social qualities Direct observation; 

interview with users 

Retail streets Massachusetts 

(USA)  

The questions are mostly concerned with the use 

and general opinion towards case studies.  

Gehl Studio 

and Bond 

Center (2015) 

Physical and social 

attributes with regard 

to urban justice 

Direct observation; 

socio-economic data; 

interview with users 

Urban plazas USA (New York) This research introduces and applies a relatively 

comprehensive framework for studying public 

space. However, with regard to social qualities, it 

relies on observation and second-hand statistical 

data.   
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as walking interviews, surveys, focus groups, and self-report questionnaires have incrementally 

been employed in studying urban environments, particularly at the neighbourhood scale (J. 

Evans & Jones, 2011). These studies are generally partial—with a focus on use and physical 

attributes—and encompass only part of what was defined here as experiential qualities (see 

four qualities in Section 00). The social and management environments have remained subject 

to the expert lens. 

This is unfortunate as a growing body of literature shows that the socio-psychological health 

of people is correlated with good public spaces. Also, the necessity of people’s voices in 

planning (i.e., participatory planning, communicative planning, tactical urbanism, etc.) has 

become a widely-accepted paradigm by many planners and has been included in many 

governmental and intra-governmental action plans. 

Among the most recent empirical studies of users’ involvement in measuring quality of UPSs, 

Mehta’s work is notable (Zamanifard, Alizadeh, Bosman, et al., 2018a). Drawing on the 

literature, especially works by William Whyte (1980), Carr et al. (1992), and Jan Gehl (1996), 

Mehta (2013, 2014) developed an index for evaluating the social functionality of public spaces. 

He proposed a Public Space Index (PSI) adopting five qualities of ‘inclusiveness’, ‘meaningful 

activities’, ‘comfort’, ‘safety’, and ‘pleasurability’. The measuring methods in the index 

included expert observation and interviews with users. He incorporated users’ perspectives in 

his research at two stages. First, he collected data from user groups in the case study areas to 

validate variables. Second, he included some subjective variables targeting users’ perceptions. 

His index is used and extended to include more user-based measures in Chapter Three. In this 

thesis, Mehat’s index has been extended to include detailed questions of diversity and 

publicness (Chapter Three).   

  The processes of shaping and managing public spaces (procedural 

dimension) 

Based on Adams’ (1994, p. 45) definition of development process, a place shaping examination 

can be defined as the evaluation of the role of different contributors and their means of 

intervention; specific stages and actions of development; and the complexity of relationships 

between actors engaged in shaping a place. 

Studies into public space management, and in particular on the shaping processes, are limited. 

One reason is that the responsibilities of shaping and managing public spaces are typically 

associated with those of local governments (De Magalhães & Carmona, 2009). Studies 
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conducted by researchers at UCL’s Bartlett School of Planning are among the few examples 

(Carmona, 2014c; Carmona et al., 2008; Carmona & Wunderlich, 2012; De Magalhães, 2010; 

De Magalhaes & Trigo, 2017). Notwithstanding insufficient theorisation, in practice, almost 

all public spaces (within western societies) have some sort of management (maintenance) 

arrangements specifying the need for more empirical investigation and conceptualisation. In 

the following subsections, a model of public space management, and a recent model of public 

space development (the Place-shaping Continuum), both devised by UCL’s researchers, are 

critically reviewed.  

2.3.2.1 Public space management model 

Public space management is defined as “the set of processes and practices that ensure public 

space can fulfil all its legitimate roles, whilst managing the interactions among, and impacts 

of, those multiple functions in a way that is acceptable to its users” (De Magalhães & Carmona, 

2009, p. 112). The degree of complexity in management regimes depends on the nature, scale, 

and level of usage of the space, and the variety of stakeholders. Carmona et al. (2008, pp. 66–

67) state that there are four core responsibilities for a public space management regime: 

“regulation of uses and conflict between uses; the maintenance routines; the new investments 

into and ongoing resourcing of public space; and the coordination of interventions in public 

space.” Figure 2-5 depicts their proposed model of public space management. The management 

regime’s success in regulation, maintenance, and redevelopment is conditioned by the capital 

and expertise resources it has. The fourth component, “the coordination of interventions in 

public space”, binds all the other three dimensions and coordinates the activities and agents 

involved in the management and delivery processes. 

Considering management as being as broad as governance in their framework, Carmona et al. 

(2008) admit that it is vital to question how the priorities are set, how conflicts are resolved, 

and how rights are unfolded in public spaces. However, their framework does not explain the 

relationships among competing stakeholders in the public space shaping process and 

specifically falls short on clarifying how the general public takes part in the process. In 

addition, the role of different planning and design systems—an important determinant in how 

a public space is created and used—is not well-elaborated in the framework. 
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Figure 2-5. Public space management model. Reprinted from Public space: the management 

dimension (p. 67) by M. Carmona, C. De Magalhães, & L. Hammond, 2008, London, Routledge. 

Copyright 2008 by Taylor & Francis/Routledge. Reprinted with permission. 

2.3.2.2 Carmona’s model of urban design process (the Place-shaping Continuum) 

Empirical studies examining the entire process of shaping public spaces are scarce (Carmona 

& Wunderlich, 2012). One of the most recent ones (and indeed the only one of its kind in the 

reviewed literature) was conducted by Matthew Carmona in London over the years between 

2007 and 2011. Carmona’s research was focused on examining the existing status of 

contemporary public spaces in London and the ways they were produced and managed 

(Carmona, 2014c, 2014a). Drawing on extensive empirical research, he suggested a new theory 

of urban design (urban design as place-shaping continuum) built on the hypothesis that shaping 

urban space is the core activity of the discipline of urban design but is carried out by self-

conscious and un-self-conscious urban designers (Carmona, 2014c, p. 34).  

In his model of urban design process (Figure 2-6), Carmona emphasizes the significance of 

context—power, place, and polity—in which places are shaped. He refers to context as the 

general attitude toward public spaces and the dominant pattern of place shaping which is rooted 

in history, and not just in today’s political or economic powers. He asserts “how we act today 

is shaped by an accumulated history of experience and practice, by established ways of doing 
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things that change only very slowly and that are still (despite globalization) very place 

dependent, and by the fact that real innovation in design is rare” (Carmona, 2014c, p. 12).  

Carmona argues that public spaces are shaped through four types of process: (1) design; (2) 

development; (3) space in use; and (4) management (Carmona, 2014c, p. 33). First, two forms 

of place-shaping (design and development) occur when places are physically developed for use 

while the latter two forms take place when places are shaped through use. Carmona (Carmona, 

2014c, p. 5) refers to design and development as knowing place-shaping, and use and 

management as unknowing place-shaping processes. He argues that there are two groups of 

actors engaged in public space shaping, “self-conscious” and “un-self-unconscious” actors 

whose level of engagement in place shaping varies in different stages of the process. Design  

 

Figure 2-6. Urban design process: a place-shaping continuum. Reprinted from “The Place-shaping 

Continuum: A Theory of Urban Design Process,” by M. Carmona, 2014, Journal of Urban Design, 

19(1), p. 11. Copyright 2013 by M. Carmona. This is an open access article. 
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and development processes are undertaken significantly by self-conscious actors such as local 

authorities, private developers, master planners, conservation (if in historic location) and/or 

public space designers, whereas shaping places through use and management includes self-

conscious actors such as managers, and un-self-conscious actors such as everyday users 

(Carmona, 2014c). The elements of each type of process are summarized in Table 2-4. 

Table 2-4. Elements of different forms of place-shaping. Reproduced based on Carmona (2014c, pp. 

16–29) 

Shaping stage Actions or elements 

Shaping through design 

• Stablishing a vision 

• Making trade-offs 

• Innovating 

• Creating value 

• Shaping constraints 

Shaping through development 

• Lead & coordinate 

• Marshalling resources 

• Negotiating consents 

• Injecting quality 

• Garnering support 

Shaping through use 

• Activities 

• Associations 

• Amenities 

• Adaptations 

• Appropriation 

Shaping through management 

• Investing long-term 

• Everyday stewardship 

• Curating place 

• Controlling space 

• Redevelop/revitalize 

Carmona’s model of place-shaping is useful since it presents various activities within the stages 

of place shaping. Carmona’s model shows different forms of place-shaping processes and 

contains steps of the entire process of place-shaping, ranging from visioning to management 

and controlling public spaces. The most striking feature of this model is that it extends the 

practice of urban design to un-self-conscious interventions of almost every individual who 

attends public spaces but simultaneously narrows it to public space projects. Nevertheless, 

defining urban design as broad as this definition is not novel. Rapoport (1990, p. 13) had 
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defined ‘environmental design’ to refer to what is now called urban design as “the sum total of 

all human modifications to the face of the earth.” 

Carmona’s theory has been criticized on a few grounds. First, urban design is being seen by 

many practitioners and scholars as a self-conscious development where it takes place 

intentionally, opportunistically, and with a vision (Lang, 2014, p. 41). Besides, urban design is 

not limited to the development of urban spaces and it includes diverse scales of areas ranging 

from city-wide and district projects to public spaces such as a squares and plazas, each with 

different sets of tasks (Lang, 2014).  

Another consequence of extending urban design to unknowing actions of individuals is that it 

assumes that all stakeholders engaged in public space provision and management unanimously 

have urban-design-based intentions or motivations, which is not necessarily the case 

(Zamanifard, Alizadeh, & Bosman, 2018). While it should be acknowledged that non-designers 

are place-shapers as well, they often lack the design intents of urban designers. The distinctions 

between stakeholders in terms of motivation and interest in the space have not been recognised 

in the model. This can be problematic since stakeholders more often come from different and 

mostly contradictory origins in terms of motivation, interest, anticipation, and so on. Users, 

developers, city authorities, and space management agencies all have different interests in 

public spaces. In fact, the contested nature of public space and the conflict of interests have 

been mentioned in Carmona’s paper. Yet, the model itself lacks in accounting for the 

complexity and nuances of power relationships among different stakeholders that ultimately 

lead to a collective meaning and image of a public space (Zamanifard, Alizadeh, & Bosman, 

2018). In other words, the model lacks a prerequisite: the comfort, publicness, diversity, and 

images (EQs) of public space is challenged all along the process of place-shaping, and thus the 

nature of public space changes. Furthermore, the steps and elements of each stage of place-

shaping in Carmona’s model have different natures, are difficult to interpret, and require 

clarification (such as ‘injecting quality’, adaptation’, ‘appropriation’, and ‘curating spaces’). 

Nevertheless, Carmona’s model of urban design process can be used as a starting point for 

investigating the process of shaping and managing public spaces. 

2.3.2.3 Public space literature is compartmentalised and imbalanced 

The mainstream literature on public space is primarily concerned with the conditions of public 

spaces: attributes they have, qualities they demonstrate, and positivist stances to the outcomes 

insulated from shaping processes (Carmona, 2014c; Inam, 2002; Zamanifard, Alizadeh, 
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Coiacetto, & Sipe, 2016). In addition, studies focused on the physical dimensions of public 

spaces constitute a large body of the literature and multidimensional investigations (especially 

from socioeconomic perspectives) are rare. Moreover, little research has focused on how public 

spaces are shaped and managed—the procedural dimensions—and how these processes may 

influence the qualities of public spaces. Studies into the procedural dimensions are limited and 

mostly fall under what is broadly discussed as ‘public space management’. This line of inquiry 

also falls short of addressing the complexity and multiplicity of stakeholders, their motivations 

and interests, and their relationships. Figure 2-7 is an indicative illustration of the focuses of 

flagship public space literature and depicts the imbalance in public space studies.  

 

Figure 2-7. Public space mainstream literature is compartmentalised and mostly focused on 

substantive dimensions.  

2.3.2.4 Public space quality evaluations are expert-centric 

This literature review shows that public space evaluation methods are to a great degree expert- 

and observation-centric. The tradition of observing urban public life dates back to the 

nineteenth century and the French phenomenon of flânerie1. Charles Baudelaire (1965) 

described a flâneur or stroller as someone who was able to distance himself from the urban 

                                                 
1 Flanerie is defined as aimless idle strolling or lounging (“Flanerie,” 2018). It is characterised by passivity and 

self-loss. It comes from French word of flânerie and dates back to the nineteenth century (Gluck, 2010, p. 273). 
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crowd and observe and report everyday urban modern life in great detail (as cited in Gluck, 

2010). However, it was almost a century before the study of public life became mainstream 

(Gehl & Svarre, 2013). Jane Jacobs (1961), Jan Gehl (2011), William H. Whyte (1980), Donald 

Appleyard (1980), and many pioneers of empirical public space investigation used methods 

largely reliant on researcher observation. While techniques of post-occupancy evaluation 

(POE) in buildings have advanced and become established to a great degree, it is only during 

the last decade that public space evaluation has adopted more participatory methods and has 

attempted to extend more user-centric evaluation methods. However, most of these evaluations 

only account for perceptions about amenities and behavioural patterns, and physical attributes 

and urban design qualities experienced by users, such as diversity, inclusiveness, and 

management etc., still remain as experts’ evaluations only. This thesis attempts to fill this gap 

by providing an index for measuring experiential qualities of public spaces through users’ 

perspectives (Chapters Three and Six).  What can be learnt from urban development processes? 

Insufficient empirical research on the process of shaping urban public spaces on one hand, and 

considering the fact that many public spaces are a by-product of bigger real estate and urban 

developments on the other, led the researcher’s review of the literature towards real estate 

development studies. Similarities and distinctions exist between real estate development 

processes and public place shaping processes. An established body of literature exists which 

argues the processes of urban development and real estate development from different 

perspectives, focusing on varied dimensions (see for example, Adams, 1994; Adams & 

Tiesdell, 2013; Cadman & Topping, 1995; Coiacetto & Baker, 2006; Gore & Nicholson, 1991; 

Healey, 1991, 1992).  

Healey (1992, p. 36), one of the prominent planning theorists, defines the development process 

as: 

[T]he transformation of the physical form, bundle of rights, and material and 

symbolic value of land and buildings from one state to another, through the effort 

of agents with interests and purposes in acquiring and using resources, operating 

rules and applying and developing ideas and values. 

In analysing the role of urban planning in the process of development, models which centre on 

the sequence of events or on actors engaged in the development process are of particular 

interest (Adams, 1994, p. 45). Cadman and Austin-Crowe (1983) named evaluation, 
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preparation, implementation, and disposal as four basic events of a development process. This 

classification was a rigid division of development stages focusing only on one actor— the 

developer (Adams, 1994). One of the most referenced event-based models in development 

discourses is the pipeline model (Barrett, Stewart, & Underwood, 1978). Development in this 

model is summarised by three significant phases: “development pressure and prospects”, 

“development feasibility”, and “implementation.” Figure 2-8 shows a reproduction of Barrett 

et al.’s (1978) pipeline model, cited in Adams and Tiesdell (2013, p. 77). 

 

Figure 2-8. An event-based model of the real estate development process (based on Barrett et al. 

1978). Reprinted from Shaping Places: Urban Planning, Design and Development (p. 77), by D. 

Adams and S. Tiesdell, 2013, London: Routledge. Copyright 2013 by Taylor and Francis. Reprinted 

with permission. 

Development pressure and prospects include the steps of identifying the required development 

and opportunities according to supply and demand analysis. External factors, such as social 

(demographics), political (taxation changes), technological (new means of communication, 

construction etc.), cultural (leisure patterns) changes or economic growth, trigger the process. 

At this stage, planners in government are influential in site selection and location of the 

development. Development feasibility involves the study of site ownership, physical 

conditions, public procedures, market conditions, and project viability. If a development 

proposal is feasible, it goes to the implementation stage. If it is not feasible it will either be 

completely rejected or it will be revised. Construction, disposal, and use comprise the third 
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stage. The construction industry and financial institutions enter into the development process 

at this stage. Ultimately, development ends at the same point of the triangle it started by adding 

to the real estate stock. This model is useful as it clarifies the details of linear development. 

However, it does not take into account the interactions of the actors and the complexities of 

decision-making in each stage that are very much impacted by socioeconomic and political 

structures and the culture of conducting development in a given context (Coiacetto, 2001).  

Adams and Tiesdell (2013) argue that although the above mentioned model of development 

process is useful in analysing the sequence of the events, it does not assist in examining the 

actors and drivers of the development process. They suggest a role-based model of real estate 

development (Figure 2-9). In their model, the development process is not linear, and multiple 

stakeholders and actors ranging from politicians to environmental groups with different 

motivations take action in support or disapproval of the development. This model helps identify 

the broad range of actors and their distinctive roles and interests in an urban development that 

can be somewhat applicable to public space shaping as well.  

 

Figure 2-9. A role-based model of the real estate development process. Reprinted from Shaping 

Places: Urban Planning, Design and Development (p. 77), by D. Adams and S. Tiesdell, 2013, 

London: Routledge. Copyright 2013 by Taylor and Francis. Reprinted with permission. 
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According to Healey (1991, p. 221), there are four types of development process: (1) 

“equilibrium models,” which approach development through the neo-classical economics lens 

based on effective demand for development; (2) “event-sequence models,” which are 

preoccupied by management of stages in the development process; (3) “Agency models,” 

which are concerned with actors engaged in the development process and their relationships 

on the basis of their behavioural or institutional agenda; and (4) “Structure models,” which take 

into account the organising and shaping forces of developments within urban political 

economy. 

In a later paper, Healey (1992) suggests a new category of models called “institutional models.” 

Institutional models describe events, agencies and their relations to the broader level of macro 

economy and political organization. It also captures the social relations of development 

projects. Figure 2-10 shows the consolidated form of this model. 

 

Figure 2-10. A consolidated model of the development process. Reprinted from “An Institutional 

Model of the Development Process,” by P. Healey, 1992, Journal of Property Research, 9(1), p. 37. 

Copyright 2007 by Taylor & Francis. Reprinted with permission. 

In this model, Healey places emphasis on distinguishing the “levels of analysis” instead of 

focusing on typologies of “actors, interests, and events” (Healey, 1992, p. 36). She suggests 

four levels of analysis: (1) mapping the operational activities and events and identifying 

agencies engaged and outcomes created; (2) analysing the agencies engaged, their roles at 

different stages of the development (production and consumption), and the power relations 
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between them; (3) assessing the interests and tactics of the actors in regard to their relationships 

with the process, and examining the governing rules and tools; and (4) linking the process with 

the social relations found in the common modes of production, regulation, and ideology of the 

society in which the development is being carried out (the connection with the context).  

However, some argue that each of these models is able to explain only part of the complexity 

and variability of land development, and a comprehensive model would be a successful 

integration of these aspects, and the complexity and variability of processes cannot be easily 

simplified and reduced to a single model which is representative of all types of development. 

These researchers call for more research in different areas of development (Adams & Tiesdell, 

2013, p. 76; Gore & Nicholson, 1991). This is particularly valid for public space shaping as 

one of the least researched areas in this respect. 

2.3.2.5 The challenges of applying development process models in public space 

shaping investigation 

Real estate development is a value-adding process. Combining different forms of capital (land, 

labour, and finance) and adding value to them to make a bigger amount of capital is the inherent 

logic in real estate development (Adams, 1994). This type of development usually occurs when 

owners of estates or external developers forecast greater value for the land or use of the land 

and decide to transform the land or its use. Once development is completed, each stakeholder 

would enjoy particular rights or entitlements to the land, according to their share of the stake 

(Adams, 1994). 

Public spaces, nevertheless, are not the exclusive capital of certain developers or owners, even 

if they are privately owned or have been delivered by the private sector. The reason is that 

public spaces, from an economics perspective, are public goods that can be consumed by every 

member of society, where controlling access and charging users are not usually possible or 

implemented (Adams, 1994). Besides, public spaces are usually publicly owned, meaning there 

is no dominant stakeholder other than governments on behalf of the public. In terms of value 

adding, public place making does add value, however, in an indirect, not easily quantifiable 

way. Since public space is not and cannot be a tradeable good in property markets (without 

some form of governmental permission and change of use), it is impractical to use normal 

market mechanisms to analyse its adding-value aspect. That is why there is no such thing as a 

public place market, whereas there are residential, industrial, office, and commercial markets. 

Good public spaces add value to adjacent properties and to the neighbourhood’s average price 
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(Carmona, 2001). As extensively discussed in the literature, public spaces add social value 

(Worpole & Knox, 2008).  

Another distinction between public place making and real estate development can be seen in 

the initiation phase or the development pressure and prospects side of the pipeline model. 

Although privately owned public spaces are common and the private sector is taking part in 

the provision of public spaces more than ever, public places are usually supplied by the public 

sector and are heavily used, while being under-produced (Adams, 1994). This means that the 

mechanisms of supply-demand are not applicable to analyses of the provision of public space 

without modifications. Most of the time, place making is seen as part of public expenditure 

with no return (however, there has been quite strong and acceptable criticism of this viewpoint, 

for example see Carmona (2001) and Places Matter (2015)). Thus, supplying public spaces is 

not of interest to the market unless economic gain can be seen in it. That is, public place 

development processes encounter challenges in various stages of the process, from 

development conception to implementation, and complexities of rights and motivations rise 

throughout the process. 

Furthermore, the real estate development models fall short in an important dimension of public 

space shaping, the management. Creating good public places requires creating not only the 

physical space but also a meaningful social environment that includes uses for social mingling, 

a very difficult goal to achieve (Amin, 2008). This addresses the importance of ongoing 

programming and management in public spaces, in addition to their physical design 

(Southworth, 2014, p. 39). Therefore, the process of place shaping does not end at the 

implementation phase. Management needs to be incorporated as a significant stage in the 

process of public place shaping.  

In most cases of public space shaping and managing, enhancing the quality of existing places—

spaces in use—is the agenda which takes place through redesigns and revamps of the physical 

or functional attributes (Carmona, 2014c). It implies that the process of place shaping might 

not necessarily include all the stages or engage all the actors explained in the real estate 

development. It might involve segments of each stage.  

Finally, the impact of social values on most real estate developments is negligible and these 

economic interests lie at the core of these types of development. Therefore, the public might 

not be consulted or engaged in the process. In contrast, public space is a social construct as 
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much as it is a physical entity (Madanipour, 2003). The development process models lack in 

taking into account the role of the public in the process. 

Despite distinctions between processes of public space shaping and those of real estate 

development, especially with respect to an economic agenda, there can be some common 

concepts and areas which might assist in drawing a basis for studying public place-making 

processes. These common areas are used in this thesis’s suggestion for a public space 

governance framework (next section). 

2.4 The public space governance as a holistic approach 

This integrative review of public space literature highlighted the quest for a more holistic 

approach, a unified new theory of public space that can be used to explain the complexities of 

production, management, and outcomes in today’s public spaces. Yet, this niche of public space 

literature needs more empirical research, advancement, and establishment. This thesis argues 

that public space governance discourse can provide one of these holistic approaches. 

Borrowing concepts from urban governance and place governance, this thesis proposes a public 

space governance framework (PSGF) that can be assumed to be an initial step towards a holistic 

theory of public space. In the following pages the grounds for this inductive reasoning are 

outlined and in Chapter Four, the framework is introduced and its components are explained. 

However, first, a concise review of the governance and urban governance is presented. 

 Governance and urban governance 

The body of literature on governance is considerably large and providing a comprehensive 

review is neither in the scope of this thesis nor its purpose. Instead, in this thesis, the 

fundamental concepts of governance on which most scholars have reached consensus are 

reviewed and used to conceptualise public space governance to better understand public spaces 

production and management.  

The term governance is extensively used in different fields, sometimes for different purposes. 

While in the private sector, studying the practice of corporate governance—“the system of 

laws, rules, and factors that control operations at a company” (Gillan & Starks, 1998 as cited 

in; Gillan, 2006, p. 382)—dates back to the early twentieth century (Ruhanen et al., 2010), in 

political sciences, the concept of governance emerged in the United States of America and in 

the United Kingdom in 1980s following the widespread public sector reforms (Ruhanen et al., 

2010). The reforms had been undertaken with the aim of giving more efficiency and 
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professionalism to the public sector organisations through decreasing bureaucracies, joint 

public-private partnerships, and/or privatisation of public services (Kooiman & Van Vliet, 

1993). Reforms were later know as New Public Management (NPM) and were widely 

employed in other countries such as Australia, New Zealand, Sweden, and Canada (Pollitt & 

Bouckaert, 2011).  

The notion of governance is used in politics and public administration to signify a shift from a 

conventional way of governing known as government to a more efficient and effective model, 

a new process of governing through a network of actors (Pierre, 1999; Rhodes, 2007). The shift 

signifies an attempt to decentralise power, question the hierarchy, and diminish the 

administrative role of the formal government in order to devolve authority to non-governmental 

institutions (Hambleton, 2015). 

Rhodes (1996, p. 653) provides six discreet uses of governance asserting that none of these 

models or uses of governance is necessarily good or bad and the choice is a matter of 

practicality rather than of an ideological conviction. The first use of governance is: “as the 

minimal state” and it is “a blanket term redefining the extent and form of public intervention 

and the use of markets and quasi-markets to deliver public services” (1996, p. 653). 

Governance in this sense means downsizing government through privatisation. The second use 

is governance “as corporate governance” and it refers to “a system by which organizations are 

directed and controlled’’ (Cadbury, 1992, p. 15). The third conceptualisation is governance “as 

the new public management” and “it stresses the disaggregating bureaucracies; greater 

competition through contracting-out and quasi-markets; and consumer choice” (1996, p. 655). 

In NPM, citizens are treated as users/customers and service providers are in competition to 

provide better efficient services. The fourth use of governance, according to Rhodes, is its 

conceptualisation “as good governance” and it is ‘the exercise of political power to manage a 

nation’s affairs” (World Bank, 1989, p. 60). The fifth use is governance “as a socio-cybernetic 

system” that takes place when a range of stakeholders from the private sector and the voluntary 

sector are engaged in the act of governing and the system cannot solely rely on one actor or 

stakeholder’s actions (a central government for example) (Rhodes, 1996, p. 657). The 

stakeholders are integrated and dependent on one another; the system is polycentric; and the 

role of government is to enable and encourage varied arrangements and opportunities for 

political interactions and to distribute services among several actors (Rhodes, 1996, p. 657). 

The final conceptualisation of governance refers to governance “as self-organising networks 

(Rhodes, 1996, p. 658).” This use of governance implies that neither government nor private 
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sector is at the centre of coordinating and steering the affairs, and instead a network of actors 

from private, voluntary, and public sectors provides the services (Rhodes, 1996, p. 658). In this 

conceptualisation, governance is about “managing networks” and the main characteristic of the 

networks is that they are self-organising and autonomous (Rhodes, 1996, pp. 658–659).  

Rhodes’ research on the uses of governance is important as it helps determine how this concept 

is going to be used in this thesis and it assists with identifying the dimensions and aspects of 

governance and the criteria used for governance evaluation. In addition, another consideration 

is that governance has been referred to in different modifications such as global, environmental, 

participatory, managerial, and urban (Rhodes, 1997). Urban governance, in particular, has 

become a focus in the procedural studies of urban design and place-making over the past two 

decades and relevant to this thesis. Three overarching reasons for the increasing interest in 

urban governance can be summarised as: 1) the rapidly growing urbanisation and urban 

population all around the world (United Nations, 2014), 2) the resurgence of urban economy 

and urban economic growth (Henderson, 2003), and 3) the significance of local institution 

building for development (Stren, 1993). Urban governance is defined as the processes of 

control, coordination and regulation of urban affairs; and steering urban society towards 

collectively defined goals (Pierre, 2005). It involves formal and informal actors, institutions, 

and organisations beyond the state or government; is strongly tied to the structure of power in 

a political system; and reflects the overarching values and practices of the society (Pierre, 

1999). Focusing on participatory planning, Healey (2010, p. 50) defines place governance as 

the “deliberate collective activity of management and development of the place”—theorised as 

a way of collaboratively planning and designing places with regard to their characteristics, 

traits and potential (Healey, 2015a). Concerning inclusive city creation, Hambleton (2015) 

advocates localised governance, place-based leadership, and public service innovation and 

reforms. He links inequality, inclusion, and place and states that allowing all people to 

participate in decision-making processes about urban affairs leads to a just, inclusive, and 

people-friendly city.  

While most of these definitions have a latent normative component (governing beyond 

government), in this thesis, governance is used based on an epistemological account and it 

refers to the way activities of shaping, managing, and reshaping public spaces are conducted 

by multiple actors and stakeholders (beyond formal governments) and under identifiable 

governing tools. Here, the terminology of governance is used to holistically reconcile processes 
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of shaping, management, and reshaping, with respect to their chronological manner and 

contextual socio-political forces. 

 Dimensions of good governance 

In a comprehensive review of governance literature, Ruhanen et al. (2010) identify 40 

dimensions/concepts used to define (good) governance or aspects of governance. Nevertheless, 

the most frequently cited dimensions as they conclude are “accountability, transparency, 

involvement, structure, effectiveness and power (Ruhanen et al., 2010, p. 11).” McCall and 

Dunn (2012, p. 84) list five main dimensions of “accountability, legitimacy, equity, 

competence, and respect” as dimensions of good governance for participatory spatial planning. 

Graham et al. (2003, p. 3) outline five dimensions of “legitimacy and voice, direction, 

performance, accountability, and fairness.” Hendriks (2014, p. 565) argues that 

“responsiveness, effectiveness, resilience, procedural justice, and counterbalance” are the core 

values of a good governance.  

The United Nations Development Program Discussion Paper (UNDP, 2014, p. 4) mentions 

three components of governance evaluation: “mechanisms that promote it, processes used, and 

the outcomes achieved.” Mechanisms of good governance examine the transparency and 

democraticness of institutions and actors, as well as efficiency and effectiveness of public 

services. Processes include the quality of participation necessary “to ensure that political, social 

and economic priorities are based on a broad consensus in society and that the voices of the 

excluded, poorest and most vulnerable are heard in decision-making” (Governance for 

Sustainable Development, UNDP, 2005 cited in UNDP, 2014, p. 4). The outcomes refer to 

whether the governance has responded to the needs and aspirations of the community and 

whether it has created a peaceful, stable, and resilient society. In a more collective manner, the 

2001 white paper on European governance has described five underpinning principles of good 

governance: openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness, and coherence 

(Commission of the European Communities, 2001). 

Adapting these concepts to fit the scale and challenges of UPSs, it is hypothesised that 

procedural evaluation of governance in UPSs consists of five components: public participation 

in decision-making; accountability and transparency of the management regime and actively 

engaged actors; economic viability; direction and strategic vision; and efficacy, efficiency, and 

coherence. The dimensions of good governance are articulated in Chapter Seven. 
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The literature seems to not clearly make a distinction between governance and good 

governance (Aubut, 2004; McCall & Dunn, 2012; Ruhanen et al., 2010). This blurs the border 

between concepts used to describe good governance (as an outcome) and dimensions used to 

study governance (as a process of getting things done). Yet, it denotes that good governance is 

both a process and an outcome (McCall & Dunn, 2012). For the purposes of this thesis, those 

dimensions of governance that can be used to analyse governance as the way it is (and not the 

way it should be) are called components of governance which are extracted from governance 

definitions and encompass actors and stakeholders, the governing structure, governing tools, 

and tasks and activities. These dimensions are explained in detail in Chapter Four.  

 Why public space governance  

Reviewing the literature on governance, Stoker (1998, p. 18) reveals five main propositions 

about conceptions of governance. These include: 1) a variety of actors and institutions from 

and beyond the government are involved in governance; 2) governance recognises the blurring 

borders between responsibilities for resolving the economic and social problems; 3) power 

dependence exists between actors engaged in governance; 4) governance refers to a self-

governing networks of actors; and 5) depending on the capacity of governance, matters can be 

done without formal intervention of government or through innovative and new instruments.  

2.4.3.1 Stoker’s proposition 1: a variety of actors and institutions from and beyond the 

government are involved in governance 

Recent approaches to public place-shaping signal similarities to the above propositions. Place-

making, which has become very popular among practitioners, advocates for more community 

participation in decision-making and designing public spaces (PPS, 2015). Focusing on 

participatory planning, Healey (2010, p. 50) conceptualises place governance and defines it as 

the ‘deliberate collective activity of management and development of the place’—theorised as 

a way of collaboratively planning and designing places with regard to their characteristics, 

traits and potential. In essence, place governance can be a challenging test for the functionality 

of democratic systems and decision-making processes (Healey, 2015a, p. 105). Place 

governance adds spatial dimension and context to governance. This provides a good basis for 

public space governance. In a recent study, Carmona (2014c, p. 6) studied a range of 

distinctively produced public spaces in London and concluded that public spaces are shaped 

through conscious and unconscious contributions of different actors including “architects, 

urban designers, planners, developers, managing agents, regeneration agencies, community 
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groups, investors and politicians.” These stakeholders hold different and conflictual 

institutional and cultural assumptions, motivations, and interests. Thus, the first governance 

proposition can be observed in many public spaces.  

2.4.3.2 Stoker’s proposition 2: governance recognises the blurring borders between 

responsibilities for resolving the economic and social problems 

With respect to the second proposition, the responsibilities over public space maintenance and 

management and challenges arising, such as budgeting, homelessness, graffiti, and protests are 

redistributed and are no longer the sole duty of the government. This can be rooted in one of 

the characteristics of contemporary public spaces; that is the border between public and private 

spaces is blurring (Madanipour, 2003; Southworth, 2014).  

2.4.3.3 Stoker’s proposition 3: power dependence exists between actors engaged in 

governance 

The third governance proposition can also be observed in urban public spaces. In urban public 

spaces, depending on ownership and the rights coming with it, there is power dependency 

between actors and stakeholders, and an actor may dominate a particular stage of production 

or exploitation (Tiesdell & Adams, 2011). The distribution of power among actors depends on 

the structure of power in a bigger scale—political system level and the tradition of getting 

things done in society (Carmona, 2014c). In the Australian context, urban public spaces if not 

privately owned, are owned by state governments. The subordinate is local governments (as 

the main curator of public spaces). The decision made at local level, if substantial (and that is 

something relatively defined and negotiable), needs to be discussed at state level. The private 

sector engagement is ratified by government. Both levels of government are elected by civil 

society, putting the general public at a higher level. In privately-owned public spaces, however, 

the situation is complicated. Power is negotiable and the civil society is in a weaker position.  

2.4.3.4 Stoker' proposition 4: governance refers to self-governing networks of actors 

The fourth governance proposition is, however, partial and less tangible in urban public spaces 

and needs to be explicated. Self-governing in urban public space is practised through the design 

of the space, the way it is occupied, and the behavioural patterns of the users. The physical 

design can encourage or discourage certain activities and thus become a self-governing tool. In 

addition, if the assumption that ‘users of public spaces make contributions in place-shaping of 

the space-in-use through their behaviour’ (Carmona, 2014c) is acknowledged, then the self-
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governing practice is happening. Most public spaces do not provide their users with clear 

information or instruction on use. In most cases, the sociocultural norms are used to self-govern 

the public behaviour (M. Francis, 1987). Nevertheless, formal and informal governing 

instruments may be in place and used to co-ordinate the activities (Carmona, 2016b). With 

respect to the relationships between the private sector and the government, self-governing 

practice is normally spelled out in the shape of consensus and arrangements made between the 

two.  

2.4.3.5 Stoker’s proposition 5: depending on the capacity of governance, matters can 

be done without formal intervention of government or through innovative and 

new instruments 

The fifth proposition stands for tasks of the governance summarised in three main categories 

of (de)composition and coordination; collibration1 and steering; and integration and regulation 

(Kooiman & Van Vliet, 1993, p. 66). Decomposition refers to power devolution which may 

take place through instruments like relevant stakeholder identification or creating new 

agencies. Coordination recognises and develops the relations between stakeholders while 

keeping together the system as a whole. Collibration and steering refers to the ability of the 

governance in guiding all stakeholders and actors towards objectives for which the governance 

is in place. The third task involves “thinking and acting beyond the individual sub-systems, 

avoiding unwanted side effects, and establishing mechanisms for effective coordination” 

(Stoker, 1998, p. 24). The management model proposed by Carmona et al. (2008, pp. 66–67) 

(Figure 2-5) indicates that in public spaces these processes more or less take place. 

 Public space governance framework (PSGF) 

Figure 2-11 depicts the proposed public space governance framework. PSGF is underpinned 

by four major components: 1) governance structure; 2) actors and stakeholders; 3) governing 

tools; and 4) governing tasks. The governance structure is affected by two important groups of 

broader forces, the contextual factors such as history and tradition of place-shaping, political 

and planning systems, level of localism, and so on, and economic factors of ownership, 

financial resources, and availability of expertise. As with all analytical frameworks, there is a 

twofold evaluative component attached to this framework: substantive and procedural 

evaluations. The procedural evaluation takes into account the characteristics of good 

                                                 
1 Collibration is defined as “steering by making use of opposing forces” (Dunsire, 1993)  
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governance arrangements, whereas the substantive evaluation looks into urban design qualities 

including publicness and sociability of the place. This framework has been articulated in 

Chapter Four. This framework guides the analysis of governance in case study areas.  

 

Figure 2-11. Public space governance framework (PSGF). 

2.5 Conclusion 

This integrative literature review highlighted a few gaps in the public space literature. First, the 

debates on the changing nature of public space production (the private sector’s engagement in 

public space provision) cannot be addressed without a holistic approach to both place-shaping 

and the ways public spaces are used, occupied, and evaluated (the qualities). An approach that 

accounts for a wide range of stakeholders, their motivations, instruments, and activities that 

together form a public space in the way it is. Second, using the dichotomy of procedural vs 
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substantive, it was argued that the public space literature was compartmentalised and mostly 

focused on the substantive dimensions. With regard to the quality evaluation, methods were 

identified as being more expert-centric and less developed in relation to users’ perspectives.  

These identified gaps led the review to areas of urban studies that could provide helpful models 

or theories. The urban development and the real estate literature were explored with the aim of 

assessing their applicability to public space shaping and managing investigations. While they 

provided essential understandings, in particular in relation to the actors and events of 

development, management, and regulation, still they fell short of accounting for the 

motivations, context, qualities, and political and economic forces. 

Finally, the concepts of urban governance and place governance were explored and borrowed 

to propose a holistic framework for analysing the governance arrangements in a public space 

and to probe its impacts on the qualities of the space (Figure 2-11). 
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 Chapter Three 

Research Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter provided a critical review of the scholarly literature on the procedural 

and substantive dimensions of public space.  This critical review informed the need in the 

literature for a holistic framework that synthesises both dimensions.  

This chapter is about how the research was conducted and the ways in which the research 

questions were investigated. It begins with describing the overarching paradigm of the 

investigator and proceeds to introduce the case studies, then outlines the research methods and 

the techniques used in data analysis. To conclude, this chapter sets out the limitations and 

delimitations of the research.  

3.2 Overarching research paradigm 

It is necessary for researchers to be specific about the worldview on which they base their 

studies (Creswell & Clark, 2007). There have been various categorizations of worldviews or 

paradigms proposed by scholars who are mostly from social science and philosophy (see for 

example Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Post-positivism, 

constructivism, critical theory, and pragmatism are the common worldviews recommended by 

Guba and Lincoln (1994) in qualitative research. Nevertheless, it should be noted that this 

classification is not rigid and studies may fall somewhere in between or use multiple 

worldviews, particularly if they use mixed methodology (Creswell & Clark, 2007). To identify 

the paradigm for the present study, two steps were taken. First, the assumptions of the 

researcher in four elements of a worldview, namely, ontology, epistemology, axiology and 

methodology were identified (Table 3-1).  

Considering the researcher’s position on each of these elements, pragmatism is the closest 

approach to the researcher’s worldview. Second, the nature of the research was carefully taken 

into account, as Sayer (2000, p. 19) states “the particular choices of research methods should 

always depend on the nature of the object of study and what one wants to learn about it.” 

Considering the nature of the research questions, mixed methods research (MMR) is more 

effective. In MMR, the research question guides the researcher in deployment of suitable 

methods (Creswell & Clark, 2007). “The use of quantitative and qualitative approaches in 
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combination provides a better understanding of research problems than either approach alone” 

(Creswell & Clark, 2007, p. 5). Pragmatism emphasizes the application of suitable methods 

(regardless of the theoretical challenges between qualitative or quantitative methodologies) in 

accordance with the research problem or question, while not being concerned with loyalty to a 

philosophical school. As shown in Table 3-2, according to Mason (2006) there are six reasons 

for taking a mixed methods approach. 

Table 3-1. The researcher’s assumptions for this study 

Paradigm element Researcher’s stance 
Paradigm 

matched 

Ontology 

(the nature of reality) 

There might be a single reality (meaning or 

definition) but there are different interpretations of 

that single reality. 

Pragmatic 

Epistemology 

(relationship between 

researcher & researched) 

Intersubjectivity: researcher’s knowledge affects and 

is affected by the situation and phenomenon. 

Pragmatic 

Axiology 

(the role of value) 

Values and biases are discussed and acknowledged 

whenever there is a chance for them to be 

influencing. 

Pragmatic 

Methodology 

(the process of research) 

Research methods should first and foremost be 

concerned with the research questions. Any method 

that is able to address the questions is welcome. 

Pragmatic 

Rejecting the paradigm challenges between the positivism and constructivism dichotomy, a 

pragmatic researcher uses both ‘narrative’ and ‘numeric’ forms of data as far as they assist 

them in addressing their research question (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009, p. 22). This 

dissertation’s aims and questions indicate that both qualitative and quantitative methods for 

collecting and analysing data are required (see Table 3-2). 

3.3 Case study  

Social science research involves people and places, and case study research is core in many 

projects (Ragin, 1992). Most built environment researchers also use case studies (Groat & 

Wang, 2002). In this research, which is undertaken at the intersection of built environment and 

social constructs, case study research is used both to delimit the scope of study and also as an 

approach. A case study approach is particularly appropriate when context plays a significant 

role, when multiple variables exist, and when numerous sources of data need to be consulted 

(Yin, 2003). UPSs and the ways people experience them are highly complex and context-based,  
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Table 3-2. Reasons for adopting MMR 

Mix methods benefits (Mason, 2006) Applicability in this dissertation 

Mixing methods can add some breadth or depth 

to the analysis of a problem. 

This research requires deep analysis with regard 

to the governance study and broad ranges of 

respondents in terms of quality assessment. 

Mixing methods enables the researcher to 

answer related but different questions which 

might have different logics, or be analytically 

distinct, or to connect different layers or parts of 

a research question. 

This research bridges two logically distinctive 

areas of conception. A mixed methods approach 

enables the researcher to investigate both urban 

governance dimension and the users’ 

experience. 

Mixing methods can help analyse the 

connecting parts or segments of a whole. Each 

method might suit its specific component in a 

multi-component design, while all methods in 

combination can address a meaningful whole. 

In this research, methods are designed with 

regard to how the research questions can be best 

answered as a whole, and theoretical 

considerations on or loyalty to a specific method 

have not been privileged. 

Mixing methods can enhance the accuracy and 

validity of findings by incorporating different 

sources of data. 

Different sources of data have been employed in 

this dissertation.  

Mixing methods enables researchers to 

maximize the strengths and reduce the 

weaknesses of contrasting methods. 

Triangulation of data is another reason for using 

a mixed methods approach in this research. 

Mixing methods might opportunistically lead to 

new insights into a particular problem. 

Using mixed-methods in this research has led to 

new insights into the research problems through 

a deep case study approach.  

to some extent socially constructed (Madanipour, 2003; Orum & Neal, 2010). This makes a 

case study approach necessary. The case study selection process was focused on finding 

examples that would provide a rich context in terms of data and relevance for the research 

questions; which would correspond to time and budget frames of the research; and preferably 

which would fill a gap in the geographical distribution of the public space literature. 

The first pre-condition led the researcher to public spaces with a somewhat clear researchable 

path of establishment and management, those with a recent, documented history (after 1980) 

and with varied shaping processes and functions.  

Due to time and budget limits, an international comparison was avoided and Australia (as one 

of the least researched areas in the subjects of public space) was selected.  A preliminary search 

for potential case studies resulted in a list shown in Table 3-3. South Bank Parklands (SBP) 

and Queen Street Mall (QSM) in Brisbane were eventually selected. 
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Table 3-3. Potential case study areas and their general management attributes and milestones 

Precinct  City 
Typology / main 

function 

Authorities in 

charge 

Type of delivery / 

management 
Key milestones / year Highlights 

South Bank 

Parklands 

Brisbane Waterfront 

parkland / leisure & 

recreation  

 

1. SBC: a special 

organisation with full 

authority formed by 

State Government. 

2. Brisbane City 

Council  

A statutory body with 

development 

approval power. 

World Exposition / 1988 

Parkland establishment / 

1992. 

Major redevelopment / 

1997. 

Introduced as one of the 

attractive places of QLD 

10 million visitors 

annually.  

Federation Sq. Melbourne  Civic square / public 

event 

A special organisation 

with full authority 

formed by State 

Government. 

A mix of public and 

public-private 

partnerships.  

Establishment / 2002. 

Extension / 2006. 

Home to major cultural 

attractions, world-class 

events, tourism 

experiences. 

Darling Harbour  Sydney  Waterfront / leisure & 

recreation 

A special organisation 

with full authority 

formed by State 

Government. 

Public-private 

partnerships. 

Establishment / 1988. 

Major refurbishment / 

1998. 

Introduced as one of the 

attractive places of NSW 

Circular Quay & 

the Rocks 

Sydney  Waterfront / leisure & 

recreation 

A special organisation 

with full authority 

formed by State 

Government. 

Public-private 

partnerships. 

Establishment / 2006. A focal point for 

community celebrations. 

Tourist attraction. 

Docklands 

(Waterfront 

City) 

Melbourne  Waterfront & 

promenade / 

entertainment  

State Government  A mix of public and 

public-private 

partnerships.  

Establishment / 2005. Many ups and downs in 

its process of 

development. 

Southbank (and 

Northbank) 

Promenade 

Melbourne Waterfront & 

promenade / leisure & 

walking 

Local government  Public sector  Establishment /  

1990 /  

Extension / 2006. 

Home to art and leisure.  
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Table 3-3. Continued 

Precinct  City 
Typology / main 

function 

Authorities in 

charge 

Type of delivery / 

management 
Key milestones / year Highlights 

Queen St. Mall  Brisbane Pedestrian-only street / 

retailing and 

entertainment  

Local government Public sector First stage of 

pedestrianisation / 1982. 

Major extension / 1988. 

Refurbishment / 1999. 

Extension / 2009. 

26 million visitors 

annually.  

Introduced as one of the 

attractive places of 

QLD.  

Known as a commercial 

zone. 

King George Sq. Brisbane Civic square / everyday 

use, event, and protests 

Local government  Public sector Established / 1969. 

Major redevelopment / 

2009. 

Home to events such as 

markets, games night, 

and rallies.  

Criticized for lack of 

shade and greenery.  

Post Office 

Square  

Brisbane Square / everyday use Local government  Public sector Established / 1984.  One of the main open 

spaces in Brisbane.  

Anzac Sq.  Brisbane Ceremonial square / 

everyday use 

Local government  Public sector Establishment / 1928 – 

1939. 

War memorial.  

Pitt St. Mall Sydney  Pedestrian-only street / 

retailing and 

entertainment 

Local government  Public sector Establishment / 1987 

Major redevelopment / 

2012. 

58,000 visitors (and 

users) per day.  
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 Why SBP and QSM? 

South Bank Parklands (SBP) and Queen Street Mall (QSM) in Brisbane (Figure 3-1) met all 

the selection criteria as explained in following paragraphs. These are two different urban public 

spaces in the Australian city of Brisbane. SBP is a series of public spaces (mainly parks and 

promenades) covering up 17 hectares of land on the south bank of the Brisbane River and is 

generally used for recreation and events. Before European settlement, the precinct was a 

meeting and gathering place for Indigenous people. Then, until the late 19th century, it became 

Brisbane’s main port. The area started degrading after losing its main function in the early 20th 

century and remained in a poor condition for decades (Richard, 1990). In the 1980s, the site 

was selected and developed for a World Exposition to be held in 1988. Following Expo 88, the 

site was redeveloped as city-wide public parkland and opened to the public under the name 

SBP in 1992. 

 

Figure 3-1. SBP and QSM locations in inner city of Brisbane. Source of the base maps: AURIN 

(2016). 

QSM, on the northern side of the Brisbane River, is a series of pedestrianised streets, sidewalks, 

and a laneway in the Central Business District (CBD) of Brisbane. Surrounded by retail stores, 

offices, commercial, governmental, and civic buildings, this area has been the main economic 

and business hub of Brisbane since the CBD was planned and built in the mid-19th century. 

The first part of the QSM (between Edward and Albert Streets) was developed and opened to 

the public in 1982, just in time for the Commonwealth Games. Other sections were 

pedestrianised and integrated into the mall in later years. 
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Figure 3-2. South Bank Parklands Map. Source: Visit Brisbane (2017b). 

SBP and QSM have had varied processes of creation and management, and different 

governance arrangements. SBP has had a complex and multi-facet governance and has been a 

contested space in economic and political respects. Over the years, it has had multiple self-

conscious shaping processes, certain control and management policies, and has undergone 

several stages of design and development. The special governance arrangement, with the active 

engagement of the private sector, makes SBP an atypical example that is worth researching. 

The multiplicity of actors and stakeholders engaged in its management and development 

processes, and its attractiveness to politicians and the private sector alike, provide a rich and 

multi-layered case study that allows the nuances of the proposed framework to be tested. 

QSM, on the other hand, has been entirely established by a public body, the Brisbane City 

Council (in collaboration with State Government). However, over the years, the management 

arrangements have changed and the private sector has been given more authority and voice in 

a complex and multifaceted way, with an emphasis on economic prospects. QSM is claimed to 

be the most successful street mall in Australia accounting for 26 million visitors annually (Visit 

Brisbane, 2017a). QSM has long been a contested space between users, business owners, and 

social and environmental activists because its centrality in Brisbane’s CBD gives these groups 

a unique platform to be seen. QSM is a different type of public space compared to SBP, being 

more of a civic space with a strong commercial core. The selection of these study areas is 

purposive, as the variation between them enabled the research questions to be explored in 

typologically different spaces.  
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Figure 3-3. Aerial view of the South Bank precinct 2016. Source: Google Inc. (2016) 

It soon became apparent that this in-depth case study would require intensive data collection, 

local knowledge, access to organisations and individuals in charge, and multiple visits to the 

case study precincts. The practicality of first-hand data collection was an additional ground for 

choosing SBP and QSM, as the researcher lives and works in Brisbane and is familiar with the 

case study areas and the city itself. Moreover, the mainstream urban research has been 

dominated by studies of urban change in world cities, the branded or capital metropolises in 

the global north (D. Bell & Jayne, 2009), and larger Australian cities such as Melbourne and 

Sydney. This dissertation resonates with the call for further research in small and medium-

sized cities, to increase the generalisability of urban studies (J. Robinson, 2008). Brisbane, with 

a population of 1.2 million and a GDP equivalent to 12% of Tokyo’s, places it in the medium-

sized cities category (Commonwealth of Australia, 2015).  
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Figure 3-4. SBP timeline based on Richard (1990) and Blake (1990). Images: a, c, d, and e adapted from State Library of Queensland. Adapted with 

permission. © State Library of Queensland. Image b Poul C Poulsen adapted from Queensland Gallery of Modern Art. Adapted with permission. Image f 

from author’s archive. 
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Figure 3-5. QSM timeline based on Cole (1984) and John Oxley Library, State Library of Queensland (2012). Images: a, b, c, d, e, f adapted from State 

Library of Queensland. Adapted with permission. © State Library of Queensland. Image g from author’s archive, and image h copyright is unknown. 
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Figure 3-6. Left: SBP provides a stage for collective events, right: Saturday market in SBP. 

 

Figure 3-7. Aerial view of the QSM precinct 2017. Source (base image): Google Inc. (2018) 

   

Figure 3-8. Left: an entertainer in QSM, right: people use QSM to shop, spend time, and wander around. 
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3.4 Research methods 

Semi-structured interviews and intercept surveys were the principal methods used for data 

collection in this research. Document analysis and expert observation were additionally 

employed with the aim of data triangulation. Figure 3-9 depicts how these methods helped 

provide data for the research questions. 

 

Figure 3-9. The links between research questions, data required, and methods. 

 Key informant interviews 

Semi-structured key informant interviews were used to collect data on the governance of SBP 

and QSM. The grounds for employing key informant interviewing for this part of the research 

was to gain greater insights into the processes, actors, and circumstances of place-shaping and 

place-managing in the case study precincts. Although both case study areas were relatively 

recent (developed over the past 40 years), limited relevant documents existed especially over 
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the more recent management regimes and philosophies. This gap in information was filled by 

interviewing stakeholders and representatives of the relevant authorities. Interviewing was 

used to collect information and learn about the governance in the case study precincts, rather 

than capturing perceptions or insights of the interviewees. Interviews were semi-structured and 

findings were reported individually (after being crosschecked). Semi-structured interviews 

have the capacity to keep the dialogue on track with the help of loosely prepared open-ended 

questions (interview guide, Table 3-4), while at the same time, giving freedom to the 

interviewee to explore new arenas relevant to the topic if necessary (Bryman, 2012).  

3.4.1.1 Participants  

Participants selected from the relevant authorities were identified as people engaged in the 

creation and management processes of SBP and QSM. In total, 12 people (out of 16 contacted) 

agreed to be interviewed. Potential participants were identified through formal documents 

published by authority organisations, news and media releases, and relevant websites. In some 

cases, snowballing helped in identifying them. Interviewees included former and present 

managers or employees of South Bank Corporation, Brisbane Marketing, Queensland 

Government, Brisbane City Council, Brisbane City Parklands, community advocates, and 

activists. Ethical considerations prevent providing more information about participants. 

Potential participants were initially contacted via email and were later followed up by telephone 

(in compliance with ethics clearance). Interviews lasted between 60 to 110 minutes. Interviews 

were voice-recorded and transcribed. The interviewees were provided with a copy of their 

interview transcript and were able to make changes to their responses if they wished. No 

changes were requested. 

3.4.1.2 Interview questions 

Questions revolved around history and background; stages of place shaping including design, 

development process, and management; institutional take and philosophy of the interviewee’s 

agency; their relations with other stakeholders; and roles and responsibilities of the interviewee 

or specific organisation they represented—all about the case study area they have been 

involved with. Some of the questions were adapted from Carmona’s (2014c) study of London’s 

public spaces. These questions were obtained through personal contact with Professor Carmona 

in 2015 (Appendix D).  
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Table 3-4 shows the interview questions. These questions are indicative. In practice, they were 

modified and reworded according to the case space specific conditions (such as the nature of 

the space, organisations engaged, and role of the interviewee). The themes and the questions 

were designed in line with data needed for the public space governance framework (PSGF). 

Participants were sent a list of indicative questions. This was useful, as they attended the 

interview meetings with some level of readiness. In some cases, they even brought additional 

documents and evidence that would not otherwise have been obtained to the interview sessions.  

Table 3-4. Interview guide (indicative and subject to modification). 

Theme Primary questions Secondary questions / prompts 

C
o
n
te

x
t 

Could you give me a potted history of South 

Bank (QSM), how did this place come about as a 

public space?  

What were the social, political, and/or 

economic forces?   

What significant events initiated the 

development? 

How does it fit into wider strategic / policy goals 

for the area? 

 

What are the aspirations / purposes of the 

scheme? 

Why a public space like this? 

R
o
le

 

Who have been the key actors in this project in 

different phases from design concept to 

managing South Bank (QSM)?  

And what were/are their motivations? 

How would you describe your (your 

organization) role? 

 

P
ro

ce
ss

 

Which changes you (your organization) made to 

South Bank (QSM) parklands during your 

responsibility? 

 

How would you describe the design / 

development concept of South Bank (QSM), 

overall? 

In terms of landscape, activities, 

connection to the surroundings, and 

contextual qualities (river, CBD …) 

In terms of incentives offered to 

public/private? 

How would you describe changes made during 

your responsibility? 

How did you come up with these 

changes?  

Can you describe the development process of 

your proposed plan? (if any)? 

What where the key stages? 

How would you describe the power 

relationships?  

How are conflicts addressed and resolved? 

(Local/state authorities, partnerships, 

conflicts, consensus, etc.)? 

Who drove the project forward (the 

leadership role)? 

Key decisions makers 
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Table 3-4. Continued 

Theme Primary questions Secondary questions / prompts 
P

ro
ce

ss
 

What were / are the local comperes and how did 

the local concerns feature?  

Was the community involved? How 

successfully? 

How does / did the regulatory processes operate? Planning obligations, organizations 

regulations, other 

What was their cost (time and 

resources) and impact on the final 

scheme? 

What was the total cost of the project? How the funding was provided? 

M
an

ag
em

en
t 

Who owns South Bank (QSM)? What type of company or 

organization is SBC? 

How is / was South Bank parklands (QSM) 

managed? 

Roles, responsibilities, coordination 

What were the management goals / philosophy?  How did this inform the design or 

management? 

How was the management regime paid for?  

How were the commercial tenants in the space 

chosen and has this changed over time? 

 

How do you describe your planning for different 

activities and users in this space? 

How do you allocate time/space to 

activities or events?  

How was the space used during your 

responsibility over this space? 

Who are the dominant user groups of the space? 

 

Are any types of uses encouraged, if 

so, how? 

Are any groups / behaviours 

discouraged, if so, how? 

Are there any conflicts / problem 

behaviours? 

Have you observed any unexpected outcomes 

(good or bad)? 

How adaptable is the space (special 

events / activities)?  

Has any evaluation of the space in use been 

done, and if so, what did it reveal? 

 

What approach is / was taken to cleaning and 

maintenance and what resources were/are 

available? 

 

What approach was / is taken to security and 

what resources were/are available? 

 

How were / are public involved in the process of 

management and control of space? 

 

E
x
p
er

ie
n

ce
 a

n
d
 

le
ss

o
n

s 

 

How do you think South Bank (QSM) performs?  

How sociable is South Bank (QSM)? 

To what degree is this a ‘public’ space? 

What are the key lessons for others designing 

and delivering new Brisbane public spaces? 

What would you do differently next time? 
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 Documentary evidence  

Documentary evidence was used in conjunction with interviews to collect additional data on 

governance in SBP and QSM and to triangulate data. A wide range of documents such as 

personal diaries, letters, photographs, videos, official documents including both state and 

private, media releases, memoirs, and meeting minutes and the like are used in social research 

as second-hand data sources (Bryman, 2012).  

Table 3-5. Documents selected and used in this thesis. 

Documentary evidence Source typology 

South Bank Corporation Act 1989 and its amendments  Statutory document (legislation) 

South Bank Corporation annual reports  Formal reports 

City of Brisbane Act 2010 Statutory document (legislation) 

Local Government (Queen Street Mall) Act 1981 and its 

later amendments 

Statutory document (legislation) 

Brisbane City Council website Governmental website 

Queen Street Mall Local Law 2014 Statutory document 

South Bank Corporation Area Approved Development Plan Statutory document 

South Bank Master Plans 1996 & 2001 Formal document 

South Bank Regulation 2003 & 2014 Statutory document (legislation) 

South Bank Corporation website Formal (semi-governmental) website 

South Bank Corporation Statement of Affairs  Formal document 

Brisbane City Centre Master Plan 2014 Formal document 

Queen Street Mall Visioning Plan Formal document 

Visit Brisbane / Choose Brisbane website Formal (semi-governmental) website 

Architecture Australia Professional journal  

Department of Infrastructure, Local Government and 

Planning website 

Governmental website 

Queensland State Archives Photography 

The Courier-Mail  News media 

Brisbane Times Online newspaper 

Instant urban development: Brisbane's South Bank 

Parklands (G. M. Robinson, 1994) 

Peer-reviewed journal article 

On Kodak Beach: Technical Developments in Imaging and 

Architecture (Macarthur, 1995) 

Peer-reviewed journal article 

Planning for World Expo 88 (Park & Feros, 1985, p. 88) Peer-reviewed journal article 

Planning people–places: A small world network paradigm 

for masterplanning with people in mind (Ganis, Minnery, & 

Mateo-Babiano, 2016) 

Peer-reviewed journal article 

South Bank Dreaming (Noble, 2001) Journal article 

The design of urban waterfronts: A critique of two 

Australian 'Southbanks' (Stevens, 2006) 

Peer-reviewed journal article 

The Evolution of a Masterplan: Brisbane's South Bank, 

1991–2012 (Ganis, Minnery, & Mateo-Babiano, 2014) 

Peer-reviewed journal article 

Design and Building the Queen Street Mall, Brisbane 

(Jones & Taylor, 1984) 

Conference paper 
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In order to identify what documents would be informative to this research, governmental 

websites of Queensland and Brisbane, South Bank Corporation, State of Queensland Library, 

local universities’ libraries, National Library of Australia, professional bodies, and research 

sources such as Scopus were consulted and explored. In three cases, the interviewees handed 

some documents to the researcher. Documents, websites, and other sources used in this 

research are illustrated in Table 3-5. Keywords and search phrases used for identifying relevant 

documents (in conjunction with South Bank, Queen Street Mall, and Brisbane) included but 

were not limited to management, history, construction, development, plan, design, governance, 

South Bank Corporation, Brisbane City Council, Brisbane Marketing, World Expo 88. The 

identified documents were imported into the NVivo 11 program and a second word search was 

conducted, and paragraphs containing the keywords read to find the most relevant documents. 

The documents selected and used are listed in Table 3-5. This list includes acts, governmental 

documents and reports, websites, as well as peer-reviewed journal articles. The use of 

documentary evidence happened in close connection with the interviews and helped triangulate 

data on investigation of the governance and management in the case study areas.  

 Observation 

Observation was used to triangulate data, mainly on public space quality assessment and partly 

on governance, in the case study areas. Observation is defined as "the systematic description 

of events, behaviours, and artefacts in the social setting chosen for study" (Marshall & 

Rossman, 1989, p. 79). Hay (2000) states that observation might be used for three major 

purposes: to count, contextualise, or to complement. Observation was used in this research not 

as a primary data collection method but to complement other methods. It was used to collect 

additional data in regard to the environmental features and behavioural patterns of people using 

the place. Besides, it was used to observe administrative and managerial activities, such as 

maintenance (cleanliness and tidiness), the local laws, behaviour of management and security 

staff and the like. Fieldwork notes were taken both at the times of conducting surveys as well 

as on separate occasions. Observations were all passive and the researcher did not directly 

engage with the situation. This permitted for spontaneous data collection and observing a 

natural setting with the least degree of the researcher’s influence (Unrau, Gabor, & Grinnell, 

1992). Nevertheless, this method is time-consuming and subjective, and the act of recording 

events and behaviours mostly relies on memory. Varied times of weekdays and weekends were 

chosen for observation to capture the breadth and diversity of time-locus of behaviour settings. 
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 Intercept survey 

An intercept survey in the form of a self-completion questionnaire was designed and conducted 

to capture people’s evaluation and perception of the qualities of public spaces. The ethics 

approval for this research was granted by the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee (Reference No.: 2015/460, see Appendix B). After successful completion of 

surveys (and interviews) a Research Ethics Final Report was submitted to Griffith University 

Office of Research. The Office of Research has considered the ethical protocol to be completed. 

The survey helped the researcher obtain the opinions of a relatively large number of people 

(around 300 participants). The intercept survey, in contrast to an online survey, was chosen as 

it provides higher response rates and representativeness; allows for longer and more complex 

questionnaires; and makes the probes and prompts possible because participants and researcher 

are present in the environment (Neuman, 2013). There have been some considerations in 

designing and administrating the questionnaire. First, questions were worded in a way that was 

understandable and clear to the participants by avoiding jargon, ambiguity, emotional 

language, and leading questions (Neuman, 2013). Complex multidimensional variables were 

broken down to a series of questions. Second, in order to pre-test the questionnaire, a pilot run 

of the survey was undertaken where a group of 10 experienced researchers undertook the 

survey and gave feedback on varied aspects of clarity, friendliness, readability, and neutrality 

of the questions. The questionnaire was accordingly modified. Third, to minimise the 

interviewer bias that is generally a concern with face-to-face interviews (Loosveldt, 2008), the 

questionnaire was designed to be self-completed and participants were asked to use the 

researcher’s digital tablets to answer the questions on their own. The digitalised survey had 

some benefits. It provided a better interactive environment with more readable graphics and 

layout; was easier and faster to undertake; and enabled the possibility of having high quality 

photos. However, in a few cases, the respondents did not feel comfortable about using the 

digital tablet. In these instances, the researcher read the questions and recorded responses 

accordingly. Fourth, all the questions were closed-end questions, although, participants had the 

opportunity to leave comments if they wished to do so. Fifth, some of the questions were 

modified in relation to the precinct in which the surveys were conducted. A sample of the 

questionnaire is attached in Appendix C. 

The target population of the survey was the general public. However, users younger than 16 

years of age and people who were identified as being from a designated marginal group, such 
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as rough sleepers1 or people with mental illness, were excluded primarily due to restrictions 

indicated in the ethics approval behind data collection.  

Table 3-6. Time-locus of surveys and number of surveys in each location. Various parts of the case 

areas were visited at varied periods to provide opportunities for participation to a greater range of users. 

 Time 

  8-10  10-12  12-14  14-16 16-18 18-20 

SBP  

5–19 Dec 2015 

Weekday 

Participation 7 12 18 17 11 2 

major 

locations 

a, b, 

g, h, 

f 

c, d, 

e, i, j, 

k 

b, c, 

d, e, 

h, j, k, 

l 

i, j, k, 

c, d, 

e, f 

d, j, e, 

k, b, c 
i, j  

Weekend 

Participation 2 24 24 17 4 3 

major 

locations 
l, k 

b, c, 

d, e, 

h, i, j 

a, b, 

c, d, 

e, g, 

h, i 

b, c, 

d, e, f, 

h 

c, d, 

e, i  
c, i, h 

 

QSM  

6–20 Feb 2016 

Weekday 

Participation 0 9 26 44 33 3 

major 

locations 
- 

a, b, 

c, d, 

e, f 

a, b, 

c, d, 

e, f 

a, b, 

c, d, 

e, f 

a, b, 

c, d, 

e, f 

e, f 

Weekend 

Participation 0 1 7 8 11 2 

major 

locations 
- e  b, e, f 

b, c, 

e, f 

a, b, 

c, d, 

e, f 

e, f 

 

                                                 
1 Rough sleepers include homeless people and other people who sleep rough. “Rough sleeping is a colloquial 

term used to refer to the state of literal homelessness, and it includes sleeping in derelict buildings (‘squats’), 

cars and public places” (Phillips & Parsell, n.d., p. 5). 
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Convenience sampling was employed. Users were approached, given a short explanation about 

the research and the researcher, and were politely asked if they would be interested in taking 

part in the research. The researcher made concerted efforts to cover a wide range of users 

regardless of their sex, age, appearance etc. This was achieved by visiting different parts of the 

case study areas at different times of the day (8am-8pm) and the week. There was a lack of 

noticeable activities after 8pm in both case study sites resulting in no surveys being undertaken 

after 8pm. 

Surveys were conducted over the periods of 5 – 19 December 2015 in SBP and 6 – 20 February 

2016 in QSM at different times of both weekdays and weekends, in mostly sunny weather with 

an average temperature of 24°C – 30°C and average relative humidity of 70%. These periods 

overlapped with school holidays (in the case of SBP it overlapped with the Christmas shopping 

period). This timing increased the number of visitors in both precincts (see Table 3-6).  

3.4.4.1 Sample size  

Deciding on sample size depends on key factors of accuracy, time, cost, and access to 

respondents (De Vaus, 2002). This PhD research was constrained by time and cost. A total of 

eight months was allocated to the task of data collection (all activities of conducting surveys, 

interviews, and policy document analysis). Moreover, limited research budget made it 

unfeasible to hire an assistant. Therefore, it was estimated that about 150 respondents per case 

study area would have been practical. This estimation needed to be tested in terms of accuracy. 

The formula below (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014, pp. 78–79) was used to determine the 

sample size in this research:  

𝑛 =
(𝑁 ∗ 𝑝 ∗ 𝑞)

{(𝑁 − 1) ∗ (
𝑀𝑜𝐸
𝑧 )

2

+ (𝑝 ∗ 𝑞)}

 

“Where: 

• n = completed sample size needed for desired level of precision  

• N = is the size of the target population 

• p = the proportion being tested  

• q = 1 − p  

• MoE = the desired margin of sampling error  

• z = the z-score or critical value for the desired level of confidence.” (Dillman, Smyth, 

& Christian, 2014). 
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According to South Bank Corporation (SBC) Annual Report 2011–2012 (SBC, 2012), 10 

million people visited SBP annually. For a 15-day period of the survey, it was estimated that 

N = 410,959 visits took place.  

(𝑁 = 10,000,000 ∗
15

365
) 

The most popular question type in the questionnaire was a 5 scale Likert-type. So, the p is 0.2 

(it is assumed that all the 5 answers have equal chance of 1/5). Therefore, q = 0.8. The desired 

margin of sampling error in this research was set at 5.5%. Dillman et al. (2014, p. 78) state that 

for a 90% level of confidence z-score is 1.645.  

𝑛 =
(410959 ∗ .2 ∗ .8)

{(410959 − 1) ∗ (
. 055
1.645

)
2

+ (. 2 ∗ .8)}

 

n ≅ 143 

In the case of QSM, the only variable that is different is the visitor population. According to 

Brisbane Marketing, 26 million people visit QSM per annum (Brisbane Marketing, 2016b). 

Thus, for a period of 15 days, it was estimated that approximately N = 1,068,493 visits 

happened.  

𝑛 =
(1,068,493 ∗ .2 ∗ .8)

{(1,068,493 − 1) ∗ (
. 055
1.645

)
2

+ (. 2 ∗ .8)}

 

n ≅ 143 

Therefore, a sample size of 143 in each case study area was targeted. As it can be seen the 

difference in population size of visitors in QSM did not affect the sample size, because for 

populations greater than 100,000, the change in sample size is slight (Dillman et al., 2014).  

3.4.4.2  Developing a user-centric questionnaire for experiential qualities in urban 

public spaces 

 In order to measure experiential qualities (EQs)—comfort, diversity and vitality, 

inclusiveness, and image and likeability—from users’ perspectives, an index was used. A 

review of the literature showed that, overall, existing user-based indices are concerned with 

physical attributes of the environment, to a great degree location-based, and mostly designed 

for public spaces within buildings or residential areas (in the form of post-occupancy 
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evaluation) (see for example Bonaiuto et al., 2003; Malkoc & Ozkan, 2010; Meir, Garb, Jiao, 

& Cicelsky, 2009; UDS, 2015). Only recently, Mehta (2014, p. 53) suggested an index for 

measuring five qualities of  “inclusiveness, meaningfulness, safety, comfort and pleasurability” 

which was primarily based on counting and expert observations but included items on users’ 

attitudes and perceptions. 

Mehta’s “perceived variables” from his participants’ subjective rating did not provide detailed 

measures of collective aspects of the environment; and instead focused on the relationship 

between individuals and environment (Zamanifard, Alizadeh, Bosman, et al., 2018a). In his 

index, Mehta employed 11 distinctive perceptual variables of:  

…openness and accessibility; ability to conduct and participate in activities and 

events in space; suitability of space layout and design for activities; usefulness of 

businesses and other uses; physical condition and maintenance of the space; 

nuisance noise from traffic or otherwise; safety from presence of surveillance 

cameras, security guards, guides, ushers, etc.; safety from crime during 

daytime/after dark; safety from traffic; attractiveness of the space; and 

interestingness of space (Mehta, 2014, pp. 62–68). 

Some of the variables he discussed, such as the degree of interest users have of space or its 

functionality, are not explicit and require further development and articulation. Mehta’s index 

largely ignored people’s perception of management, control, publicness, and diversity of users. 

This thesis extends Mehta’s indicators to include more explicit qualities of public spaces 

(Zamanifard, Alizadeh, Bosman, et al., 2018a). 

Drawing on the main constituting elements of each EQ and adapting and synthesising 

measuring instruments from existing indices, empirical studies, and evaluative methods, a 

questionnaire was designed. The questionnaire was piloted by 10 experienced researchers. 

Feedback and comments on different aspects of the questionnaire were considered, and 

questions’ typologies were determined. The following paragraphs outline the process of 

designing questions for each EQ. First, each EQ and its dimensions are defined and examined 

within the theoretical and grey (official documents) literature, then empirical or official 

guidance documents that have used or introduced systematic evaluations relevant to each EQ 

are presented, and finally variables and indicative questions proposed for the public space 

experiential qualities index (PSEQI) are stated. 

 



82 

 

Comfort 

Comfort deals with ease of access, safety, security, desirable microclimatic conditions, 

greenery, cleanliness, seating provision, walkability, and readability of the place (PPS, 2015; 

Whyte, 1980). It refers to the state in which users feel safe and at ease to conveniently move 

around the place in a stress-free manner (Carmona, 2014b).  

Table 3-7 chronologically depicts the literature on quality of comfort in public spaces and the 

terminologies and dimensions used to describe it. Table 3-8 shows studies that have used or 

introduced systematic evaluative methods, their indicative measurement items, and their 

applicability to this research. The largely conventional methods of measuring environmental 

factors that contribute sense of comfort include observation and the collection of data relating 

to physical attributes (width, temperature, etc.). 

Table 3-9 depicts the variables and indicative questions considered for EQ of comfort. 

 

Table 3-7. The theoretical and grey literature on quality of comfort and its dimensions. 

Theoretical and grey literature / terminology used Discussed dimensions of comfort 

• Jacobs (1961) / Safety 

• Jacobs  and Appleyard (1987) / Liveability 

• Lynch (1984) / Vitality 

• Marcus and Francis (1998) / Comfort 

• DETR/CABE (2000) / Ease of movement  

• Francis (2003) / Comfort 

• Burton and Mitchell (2006) / Comfort 

• Gehl (2010) / Comfort zone, seating comfort 

• National Capital Authority (2012) / useful and 

delightful, safe and legible 

• Adams & Tiesdell (2013) / Connectivity and 

permeability 

• Carmona (2014b) / Comfortable 

• PPS (2015) / Comfort 

• ASBEC (2015) / Comfortable, safe, walkable 

• Accessibility 

• Hospitality (sit-ability and friendliness) 

• Microclimate considerations 

• Anonymity and freedom 

• Greenery 

• Walkability 

• Compatibility between use and design 

• Linkage  

• Legibility 

• Cleanliness 

• Safety 

• Security 

• Human scale 
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Table 3-8. Studies that have used or introduced systematic evaluative methods for the EQ of comfort, their indicative measurement items, and applicability 

for this research. 

Empirical study Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

Ewing and Clemente (2013) 

Context: 

US 

Targeted area: 

Urban block / Neighbourhood / 

Public space 

Methods used: 

Observation / Videotaping / 

Expert focus group 

• Enclosure  

• Human scale 

• Legibility 

• Linkage (physical 

and visual) 

• Proportion of street wall—same side  

• Proportion of sky ahead 

• Proportion of first floor with windows 

• Building height 

• Memorable architecture (y/n) 

• Number of public art works  

• Number of street connections to elsewhere. 

A totally objective and quantitative 

approach toward qualities of place – 

indicators are too detailed and not 

appropriate for this study. 

PlaceCheck (UDS, 2015) 

Context: 

UK 

Targeted area: 

Mostly residential areas and 

neighbourhoods 

Methods used: 

Observation (expert checklist) 

Connectedness, safety 

& pleasantness 
• Is the place pedestrian-friendly, or vehicle-

dominated, polluted and noisy? 

• How safe people feel during the day or at night? 

• Comfortable environment and shelter (micro-

climate: pleasant. 

• Do people generally have a clear understanding of 

the place: where it is, what happens there? 

• What conflicts are caused by parking? 

• Accessible parking for disabled people. 

This method provides some useful 

measures for observation. Some of the 

questions which do not require 

expertise can be asked by laypersons. 

Questions sometimes are too detailed 

and sometimes too broad. 

ASBEC (2015) 

Context: 

Australia 

• Comfort 

• Safety 

Walkability 

• It feels comfortable to walk through, sit, stand, 

play, talk, read, or just relax and contemplate 

• It is not too exposed to unpleasant noise, wind, 

heat, rain, traffic or pollution 

This is an Australian policy 

document. Some of its hints can be 

used in wording the questionnaire. 
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Table 3.8. Continued 

Empirical study Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

Targeted area: 

Different scales of urban design 

project 

•  • You can be yourself and feel included as part of the 

community 

• There aren’t signs of decay such as graffiti, 

rubbish, weeds or derelict places 

• Buildings and streets feel like they’re the right size 

and type for that place 

 

PPS (2015)  

Context: 

Global (mostly US) 

Targeted area: 

Public market / Public space 

Method: 

Observation / Community 

workshop 

• Safety 

• Walkability 

• Sit-ability 

• Can people easily walk to the place? For example, 

do they have to dart between moving cars to get to 

the place? 

• Do sidewalks lead to and from the adjacent areas? 

• Are transit stops conveniently located next to 

destinations? 

• Are there enough places to sit? Are seats 

conveniently located? Do people have is a choice 

of places to sit, either in the sun or shade? 

• Are people taking pictures? Are there many photo 

opportunities available? 

The Project for Public Space place 

diagram is a well-known measure of 

place-making. However, its focus is 

on expert observation. In this research 

some of the indicators and variables 

have been used. 

Bonaiuto et al. (2003) PREQ 

Context: 

Italy 

Targeted area: 

Neighbourhood 

Method: 

Survey of users 

• Organization and 

accessibility of roads 

• It is easy to cycle around  

• There is not enough space to walk  

• It is dangerous to cycle  

• Parked cars impede walking 

• Late in the evening there is the risk of dangerous 

encounters  

• It is not risky to go around in the late evening.  

PREQ (Perceived Residential 

Environment Quality) is originally a 

measure for assessing 

neighbourhoods. It puts great 

emphasise on the physical features of 

the environment. In this research, 

some of its indicators have been used. 
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Table 3.8. Continued 

Empirical study Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

Mehta (2014) 

Context: 

US 

Targeted area: 

Urban public space / Urban park 

Method: 

Observation / Survey of users  

• Safety 

• Comfort 

 

• Perceived openness and accessibility 

• Perceived suitability of space layout and design to 

behaviour 

• Perceived noise 

• Perceived safety during day time / after dark. 

Mehta’s index of public space 

evaluation is totally relevant to this 

study and many of his indicators have 

been used in the questionnaire 

proposed here.  
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Table 3-9. Variables and indicative questions considered for EQ of comfort. 

Variables included  

• Perceived accessibility 

• Sense of safety 

• Climatic comfortability 

• Walking convenience 

• Seating convenience 

Indicative questions  

• How accessible is this place to you? 

• Do you think safer ramps or stairs are needed in this place? 

• How safe do you feel here during dark hours? 

• This place needs more policing and control 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statement: “No need for security staff in this 

place” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statement: “No need for CCTV cameras in 

this place.” 

• In terms of thermal conditions (shadow and wind protection), how comfortable do you feel here? 

• In terms of noise and sound, how comfortable do you feel here? 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statement: “This place needs more 

vegetation.” 

• How would you describe walking around this place? 

• How would you describe cycling around this place (if applicable)? 

• In terms of places to sit, how comfortable do you feel here? 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statement: “More places to sit are needed in 

this place.” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statement: “More drinking fountains are 

needed here.” 

Inclusiveness  

In this thesis, inclusiveness is twofold: 1) publicness and 2) universality. Publicness denotes 

the right of ‘everyone’ to be in and make use of a public space in a way that does not threaten 

or compromise the equal rights of others. Universality signifies that space design and managing 

policies reassure accessibility and useability of the space for all members of society 

(Zamanifard, Alizadeh, Bosman, et al., 2018a). The literature argues that inclusiveness is a 

necessity in public spaces (J. Jacobs, 1961; Madanipour, 2010; Sennett, 1992; Zukin, 1995). 

Carr et al. (1992) argue that the more inclusive a public space is the more people are able to 

use it, which then increases the chances of casual encounters. Inclusive public spaces can also 

strengthen sense of place and community attachment (J. Francis et al., 2012; Hajer & 

Reijndorp, 2001; Mitchell, 2003).  

With regard to measuring inclusiveness, the literature is polarised. It either takes a positivist 

approach and studies inclusiveness objectively (Németh & Schmidt, 2011; Varna & Tiesdell, 
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2010); or considers inclusiveness to be a subjective phenomenon to be interpreted by the 

observer (Low, 2000; Madanipour, 2010; Mitchell, 2003). A missing dimension, however, is 

people’s perception of inclusiveness with regard to its objective dimensions (a combination of 

both approaches). Building on the literature, the objective dimensions of publicness can be 

summarised as ownership, uses, management, access, and control (Carmona et al., 2010; De 

Magalhães, 2010; Kohn, 2004; Németh & Schmidt, 2011), where: 

• In terms of ownership, as argued in the literature review chapter (Section 2.3), the border 

between public and private domains has blurred and privately-owned public spaces 

(POPS) are unidentifiable for most people. These complexities led to leaving the 

ownership out of the proposed index.  

• In terms of use, the focus in this research is on commerciality. Because, commercial 

activities are one of the primary characteristics of UPSs, and together with consumption, 

have been a core part of debates about publicness of urban spaces (Low & Smith, 2006).  

• Accessibility was measured as part of the quality of comfort. 

• In terms of governance, people’s perception and feeling towards regulations and freedom 

of behaviour were included (Table 3-12). 

Table 3-10 illustrates the literature on quality of inclusiveness in public spaces and 

terminologies and dimensions used to describe it. 

Table 3-10. The theoretical and grey literature on quality of inclusiveness and its dimensions. 

Theoretical and grey literature / terminology used Discussed dimensions of inclusiveness 

• Jacobs  and Appleyard (1987) /  An environment 

for all 

• Tibbalds (1992) / Access for all 

• Carr et al. (1992) / Inclusiveness  

• Congress for New Urbanism (1993) / Universal 

access  

• Marcus and Francis (1998) / Inclusive 

• Woolley (2003) / A space for all 

• Mitchell (2003) / Publicness 

• Burton and Mitchell (2006) / Accessibility 

• Gehl (2010) / Democratic dimension 

• Nemeth, Schmidt (2011): Publicness 

• City of Melbourne (2012): A city for all 

• National Capital Authority (2012) /  Inclusive and 

delightful, safe and legible 

• Carmona (2014b) / Diverse & free 

• Access 

• Regulations 

• Ownership & operation 

• Management 

• Commercialism 

• Uses/users 

• Universal design 

• Marginalized groups presence 
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Table 3-11. Studies that have used or introduced systematic evaluative methods for the EQ of inclusiveness, their indicative measurement items, and 

applicability for this research. 

Empirical study  Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

Németh & Schmidt (2011) 

 

Context: 

US 

Targeted area: 

Public space / Plaza / POPS 

(Privately-owned public 

space) 

Methods used: 

Observation / Policy 

analysis  

• Ownership 

• Uses/users 

• Management 

• Ownership & operation (public, private or both) 

• Management (public, private or both) 

• Features encouraging use: 

Signs announcing ‘public space’ / Restroom availability / 

Diversity of seating types / Various microclimate provisions / 

Lighting to encourage night-time use / Small-scale food 

consumption / Entrance accessibility / Orientation 

accessibility. 

• Features that control or discourage use: 

Visible sets of rules posted / Subjective/judgment rules posted 

/ Design to imply appropriate use / Presence of 

sponsor/advertisement / Areas of restricted or conditional / 

Constrained hours of operation. 

• Is there a sense of ownership by the whole community? 

• Are events held in here free and accessible to everyone?  

• You see homeless people. 

Some of the indicators on use were 

used in wording the questions on 

inclusiveness in this thesis’ 

questionnaire.  

PlaceCheck (UDS, 2015) 

Context: 

UK 

Targeted area: 

Mostly residential areas and 

neighbourhoods 

Methods used: 

Observation (expert 

checklist) 

• Safety 

• Pleasantness 

• Inclusive space for a wide range of uses and activities, or 

space where certain groups feel unwelcome? 

• Advertisements, security cameras, seating, and estate 

agents’ boards: welcome or obtrusive. 

• What uses are encouraged or discouraged in the open 

spaces? 

• Housekeeping: litter, detritus, and fly tipping; roads and 

surfaces well maintained; general evidence of care and 

maintenance. 

• Noises and smells: pleasant or unpleasant. 

• Cleanliness and maintenance: broken materials, potholes, 

puddles, litter, potholes, drainage, chewing gum, dog mess. 

This method provides some useful 

measures for observation. Some of the 

questions which do not require 

expertise can be asked by laypersons. 

In particular, questions related to 

upkeep and management of the 

environment have been utilised in the 

questionnaire.  
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Table 3.11. Continued 

Empirical study Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

Bonaiuto et al. (2003): 

PREQ 

Context: 

Italy 

Targeted area: 

Neighbourhood 

Method: 

Survey of users 

Neighbourhood 

attachment 
• This is the ideal neighbourhood for me  

• I would willingly live in another neighbourhood  

• This neighbourhood is part of me  

• It would be very hard for me to leave this neighbourhood 

• I have nothing in common with this neighbourhood  

• I identify with the people of this neighbourhood  

• I do not subscribe to this neighbourhood’s lifestyle  

• I do not feel integrated in this neighbourhood. 

Some of these indicators have been 

reworded and adapted in the variable 

sense of exclusion by changing the 

words ‘live’ to ‘use’ or ‘visit’ and 

neighbourhood to ‘public space’ or 

‘the community’.  

Mehta (2014) 

Context: 

US 

Targeted area: 

Urban public space / Urban 

park 

Method: 

Observation / Survey of 

users  

Inclusiveness 

 
• Presence of subjective surveillance cameras, security 

guards, guides, ushers, etc. 

• Perceived openness and accessibility 

• Perceived ability to conduct and participate in activities and 

events 

• Perceived maintenance. 

Mehta’s index of public space 

evaluation is somewhat relevant to 

this study and most of his indicators 

have been used in the questionnaire 

proposed here with some 

modifications.  
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Table 3-11 depicts studies that have used or introduced systematic evaluative methods on EQ 

of inclusiveness, their indicative measurement items, and their applicability for this research. 

Once again, expert-based observation was found to be the most conventional method of 

measuring inclusiveness. Table 3-12 depicts the variables and indicative questions considered 

for EQ of inclusiveness. 

Table 3-12. Variables and indicative questions considered for EQ of inclusiveness. 

Variables included 

• Perceived universality 

• Feelings towards regulation and control 

• Managerial activities 

• Sense of exclusion 

• Commerciality 

Indicative questions  

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“This place is safe for children.” 

“This place is safe for women.” 

“This place is safe for elderly citizens.” 

“This place is safe for people with disability.” 

“This place is multicultural.” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“The presence of CCTV cameras makes me feel that I should be careful about my own behaviour.” 

“The presence of CCTV cameras makes me feel anxious.” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“The presence of security staff makes me feel that I should be careful about my own behaviour.” 

“The presence of security staff cameras makes me feel anxious.” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“The presence of CCTV cameras makes me feel safe here.” 

“The presence of security staff makes me feel safe here.” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statement: “More relaxed control over the 

area by authorities is required.” 

• How well-maintained (clean) is this place? 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“Spaces need to be cleaner.” 

“Cleaner public toilets are needed in this place.” 

• How satisfied you are with the events you attended here:  

Overall organisation 

Quality of the programs 

Crowd flow management 

Guidance and information 

Special arrangement for public transport 

• In general, how would you evaluate the management here? 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“I feel free about my behaviour here.” 

“I feel judged by others in this place.” 

“I feel I’m under control here.” 
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Table 3.12. Continued 

Indicative questions 

“I feel my personal space is intruded by others.” 

“I feel I’m excluded from the community here.” 

• Has there been any activity, event or program at this place that you would have liked to attend, but you 

did not feel comfortable in taking part? 

• Would it be costly to visit this place? 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statement: “More options of cheaper food 

outlets are needed in this place.” 

Diversity and vitality 

UPSs that allow for a wide range of activities attract users across different ages, abilities, and 

socioeconomic statuses; enhance the possibility of exchange; and increase the potential of 

social interactions (Carmona et al., 2010; DETR & CABE, 2000; A. Jacobs & Appleyard, 

1987). A socially diverse public space is one where older people, women, children, low income 

groups, and LGBTQI people are able to attend and enjoy. Jacobs (1961) considered diversity 

as the most important characteristic of a healthy urban place. Talen (2008) argues that diversity 

promotes tolerance amongst people by increasing the chances of spontaneous exchanges 

between different groups or communities. Vitality is also considered as a trait of good UPSs 

(Gehl, 2011)—where a place is vibrant, animated, and playful. Vitality is evaluated by: the 

number of people using a place; formal or informal collective and cultural events, festivals, 

and public performances; active frontages; the presence of children and women; active and safe 

street life, including late evenings; and the existence of playgrounds (Shaftoe, 2008; Stevens, 

2007). Table 3-13 illustrates the literature on quality of diversity and vitality in public spaces 

and terminologies and dimensions used to describe it. 

In regard to the users’ perception, diversity and vitality in UPSs is measured by: understanding 

why people use or visit a place; how people participate in events and programs; the potential 

for meaningful social interactions; and users’ socioeconomic and demographic diversity. 

Observation was the most used method for measuring diversity and vitality. The nature of this 

quality entails that observational methods are easier to make interpretations and thus are widely 

used.   

Table 3-14 depicts studies that have used or introduced systematic evaluative methods on EQ 

of diversity and vitality, their indicative measurement items, and their applicability for this 

research. Expert-based observation, mapping, and counting were found to be the most 

conventional methods of measuring diversity and vitality. Table 3-15 depicts the variables and 
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indicative questions considered for this EQ in this thesis. 

Table 3-13. The theoretical and grey literature on quality of diversity and vitality. 

Theoretical and grey literature / terminology used 
Discussed dimensions of diversity and 

vitality  

• Lynch (1984) / Access 

• Bentley (1985) / Variety  

• Jacobs  and Appleyard (1987) /  Community and 

public life  

• Lefebvre (1989) / Interactivity and everyday life 

• Carr et al. (1992) / Diverse 

• Marcus and Francis (1998) / Diverse 

• DETR/CABE (2000) / Diversity 

• Southworth (2003) / Liveability 

• Talen (2006, 2008) / Diversity 

• Stevens (2007) / Playfulness 

• Shaftoe (2008) / Vitality 

• Gehl (2010) / Diverse uses 

• National Capital Authority (2012) /  Engaging 

• Carmona (2014b) / Diverse, Balanced, Social, 

Engaging & Delineated  

• PPS (2015) / Sociability  

• ASBEC (2015) / Vibrant. 

• User mixture and diversity 

• Activity & use multiplicity and intensity  

• Multiculturalism  

• Playfulness  

• Economic vitality  

• Evening economy  

• Active frontage 

• Social interaction  

• Community stewardship 

• Collective events 

• Sense of belonging  

• Public life 

• Night life. 
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Table 3-14. Studies that have used or introduced systematic evaluative methods for the EQ of diversity and vitality, their indicative measurement items, and 

applicability for this research. 

Empirical study  Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

Ewing and Clemente 

(2013) 

Context: 

US 

Targeted area: 

Urban block / 

Neighbourhood / Public 

space 

Methods used: 

Observation / Videotaping / 

Expert focus group 

• Complexity (visual 

richness)  

• Transparency 

• Number of buildings  

• Number of dominant building colours 

• Number of pedestrians 

• Number of public art  

• Suitable space for local economic, social and cultural life 

(markets, festivals, tourism, night life, eating, 

entertainment, sport, sitting out, promenading, religious 

practices and retailing, etc.) 

• There are places to meet and interact, play, explore, 

recreate and unwind 

• You can be yourself and feel included as part of the 

community. 

Most indicators are objective and take 

a quantitative approach toward 

diversity of place – they are based on 

observation. Only the last three 

indicators were used and reworded in 

this questionnaire (as part of 

inclusiveness). 

PlaceCheck (UDS, 2015) 

Context: 

UK 

Targeted area: 

Mostly residential areas and 

neighbourhoods 

Methods used: 

Observation (expert 

checklist) 

• Safety 

• Pleasantness 

• Welcomeness 

• Are there adults and children who use the place to walk or 

cycle to work, to school or to the shops; for exercise and 

leisure; for play or pleasure, to meet, and to enjoy? 

• Activity at various times of the day, week or year 

• Can a mix of uses (such as living, working and playing) 

add to the success of the place? Can any conflicts and 

irritations be eased by management? 

• Is the place welcoming to new visitors, as well as under-

represented groups? 

These indicators are mostly based on 

observation, mapping, and counting. 

 



94 

 

Table 3-14. Continued 

Empirical study  Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

PPS (2015)  

Context: 

Global (mostly US) 

Targeted area: 

Public market / Public 

space 

Method: 

Observation 

Uses and activities • Are people using the space or is it empty? 

• Is it used by people of different ages? 

• Are people in groups? 

• How many different types of activities are occurring – 

people walking, eating, playing baseball, chess, relaxing, 

reading? 

• Which parts of the space are used and which are not? 

• Are there choices of things to do? 

• Are people smiling? Do people make eye contact with each 

other? 

• Do people use the place regularly and by choice? 

• Does a mix of ages and ethnic groups generally reflect the 

community at large? 

• Do people tend to pick up litter when they see it? 

Project for Public Space place 

diagram is a well-known measure of 

place-making. However, its focus is 

on expert observation. In this research 

some of the indicators—those 

relevant to fellow users’ behaviour 

have been adapted.  

Bonaiuto et al. (2003): 

PREQ 

Context: 

Italy 

Targeted area: 

Neighbourhood 

Method: 

Survey of users 

• Recreational 

services 

• Discretion and 

civility 

• Security and 

tolerance 

• Sociability and 

cordiality 

• In the evening this neighbourhood offers various attractions  

• There are often cultural events  

• There are few cultural events  

• You feel watched  

• People are discreet  

• People gossip too much  

• You feel controlled by others  

• People are not intrusive  

• People are civil  

• It is easy to get to know people  

• People are interested in others. 

 

Some of these questions have been 

reworded and adapted in the proposed 

questionnaire.  
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Table 3-15. Variables and indicative questions considered for EQ of Diversity and Vitality. 

Variables included  

• Use and activity  

• Events and programs attendance  

• Potential of meaningful social interactions  

Indicative questions  

• Why do you visit this place? (a list of possible answers and space for comment) 

• How often do you generally visit this place? 

• What time of the day / night do you usually visit / use this place? 

• How long do you usually stay here? 

• Have you used this place for any of the below activities? (a list of social and optional activities) 

• Have you attended any of the below events? (a list of commercial, free, participatory, and ethnic events 

held in the area) 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“This place needs more free entertaining events or activation.”  

“This place needs more music.” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“People using this place are friendly.” 

“People using this place are discreet.” 

“People using this place are not intrusive.” 

“People using this place are civil.” 

“People using this place are often smiling when we are walking past each other.” 

“People seem to want to be left alone.” 

“People are willing to talk or make random interactions.” 

• Would you mind having a short conversation with a stranger at this place? 

Image and likeability  

Studies in the field of environmental psychology argue that images, meanings, and experiences 

individuals associate with environments affect their evaluation of place (P. A. Bell & 

Sundstorm, 1997; Gifford, 2014; Nasar, 1998). People feel more comfortable to be in, and more 

likely to revisit, places in which they have developed positive feelings, images, and meanings 

(Lynch, 1960; Peters & Haan, 2011). 

The term likeability was first used by Nasar (1990) to address people’s feelings towards 

cityscapes. It focused on the question of what physical characteristics a cityscape needs to have 

to make people like it. Nasar (1990) theorised that likeability is an extension of imageability, 

which was previously conceptualised by Lynch (1960). If image is the stage of recognition and 

remembering, likeability is the stage of evaluation and judgment (Nasar, 1998). Nasar (1998) 

identified five environmental attributes of naturalness; upkeep, openness, historical 

significance and order, to explain people’s evaluation of an environment. In this paper, image 

and likeability is used in a broader sense and reflects the feelings and opinions – both negative 
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and positive – that people hold towards a place. Some previous studies have suggested object-

based means (such as measuring enclosure, memorable physical features, or human scale) for 

measuring imageability and likeability (See Ewing & Clemente, 2013). Table 3-16 illustrates 

the literature on quality of image and likeability in public spaces and terminologies and 

dimensions used to describe it. 

Table 3-16. The theoretical and grey literature on quality of image and likeability. 

Table 3-17 depicts studies that have used or introduced systematic evaluative methods on EQ 

of image and likeability, their indicative measurement items, and their applicability for this 

research. In contrast to the previous EQs evaluations, users’ perception-based were found to be 

the most conventional methods of measuring image and likeability. Table 3-18 depicts the 

variables and indicative questions considered for this EQ in this thesis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theoretical and grey literature / terminology used 
Discussed dimensions of image and 

likeability  

• Lynch (1984) / Sense 

• Jacobs  and Appleyard (1987) / Identity 

• Nasar (1998) / Likeability 

• Marcus and Francis (1998) / Likes and dislikes 

• DETR/CABE (2000) / Character 

• Southworth (2003) / Image 

• Gehl (2010) / Diverse uses 

• Ewing and Clemente (2013) / Imageability and 

likeability  

• Carmona (2014b) / Meaningful 

• PPS (2015) / Image  

 

• Sense of place 

• Image 

• Likes 

• Dislikes 

• Feelings 

• Character  

• Authenticity 

• Welcomeness 
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Table 3-17. Studies that have used or introduced systematic evaluative methods for the EQ of image and likeability, their indicative measurement items, and 

applicability for this research. 

Empirical study  Variables included Typical indicators or questions Applicability 

PlaceCheck (UDS, 2015) 

Context: 

UK 

Targeted area: 

Mostly residential areas and 

neighbourhoods 

Methods used: 

Observation (expert 

checklist) 

Uniqueness • The natural landscape (including the rise and fall of the 

ground, distant views, streams, rivers and lakes) 

• Landmarks, meeting places and other important features 

• Townscape: the overall appearance of the place 

• The life and vibrancy of how people use the place. 

These indicators are mostly based on 

expert observation.  

Nasar (1998) 
Context: 

US 

Targeted area: 

District 

Method: 

Structured interview 

• Imageability 

(distinctiveness, 

symbolic 

significance) 

• Naturalness 

• Complexity  

 

• Unique forms, unique architectural style, views & 

visibility, use significance; or the convergence of these 

factors 

• Presence of vegetation, water, or mountains; landscaping, 

rivers, lakes, etc. 

Nasar’s framework for assessing the 

likeability of the environment 

provides good insights into why 

people like/dislike certain spaces. In 

this research, questions regarding 

likeability are mostly designed based 

on this framework.  

Marcus and Francis 

(1998)  
Context: 

US 

Targeted area: 

Plaza 

Method: 

Interview and survey 

Likes and dislikes • What do you like? 

• What would encourage you to use the plaza in nice 

weather? 

• How would you modify or change this plaza? 

These questions are basic questions of 

any perceptive evaluation. The have 

been used in the questionnaire. 
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Table 3-18. Variables and indicative questions considered for EQ of Image and Likeability. 

Variables included  

• Feelings towards place  

• Likes and dislikes 

Indicative questions  

• Overall, how welcoming (intimidating) do you think this place is? 

• Overall, how comforting (distressing) do you think this place is? 

• Overall, how unique (generic) do you think this place is? 

• Overall, how existing (boring) do you think this place is? 

• Overall, how pleasant (distasteful) do you think this place is? 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“I like this place because I can easily get there and move around.” 

“I like this place because I enjoy the overall appearance of the environment.” 

“I like this place because I like the natural environment (the river, vegetation etc.)” 

“I like this place because it is used by diverse ranges of people.” 

“I like this place because it is animated and lively.” 

“I like this place because a variety of things happen in there.” 

“I like this place because It is well-maintained and clean.” 

“I like this place because I enjoy the design, order, and organisation of the place.” 

“I like this place because I like the shops and restaurants around this place.” 

• To what extent do you agree (disagree) with the following statements:  

“I do not like this place because it is too commercial.” 

“I do not like this place because it is expensive to use the shops or eateries.” 

“I do not like this place because it is strictly supervised and controlled.” 

“I do not like this place because it is too crowded.” 

“I do not like this place because the appearance is not pleasing.” 

“I do not like this place because it is dirty and not well-kept.” 

“I do not like this place because it is noisy and busy.” 

“I do not like this place because it is too artificial.” 

 

3.5 Data Analysis 

Data collected through survey were cleaned up and transferred to IBM SPSS, Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Because the questionnaire was undertaken digitally, 

real-time responses were stored in an online repository, making it easier and less time-

consuming (compared to handwritten surveys) to export the data to SPSS.  

One of the objectives of conducting surveys was to achieve an index for measuring experiential 

qualities of urban public spaces (see Chapter Two). The datasets were cleaned up through 

careful examination of valid values and missing values. Variables and questions were assigned 

the right typology (numeric, nominal, or ratio variables). After cleaning up the datasets, initial 

descriptive analysis, reviewing questions and valid responses, re-grouping the categorical 
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variables, and consulting with the literature whenever possible, the public space experiential 

qualities index (PSEQI) was shaped, which is depicted in Table 3-19.  

Table 3-19. Public space experiential quality index: experiential qualities (EQ), variables, measuring 

items, and scoring criteria. 

EQ Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 

C
o

m
fo

rt
 

Perceived 

accessibility 

1 How accessible is this place to you? 0 = poorly 

1 = moderately 

2 = easily 

2 Safer ramps or stairs are needed in this 

place. 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Sense of safety 3 How safe do you feel here during dark 

hours? 

-1 = unsafe 

0 = relatively unsafe 

1 = relatively safe 

2 = safe 

3 = very safe 

4 This place needs more policing and 

control. 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

5 No need of CCTV cameras in this place. 

6 No need of security staff in this 

place. 

0 = disagree 

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

(mean of two items) 

Climatic 
comfortability 

7 Comfortability in terms of thermal 

conditions and shade. 

8 Comfortability in terms of noise and 

sound. 

-1 = uncomfortable 

0 = I’m not sure 

1 = relatively comfortable  

2 = comfortable 

(two items) 

9 This place needs more vegetation. 2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Walking 

convenience 

10  It is a pleasure to walk around here. 0 = no 

1 = yes 

11 There is not enough space to walk. 

12 Walking spaces are impeded by 

obstructions. 

13 Surfaces are inconvenient to walk. 

1 = no 

0 = yes 

(three items) 

Seating 

convenience  

14 Comfortability in terms of places to sit. -1 = uncomfortable 

0 = I’m not sure 

1 = relatively comfortable  

2 = comfortable 
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Table 3-19. Continued 

EQ Variable Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 
C

o
m

fo
rt

 Seating 

convenience 

15 More places to sit are needed in this 

place. 

16 More drinking fountains are needed 

here. 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential  

(two items) 

Subtotal   27 (maximum) 

In
cl

u
si

v
en

es
s 

Perceived 

universality 

This place is safe for:  

17 Children 

18 Women 

19 Elderly citizens 

20 People with disability. 

0 = disagree 

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

(mean of four items)  

21 This is a multicultural place. 0 = disagree  

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

Feelings towards 

regulation and 

control 

The presence of CCTV cameras makes me: 

22  Feel that I should be careful about 

my own behaviour. 

23 Feel anxious. 

The presence of security staff makes me: 

24 Feel that I should be careful about 

my own behaviour. 

25 Feel anxious. 

1 = disagree 

0 = somewhat agree 

-1 = agree  

(mean of four items)  

 

 

 

 

26 The presence of CCTV cameras makes 

me feel safe here. 

27 The presence of security staff makes 

me feel safe here. 

0 = disagree 

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

(mean of two items)  

28 More relaxed control over the area by 

authorities is required. 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Managerial 

activities 

29 How well-maintained (clean) is this 

place? 

0 = Lack of cleanliness is 

often a concern 

1 = Things are usually 

kept clean 

30 Spaces need to be cleaner. 

31 Cleaner public toilets are needed in 

this place. 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential  

(mean of two items) 

How satisfied you are with the events you 

attended here:  

32 Overall organisation 

33 Quality  

34 Crowd flow management 

35 Guidance & information 

36 Special arrangement for public 

transport. 

-1 = poor 

0 = neutral 

1 = acceptable 

2 = fairly good 

3 = good 

(mean of five items) 

37 In general, how would you evaluate the 

management here? 

0 = a poor job 

1 = a fair job 

2= a good job 
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Table 3-19. Continued 

EQ Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 
In

cl
u

si
v

en
es

s 

Sense of exclusion 38 I feel free about my behaviour here. -3 = never 

-2 = rarely  

-1 = infrequently  

0 = neutral  

1 = sometimes 

2 = usually 

3 = always 

39 I feel judged by others in this place. 

40 I feel I’m under control here. 

41 I feel my personal space is intruded 

by others. 

42 I feel I’m excluded from the 

community here. 

3 = never 

2 = rarely 

1 = infrequently  

0 = neutral  

-1 = sometimes 

-2 = usually 

-3 = always  

(mean of four items) 

43 Has there been any activity, event or 

program at this place that you liked to 

attend but you did not feel comfortable 

to take part?  

1 = no 

0 = yes 

Commerciality 44 Would it be costly to visit this place? 0 = It would be expensive 

1 = It is reasonable 

45 More cheaper food outlets are needed in 

this place. 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Subtotal   27 (maximum) 

D
iv

er
si

ty
 a

n
d

 v
it

a
li

ty
 

Use and activity 46 Why do you visit this place? (a list of 

possible answers and space for 

comment). 

 

 

0 = just for necessary 

activities 

1 = necessary and social 

activities 

2 = necessary, social, & 

optional activities 

Events and 

programs 

attendance 

47 Social activities popularity (getting 

together with family or friends; eating 

out with others; participating in an 

event; shopping; going to bars or 

restaurants; watching people etc.). 

48 Optional activities popularity (being 

entertained; walking or strolling; 

outdoor exercising; eating out; relaxing; 

discovering the place etc.). 

0 = no activity 

1 = one or two 

2 = three or four  

3 = five and more 

(two items) 

49 Have you attended any of the free events 

listed below? (a list of free events was 

provided). 

50 Have you attended any of the events 

listed below? (a list of actively 

participatory events). 

51 Have you attended any of the events 

listed below? (a list of passively 

participatory events). 

0 = no 

1 = yes 

(four items) 
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Table 3-19. Continued 

EQ Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 

D
iv

er
si

ty
 a

n
d

 v
it

a
li

ty
 

Events and 

programs 

attendance 

52 Have you attended any of the free ethnic 

events listed below? (a list of actively 

free ethnic events). 

0 = no 

1 = yes 

(four items) 

53 This place needs more free entertaining 

events or activation.  

54 This place needs more music. 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential  

(mean of two items) 

Potential of 

meaningful social 

interactions 

People using this place are: 

55 Friendly 

56 Discreet 

57 Not intrusive 

58 Civil 

59 Often smiling when we are walking past 

each other. 

0 = disagree 

1 = agree 

(five items) 

60 People seem to want to be left alone. 1 = disagree 

0 = agree 

61 People’s inclination to talk or make 

random interactions. 

0 = uninterested in talking 

to strangers 

1 = happily make eye 

contact 

2 = interested in talking to 

strangers 

Subtotal   22 (maximum) 

Im
a

g
e 

a
n

d
 l

ik
ea

b
il

it
y

 

Feelings about the 

place 

What is your overall feeling? 

62 Welcoming vs intimidating 

63 Comforting vs distressing 

64 Unique vs generic 

65 Exciting vs boring 

66 Pleasant vs distasteful. 

-2 = intimidating 

-1 = somewhat 

intimidating 

0 = neutral 

1 = somewhat welcoming 

2 = welcoming 

(mean of five items – 

each item with its own 

wording) 

Likes and dislikes I like this place because: 

67 I can easily get there and move 

around. 

68 I enjoy the overall appearance of the 

environment. 

69 I like the natural environment (the 

river, vegetation etc.). 

70 It is used by a diverse range of 

people. 

71 It is animated and lively. 

72 A variety of things happen here. 

73 It is well-maintained and clean. 

74 I enjoy the design, order, and 

organisation of the place. 

75 I like the shops and restaurants 

around this place. 

 

(0 – 10 scores) 

0 = The lowest level of 

agreement 

10 = the highest level of 

agreement 

(mean of nine items) 
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Table 3-19. Continued 

EQ 
Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 

Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 

Im
a

g
e 

a
n

d
 l

ik
ea

b
il

it
y

 

Likes and dislikes I do not like this place because: 

76 It is too commercial. 

77 It is expensive to use the shops or 

eateries. 

78 It is strictly supervised and 

controlled. 

79 It is too crowded. 

80 The appearance is not pleasing. 

81 It is dirty and not well-kept. 

82 It is noisy and busy. 

83 It is too artificial. 

(0 – 10 scores) 

10 = the lowest level of 

agreement 

0 = The highest level of 

agreement 

(mean of eight items) 

Subtotal   22 (maximum) 

Table 3-20 depicts characteristics of the questionnaire and the PSEQI. As it can be seen, there 

were variations between the questionnaire and the index in terms of variables, questions, and 

measuring items. These variations occurred when a series of reliability tests was conducted, 

and items with negligible effect or small covariance were removed from the index. Personal 

factual questions were not included in the index. Informants’ factual questions were also 

removed from the index but were used later in interpretations. After omitting less effective 

items and items with lesser covariance, the reliability tests turned into acceptable and good 

numbers (Field, 2007). Since the intent of the survey was to gain a better understanding of 

people’s opinions and evaluations of case study areas, descriptive statistics, compare means (t-

tests), and bivariate correlation techniques were utilised to make sense of the data.  

Interviews, documentary evidence and observation data were analysed in NVivo, a computer 

program designed fundamentally for qualitative analysis. In regard to governance analysis, 

public space governance framework (PSGF) was developed based on urban governance 

theories (see Chapter Four). The framework consists of four major elements of governance 

structure, actors and stakeholders, governing instruments, and governing activities. 

Interviewees’ transcripts were carefully coded according to the PSGF. NVivo was used for 

queries, information exploration, and data coding. The advantages of using NVivo for this 

research included tools for storing data sources and transcripts, easy coding-retrieving, 

identifying patterns, and classification of data.  
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Table 3-20. Characteristics of the questionnaire used in this research. 

Characteristics of the questionnaire used in this research Questionnaire 
Incl. in 

PSEQI 

Variables Comfort 6 5 

Inclusiveness 6 5 

Diversity and vitality 4 3 

Image and likeability 3 2 

Independent variables 6 0 

Number and typology of questions 

(Bryman, 2012) 

Personal factual 6 0 

Informant factual 16 0 

Attitude & beliefs 25 19 

Number and typology of measures 

(Bryman, 2012) 

Ordinal  51 49 

Dichotomous  22 17 

Nominal (categorical) 17 0 

Interval/ratio 24 17 

Internal reliability (Cronbach's alpha 

based on standardized items)  
Comfort 

SBP 
N/A 

0.742 

QSM 0.652 

Inclusiveness 
SBP 

N/A 
0.674 

QSM 0.722 

Diversity 

and vitality 

SBP 
N/A 

0.665 

QSM 0.658 

Image and 

likeability 

SBP 
N/A 

0.874 

QSM 0.855 

The analyses took into account chronological, thematic, and relational dimensions. Sequences 

of events and changes in governance arrangements in case study areas over time constituted 

the components of chronological analysis. Thematic analysis was concerned with reoccurring 

concepts and themes that would address governance elements in case study precincts. It 

provided a good understanding of the stakeholders’ roles in the governance arrangement. The 

relational analysis, however, in a deeper critical reading of the texts, led to scrutiny of the 

complexities of relationships between stakeholders, the barriers caused by the special 

governance arrangements in place, and probable future directions.  

3.6 Delimitations and limitations 

A number of limitations and delimitations need to be considered before using the outcomes or 

interpreting results of this research. First of all, this research was delimited to medium-size 

cities in the Australian context. At the time this study was conceived, a review of literature 

showed that Australia was among the least researched areas in regard to empirical studies of 

urban spaces (see Chapter Two). Most empirical studies of urban public space evaluation and 
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management were undertaken in North America, and in particular, in European countries. 

Public space studies in Australia were mostly confined to suburban or residential public spaces 

in the global cities of Sydney and Melbourne. Medium-size cities, such as Brisbane, were less 

investigated.  

Second, this research is delimited to urban public spaces that are contested or contestable by 

stakeholders from private and public sectors. Although any public space in cities has some 

form of management arrangement (Carmona et al., 2008), the discussion of governance in this 

dissertation is about those UPSs that are claimed by multiple stakeholders due to their 

economic or political importance. This usually is the case in dense urban areas where public 

spaces are intensively used for multiple purposes at the same time, resulting in contested 

spaces.  

Third, mixed methods research (MMR) is prone to some potential downsides or challenges. 

Table 3-21 depicts the potential deficiencies of MMR (Cameron, 2011) and strategies adopted 

in this thesis to manage or avoid them. 

Fourth, while a comprehensive study of public space governance requires participation of all 

social groups and stakeholders, in this thesis, in regard to the users’ assessment of experiential 

qualities in the case study areas, only users 16 years of age and above were included and 

younger users, individuals with identifiable cognitive impairment, minority groups, and rough 

sleepers were excluded. In relation to stakeholders’ interviews, some potential interviewees did 

not respond to communications and did not participate in the research. In order to minimise the 

impacts of this limitation of informants, observation and documentary evidence such as reports 

and legislation were used.  

Fifth, it needs to be acknowledged that there is potential for researcher’s bias in data collection 

when undertaking the surveys. Intercept surveys were conducted through convenience 

sampling. This is a downside to convenience sampling and there is no guarantee that the sample 

is totally representative of the case study area. Furthermore, the sample sizes (144 in QSM and 

142 in SBP) could have been larger to reassure the applicability of more analytical tools in 

SPSS. This PhD research design was framed to comply with stringent and limited budgets and 

time frames. Reliable analytical tests and instruments were viable and were used in data 

analysis, and the researcher’s observations were used to triangulate data. 
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Table 3-21. Challenges of MMR and strategies used in this thesis to manage or avoid them 

Challenge of MMR (Cameron, 2011) How it was managed or avoided in this thesis 

The eclectic nature of MMR might reduce the 

purity of the research paradigm. 

Rejecting the theoretical dispute between 

positivism and constructivism, pragmatism was 

selected as the closest paradigm to this 

dissertation’s stance on research. This has been 

discussed in Section 3.2.  

Given the epistemological relativism of 

pragmatism, the study might lose its rigour. 

Decisions and choices made during this research 

were justified as much as possible by referring 

to the relevant literature. However, as John Law 

(2004) states, “The social situations are messy 

and social studies can make them a better mess 

at best. One should not assume that having rigid 

rigorous epistemology can simplify the 

phenomenon and make it very clear.” 

Integrating data collected from different sources 

might be problematic. 

The design of this research allowed for a clear 

use of quantitative and qualitative data 

collection methods. Two main methods of 

surveys and interviews and two complementary 

methods of observation and documentary 

evidence were utilised. The complementary 

methods allowed for triangulation of data.   

Superficial utilization of methods reduces the 

proficiency of study. 

In this thesis, mixed research methods of survey, 

interviews, documentary evidence, and 

observation were used in a scholarly and 

effective way. The use of SPSS and NVivo for 

analysis enabled the production of reliable and 

significant results.  

MMR has difficulties in reporting and 

publishing. 

The researcher’s publication strategy allowed 

for four publications including one qualitative 

journal paper, one quantitative journal paper, 

and two qualitative conference papers. 

Another limitation to the current research is in relation to the normative dimension of 

measuring qualities of public spaces and concepts, and terminologies used in the surveys and 

interviews with stakeholders. Employing mostly European-inspired concepts of ideal public 

spaces was inevitable because urbanisation in Australia is still young (compared to most 

countries around the world); Australian UPSs have been affected by global trends, in terms of 

identity, design, and management; and inadequate research has been conducted in relation to 
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urban public spaces in Australia and in particular in the state of Queensland (as a state with a 

distinctive lifestyle, even within Australia). The literature that this research is based on is 

composed of major European and North American empirical studies. This may expose chances 

of incompatibility between expectations of people living in the Australian city of Brisbane with 

what urban scholars agree to be characteristics of a good urban public space. 

This dissertation contributes invaluable knowledge on urban public space governance and its 

implications for the quality of place to the field of urban studies. Although the case study 

findings of this thesis cannot be generalised, they can contribute to knowledge of contemporary 

urban public spaces in other places and countries. The main contribution of this thesis is in 

advancing the discourse of public space governance and quality measurement through the 

users’ perspective, by proposing a public space governance framework (PSGF) and a public 

space experiential quality index (PSEQI).  
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 Chapter Four 

Governance in South Bank Parklands 

The previous chapter outlined the research methodology. It argued that mixed methods research 

(MMR) was the appropriate methodology for this thesis as data collection required both depth 

and breadth. The South Bank Parklands (SBP) and Queen Street Mall (QSM) were introduced 

as two case studies with the potential to provide rich appropriate data to address the research 

question. This chapter has a twofold role in this thesis. First, it introduces the public space 

governance framework (PSGF), and then, employing PSGF, it probes the governance in one 

of the case study areas, SBP. Figure 4-1 illustrates the focus of this chapter in relation to the 

research question, tasks conducted, and methods used in it.  

 

Figure 4-1. The main focus of the current chapter in regard to research questions, data required, and 

research methods. 
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 Chapter Five 

Governance in Queen Street Mall 

Following the previous chapter on the governance in South Bank Parklands, this chapter 

investigates governance in the second case study precinct, the Queen Street Mall (QSM). In 

order to do this, analytical components of the public space governance framework are used. 

Figure 5-1 depicts the focus of this chapter in relation to the sub-research question it answers, 

the data it collects, and the methods it uses. 

 

Figure 5-1. The main focus of the current chapter in regard to research questions, data required, and 

research methods. 
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5.1 Abstract 

The aim of this paper is to highlight the impacts of public space governance (PSG) on qualities 

of urban public places as perceived by users. To achieve this, we apply a public space 

governance framework (PSGF) to a controversial case study within the Australian city of 

Brisbane, the Queen Street Mall (QSM). The PSGF paves the way for constructing interpretive 

linkage between the ongoing managerial and governance decisions, and the qualities of the 

space in use. Findings show that governance in QSM carefully provides an environment for 

highly-controlled place experience mainly through perpetuating a prevailing culture of 

consumption and branding, with a focus on economic gains. As a result, measured qualities of 

comfort, diversity, inclusiveness, and likeability are all affected by QSM formalised image and 

vision of being a place for commerce and consumption. The low participation of the general 

public in decision-making processes is identified as major deficiency of the PSG in QSM. The 

lessons learned from the case study can be transferred to many inner-city public spaces around 

the world. 

5.2 Introduction 

Contemporary urban public spaces have been under pressure from multiple sources. 

Historically, the long-lasting effects of modernist urbanism principles (such as zoning and car-

based development) have led to a decline in urban environments (J. Jacobs, 1961; Trancik, 

1986). Decline in urban public spaces (UPSs) because of neglect and under-management has 

been widely addressed in urban studies (Lefebvre, 1991; Sennett, 1992; Sorkin, 1992; Tibbalds, 

1992). More recently, and after pervasively implementing urban revitalisation plans with the 

intention of bringing people and economy back to the city centres (see Power & Burdett, 1999), 

other dilemmas have arisen.  

First, the urban population is surging (United Nations, 2014). This coincides with growing 

urban tourism and demands for more facilities within the central areas (C. M. Law, 2002). 

Global competition between cities for attracting more visitors (J. V. Punter, 1990) has put extra 

pressure on UPSs. Neoliberalism and increasing competition for land and property in urban 

centres (Jessop, 2002) have made it more difficult for cities to expand existing public spaces 

in ways that respond to the needs of locals as well as visitors.   

Second, the patterns of public space production and use have changed. In the wake of 

decreasing budgets for many local governments (Lang, 2005; Stokes, 2006; Williams & Green, 
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2001), public authorities have sought innovations and initiatives from the private sector to 

attract investment, coproduction, or co-management in urban spaces. BIDs (business 

improvement districts), POPS (privately owned public spaces), public spaces owned/managed 

by charities or community groups, and other formats of public-private partnerships are 

examples of these initiatives. Moreover, as Healey states contemporary urban spaces are 

“diffuse and fragmented” (1998, p. 1532). UPSs are the common grounds used by different 

groups of stakeholders (Orum & Neal, 2010). From a neoclassical economic point of view, 

these stakeholders pursue their ‘rational’ self-interest objectives and maintain distinctive and 

mostly contradictory institutional perspectives, motivations, and interests towards the same 

space (Weintraub, 1997).  

In this paper, we argue that the potential and actual tensions between stakeholders’ interests 

especially in contested UPSs and the ways through which decisions on design, use, and level 

of control are made reveal mostly latent implications for the qualities of these spaces. In other 

words, the experiential qualities of the place (qualities experienced by users) are impacted by 

the governance in place and the politics of use and control. This denotes that place-shaping is 

a continuous dynamic process rather than a static activity of formal agencies. 

This paper is composed of four main sections. In the first section, the background of the public 

space governance and the theories and concepts behind it are briefly explored. In the second 

section, the public space governance framework (PSGF) is applied to Queen Street Mall (QSM) 

in Australian city of Brisbane. QSM provides an exemplar of an urban public space with a 

complex decision-making environment in which the private sector has a substantial stake. In 

the third section, the result of this application and the findings are discussed.  

5.3 Background 

The private sector engagement in public space provision has caused a division in the literature. 

A body of research labels privately owned or managed public spaces as being privatised. It is 

argued that the privatisation of public spaces undermines inclusiveness and publicness and 

leads to the erosion of the public realm (Loukaitou-Sideris, 1993; Low, 2008; Mitchell, 2003; 

J. V. Punter, 1990; Sennett, 1992; Sorkin, 1992). On the other hand, the laments for decline in 

publicness of public spaces have been dismissed (Amin, 2008; P. Jackson, 1998), pointing out 

that that throughout history, public spaces have never been truly inclusive and that there have 

always been some groups excluded because of their social class, race, ethnicity, gender,  and 
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religion (M. Francis, 1987; Hajer & Reijndorp, 2001). Besides, privately provided public 

spaces can respond to the increasing need of quality public spaces and extend the range of 

options available to the growing middle class (Carmona, 2014b; Worpole & Knox, 2008).   

A third line in the literature, however, urges for an alternative approach to UPSs, one that takes 

into account holistic understandings of UPSs; dynamics of place-shaping and place quality;  

and the contestable nature of UPSs (Carmona, 2014c, 2016a, 2016b; Kent, 2013; Pospech, 

2013; Zamanifard, Alizadeh, & Bosman, 2018). Such an approach may be able to bring 

together the benefits of the private sector engagement in public space provision, and also 

protect publicness and social aspects of UPSs.  

The conception of public space governance (PSG) fits such agenda and aims to tackle 

fragmented debates on public space production, management, and quality. The term 

governance is used in politics and public administration to signify a shift from conventional 

ways of governing known as government, to a more efficient and effective model, a process of 

governing through networks of actors (Rhodes, 1997). Governance involves formal and 

informal actors, institutions, and organisations beyond the state or government (Rhodes, 1997); 

is strongly tied to the structure of power in a political system; and reflects the overarching 

values, norms, and practices of the society (Pierre, 1999). 

 Public space governance  

Public space governance (PSG) and its potential in providing a holistic approach to public 

space have not received adequate attention. Earlier references to PSG generally imply 

managerial aspects or regulations governing public spaces (see Amin, 2008; Collomb, 2015; 

De Magalhães, 2010). PSG goes beyond these dimensions and takes into account the 

mechanisms of decision-making, power relations, stakeholders and their rights and 

motivations, and in the bigger picture, the contextual factors encompassing public place-

shaping activities (Zamanifard, Alizadeh, & Bosman, 2018). Such an approach can connect the 

qualities of the place—the outcome—and the processes leading to those qualities.  

 An important ontological feature of the PSG is that it defines public space shaping as a 

collective dynamic action of multiple actors and stakeholders that intentionally or 

unintentionally influence the shaping and management processes. Based on a review of 

literature, Stoker (1998, p. 18) reports five main propositions about governance conception. As 
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shown in Table 5-1, these propositions apply to public space shaping activities making PSG 

concept a potentially effective analytical tool. 

Table 5-1. Why can PSG be used as a conceptual framework in public space studies? 

Governance proposition (Stoker, 

1998, p. 18) 
How it relates to public space debate 

A variety of actors and institutions 

from and beyond the government are 

involved. 

A range of actors and stakeholders work together to shape 

public spaces in cities (Carmona, 2014c, p. 6).  

The borders between responsibilities 

for resolving the economic and social 

problems are blurred. 

A characteristic of the contemporary public spaces is that 

the border between public and private ownership and 

authority in public spaces have blurred (Madanipour, 2003; 

Southworth, 2014). 

Power dependence exists between 

actors.  

In UPSs, depending on ownership and the rights 

associating with it, there is a power dependency between 

actors and stakeholders and an actor may dominate a 

particular stage of production or exploitation (Tiesdell & 

Adams, 2011). 

Modes of self-governing networks of 

actors. 

Self-governing in UPS takes place through the physical 

design of the environment, the behavioural patterns of 

users, and the local norms of the public life. The patterns of 

behaviours are affected by sociocultural norms (M. 

Francis, 1987). However, formal and informal governing 

instruments (such as local laws) may be used to coordinate 

the activities (Carmona, 2016b). 

Matters can be done without formal 

intervention of government or 

through innovative and new 

instruments. 

Numerous innovative and non-governmental public space 

stewardship arrangements exist or are emerging. Examples 

are crowd-funded public spaces, community gardens, and 

space focused new public managements.  

 

 The public space governance framework 

Borrowing from the discourse of governance and building on the UPS literature, public space 

governance is underpinned by four major components of, 1) governance structure; 2) actors 

and stakeholders; 3) governing tools; and 4) governing tasks (Zamanifard, Alizadeh, & 

Bosman, 2018). Governance structure is affected by two important groups of broader forces, 

1) the contextual factors such as the history and tradition of place-shaping, political and 

planning systems, level of localism, and 2) economic factors of ownership, financial resources, 
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and availability of expertise. As with all analytical frameworks, there is a twofold evaluative 

component attached to this framework: substantive and procedural evaluations. The procedural 

evaluation takes into account the characteristics of good governance arrangements, whereas 

the substantive evaluation considers the urban design qualities including publicness and 

sociability of the place (Figure 5-2). This framework has been introduced and articulated in 

previous research undertaken by Zamanifard et al. (2018). 

 

Figure 5-2. Public space governance framework. Flowchart adapted from Zamanifard et al. (2018). 

5.4 Case Study 

The case study area is Queen Street Mall (QSM) in Brisbane, the capital of Australian state of 

Queensland. QSM is composed of a series of pedestrianised streets, sidewalks, and a laneway 

in the Brisbane Central Business District (CBD). Surrounded by retail stores, offices, 

commercial, governmental and civic buildings, this area has been the main economic and 
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business hub of the city since the foundation of Brisbane in the mid-19th century. The first part 

of the QSM (between Edward and Albert Streets) was developed and opened to the public in 

1982 just in time for the 1982 Commonwealth Games. Other sections were pedestrianised and 

integrated into the mall in the later years. The mall has undergone a number of refurbishments 

since then. QSM is easily accessible by public transportation including bus, train and ferry. 

QSM is home to more than 700 retailers and is claimed to attract 26 million visitors per annum 

(Visit Brisbane, 2017a). 

       

Figure 5-3. Left: location of QSM in the Brisbane CBD, right: Location of CBD in the Brisbane Local 

Government Area. Source of the base maps: AURIN (2016). 

 

Figure 5-4. Aerial view of the QSM precinct 2017. Source (base image): Google Inc. (2018) 

The reasons for selecting QSM are twofold. First, it is a representative example of evolving 

pedestrianised urban spaces in medium-sized cities. While the mainstream urban research has 

been dominated by studies of urban change in world cities, the branded or capital metropolises 

in the global north (D. Bell & Jayne, 2009), such as Melbourne and Sydney in Australian 
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context, this paper resonates with the call for further research in small and medium-sized cities, 

to increase the generalisability of urban studies (J. Robinson, 2008). Second, QSM has long 

been a contested space between users, business owners, and social and environmental activists 

because its centrality in Brisbane’s CBD gives these groups a unique platform to be seen. The 

striking presence of the private sector in its decision-making processes in complex 

arrangements with the public organisations makes it a worthy case for research.  

Data collection methods used for this research included key informant interviews 

(stakeholders, managers, and activists, 12 in total; analysis of official document such as City of 

Brisbane Act 2010, Local Government (Queen Street Mall) Act 1981 and its later amendments, 

Queen Street Mall Local Law 2014, and Queen Street Mall Visioning Plan; and intercept survey 

of users. 

 Public space shaping in Brisbane and contextual factors 

Brisbane was founded as a penal settlement in the current location of the CBD in the early 

nineteenth century (Cole, 1984). Public space production in Brisbane was immensely affected 

by colonialism, urban sprawl, and suburbanisation. The preliminary plan included no major 

open public space in the shape of a civic square or an urban park (McMahon, 2012; Siksna, 

1998). For many decades, Brisbane was considered as a big country town disassociated from 

urbanism (Felton, 2007). Most public spaces were in the form of natural assets and green spaces 

scattered around residential areas. Squares and urban parks were incorporated and developed 

in the CBD area mostly during the last quarter of the 20th century.  

Brisbane’s first plan was prepared in 1842 in which Queen Street was envisaged as becoming 

the main commercial street of the city. The Queen Street transformation, however, was affected 

by a global trend of pedestrianisation in city central districts in the period between 1960 and 

1980. About 200 pedestrian zones were built in American downtowns in that era (Robertson, 

1994). Throughout 1970s, the quest for an inner-city pedestrian mall in Brisbane was being 

pursued by the local business community (Cole, 1984). In 1976, Brisbane was selected to host 

the Commonwealth Games of 1982. The concurrence of this selection and the locally-driven 

quest to have a mall paved the way for more persuasive arguments and mobilised the idea 

among politicians and resulted in passing legislation in the Queensland Parliament to have a 

QSM (Cole, 1984). Figure 5-5 shows a timeline of the Queens Street’s history. 



130 

 

 

The more recent place shaping in Brisbane is considerably affected by global competition for 

attracting enterprises and the creative class. Brisbane city authorities’ motto is to become 

Australia’s ‘new world city’ which is highly promoted in local government official documents 

(see Brisbane Marketing, 2016). Tourism infrastructure improvement and business facilitative 

policies are two of Brisbane’s key strategies for development (Lord Mayor’s Economic 

Development Steering Committee, 2015). In this respect, the CBD’s public spaces and QSM 

have been given enormous attention, highlighted in a number of documents prepared by local 

and state governments over the last two decades (for example City Plan 2000, City Plan 2014, 

Brisbane Economic Development Plan 2012-2031, and QSM Visioning Plan). 

 

Figure 5-5. QSM timeline based on Cole (1984) and John Oxley Library, State Library of Queensland 

(2012). Images: a, b, c, d, e, f courtesy of the State Library of Queensland. Reprinted with written 

permission from State Library of Queensland. Image g from author’s archive, and image h copyright 

is unknown. 

 Governance structure  

Analysis of power, authority, and relations among stakeholders in QSM shows that governance 

in QSM is mostly based on a traditional structure, with influences and means borrowed from 

managerial and market models (see Figure 5-6). The traditional model is implemented by City 

Malls Management (CMM), a subdivision of BCC, and the market and managerial model is 

implemented by Brisbane Marketing, an entity established by BCC to oversee the marketing 

and economic strategies of the CBD and QSM. Nevertheless, the traditional model dominates 

the governance structure. That is, the distribution of power in QSM is top-down and is affected 
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by Queensland’s political and administrative system. In this system, state parliament and 

cabinet have the highest constitutional power, including the ability to legalise the formation, 

authority, responsibilities, and continuation of the local governments (Queensland 

Government, 2016). However, BCC, unlike other city councils in Queensland, has been given 

special powers (Queensland Government, 2010), turning into the dominant power in 

Brisbane’s urban governance.  

According to the Legislation passed in the Queensland Parliament, BBC has imposed a 

“beneficial area rate” on the businesses operating in the mall to pay off the loan and to pay for 

day to day management (Cole, 1984). This form of development and management is similar to 

the Business Improvement District (BID) initiative in the US. The expertise required to create 

QSM and keep it up and running has been provided through collaboration between BCC and 

the private sector (BM, 2017; Jones & Taylor, 1984). Property and business owners’ 

participation in the decision-making process is effective because of the rate they pay to BCC 

and their representatives in the Brisbane Marketing board (BM, 2017; BMM, 2016). 

 

Figure 5-6. Governance structure in QSM is a mix of traditional, market, and managerial with the 

BCC as the dominant authority. 

 Actors and Stakeholders  

In the PSGF, three main groups of stakeholders with distinctive institutional interpretation and 

perception are citizens (individuals, users), the public sector (e.g., local government), and the 

private sector (e.g., businesses) (Healey, 2010; Tiesdell & Adams, 2011). However, actors and 

stakeholders might have multiple roles simultaneously or their roles might change at different 



132 

 

 

stages or times and therefore they are entitled to having mixed preferences for the public space 

they have a stake in.  

Table 5-2. Roles and motivations of stakeholders involved in QSM 

Table 5-2 depicts QSM’s actors and stakeholders and their roles and motivations. The 

economic interests and function of QSM have confined the actively engaged actors to formal 

actors such as governmental and private institutions and have left little room for the public’s 

voice. BCC has been in charge of regulation and control, coordination, and maintenance since 

QSM was established. The civic cabinet (or the Establishment and Coordination Committee) 

sets the strategies for the major projects in Brisbane including QSM (BCC, 2017) and appoints 

members of a very influential advisory board, namely CBD Economic Development Board. 

The members of this board are successful business owners, investors, or entrepreneurs in 

Brisbane (BCCM, 2016). The board provides advice on the economic directions of the CBD 

and QSM for the civic cabinet and the mayor. Brisbane Marketing (BM) is responsible for the 

Actors and stakeholders Roles Motivations  

State Parliament (SP) Legaliser; approver Administrative obligation; better public service 

management; political aspirations; growth in 

local economy;  electorates’ interests;  

State Government (SG) Owner; supplier; policy-

maker; supervisor 

Administrative obligation; political aspirations; 

Growth in local economy; electorates’ interests 

Brisbane City Council 

(BCC): 

Regulator; coordinator; 

Manager; approver; developer 

Administrative obligation; capitalisation; 

Growth in local economy;  electorates’ interests 

• City Mall 

Management 

Manager Administrative obligation; business owners and 

customers satisfaction; public interests 

• CBD Economic 

Development Board 

Advisor Economic growth 

• Brisbane Marketing Promoter; advisor; lobbyist Economic growth; capitalisation 

Planning, design, and 

construction firms 

Planner; designer; builder Professionalism; design excellency; professional 

ethos 

Local business owners 

and retailers 

Investor; user; developer Maximising revenues; capitalisation 

General public 

 

User; observer Socialisation; Pleasant experience; Social 

health; Civic pride 

Commerce or service 

patrons 

User; customer; profit maker Pleasant shopping or service experience  

Community groups Activist; protestor Civic rights; social responsibility 
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activation and promotion of the mall (BM, 2017). The City Mall Management department of 

the BCC is in charge of maintenance and day to day managerial activities such as cleaning, 

security, issuing permits for general activities (busking, dining, fundraising etc.), and enforcing 

the local law in QSM (BCCM, 2016).  

 Governing tools  

A broad range of formal and informal tools govern the relations among stakeholders and 

determine the distribution of power, and scope of authority in varied governance models 

(Carmona, 2016b). Formal governing tools include legal agreements, legislation, incentives, 

guidelines, local laws, by-laws and so on. Informal tools are those indirect means that 

stakeholders other than formal government bring in (Salamon & Elliott, 2002). The 

institutional culture, perception, and subjective values of managerial agencies and developers 

in public spaces are considered as informal governing tools.  

 

Figure 5-7. Governing tools in QSM. 

QSM is highly controlled through formal and informal instruments. The City of Brisbane Act 

2010, QSM Local Law, Public Land and Council Assets Local Law 2014, and Brisbane City 

Centre Master Plan 2014 specify the management’s actions and the relations among users, 
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public agencies, and the private sector (Figure 5-7). The special rate that business owners on 

the mall are required to pay to BCC is an important aspect of control and governance in QSM. 

Table 5-3. Regulated and prohibited activities in QSM. Adopted from BCC (2014b) 

Regulated activity Prohibited activity  

• Distributing any written material, or 

communicating any advertising matter by 

means of any placard, board, banner or article 

of a similar nature. 

• Delivering any public address except at a 

location designated by council. 

• Soliciting, gathering or collecting 

subscriptions or contributions. 

• Carrying on or soliciting for any business. 

• Singing, chanting, playing a musical 

instrument, dancing, busking, reciting, miming 

or entertaining other persons. 

• Setting up or using any stall, stand or cooking 

or beverage facility for the purpose of offering 

for sale any goods, or for the pursuit of any 

business. 

• Mall outdoor dining. 

• Operating a mall venue. 

• Stacking or storing any goods. 

• Selling or exposing for sale any goods. 

• Setting up any stall, stand, table or chair or 

cooking or beverage facility for the purposes 

of offering mall outdoor dining. 

• Operating any tool or machinery, or using an 

amplifying device to amplify any word, music 

or sound— 

(a) in a mall area; or 

(b) on land or from a building abutting a 

mall; if the noise generated by the operation 

of the tool or machinery, or the amplified 

word, music or sound, is audible in the mall. 

• Each of— 

(a) erecting any structure; and 

(b) operation of a business in any such 

structure; and 

(c) permitting occupation of any structure. 

• Assemblies of up to 15 people 

 

• Affix any notice, advertisement, sign, placard 

or the like to any post, tree, building, wall 

barrier, fence or other structure. 

• Walk on, run on or otherwise interfere with 

gardens or plants. 

• Throw or discharge any missile or object. 

• Spit in a mall or area abutting a mall. 

• Climb or interfere with any tree, statue or 

structure. 

• Wade, swim, wash or interfere with the water 

in any pool or pond. 

• Engage in any sporting game whether 

organised or impromptu. 

• Conduct a public assembly which is not 

authorised under the Peaceful Assembly Act 

1992. 

• Deliberately or maliciously interrupt, disturb 

or frustrate other mall users and/or the 

conduct of any authorised ceremony or lawful 

gathering of people. 

• Obstruct or unreasonably disturb any person 

lawfully using a mall. 

• Camp, lodge, sleep rough or stay overnight. 

• Smoking (under Tobacco and Other Smoking 

Products Act 1998). 

• Riding a bicycle (BCC, 2016c). 

• Assemblies of 16 people or more 

 

This levy enables BCC to provide a higher level of control and management (something that is 

also desirable to levy payers) and gives the business owners some sort of negotiation power. 

The most influential informal governing tool, however, is the culture of consumption and the 
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pervasive image of shopping (see the users’ evaluation section). The area is carefully managed 

for purchase and consumption and activities deemed interfering with shopping, such as political 

gatherings or wandering of teenage groups, are restricted or prohibited (see Table 5-3). As 

stated by a Brisbane Marketing Manager in an interview, Brisbane Marketing Key Performance 

Indices (KPIs)  set the economic revenue objectives and strategize the activation of the mall 

(in a way that does not compete with already established businesses) (BMM, 2016). This 

exemplifies how an organisational or institutional agenda can define the users’ experiences of 

place. Moreover, vague and highly interpretable regulations, such as ‘activities that deliberately 

or maliciously interrupt, disturb or frustrate other mall users are prohibited’, provide a blatant 

basis for applying a ban to any activity that might interfere with shopping experience. 

 Governing tasks 

Governing tasks include activities of shaping and managing the place; coordinating and 

steering interventions in the place; and providing finance for conducting these activities 

(Carmona et al., 2008). In the case of QSM, the tasks of QSM establishment and extension fit 

into ‘total urban design’ category. In total urban design, an individual unit, team, or entity (here, 

BCC) implements a scheme from inception to completion and architects, landscape architects, 

urban designers, transport engineers, and other professionals are part of this unit carrying 

certain phases of the project (Lang, 2005, pp. 27–28). In democratic countries, this way of 

development is limited to small-scale projects and might be controlled to some degree by 

elected representatives. However, in long term and in contested spaces with high economic 

values at stake and centrality such as QSM, total urban design could limit the chances of 

community’s voice being heard. 

5.5 Evaluating Governance in QSM 

In order to analyse governance in QSM, we use the PSG to evaluate the outcomes and the 

process of governance and decision-making in this space. This is to satisfy both substantive 

and procedural dimensions of governance (described earlier in the paper). 

 Substantive evaluation: users’ perspective 

One thing to keep in mind is that evaluating public spaces with different and motivationally 

contradictory stakeholders is very subjective, and depends on whose institutional interests are taken 

into account (Zamanifard, Alizadeh, Bosman, & Coiacetto, 2018b). Nevertheless, the mainstream 

urban design scholarship rightfully prioritises the general public as the main beneficiary and 

stakeholders of UPSs (Carr et al., 1992; J. Jacobs, 1961; Madanipour, 1999; Tibbalds, 1992). 



136 

 

 

Therefore, in this paper, the substantive evaluation focuses on users’ perspectives and perceptions. 

Drawing on urban design literature, a survey was designed and conducted in QSM. The survey 

included questions evaluating sense of safety, comfortability, feelings towards surveillance and 

control, management performance and policies, sociability, and users’ perception, images, and 

feelings towards the place. A summary of participants’ demographic characteristics can be seen in 

Table 5-4.  

Figure 5-8 provides a summary of the survey results in QSM. Using Gehl’s (1996) 

classification of necessary, social, and optional activities in public spaces, participants’ 

responses to why they visited QSM were categorised. Merely 13.5% of participants visited 

QSM for ‘only necessary activities’ while almost 80% visited QSM for all those types of 

activities. Concentrating on commercial activities in the necessary activities category, more 

than 33% stated that they did not visit QSM for activities such as shopping, eating out, and 

going to bar and so on. This suggests that people did not perceive QSM as a consumption space 

rather as an urban space with its all functional diversity.  

As it can be seen in Figure 5-8, deficiencies are mostly in the areas of comfortability, 

managerial and control policies, and sociability in the precinct. Respondents stated seating, 

users facilities such as (cold) drinking fountains and cheaper food options, control over the 

space (too much), and  

Nearly one quarter of the female respondents stated that they felt uncertain or unsafe during 

dark hours in QSM. While QSM was assessed quite positively in regard to walkability, it was 

poorly rated on seating and vegetation. More than half of the respondents (52%) stated that 

QSM needed more vegetation. As well, 57% believed that more seating was a ‘high priority’ 

or ‘essential’ in QSM.  

Analysis of responses to questions measuring feelings towards regulation and control, overall, 

reflected a mixed heterogeneous assessment. While a number of respondents had developed 

negative feelings towards regulations and control (16% of respondents at least somewhat 

agreed with ‘the presence of CCTV cameras here makes me feel anxious’ and about 22% of the 

respondents stated that more relaxed control of the area by authorities was a high priority or 

essential), they still demanded safety and security measures at some level.  
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Table 5-4. Respondents’ demographic and other characteristics and some comparisons to Greater 

Brisbane 

Variables 
QSM (n = 140) 

Greater Brisbane  

(1,797,702*) 

Count % % 

Gender    

Female 63 45.0 51.3 

Male 77 55.0 48.7 

Transgender 0 0.0 - 

Age Group    

16-19 years 13 9.3 6.6 

20-39 years 81 57.9 37.3 

40-59 years 31 22.1 32.8 

60 years and older 15 10.7 23.2 

Education level    

High school 25 17.9 19.3** 

Some form of tertiary 

education 
94 67.1 43.5** 

other 21 15 26.3** 

Country of Birth    

Australia 71 50.7 64.5 

Other countries 69 49.3 29 

Live / work    

Living in SEQ for more 

than 6 months 
90 64.3 - 

Working in SB or CBD 35 25.0 - 

Living in SB or CBD 16 11.4 - 

Visit frequency (n=118)  

First time visitation 13 11.0 - 

Couple of times 10 8.5 - 

A few times a year 23 19.5 - 

Once a week 22 18.6 - 

Almost everyday 50 42.4 - 

*total population of 16 years and above extracted from national census 2016 (ABS, 2017)   
**extracted from national census 2011 (total population of 1,651,494) 

QSM was assessed poorly with regard to sociability where around 40% and 43% of the 

respondents were uncertain or disagreed with ‘I feel free about my behaviour’ and ‘I feel judged 

by others in this place’ respectively. In addition, 54% were uncertain or agreed about the 

statement ‘I feel I am excluded from the community here’. On commerciality, 27% indicated 

that it would be costly to visit QSM, and 28% stated that providing cheaper food outlet options 

was a high priority or essential. On assessing the potential of having a meaningful interaction 

with fellow users in QSM, 49.3% disagreed with ‘people often smile when walking past one 
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Figure 5-8. A summary of the users’ survey results. 
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another’, 53.5% stated that ‘people seem to be uninterested in talking to whom they don’t 

know’, and 24% disagreed with ‘people are often smiling when we are walking past each 

other.’ 

Overall, QSM was evaluated as an easily accessible, walkable and lively place with good 

diversity of uses, mediocre inclusiveness, and issues around seating comfortability, over-

controlling managerial policies, and vegetation. It was evaluated as a place that sometimes 

causes fear during dark hours and gives sense of exclusion to some attendees because of 

unaffordable commercial outlets in its surroundings.  

 Procedural evaluation: good governance principles 

For procedural evaluation, criteria have generally been theorised for large-scale governance 

arrangements and vary in details depending on context, civic capacity, political system, and the 

history of public service’s practice in a society (Healey, 2015a). However, there are some 

universal principles on which consensus exists and these can be applied to governance at all 

scales (Graham et al., 2003).  

In this paper, we build on the white paper released by the  European Commission of the 

European Communities (2001) which has described five underpinning principles of good 

governance: openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness, and coherence. In doing so,   

the procedural evaluation of governance in UPSs is defined around five components of  1) 

public participation in decision-making; 2) accountability and transparency of the management 

regime and of actively engaged actors; 3) economic viability; 4) direction and strategic vision; 

and 5) efficacy, efficiency, and coherence of the governance.  

5.5.2.1 Public participation 

Australia is a representative democracy structured in a three-tiered system. At the city of 

Brisbane level, a civic cabinet whose members are selected from city councillors and the mayor 

govern the local government area including QSM. The city councillors and mayor in their own 

right are elected by citizens residing in Brisbane. This is an indirect passive form of public 

participation in the decision-making processes of urban areas that has been criticised on a 

number of fronts (see Innes & Booher, 2004). In addition, BCC is legally required to have 

formal public or community consultations for projects that affect communities (BCC, 2016b; 

Queensland Government, 2010). BCC has outlined its public participation strategy in a 



140 

 

 

document named Community Engagement Policy (BCC, 2014a). This document entails that 

BCC employees should seek public opinions on projects that legally require community 

engagement, may impact community, or may result in a better outcome with the community 

input (BCC, 2014a, p. 3).  

QSM as a project, has undergone a number of development and redevelopment stages. In the 

period between 1977 and 1981 when the pedestrianisation of QSM was being conceived, 

community consultation was not a legal requirement. However, BCC held a seminar in 1978 

at which experts and laypersons expressed their views on the matter (Cole, 1984, p. 300). In 

1987 when a major extension to the mall was being discussed at local and state levels, and 

when it was completed in 1988, there is no evidence of public consultation. Nevertheless, in 

2015, an extensive community consultation was carried out by BCC to capture people’s 

opinions and aspirations for the mall possible future (BCC, 2015).  

Despite attempts to account for more pluralistic views and public input - probably because of 

changes in governance paradigms towards greater and more effective participation (see Head, 

2007) - four structural issues can be identified with public participation in QSM governance. 

First, public participation in QSM decision-making has remained at consultation level. 

Consultation seeks the public advice on alternatives or decisions that have already been made 

by authorities. Consultation has the second lowest impact according to public participation 

spectrum (Table 5-5). 

Second, the political economy significance of QSM (in all documents and reports published by 

BCC, QSM has been referred to as a significant economic player) swings the decision-making 

environment towards economic interests. This potentially decreases the independence of the 

participation process, which is one of the principles of effective public participation (Brown & 

Chin, 2013). 

Third, there are procedural issues with getting a representative collection of opinions regarding 

QSM. The ubiquitous commercial and touristic ambiance of QSM may discourage lower 

income classes from attending the area or care to participate in such consultations. Questioning 

the legitimacy of governance in QSM, a social activist interviewed by the authors stated that 

she would not go to QSM or participate in community engagement because she does not believe 

that it would affect the heavily neoliberal policies in QSM (social activist interviewed, 2017), 

whereas an effective public engagement seeks the participation of the marginal groups and  
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Table 5-5. Public participation spectrum. Adapted from International Association for Public Participation - IAP2 Federation © IAP2 International Federation 

2014 (www.iap2.org.au). Adapted with written permission. 

Increasing impact on the decision 

 Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower 

P
u
b
li

c 
p
ar

ti
ci

p
at

io
n
 g

o
al

 

To provide the public with 

balanced and objective 

information to assist them 

in understanding the 

problem, alternatives, 

opportunities and/or 

solutions. 

To obtain public feedback 

on analysis, alternatives 

and/or decisions. 

To work directly with the 

public throughout the 

process to ensure that 

public concerns and 

aspirations are consistently 

understood and 

considered. 

To partner with the public 

in each aspect of the 

decision including the 

development of 

alternatives and the 

identification of the 

preferred solution. 

To place final decision 

making in the hands of the 

public. 

P
ro

m
is

e 
to

 t
h

e 
P

u
b

li
c 

We will keep you 

informed. 

We will keep you 

informed, listen to and 

acknowledge concerns and 

aspirations, and provide 

feedback on how public 

input influenced the 

decision. 

We will work with you to 

ensure that your concerns 

and aspirations are directly 

reflected in the alternatives 

developed and provide 

feedback on how public 

input influenced the 

decision. 

We will look to you for 

advice and innovation in 

formulating solutions and 

incorporate your advice 

and recommendations into 

the decisions to the 

maximum extent possible. 

We will implement what 

you decide. 

http://www.iap2.org.au/
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political and community activists as well as the general public (Brown & Chin, 2013). 

Finally, considering public spaces as projects with certain development lifespans leaves little 

room for public participation after the project is constructed and in-use. This contradicts more 

recent advanced perspectives that conceive public spaces as dynamic evolving entities in need 

of constant care, creation (not only in physical sense but also in terms of function and meaning), 

and management (Carmona, 2014c). There is no legal need for public consultation in 

management and regulation of QSM stated in the City of Brisbane Act 2010. This Act exempts 

BCC from public consultation in regard to “an interim local law” or “a local law that only 

incorporates a model local law and does not contain an anti-competitive provision” 

(Queensland Government, 2010, p. 28).  

5.5.2.2 Accountability and transparency 

As QSM is a highly controlled precinct where responsibilities and rights have been distributed 

based on formal arrangements; and actors are to a great degree accountable to legal liabilities. 

The City of Brisbane Act 2014 states that BCC must be accountable to the public for its 

performance. City Malls Management and Brisbane Marketing as entities owned by BCC are 

expected to bear the same level of accountability. On transparency, BCC provides the public 

with access to archives of documents, local laws, council’s meeting minutes, financial reports 

and so on through digital portals or its offices (BCC, 2016a). However, BCC can refuse to 

accept applications for conducting an activity (political, busking, or any other type) on its 

discretion without being required to provide explanation (BCC, 2014b). This potentially 

compromises the transparency capacity of decision-making processes.  

5.5.2.3 Economic viability 

Development and maintenance of public places requires ongoing financial resources. However, 

local governments, generally, struggle with budget deficit and tend to minimise the public place 

expenditure (Authors, 2018). This, most of the time, results in loss of quality (Carmona et al., 

2010). Thus, economic viability is an important criteria of good public space governance.  

QSM has a viable economic plan where business owners surrounding the mall pay a special 

rate (levy) that funds the management of the area (Zamanifard et al., 2016). According to a 

BCC report, in the 2012-2013 financial year, a levy of about $10 million was collected, most 

of which was spent on management, branding, and activation of the mall (BCC, 2016b). The 
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economic viability has enabled Brisbane Marketing to hold around 1000 (free to users) cultural, 

commercial, civic, and community events per annum (BMM, 2016).   

5.5.2.4 Direction and strategic vision 

Success of a place governance depends on vision and strategic direction on which actions are 

based; how public realm is strengthened by that strategic vision and the general public benefit 

from it (Healey, 2010). The vision and directions need to be assessed and undergo open 

discussion to reflect the dynamics of the place regularly. QSM was developed with two 

overarching goals: to become an economic hub and boost the retail experience in the CBD, and 

to facilitate the pedestrian movement in the area - with the former being chief goal (Cole, 1984).  

As time passed and complexities arose around the political economy of the place, the 

globalisation–localism dichotomy, and the pluralisation of stakeholders, an up-to-date vision 

was overdue. In 2015, BCC held stakeholder workshops, meetings, and consultation sessions 

aiming to devise a vision and direction for QSM (BCC, 2015). The QSM vision has been 

outlined in three headings of “a mall for all”, “economic hub”, and “uniquely Brisbane” with 

the first emphasising inclusiveness and liveliness, the second addressing QSM’s continuing 

culture of consumption, branding, and economic activities, and the third indicating the 

importance of openness, greenery, and heritage conservation in QSM (BCC, 2015).  

While, the updated vision has attempted to cover a wide range of interests in the area, in 

practice, strategies and policies used to explain the vision are heavily economy/entertainment 

oriented (see Figure 5-8). Inclusiveness, although mentioned in the vision, has practically been 

ruled out. The current direction is a continuation of the status quo of the mall, a heavily 

controlled and regulated public space that provides a safe environment for shopping, dining, 

and consumption. Commerciality (in the form of both ambiance and branding) can compromise 

UPSs inclusiveness and weaken their civic spirit (Németh & Schmidt, 2011). 

5.5.2.5 Efficacy, Efficiency, and Coherence 

Good governance achieves its intended objectives with efficient use of resources (Graham et 

al., 2003). In essence, efficacy, efficiency and coherence of the governance denotes the success 

of governance overall. In the case of public space governance, such assessment is subject to 

interpretation and debate. Earlier in this paper, a substantive assessment of QSM through users’ 

perspective was discussed. The results showed efficiencies and shortcomings reflecting the 

policies and governance in the precinct.  
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Since QSM has a commercial core and has a reputation of ‘a commercial space’, one would 

rationalise its shortcomings with regard to its commerciality function. However, our survey 

showed that more than one third of the users do not visit QSM for consumption purposes. 

Moreover, PSG builds on the idea that UPSs exist to serve the public before private interests, 

while attempting to provide the right balance between economic growth and people’s wants 

(Healey, 2015a). Therefore, deficiencies in QSM are deficiencies of an UPS that also acts as a 

commercial space (not the way around).  

On procedural evaluation, QSM governance is accountable for the substantive shortcomings 

identified earlier in the paper. While being somewhat transparent, and economically viable, it 

is less participatory and its direction is considerably affected by an economic agenda. 

With respect to the discussion above, governance in QSM has effectively achieved its intended 

outcomes, being a pedestrian commercial space that caters for shoppers and businesses. 

Nevertheless, whether all stakeholders, and in particular the public, have agreed to this outcome 

is questionable, as public participation in QSM has been limited to consultation—less 

involving, and not collaborative or empowering.  

5.6 Conclusion 

This paper starts with a discussion on the contestable dynamic nature of UPSs; and plead for a 

holistic approach to the processes and outcomes of place shaping and management. It then 

argued that the governance theories can provide a base for such holistic approach. Public space 

governance framework (PSG) was introduced as a framework that recognises the distribution 

of rights and responsibilities and provides an arena for analysing actors and stakeholders’ 

motivations and roles, governing tools, and structure of power and decision-making in public 

spaces.  

The application of the PSGF to Queen Street Mall, an UPS that also acts as a commercial space 

in the city of Brisbane, highlighted that a low level of public participation—limited to public 

consultation at the time of change—and the strategic vision in QSM which is heavily affected 

by economic interest, have resulted in some quality deficiencies. The overshadowing economic 

objectives in QSM disrupt the balance of governance to lean towards maximising the revenue 

by sticking to certain standards and rules—which have been tested and proved to appeal to the 

middle and upper classes—resulting in over-design, overregulation, over-control, and over-

management of the space. Such a space governance is likely to fail to allow for improvisation 

in use, unplanned activities, and socialisation, because it prioritises shopping and economic 
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activities and thus disruptions to these activities are minimised. Therefore, vegetation, seating 

arrangements, affordable food outlets, busking and political activities, and in general the 

ambiance of QSM are carefully controlled and are designed mainly for a good shopping 

experience.  

One may ask ‘what is wrong with this approach since QSM is a commercial space?’ As it was 

argued in this paper, UPSs are declining in size and in the essential qualities of publicness and 

inclusiveness. QSM is an urban public space before it is a commercial space. The widespread 

commercial image has been built over time via its less participatory and ill- visioned 

governance. UPSs are meant to serve people, and cities cannot afford to lose more urban public 

realm at a time of growing commodification of spaces and controlled diversity and 

inclusiveness. 
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 Chapter Six 

Measuring experiential qualities of urban public spaces: 

Users’ perspective 

Chapters Four and Five provided critical understandings of the governance of Queen Street 

Mall and South Bank Parklands. They argued that governance arrangements in both areas are 

institutionalised, highly political, and affected by economic interests in those spaces. This 

chapter investigates the third sub-research question: how do people evaluate experiential 

qualities (EQs)—urban design qualities as experienced by humans plus perceptions, and 

managerial aspects of the environment including qualities of comfort, diversity and vitality, 

inclusiveness, and image and likeability—in public spaces with multiple stakeholders and 

institutionalised governance. 

 

Figure 6-1. The main focus of the current chapter in regard to research question, data required, and 

research methods. 
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Measuring experiential qualities of urban public spaces: Users’ perspective 

Zamanifard, H., Alizadeh, T., Bosman, C., & Coiacetto, E. (Accepted). Measuring 

experiential qualities of urban public spaces: User’s perspective. Journal of Urban Design. 

Abstract 

This paper presents an index for measuring experiential qualities (EQs) of urban public spaces 

through users’ perspective. The index is underpinned by interrelated qualities of comfort, 

diversity and vitality, inclusiveness, and image and likeability. It is then applied to two public 

spaces in the Australian city of Brisbane: Queen Street Mall and South Bank Parklands. The 

index extends the user-centred measuring tools and can be used by practitioners, authorities, 

and scholars to highlight users’ needs and concerns. Findings from case spaces revealed 

deficiencies and provided a deeper insight into EQs through integrating urban design qualities, 

perception, and management measuring items. 

Keywords: public space index; experiential quality; users’ evaluation; Australia; South 

Bank Parklands; Queen Street Mall 

6.1 Introduction  

A conspicuous line in the literature on public space criticises urban spaces developed in the 

late 20th and 21st centuries for failing on a number of fronts. Sennett (1992) uses the expression 

of ‘dead public spaces’ to refer to office plazas that fail to trigger social interactions among 

users. Mitchell (1995) and Sorkin (1992) lament that privatisation, commercialisation, and 

commodification of public spaces have put an end to the publicness of public places. Some 

argue that contemporary public spaces have been carefully designed, managed, or regulated for 

consumption (Boyer, 1996; Hajer & Reijndorp, 2001); and intentionally or unintentionally 

exclude lower socio-economic groups (Kohn, 2004) or teenage cohorts (Malone, 2002). 

Management regimes of consumption spaces tend to discourage (and more often ban) political 

activities (Voyce, 2006). The critiques have a convergence: the private sector engagement in 

public place shaping has compromised qualities of public spaces.  

A second line in the literature, however, argues that little empirical evidence is available to 

back up such a decline in contemporary public spaces including those developed as a private-

public partnership (Brill, 1989; Carmona, 2010, 2014b). That is, post-construction evaluations 

of public spaces have rarely been conducted in a similar manner to the post-occupancy 
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evaluation (POE) of a building to find deficiencies in its process of design or construction 

(Carmona, 2014c; Carr et al., 1992). In other words, users’ experiences of urban public spaces 

have not been adequately taken into account. This paper aims to shed light on the experience 

of users in hybrid urban public spaces (UPSs)—UPSs with multiple stakeholders engaged in 

their governance—through proposing a user-based evaluation index. 

Acknowledging that a more effective evaluation of UPSs can only be achieved through 

syntheses of methods that include assessments of experts and ordinary users alike (Carmona, 

2014a; Mehta, 2014), this paper emphasises users’ satisfaction and perspectives because UPSs 

are essentially built for the use of general public. Users’ evaluation of UPSs helps with 

identifying deficiencies that might not be obvious to experts; enhancing a sense of community 

by giving voice to all users; and paving the way for better public space making (Preiser, 1995). 

There is a dearth of rigorous quantifiable methods to measure social qualities through a users’ 

lens (Varna & Tiesdell, 2010); as expert direct observation has been the prime method for 

researching the status of UPSs. In addition, the patterns of individual and collective behaviours 

and social interactions, needs and ambitions of communities, and rights to space periodically 

change, highlighting the necessity of extending our knowledge and renewing our understanding 

of the evaluation of public places.  

A review of the public space quality measurement literature, conducted for the purpose of this 

paper, shows that users’ involvement in public space evaluations is generally limited to the 

discussion of interactions between users and the environment at an individual level—mostly 

by recording general perceptions and likes and dislikes of physical attributes and mainly 

conducted in residential areas or green spaces. Detailed evaluations of the qualities in UPSs, 

from the users’ perspective are not common. Objective measurements and expert-centred 

methods constitute most of the existing evaluations (Table 6-1).  

This paper proposes an index that focuses on users’ evaluations of experiential qualities (EQ) 

of UPSs at both individual and collective levels. Experiential qualities means those urban 

design qualities are meant that people experience in relation to environment, fellow users 

(social), regulations, and management regimes. The index developed incorporates expert 

measurement criteria and users’ perceptions. 

In this paper, UPS is defined as a publicly and freely accessible open space that is allocated to 

public use; usually located in an inner city or downtowns; and used for multiple purposes. This 

paper limits its evaluation index to urban space in contrast to residential or suburban public 
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space. Examples are urban parks, squares, plazas, and pedestrianised streets. The term ‘users’ 

refers to the general public who use the space and are not involved in the design or management 

of that space; the term does not include peripheral or on-site commercial tenants and retailers. 

Marginal user groups such as rough sleepers or people with mental illnesses have been 

excluded for ethical purposes related to data collection. 

The paper begins with a critical review of the literature on quality measurement of UPSs. This 

is followed by a discussion on how the index was developed. The index is then applied to two 

neighbouring but substantially different public places in the city of Brisbane, Australia. 

Findings showed that people perceived one site, the South Bank Parklands (SBP) as a likeable, 

imageable, and comforting place, where inclusiveness and in particular diversity and vitality 

needed to be improved. The second site, Queen Street Mall (QSM) was deemed to require 

greater climatic comfort, more convenient seating, and less regulation in the use of the space.  

The strength of the proposed index lies in its integration of urban design qualities, perception, 

and management measuring items that provides new insights to EQs. These new insights help 

close the gaps between policy makers and practitioners’ understanding of place quality and 

public space end users’ needs and wants and eventually create a more pleasant successful 

public space. 

6.2 Background 

UPSs make significant contributions to the social, cultural, environmental, psychological, 

physiological, and economic wellbeing of individuals and communities (Carmona et al., 2010; 

Gehl, 2010; Talen, 2008). An exploratory review of urban planning and design literature 

reveals that criteria used to measure the success of UPSs in meeting these expectations mostly 

consist of experts-based methods developed around tools such as direct observation, spatial 

analysis, space syntax, mapping, filming and photography, socio-economic indices, 

demographic data and so on (Table 6-1). On the other hand, the perspectives of the general 

public or users, have been largely overlooked in data collection analysis.  

Over the last decade, and inspired by theories from environmental psychology, participatory 

methods such as walking interviews, surveys, focus groups, and self-report questionnaires have 

incrementally been employed in studying urban environments particularly at the 

neighbourhood-scale (J. Evans & Jones, 2011). These studies are generally partial—with a 

focus on use and physical attributes—and encompass only part of what this paper defined as 

experiential qualities. The social and management environments remain subject to the expert 
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Table 6-1. Empirical research on public space quality measurement. 

Discussed in* 
Dimensions 

discussed 

Data collection 

methods 
Spaces studied 

Geographical 

location 
Comment  

Whyte (1980) Users’ behaviour Direct observation; 

Time-laps filming; 

Interview with users 

Urban plazas 

and small parks 

USA (New York 

City) 

Interview’s questions are principally focused on 

use. 

Brower (1988) Physical design and 

people behaviour 

Interview with 

residents; 

Observation 

Residential 

neighbourhoods 

USA (Baltimore)  The focus is on physical attributes and the 

context is residential areas. 

Loukaitou-

Sideris (1993)  

Use; Control; 

Management 

Observation; 

Surveying users; 

Interview with active 

actors 

Urban Plazas USA (Los 

Angeles)  

The survey questions provide a useful platform 

for the dimensions of use and control. However, 

the structure and design of the survey limit the 

answers. 

Gehl & 

Gemzoe 

(1996) 

Uses and activities Observation; 

Interview 

Streets and 

squares 

Denmark Interview questions focus on use and activities.  

Marcus & 

Francis (1998) 

Use and behaviour Observation; 

Interview with users 

Urban plazas 

and parks 

USA Dimensions of use, behaviour, and general 

perceptions of the users constituted the core of 

this research. This paper has made use of some of 

the interview questions. 

Nasar (1998) Visual qualities 

(likeability) 

Structured interview 

with residents and 

visitors 

Urban and 

suburban 

neighbourhoods 

and precincts 

USA The focus of this research is on people’s 

perception of visual qualities of the environment; 

and why people like or dislike an area merely 

based on physical attributes.  

Skjæveland 

 (1996; 2001) 

Social interactions, 

sense of community 

and place attachment 

Surveying residents; 

Observation 

Neighbourhoods 

and residential 

streets 

Norway These studies are focused on residential areas. 

Low (2000) Politics, culture, and 

meaning 

Longitudinal 

ethnographic 

research; Participant  

Urban plazas Costa Rica  Unsystematic and unstructured interviews were 

used in this research. Some of the personal 

narratives are difficult to interpret.  
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Table 6-1. Continued 

Discussed in* 
Dimensions 

discussed 

Data collection 

methods 
Spaces studied 

Geographical 

location 
Comment  

Bonaiuto et al. 

(2003) 

Environmental 

qualities 

observation; In-depth 

interviews with 

users, managers, 

architects etc. 

Surveying residents 

Residential 

neighbourhood 

Italy (Rome) The questionnaire used provides useful criteria to 

measure perceived physical attributes of the built 

environment.  

Talen (2008) Diversity Interviewing local 

leaders and 

businesspeople 

Neighbourhoods USA (Chicago) Talen’s research was focused on diversity from 

an expert perspective.  

Németh & 

Schmidt 

(2011) 

Publicness Observation Parks, plazas 

and atria  

USA (New York 

City) 

The observation-based framework introduced to 

measure publicness is somewhat applicable in 

other methods. 

Francis et al. 

(2012) 

Sense of community Public open space 

audit; Surveying 

residents 

Public open 

spaces, 

community 

centres, schools 

and shops in 

new residential 

developments 

Australia (Perth) The focus of this research is residential areas. 

Some of the indicators used in the questionnaire 

can be adopted in UPSs studies.  

Mehta (2013, 

2014) 

Social qualities Direct observation; 

Interview with users 

Retail streets Massachusetts 

(USA)  

The questions are mostly concerned with the use 

and general opinion towards case studies.  

Gehl Studio 

and Bond 

Center (2015) 

Physical and social 

attributes with regard 

to urban justice 

Direct observation; 

Socio-economic 

data; Interview with 

users 

Urban plazas USA (New York) This research introduces and applies a relatively 

comprehensive framework for studying public 

space. However, with regard to social qualities, it 

relies on observation and second-hand statistical 

data.   

*Chronological order 
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lens. This is unfortunate as a growing body of literature shows that the socio-psychological 

health of people is correlated with good public spaces. In addition, the necessity of people’s 

voice in planning (i.e. participatory planning, communicative planning, tactical urbanism, etc.) 

has become a widely-accepted paradigm by many planners.   

Among the most recent empirical studies of users’ involvement in measuring quality UPSs, 

Mehta’s work is noticeable. Drawing on the literature (especially William Whyte (1980), Carr 

et al. (1992), and Jan Gehl (1996)), Mehta (2013, 2014) developed an index for evaluating 

social functionality of public spaces. He proposed a Public Space Index (PSI) adopting five 

qualities of ‘inclusiveness’, ‘meaningful activities’, ‘comfort’, ‘safety’, and ‘pleasurability’. 

The measuring methods in the index included expert observation and interviews with users. He 

incorporated the users’ perspective in his research at two stages. First, he collected data from 

user groups in the case study areas to validate variables. And, second, he included some 

subjective variables targeting users’ perceptions.  

Mehta’s perceived variables from his participants subjective rating did not provide detailed 

measures of collective aspects of the environment; and instead focused on the relationship 

between individuals and the environment. In his index, Mehta employed 11 distinctive 

perceptual variables of ‘openness and accessibility’; ‘ability to conduct and participate in 

activities and events in space’; ‘suitability of space layout and design for activities’; ‘usefulness 

of businesses and other uses’; ‘physical condition and maintenance of the space’; ‘nuisance 

noise from traffic or otherwise’; ‘safety from the presence of surveillance cameras, security 

guards, guides, ushers, etc.’; ‘safety from crime during daytime/after dark’; ‘safety from 

traffic’; ‘attractiveness of the space’; and ‘interestingness of space’ (Mehta, 2014, pp. 62–68). 

Some of the variables he discussed such as the degree of interest users have of space or its 

functionality are not explicit and require further development and articulation. Mehta’s index 

largely ignored people’s perception of management, control, publicness, and diversity of users. 

This paper extends Mehta’s indicators to include more explicit qualities of public spaces.  

6.3 Developing the index 

Indices are underpinned by normative accounts of the phenomenon being investigated. In the 

case of UPSs, good urban public spaces have been conceptualised in different ways by urban 

scholars, practitioners, and governmental and nongovernmental organisations. To overcome 

the breadth and multiplicity of the characteristics suggested for good UPSs and to build the 

theoretical basis for the survey, the paper begins with essential functions expected from UPSs  
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Table 6-2. Expected functions from UPSs and experiential qualities in mainstream literature. 

 

 Expected functions from UPPs A stage for: 

 

Individual development and pleasure 
Use of all members of the 

society  

Gathering, vigil, sociality, and 

collective events 

Demonstration of art, culture, 

and politics 

 

 Experiential Qualities (EQs) 

 Comfort Inclusiveness Diversity & vitality Image & likeability 

Jacobs (1961) Permeability; Safety - Mixed primary uses - 

Lynch (1984) Vitality; Fit Control Access Sense 

Bentley et al. (1985) Permeability Personalisation Variety - 

Jacobs & Appleyard (1987) Liveability 
Liveability; An environment for 

all 

Identity & control; Community & 

public life 
Identity & control 

Francis (1987, 1989) Comfortable; Safe and secure  
Users’ control over space; 

Publicly accessible 

Used by a variety of users; Allow 

for variety of activities  
Loved by users and residents 

Carr et al. (1992) 
Easily accessible; safety and security; 

Physiologically comfortable  

Democratic; Sense of 

attachment 
Programmes - 

Tibbalds (1992) Pedestrian freedom Access for all Mixing uses and activities  

Nasar  (1998) - - - Likeability 

DETR & CABE (2000) Ease of movement Quality of the public realm Diversity Character 

Gehl et al. (2002) 
Comfort; Possibilities for walking, 

standing, sitting etc. 
- 

Possibilities for play, unfolding, 

and activities 
- 

Burton & Mitchell (2006) Comfort; Safety People with mental disability - Familiarity; Distinctiveness 

Shaftoe (2008) Comfortable microclimate Inclusiveness Diversity of use; Animation Individuality and uniqueness 

Gehl (2010) Good weather at eye level - Lively city; Diversity Good experience 

Adams & Tiesdell (2013) - - Places meant for people  Distinctiveness 

Carmona (2014b) Comfortable Free & Delineated Diverse, social, and engaging Meaningful 

Mehta (2014) Comfort; Safety Inclusiveness  - Pleasurability; Meaningful  

PPS (2015) Comfort & image - Sociability; Uses & activities - 

ASBEC (2015) Comfortable; Safe; Walkable  - Diverse; Vibrant - 
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—rooted in the definition of UPSs. Drawing on the literature, four major functions of urban 

public spaces are identified as (1) a stage for individual development and pleasure (Loukaitou-

Sideris & Banerjee, 1998); (2) a stage for the use of all members of the society (Carmona, 

2014b); (3) a stage for gathering, vigil, sociality, and collective events (Carr et al., 1992; Gehl, 

2011; Madanipour, 2003); (4) a stage for demonstration of art, culture, and politics (Gehl, 2010; 

Mitchell, 2003).  

To fulfil the first function, public spaces should be responsive to a range of basic human needs 

from relaxation and comfort to passive engagement and discovery (Carr et al., 1992, p. 19). 

The terminology of comfort is employed to refer to this quality. The second function addresses 

inclusiveness. A good UPS is a democratic environment where lower socio-economic cohorts, 

racial and other minority groups can access, use, and enjoy. The third and fourth functions are 

diversity and vitality. 

In addition to these three major qualities, image and likeability as Lynch (1960) and Nasar 

(1998) respectively discuss, play a significant role in people’s judgement of urban 

environments. Images and meanings that users hold of a place have determining effects on their 

decisions and behaviour such as choosing to (re)visit, staying longer, and engaging in a social 

practice (Lynch, 1960; Nasar, 1998).  

As shown in Table 6-2, these qualities have been addressed in public space scholarship 

although maybe through different terminologies. In the following pages, these qualities and 

their variables will be discussed. 

 Experiential qualities of public spaces 

6.3.1.1 Comfort  

Comfort deals with ease of access, safety, security, desirable microclimatic conditions, 

greenery, cleanliness, seating provision, walkability, and readability of a place (PPS, 2015; 

Whyte, 1980). It refers to the state in which users feel safe and at ease to conveniently move 

around a place in a stress-free manner (Carmona, 2014b). The largely conventional methods of 

measuring environmental factors that contribute to sense of comfort include observation and 

the collection of data relating to physical attributes (width, temperature etc.). The index in this 

paper articulates subjective constituents of comfort including perceived accessibility, sense of 

safety, climatic comfort, walking convenience, and seating convenience. 
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6.3.1.2 Inclusiveness 

Inclusiveness in a UPS is twofold: 1) publicness and 2) universality. Publicness denotes the 

right of ‘everyone’ to be in and make use of a public space in a way that does not threaten or 

compromise the equal rights of others. Universality signifies that space design and managing 

policies reassure accessibility and useability of the space for all members of the society. The 

literature argues that inclusiveness is a necessity in public spaces (J. Jacobs, 1961; Madanipour, 

2010; Sennett, 1992; Zukin, 1995). Carr et al. (1992) argue that the more inclusive a public 

space is the more people are able to use it which then increases the chances of casual 

encounters. Inclusive public spaces can also strengthen sense of place and community 

attachment (J. Francis et al., 2012; Hajer & Reijndorp, 2001; Mitchell, 2003).  

With regard to measuring inclusiveness, the literature is polarised. It either takes a positivist 

approach and studies inclusiveness objectively (Németh & Schmidt, 2011; Varna & Tiesdell, 

2010); or considers inclusiveness to be a subjective phenomenon to be interpreted by the 

observer (Low, 2000; Madanipour, 2010; Mitchell, 2003). However, a missing dimension is 

people’s perception of inclusiveness with regard to its objective dimensions (a combination of 

both approaches). Building on the literature, the objective dimensions of the publicness can be 

summarised as ownership, uses, management, access, and control (Carmona et al., 2010; De 

Magalhães, 2010; Kohn, 2004; Németh & Schmidt, 2011): 

• In terms of ownership, it is argued that the border between private and public spaces 

is blurring (Kohn, 2004; Madanipour, 2003). As the private sector is increasingly 

engaged with providing public spaces through different contracting-out models (De 

Magalhães, 2010); and privately-owned public spaces (POPS) are unidentifiable for 

most people. These complexities leave ownership out of the proposed index.  

• With respect to use, the major focus is on commerciality. Because commercial 

activities are one of the primary characteristics of UPSs and together with 

consumption, have been a core part of debates about publicness of urban spaces (Low 

& Smith, 2006).  

• Access is discussed as part of the quality of comfort in this paper.  
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• In terms of governance, the index in this paper includes people’s perception and 

feeling towards regulations and freedom of behaviour. 

6.3.1.3 Diversity and vitality 

UPSs that allow for a wide range of activities attract users across different ages, abilities, and 

socioeconomic statuses; enhance the possibility of exchange; and increase the potential of 

social interactions (Carmona et al., 2010; DETR & CABE, 2000; A. Jacobs & Appleyard, 

1987). A socially diverse public space is where older people, women, children, low income 

groups, and LGBT are able to attend and use. Jacobs (1961) considered diversity as the most 

important characteristic of a healthy urban place. Talen (2008) argues that diversity promotes 

tolerance amongst people by increasing the chances of spontaneous exchanges between 

different groups or communities.  

Vitality is also considered as a trait of good UPSs (Gehl, 2011) - where a place is vibrant, 

animated, and playful. Vitality is evaluated by: the number of people using a place; formal or 

informal collective and cultural events, festivals, and public performances; active frontages; 

the presence of children and women; active and safe street life, including late evenings; the 

existence of playgrounds (Shaftoe, 2008; Stevens, 2007).  

With regard to the users’ perception, diversity and vitality in UPSs is measured by: 

understanding why people use or visit a place; how people participate in events and programs; 

the potential for meaningful social interactions; and users’ socioeconomic and demographic 

diversity.  

6.3.1.4 Image and likeability 

Studies in the field of environmental psychology argue that images, meanings, and experiences 

individuals associate with environments affect their evaluation of place (P. A. Bell & 

Sundstorm, 1997; Gifford, 2014; Nasar, 1998). People feel more comfortable to be in places 

where they have developed positive feelings, images, and meanings (Lynch, 1960; Peters & 

Haan, 2011). 

The term likeability was first used by Nasar (1990) to address people’s feelings towards 

cityscapes. It focused on the question of what physical characteristics a cityscape needs to have 

to make people like it. Nasar (1990) theorised that likeability is an extension to imageability 

which was previously conceptualised by Lynch (1960). If image is the stage of recognition and 
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remembering, likeability is the stage of evaluation and judgment (Nasar, 1998). Nasar (1998) 

identified five environmental attributes of naturalness, upkeep, openness, historical 

significance, and order to explain people’s evaluation of an environment. In this paper, image 

and likeability is used in a broader sense and reflects the feelings and opinions – both negative 

and positive – that people hold towards a place. Some previous studies have suggested object-

based means (such as measuring enclosure, memorable physical features, or human scale) for 

measuring imageability and likeability (see (Ewing & Clemente, 2013). Due to the 

subjectiveness of image and likeability, a participatory method of data collection is used in the 

present study to evaluate users’ feelings, likes, and dislikes.  

Based upon the discussion above and surveys conducted in two case study areas, Table 6-3 

offers the Public Space Experiential Quality Index (PSEQI). Some of the measuring items have 

been adopted from existing evaluation indices and others have been developed drawing upon 

the characteristics of the case study precincts. The PSEQI consists of 15 variables and 83 

measuring items to capture the perception of public spaces users. Some of the measuring items 

might not be applicable to specific public spaces and some might need changes in terminology 

depending on local characteristics of the subject space.  

6.4 Applying the index 

 Case study areas 

The two UPSs, at the core of this study, are prominent public spaces in the city of Brisbane in 

Australia, namely South Bank Parklands (SBP), and Queen Street Mall (QSM). SBP is a series 

of multipurpose public spaces with a strong commercial component covering up 17 hectares of 

land at the south bank of the Brisbane River and generally used for recreation and events. In 

the 1980s, the site was selected and developed for a World Exposition which was held in 1988. 

Following the Expo 88, SBP was further developed and opened to the public in 1992 (Figure 

6-1). 

QSM, on the other side of the Brisbane River, is a series of pedestrianised streets, sidewalks, 

and a laneway in the Central Business District (CBD) of Brisbane. Surrounded by retail stores, 

offices, commercial, governmental, and civic buildings, this area has been the main economic 

and business hub of Brisbane since the CBD was planned and built in mid-nineteenth century. 

The first part of the QSM (between Edward and Albert Streets) was developed and opened to 

public in 1982 just in time for the Commonwealth Games. Other sections were pedestrianised 

and integrated into the mall in later years (Figure 6-2).  
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Table 6-3. Public space experiential quality index: experiential qualities (EQ), variables, measuring 

items, and scoring criteria. 

EQ Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 

C
o

m
fo

rt
 

Perceived 

accessibility 

1 How accessible is this place to you? 0 = poorly 

1 = moderately 

2 = easily 

2 Safer ramps or stairs are needed in this 

place 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Sense of safety 3 How safe do you feel here during dark 

hours? 

-1 = unsafe 

0 = relatively unsafe 

1 = relatively safe 

2 = safe 

3 = very safe 

4 This place needs more policing and 

control 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

5 No need of CCTV cameras in this place 

6 No need of security staff in this place 

0 = disagree 

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

(mean of two items) 

Climatic 
comfortability 

7 Comfortability in terms of thermal 

conditions and shade 

8 Comfortability in terms of noise and 

sound 

-1 = uncomfortable 

0 = I’m not sure 

1 = relatively comfortable  

2 = comfortable 

(two items) 

9 This place needs more vegetation 

 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Walking 

convenience 

10  It is a pleasure to walk around here 0 = no 

1 = yes 

11 There is not enough space to walk 

12 Walking spaces are impeded by 

obstructions 

13 Surfaces are inconvenient to walk 

1 = no 

0 = yes 

(three items) 

Seating 

convenience  

14 Comfortability in terms of places to sit 

 

 

 

-1 = uncomfortable 

0 = I’m not sure 

1 = relatively comfortable  

2 = comfortable 

15 More places to sit are needed in this 

place 

16 More drinking fountains are needed here 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential  

(two items) 

Subtotal   27 (maximum) 
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Table 6-3. Continued 

EQ Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 

In
cl

u
si

v
en

es
s 

Perceived 

universality 

This place is safe for:  

17 Children 

18 Women 

19 Elderly citizens 

20 People with disability 

0 = disagree 

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

(mean of four items)  

21 This is a multicultural place 0 = disagree  

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

Feelings towards 

regulation and 

control 

The presence of CCTV cameras makes me: 

22  Feel that I should be careful about 

my own behaviour 

23 Feel anxious 

The presence of security staff makes me: 

24 feel that I should be careful about my 

own behaviour 

25 Feel anxious 

1 = disagree 

0 = somewhat agree 

-1 = agree  

(mean of four items)  

 

 

 

 

26 The presence of CCTV cameras makes 

me feel safe here 

27 The presence of security staff makes 

me feel safe here 

0 = disagree 

1 = somewhat agree 

2 = agree 

(mean of two items)  

28 More relaxed control over the area by 

authorities is required 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Managerial 

activities 

29 How well-maintained (clean) is this 

place? 

0 = Lack of cleanliness is 

often a concern 

1 = Things are usually kept 

clean 

30 Spaces need to be cleaner 

31 Cleaner public toilets are needed in 

this place 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential  

(mean of two items) 

How satisfied you are with the events you 

attended here:  

32 Overall organisation 

33 Quality  

34 Crowd flow management 

35 Guidance & information 

36 Special arrangement for public 

transport 

-1 = poor 

0 = neutral 

1 = acceptable 

2 = fairly good 

3 = good 

(mean of five items) 

37 In general, how would you evaluate the 

management here? 

0 = a poor job 

1 = a fair job 

2= a good job 

Sense of exclusion 38 I feel free about my behaviour here -3 = never 

-2 = rarely  

-1 = infrequently  

0 = neutral  

1 = sometimes 

2 = usually 

3 = always 
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Table 6-3. Continued 

EQ Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 
 

Sense of exclusion 39 I feel judged by others in this place 

40 I feel I’m under control here 

41 I feel my personal space is intruded 

by others 

42 I feel I’m excluded from the 

community here 

3 = never 

2 = rarely 

1 = infrequently  

0 = neutral  

-1 = sometimes 

-2 = usually 

-3 = always  

(mean of four items) 

43 Has there been any activity, event or 

program at this place that you liked to 

attend but you did not feel comfortable 

to take part?  

1 = no 

0 = yes 

Commerciality 44 Would it be costly to visit this place? 0 = It would be expensive 

1 = It is reasonable 

45 More cheaper food outlets are needed in 

this place 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential 

Subtotal   27 (maximum) 

D
iv

er
si

ty
 a

n
d

 v
it

a
li

ty
 

Use and activity 46 Why do you visit this place? (a list of 

possible answers and space for 

comment) 

 

 

0 = just for necessary 

activities 

1 = necessary and social 

activities 

2 = necessary, social, & 

optional activities 

47 Social activities popularity (getting 

together with family or friends; eating 

out with others; participating in an 

event; shopping; going to bars or 

restaurants; watching people etc.) 

48 Optional activities popularity (being 

entertained; walking or strolling; 

outdoor exercising; eating out; relaxing; 

discovering the place etc.) 

0 = no activity 

1 = one or two 

2 = three or four  

3 = five and more 

(two items) 

Events and 

programs 

attendance 

49 Have you attended any of below free 

events? (a list of free events) 

50 Have you attended any of the below 

actively participatory events? (a list of 

actively participatory events) 

51 Have you attended any of the below 

passively participatory events? (a list of 

passively participatory events) 

52 Have you attended any of the below free 

ethnic events? (a list of actively free 

ethnic events) 

0 = no 

1 = yes 

(four items) 

 

 

 

 

 

53 This place needs more free entertaining 

events or activation  

54 This place needs more music 

2 = not a priority 

1 = low priority 

0 = neutral 

-1 = high priority 

-2 = essential  

(mean of two items) 
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Table 6-3. Continued 

EQ Variable  Measuring item or indicative question 
Scoring criteria (valid 

values) 

 

Potential of 

meaningful social 

interactions 

People using this place are: 

55 Friendly 

56 Discreet 

57 Not intrusive 

58 Civil 

59 Often smiling when we are walking past 

each other 

0 = disagree 

1 = agree 

(five items) 

60 People seem to want to be left alone 1 = disagree 

0 = agree 

61 People inclination to talk or make 

random interactions 

0 = uninterested in talking 

to strangers 

1 = happily make eye 

contact 

2 = interested in talking to 

strangers 

Subtotal   22 (maximum) 

Im
a

g
e 

a
n

d
 l

ik
ea

b
il

it
y

 

Feelings towards 

place 

What is your overall feeling: 

62 Welcoming VS intimidating 

63 Comforting VS distressing 

64 Unique VS generic 

65 Exciting VS boring 

66 Pleasant VS distasteful 

-2 = intimidating 

-1 = somewhat 

intimidating 

0 = neutral 

1 = somewhat welcoming 

2 = welcoming 

(mean of five items – each 

item with its own 

wording) 

Likes and dislikes I like this place because: 

67 I can easily get there and move 

around 

68 I enjoy the overall appearance of the 

environment 

69 I like the natural environment (the 

river, vegetation etc.) 

70 It is used by diverse ranges of people 

71 It is animated and lively 

72 A variety of things happen in there 

73 It is well-maintained and clean 

74 I enjoy the design, order, and 

organisation of the place 

75 I like the shops and restaurants 

around this place 

(0 – 10 scores) 

0 = The lowest level of 

agreement 

10 = the highest level of 

agreement 

(mean of nine items) 

I do not like this place because: 

76 It is too commercial 

77 It is expensive to use the shops or 

eateries 

78 It is strictly supervised and 

controlled 

79 It is too crowded 

80 The appearance is not pleasing 

81 It is dirty and not well-kept 

82 It is noisy and busy 

83 It is too artificial 

(0 – 10 scores) 

10 = the lowest level of 

agreement 

0 = The highest level of 

agreement 

(mean of eight items) 

Subtotal   22 (maximum) 
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SBP and QSM precincts in their current (2017) form were planned, designed, and then 

developed at different stages within the last four decades. They are two of the most popular 

public places in Australia and especially in Queensland; respectively catering for 10 and 26 

million visitors annually (Brisbane Marketing, 2016a; SBC, 2016b). 

 

Figure 6-2. Top: geographical locations of SBP and QSM, down left: SBP, right: QSM. 

Both precincts are highly managed by separate entities and arrangements. Until 2013, SBP was 

developed, controlled, and managed by South Bank Corporation (SBC), a statutory entity of 

the Queensland state government with full authority over the precinct. SBC is governed by a 

board whose members are appointed by the state minister from recognised architects, planners, 

councillors (two), multi sectors corporation managers, real estate agents, and so on 

(Zamanifard, Alizadeh, & Bosman, 2018). Since 2013, the everyday management of the 

Parklands has been transferred to Brisbane City Council (BCC). However, SBC still holds the 

decision-making power over the area in terms of development, visioning, and planning (SBC, 

2016b). QSM is controlled by the City Mall Management Branch of BCC in cooperation with 

the economic arm of BCC called Brisbane Marketing. The members of the board governing 
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Brisbane Marketing are appointed by the Brisbane Civic Cabinet (part of the council) mostly 

from successful business owners and managers in the CBD of Brisbane (Brisbane Marketing, 

2016c). Certain local laws have been defined and applied to QSM by the City Mall 

Management including permit requirement for almost every activity that is to engage other 

visitors, such as distributing political or religious notes, busking, or making public speeches 

(BCC, 2014b). 

These two UPSs have the private sector influentially engaged in their governance regimes 

although at varied levels and under distinctive arrangements. The different and perhaps 

contradictory natures of these two UPSs—one being a mixed-use urban park and one being a 

pedestrian mall—provide an interesting opportunity to put forth the applicability of the 

proposed index in diverse public spaces. 

 Data collection 

Data were collected over the periods of 5 – 19 December 2015 in SBP and 6 – 20 February 

2016 in QSM on both weekdays and weekends in mostly sunny weather with an average 

temperature of 24 – 30°C and average relative humidity of 70%. Intercept surveys were 

employed and mature attendees (16 years old and above) were approached and asked to 

participate. Web-based questionnaires were designed and participants were advised to use 

researchers’ digital tablets to undertake the surveys. Using digital questionnaires had some 

benefits. It provided a better interactive environment with more readable graphics and layout, 

helped with timesaving, and enabled the possibility of having different types of questions. 

Using digital questionnaires also increased the pace and accuracy of data analysis as data were 

collected digitally. In QSM more males and in SBP more females undertook the survey. In 

total, there were slightly more male respondents than females. Regarding age groups, the 

majority of respondents in both precincts were people aged between 20 and 39 years old (57.9% 

in QSM and 52.9% in SBP). Young adults (16 – 19) composed 17.6% of participants in SBP 

approximately double the participation of same age group in QSM. Approximately, 63% of 

participants were living in South East Queensland (SEQ) at the time of surveying. Finally, only 

11.8% of respondents were first-time visitors (see Table 6-4). 

A series of reliability tests was conducted to find measuring items that would not have strong 

shared covariance with other items and would decrease the reliability of the index. This led to 

the removal of items 1, 32, 43, 44, 54, 55, 61, and 62 from subtotals and index ratings. After 

these omissions, all the eight reliability tests or α coefficient (Cronbach’s Alpha based on 
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standardise items) were between 0.65 and 0.87 indicating good and very good reliabilities 

(Field, 2007). 

Table 6-4. Respondents’ demographic and other characteristics and some comparisons to Greater 

Brisbane 

 QSM  

(n = 140) 

SBP  

(n = 136) 

Total 

(n = 276) 

Greater Brisbane  

(1,797,702*) 

Count % Count % Count % % 

Gender         

Female 63 45.0 72 52.9 135 48.9 51.3 

Male 77 55.0 63 46.3 140 50.7 48.7 

Transgender  0 0.0 1 0.7 1 0.4 - 

Age Group         

16-19 years 13 9.3 24 17.6 37 13.4 6.6 

20-39 years 81 57.9 72 52.9 153 55.4 37.3 

40-59 years 31 22.1 23 16.9 54 19.6 32.8 

60 years and older 15 10.7 17 12.5 32 11.6 23.2 

Education level        

High school 25 17.9 19 14.0 44 15.9 19.3** 

Some form of tertiary 

education 94 67.1 96 70.6 190 68.9 43.5** 

other 21 15 21 15.4 42 15.2 26.3** 

Country of Birth        

Australia 71 50.7 61 44.9 132 47.8 64.5 

Other countries 69 49.3 75 55.1 144 52.2 29 

Live / work        

Living in SEQ for 

more than 6 months 90 64.3 85 62.5 175 63.4 - 

Working in SB or 

CBD  35 25.0 16 11.8 51 18.5 - 

Living in SB or CBD 16 11.4 4 2.9 20 7.2 - 

Visit frequency (n=118) (n=68) (n=186)  

First time visitation 13 11.0 9 13.2 22 11.8 - 

Couple of times 10 8.5 3 4.4 13 7.0 - 

A few times a year 23 19.5 37 54.4 60 32.3 - 

Once a week 22 18.6 3 4.4 25 13.4 - 

Almost everyday 50 42.4 16 23.5 66 35.5 - 
*total population of 16 years and above extracted from national census 2016 (ABS, 2017)   
**extracted from national census 2011 (total population of 1,651,494) 

 Results and discussion 

Table 6-5, Figure 6-3, and Figure 6-4summarise how public space users in QSM and SBP 

assessed the experiential qualities of these spaces based on the PSEQI. Starting with the overall 

results, participants evaluated SBP more likeable, positively imageable, and comforting than 

inclusive, diverse and lively. Interestingly, participants perceived QSM to be more diverse and 

lively than comforting and likeable. Indeed, quality of comfort had the lowest and inclusiveness 

had the highest ratings in QSM. Comparing EQs in these two spaces, as it can be seen in Figure 



166 

 

6-3, SBP was rated higher in all four qualities. The gaps between SBP and QSM on qualities 

of comfort and image and likeability are notably larger than the other two. It must be noted that 

although these two spaces are different, the literature reminds us that ultimately a good UPS is 

comforting, diverse, lively, inclusive, and likeable (Carr et al., 1992; Stevens, 2007). If the 

status quo of a central UPS such as QSM needs to change, it must change to accommodate a 

greater number of experiential qualities in particular in an era when public space is highly 

threatened by privatisation, control, or consolidation (Banerjee, 2001).   

In addition, the PSEQI offers detailed information on each variable of the EQs. Looking at 

diversity and vitality (Figure 6-4), it can be seen that the variables events and programs 

attendance and use and activity were in fact poorly rated causing the lowest rating for diversity 

and vitality in SBP. Nevertheless, SBP was perceived to have high potential for social 

interactions. The results of QSM evaluation followed a similar pattern with small differences 

in ratings. It can be inferred that more free events and participatory programmes can improve 

vitality in SBP and more opportunities for optional and social activities can improve QSM. 

Public space activation with meaningful and participatory events and activities has been found 

to have positive effects on users’ experience (Mehta, 2014). Regarding EQ of comfort, SBP 

was perceived accessible, walkable, and climatically comfortable but in need of improvement 

in terms of seating convenience and sense of safety. SBP is a relatively large area (17 ha) which 

includes a mix of buildings, open spaces, green spaces, and water bodies accentuating the 

challenge of achieving sense of safety and security (both actual and perceived) to many users. 

Sense of safety during the hours of darkness was a concern for most female users, where 23.7% 

of female respondents felt relatively unsafe or unsafe in contrast to 6.3% of male respondents.  

Table 6-5. Results of the PSEQI for South Bank Parklands and Queen Street Mall. 

 Max. score Mean 

      SBP              QSM 

Comfort    

Perceived accessibility    

How accessible is this place to you?* 2* 1.81* 1.89* 

Safer ramps or stairs are needed in this place 2 1.43 1.39 

Sense of safety    

How safe do you feel here during dark hours? 3 1.91 1.87 

This place needs more policing and control 2 1.48 1.24 

No need of CCTV cameras / security staff in this place 2 0.77 0.35 

Climatic comfortability    

Comfortability in terms of thermal conditions and shade 2 1.74 1.29 

Comfortability in terms of noise and sound 2 1.69 1.37 

This place needs more vegetation 2 1.27 -0.17 
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Table 6-5. Continued 

 Max. score Mean 

      SBP              QSM 

Walking convenience    

It is a pleasure to walk around here 1 0.91 0.82 

There is not enough space to walk 1 0.98 0.91 

Walking spaces are impeded by obstructions 1 0.98 0.97 

Surfaces are inconvenient to walk 1 0.98 0.97 

Seating convenience    

Comfortability in terms of places to sit 2 1.63 1.27 

More places to sit are needed in this place 2 0.74 -0.29 

More drinking fountains are needed here 2 0.76 -0.24 

Subtotal score 25 17.27 11.26 

Index rating for Comfort (out of 100)  69.08 47.00 

Inclusiveness    

Perceived universality    

Mean of perceived safety for different groups  2 1.97 1.27 

This is a multicultural place 2 1.65 1.52 

Feelings towards regulation and control    

Mean of negative feelings towards CCTVs and security staff 1 0.21 0.60 

The presence of CCTV cameras makes me feel safe here 2 1.41 1.51 

More relaxed control over the area by authorities is required 2 1.32 0.85 

Managerial activities    

How well-maintained (clean) is this place? 1 0.97 0.91 

Spaces need to be cleaner 2 1.38 0.65 

Cleaner public toilets are needed in this place* 2* 0.70* 0.12* 

Mean of event management evaluation 3 2.09 2.00 

In general, how would you evaluate the management here? 2 1.72 1.47 

Sense of exclusion    

I feel free about my behaviour here 3 1.61 0.76 

Mean of exclusionary feelings (excluding ‘I feel I’m excluded from the 

community here’) 3 1.32 .94 

Has there been any activity, event or program at this place that you liked 

to attend but you did not feel comfortable to take part?* 1* 0.68* 0.73* 

Commerciality    

Would it be costly to visit this place? 1 0.78 0.73 

More cheaper food outlets are needed in this place 2 0.35 0.77 

Subtotal score  26 16.78 13.98 

Index rating for Inclusiveness (out of 100)  64.54 53.77 

Diversity and vitality    

Use and activity    
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Table 6-5. Continued 

 Max. score Mean 

      SBP              QSM 

Why do you visit this place? 2 1.89 1.66 

Optional activities popularity 3 1.73 1.36 

Social activities popularity 3 1.13 0.85 

Events and programs attendance    

Have you attended any of the below free events? 1 0.29 0.49 

Have you attended any of the below actively participatory events? 1 0.40 0.46 

Have you attended any of the below passively participatory events? 1 0.34 0.47 

Have you attended any of the below free ethnic events? 1 0.03 0.09 

Mean of more free events and programs needed* 2* 0.86* 0.06* 

Potential of meaningful social interactions    

People using this space are friendly 1 1.00 0.96 

People using this space are discreet 1 0.83 0.80 

People using this space are not intrusive 1 0.87 0.87 

People using this space are civil 1 0.98 0.98 

People are often smiling when we are walking past each other 1 0.96 0.40 

People seem to want to be left alone* 1* 0.38* 0.24* 

People inclination to talk or make random interactions * 2* 1.02* 0.68* 

Subtotal score  17 10.45 9.39 

Index rating for Diversity & Vitality (out of 100)  61.47 55.24 

Image & likeability    

Mean of overall feelings towards place 2 1.34 .91 

Likes and dislikes    

Mean of likes 10 6.68 5.00 

Mean of dislikes 10 8.60 5.69 

Subtotal score 22 16.62 11.60 

Index rating for Image & Likeability (out of 100)  75.55 52.73 

Total score 90 61.12 46.23 

Index rating for all EQs (out of 100)  67.91 51.37 

* Item is removed from subtotal and index rating due to its negative impact on reliability 
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Figure 6-3. A visual comparison of QSM and SBP in four experiential qualities of place. 

Similar sense of safety results were revealed for QSM female users’. Although QSM was 

evaluated as highly convenient for walking with good accessibility it was poorly assessed on 

seating convenience and climatic comfortability. QSM is a commercial space in its core visited 

by a large number of people (70,000 per day). Lack of seatings and amenities such as shade, 

vegetation, and drinking fountains can negatively impact users’ experiences of UPSs. Climatic 

comfort has been is an important consideration for users of public spaces (Jason Byrne & Sipe, 

2010; Lopes & Camanho, 2013). A study in Montreal suggested that temperature is highly 

correlated to the use of a public space (Zacharias, Stathopoulos, & Wu, 2001). Brisbane has a 

subtropical climate with hot and humid summers. Subtropical design principles such as semi-

open passages, shade, air movement and passive cooling, and trees need to be employed 

(Kennedy, 2010) in these public spaces. Our findings hypothesise that from a management 

perspective, outdoor climatic and seating comfort in QSM must not compete with the air-

conditioned commercial spaces around the Mall and thus must drag people inside. 

Nevertheless, findings here showed that people were willing to increase their use of the open 

space for optional activities such as walking, strolling, and seating if the space was more 

climatically comfortable. Jan Gehl (1996) states that spaces are used for optional activities if 

they are attractive and comfortable enough to users. 
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Figure 6-4. Visual comparisons of EQs in SBP and QSM. 

Regarding inclusiveness, SBP was perceived to be safe for children, women, seniors, and 

people of different ethnicities. However, most participants in SBP indicated that there was 

potential for more affordable eating options. The South Bank precinct is renowned for high-

rated and award-winning restaurants (SBC, 2016b). On average, users in SBP reflected a 

degree of exclusion due to enforced regulations and / or the general behavioural patterns of 

other users. SBP was perceived to be well-maintained and it received high scores for everyday 

management interventions. QSM, on the other hand, was perceived to be relatively safe for 

different social groups but rated poorly on sense of exclusion and commerciality indicating that 

it is a place with the potential to exclude low-income cohorts. The correlational analysis of 

sense of exclusion and location of the respondents showed a statistically significant moderate 

association between the two (Spearman’s rho (ρ) = -0.317, significant correlation at the 0.01 

level (two-tailed)) meaning that people are less likely to feel excluded in SBP than in QSM.  

The presence of shops around a public space is argued to have a positive association with sense 

of community (J. Francis et al., 2012). The results showed that businesses around QSM did not 

necessarily foster a sense of community. One hypothesis could be that QSM was highly 
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controlled by the local council’s City Mall Management scheme which regulates safety 

primarily for economic activities. Over-control and over-management and increasing use of 

CCTV cameras in public spaces arguably have negative impacts on place attachment and 

consequently on the publicness. The over-use of these managerial measures has been found to 

disassociate people from the place (Atkinson, 2003; Németh, 2012). The governance in QSM 

is financially dependent on the private sector. Business owners pay a special rate to Brisbane 

City Council (BCC) which contributes to the management, maintenance, and activation of the 

place (Queensland Government, 2010). The results of this study resonate with other studies 

(Zamanifard et al., 2016) which point out that QSM has been carefully designed, managed or 

regulated first and foremost for consumption and economic interest. In QSM especially, a more 

relaxed view to regulations was considered a high priority by the majority of participants. 

Nonetheless, participants evaluated QSM as a well-maintained precinct.  

Findings on image and likeability were helpful in not only obtaining a general picture of two 

precincts but also in interpreting other results. SBP was given the highest rating on image and 

likeability among all four EQs studied. On average, it was perceived to be welcoming, 

comfortable, somewhat unique, and pleasant. Respondents liked it for its appearance, 

cleanliness, and amenities. The geographical and environmental characteristics of SBP in 

particular explain this high level of likeability as these characteristics create a pleasant 

atmosphere (Carr et al., 1992; G. W. Evans, 2003; J. Francis et al., 2012). Nasar (1998) found 

that natural elements (in the case of SBP this includes the Brisbane River and adjoining 

vegetation) create positive evaluative images in the minds of people. In addition, innovation in 

design (such as The Arbour in SBP, a kilometre-long structure covered with Bougainvillea) 

enhances the imageability by making the place memorable (Ewing & Handy, 2009). SBP has 

been recognised by urban design professionals and won awards for its urban design and its 

management structures (SBC, 2016a).  

QSM was not deemed by respondents as being as likeable as SBP. Most participants found 

QSM somewhat acceptable in most of the measurable items of image and likeability. The 

majority of participants evaluated QSM as a welcoming, pleasant, somewhat comfortable, but 

generic and boring place. Respondents found QSM somewhat likeable and expressed negative 

feelings or dislikes with regard to affordability and regulation.  
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6.5 Conclusion 

This paper has argued that users’ perspective on quality evaluation of public spaces is as 

important as expert observation. Having identified a gap in the literature in relation to users’ 

perception of qualities of public spaces, the paper proposed a user-centred index (PSEQI) to 

measure experiential qualities of comfort, inclusiveness, diversity and vitality, and image and 

likeability. PSEQI was then applied to two case study areas, South Bank Parklands (QSM) and 

Queen Street Mall (QSM) in the Australian city of Brisbane. Results highlighted the 

deficiencies and also positive aspects of the two spaces. While the original intention of applying 

PSEQI to the case study areas was not to make a comparison but to showcase the applicability 

of the index, comparisons are arguably possible as the four EQs introduced here are more or 

less as expected from UPSs and South Bank Parklands is in fact a multipurpose space with a 

strong commercial element. Findings showed that people perceived SBP as a likeable, 

imageable, and comforting place for which inclusiveness and in particular diversity and vitality 

needed to be improved. More free events and community programmes, greater 

multiculturalism, and further opportunities for social interactions among users can increase a 

sense of attachment and diversity. QSM requires greater climatic comfort, better seating and 

less top down regulation and control. The results in QSM indicated that although it has a bold 

commercial image, users still expect to be provided with a comparable level of quality for a 

good urban public space. The implication of this result is that QSM in the eyes of users is an 

urban public space first and foremost and then a commercial space. That is, policies and 

practices must privilege people and users rather than commercial enterprises. This shift in 

priority means that funding must be allocated to develop spaces for people that respond to 

users’ needs and requirements and urban design and public engagement must become key 

planning tools to achieve a user-centric public place. 

While both case study areas have had the private sector involved in their management regimes, 

the findings here do not confirm that private sector engagement in public space governance 

necessarily result in lower levels of all experiential qualities. In particular it exposes issues in 

relation to diversity and inclusiveness that can be addressed with changes in managerial 

policies. The high ratings of both precincts in relation to everyday management and event 

organisation demonstrate that overall users are satisfied with managerial activities. Clearer 

explanations can be achieved by understanding governance arrangements, relationships 

between stakeholders, and the governing tools in both SBP and QSM. 
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The importance of this paper lies in its interpretive user-centred approach to the characteristics 

that urban scholars associate with good (responsive) public spaces. It extends the literature on 

the evaluative methods used for measuring qualities of public spaces. The proposed index has 

obvious limitations but it can be further developed if tested in different contexts and multiple 

UPSs. For example, the terms of measurement can be made more robust if they are weighed. 

The other is that the survey applied in this study only captured the opinions of users in the place 

at the time data were being collected; and excluded users that had previously visited the 

precincts and no longer frequented the place because of negative experiences. The variables 

and measuring items introduced here are not hard-and-fast and can be modified when applied 

to spaces of a different nature or within different contexts. 

PSEQI can be used by scholars, planning and design practitioners, and authorities to obtain a 

better understanding of needs and ambitions of users at the initial stages of designing or 

policymaking of UPSs. It can also be used to identify issues and concerns of users when 

upgrading UPSs. Researchers can use PSEQI to make new hypotheses in varied contexts or to 

investigate new questions on the differences between expert positivist approaches and 

interpretive participatory methods. Most importantly, this index empowers the users’ voice in 

planning and designing public spaces.  
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 Chapter Seven 

Procedural evaluations of public space governance 

7.1 Introduction 

Following analysis of the constituents of governance and user-centric evaluations in case study 

areas in the previous chapters, this chapter outlines the final component of public space 

governance framework (PSGF), the procedural evaluations. Procedural evaluations examine 

the conduct of governance activities according to principles of good governance. This helps to 

identify areas of deficiency in the way public space is controlled and managed. The hypothesis 

here is that the evaluation of outcomes (qualities) in a public place, although necessary, are 

inadequate to evaluate governance arrangements in UPSs thoroughly. Substantive evaluations 

are static, cross-sectional, and limited by time. Procedural evaluations, instead, take a 

longitudinal dynamic approach and can highlight the trend of governance and reveal why the 

governance is the way it is. 

Good governance can be conceptualised using a wide range of criteria. However, consensus 

exists on some universal principles (Graham et al., 2003). The United Nations Development 

Program Discussion Paper (UNDP, 2014, p. 4) mentions three components of governance 

evaluation: “mechanisms that promote it, processes used, and the outcomes achieved.” 

Mechanisms of good governance examine the transparency and democraticness of institutions 

and actors, as well as efficiency and effectiveness of public services. Processes include the 

quality of participation necessary “to ensure that political, social and economic priorities are 

based on a broad consensus in society and that the voices of the excluded, poorest and most 

vulnerable are heard in decision-making” (Governance for Sustainable Development, UNDP, 

2005 cited in UNDP, 2014, p. 4). The outcomes refer to whether the governance has responded 

to the needs and aspirations of the community and whether it has created a peaceful, stable, 

and resilient society. In a more collective manner, the 2001 white paper on European 

governance has described five underpinning principles of good governance: openness, 

participation, accountability, effectiveness, and coherence (Commission of the European 

Communities, 2001). 
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Borrowing concepts of good governance from these debates and adapting them to fit the scale 

and challenges of UPSs, it is hypothesised that procedural evaluation of governance in UPSs 

consists of five components: public participation in decision-making; accountability and 

transparency of the management regime and actively engaged actors; economic viability; 

direction and strategic vision; and efficacy, efficiency, and coherence. 

7.2 Public participation 

Public participation in decision making can advance three values of governance: 

“effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice” (Fung, 2015, p. 513). It can act as a potential 

solution to the challenges authorities face; increase the chance of successful implementation of 

policies through broader consensus; and give voice to those whose voices have been heard less 

due to structure of authority and power in democratic systems (Fung, 2015). As Madanipour 

(1998, p. 78) states “exclusion from the political arena, i.e., the denial of participation in 

decision making, can alienate individuals and social groups.” This results in injustice (Fung, 

2006).  

Public participation can be undertaken in multiple variations with different impacts on decision 

making. Public hearings, workshops, exchanging information via flyers and surveys, meetings 

with community leaders and activists, asking for comments and reviewing submissions through 

online, mail, or in person, are some of the instruments used by authorities in public 

participation. In terms of impact, Arnstein's ladder of participation (Figure 7-1) shows that in 

practice, citizen participation in decisions made about urban plans can have three levels of 

power ranging from “nonparticipation”, “degrees of tokenism”, and “degrees of citizen power” 

(Arnstein, 1969, p. 217). Nonparticipation includes rungs of “manipulation” and “therapy” 

whose real goal is to “educate” or “cure” the participants rather than true participation 

(Arnstein, 1969, p. 217). The second degree of citizen power, degrees of tokenism, 

encompasses three rungs of informing, consultation, and placation that enable participants to 

be heard but not “heeded.” It is only the third level of power, the degrees of citizen power, that 

lets citizens genuinely influence the decisions through three rungs of “partnership”, “delegated 

power”, and “citizen control.” 

Arnstein’s model has been used widely and developed in other forms. A most recent 

conceptualisation is the Public Participation Spectrum shown in Table 7-1. In the following 

paragraphs, the public participation in QSM and SBP are discussed.  
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Figure 7-1. Eight rungs of a ladder of citizen participation. Adapted from “A Ladder Of Citizen 

Participation,” by S. R. Arnstein, 1969, Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 35 (4), 216–

224. Copyright 1969 by Taylor and Francis. Adapted with permission.  

 Public participation in QSM governance  

Australia, like other western nations, is a representative democracy structured in a three-tiered 

model. At city of Brisbane level, a civic cabinet whose members are selected from city 

councillors and the mayor govern the local government area including QSM. The city 

councillors and the mayor on their own right are elected by citizens residing in Brisbane. This 

is an indirect passive form of public participation in decision-making processes of urban areas 

that has been criticised on a number of fronts (see Innes & Booher, 2004). In addition, Brisbane 

City Council (BCC) is legally required to have formal public or community consultations for 

projects that affect communities in one or another way (BCC, 2016b; Queensland Government, 

2010). BCC has outlined its public participation strategy in a document named Community 

Engagement Policy (BCC, 2014a). This document entails that BCC employees should seek 

public opinions on projects that legally require community engagement, may impact 

community, or may result in a better outcome with community input (BCC, 2014a, p. 3).  

QSM as a project, has undergone a number of development and redevelopment stages. In the 

period between 1977 and 1981, when the pedestrianisation of QSM was being conceived, 

community consultation was not a legal requirement. However, BCC held a seminar in 1978 

Manipulation 
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Table 7-1. Public participation spectrum. Adapted from International Association for Public Participation - IAP2 Federation © IAP2 International Federation 

2014 (www.iap2.org.au). Adapted with permission. 
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We will work with you to 

ensure that your concerns 

and aspirations are directly 

reflected in the alternatives 
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advice and innovation in 
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We will implement what 
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at which experts and laypersons expressed their views on the matter (Cole, 1984, p. 300). In 

1987, a major extension to the mall was being discussed at local and state levels (and this 

extension was completed in 1988) for which no evidence of public consultation was found. 

Nevertheless, in 2015, extensive community consultation was carried out by BCC to capture 

people’s opinions and aspirations for the mall (BCC, 2015).  

Despite attempts to bring in more pluralistic views and public input in decision-making in QSM 

(probably because of changes in governance paradigms which have been gathering steam 

towards greater and more effective participation (see Head, 2007)), four structural issues can 

be identified with public participation in QSM governance. First, public participation in QSM 

decision-making has remained at consultation level. Consultation seeks the public’s advice on 

alternatives or decisions that have already been made by authorities. Consultation has the 

second lowest impact on decision making, according to public participation spectrum (Table 

7-1). 

Second, the significance of QSM political economy1 (in all documents and reports published 

by BCC, QSM has been referred to as a significant economic player) swings the decision-

making environment towards economic interests. This potentially decreases the independence 

of the participation process, which is one of the principles of effective public participation 

(Brown & Chin, 2013). QSM has a regional (Greater Brisbane or South East Queensland 

region) role in all political, economic, and social respects. Therefore, regional actors largely 

impact decisions of vision and strategic direction for the mall. This acknowledges the 

conception by Molotch (1976) of a “growth machine” where pro-growth elites are those 

making the influential decisions about urban development. Pro-growth elites include land 

owners, business leaders, and entrepreneurs who lead the development and finance at local 

level; demand for more land use intensification; and want a good business climate and growth 

in the general sense, as well as those in local government who assist in achieving these aims 

(Molotch, 1976). 

Third, there are procedural issues with getting a representative collection of opinions regarding 

QSM. The ubiquitous commercial and touristy ambiance of QSM may discourage lower 

income classes from attending the area or from participating in consultations (see the results). 

                                                 
1 “Political economy generally refers to the scholarly paradigm that examines how material processes of 

production and exchange shape and are shaped by decisions made in economic and political institutions; with 

‘urban,’ this concern centres around material production of and within cities (Nevarez, 2007).” Please note that 

political economy is not the main focus of this thesis and for further study see the references.  
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Questioning the legitimacy of governance in QSM, a social activist interviewed by the author 

stated that she would not go to QSM or participate in community engagement because she does 

not believe that it would affect the heavily neoliberal policies in QSM (SA1, 2017).  

Nevertheless, an effective public engagement seeks the participation of marginal groups and 

political and community activists (Brown & Chin, 2013).  

Finally, considering public spaces as projects with certain development lifespans leaves little 

room for public participation after the project is constructed and ready to be used. This 

contradicts more advanced perspectives which conceive public spaces as dynamic evolving 

entities in need of constant care, creation (not only in the physical sense but also in terms of 

function and meaning), and management (Carmona, 2014c). No requirement for public 

consultation in management and regulation of QSM has been stated in the City of Brisbane Act 

2010. This act exempts BCC from public consultation in regard to “an interim local law” or “a 

local law that only incorporates a model local law and does not contain an anti-competitive 

provision” (Queensland Government, 2010, p. 28). Brisbane’s Public Land and Council Assets 

Local Law 2014 states that BCC “may make subordinate local laws about […] prohibited or 

regulated activities in parks or malls, or on roads” (BCC, 2014b, p. 40). 

 Public participation in SBP governance  

In the case of SBP, under South Bank Corporation (SBC) authority, public participation has 

been limited to ‘inform’ and ‘consultation’ stages. On one occasion, public participation in the 

form of public protests which was not initiated by the authorities, however, had an influential 

impact on shaping SBP. In 1989, after the World Exposition  of 1988, the future of the empty 

land, the remainder of the former Expo 88, was at stake (Noble, 2001). While the economic 

forces were pushing for an intense commercial redevelopment—a CBD-like development—

the civil society, the urban planning and design community, and the locals wanted the ambiance 

of Expo 88 to continue (Noble, 2001; interview with a former SBC advisor). The excerpts 

below, taken from Anderson (2003, p. 408) gives some idea about how people valued Expo 88 

and its ambiance: 

“Expo was a very social event more than anything else. . . . I didn’t go there with 

the mission of learning anything. . . . To me it was a big event, and I wanted to 

experience it. I remember running into a friend, having dinner at a little café with 

a girlfriend, and the excitement of sharing it all. Young Adult (Female).” 
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“Expo . . . it was very much a social thing. We’d all get together on Friday nights 

at a friend’s house and get on the train to go to Expo; there might be a big group 

of us. It was something to look forward to and something to do. We’d get there 

and all start off at the German Beer Hall and order the big steins of beer. Young 

Adult (Male).” 

After plans for an intense commercial redevelopment (called the River City Plan 2000) 

were made public, the public was outraged. The Courier Mail (Rodgers, 1988, p. 9) 

reported:  

“Within weeks of the announcement the wheels were coming off the 

redevelopment wagon. People objected to the lack of consultation, the lack of 

open space, the casino and the way the decision was reached. Allegations of 

cronyism surfaced and, as people became attached to the site through Expo, it 

became apparent that something would have to be done ... the Premier, Mr 

Ahern, announced that the River City plan would be scrapped.” 

Eventually, with the support of the then mayor of Brisbane and the then premier of Queensland, 

the protests were effective; SBC was established; and new redevelopment plans were prepared 

and public consultation for the visionary concept plan was conducted (Ganis et al., 2014).  

The South Bank Corporation Act 1989 required SBC to hold public consultations when 

preparing or amending the development plans. The outcomes of the first master plan 

consultation supported development of open space, restaurants, cafes, and low-height buildings 

(Interview with a SBC former manager). These ideas shaped the structure of  SBP until 1997, 

when the second master plan was prepared and shifted the focus of development from a resort-

style to a more place-making, inclusive open space (SBC, 2016b). 

As with QSM, and either under SBC authority or BCC management, public consultation in 

SBP has been limited to major physical development, and the managerial environment, the 

regulations on use and behaviour in public spaces, and the future vision and direction have not 

effectively been put into public consultation. The approach has remained top-down and static, 

but ‘informing the public’ or ‘legal obligations’ are the main objectives of public consultation. 

Lack of a public engagement policy is evident. Nevertheless, SBC and City Parklands (a BCC-

owned entity) have the governance capacity to develop more empowering engagement policies, 

as both organisations are located in the precinct and in direct focused interactions with the 

environment, users, and enterprises (Interview with a SBC former manager).  
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In addition, similar to QSM, SBP has a regional role in SEQ that makes it a target for the 

growth machine effect. This swings the power towards pro-growth enterprisers, elites, and 

politicians (SBP governance has been a topic for election campaign promises, see Fenney 

(2012)). This puts the public in a weaker negotiation position (Gerometta, Haussermann, & 

Longo, 2005).  

7.3 Accountability and transparency 

 Accountability and transparency in QSM 

QSM is a highly controlled precinct where responsibilities and rights have been distributed 

based on formal agreements and legislations. Public actors are to a great degree accountable to 

legal liabilities. The City of Brisbane Act 2014 states that BCC must be accountable to the 

public for its performance. City Malls Management and Brisbane Marketing, as entities owned 

by BCC, are expected to bear the same level of accountability. However, the advisory board of 

Brisbane Marketing consists of private citizens and business owners that legally are not 

accountable for the advice they provide (Brisbane Marketing, 2017). On transparency, BCC 

provides the public with access to archives of documents, local laws, council’s meeting 

minutes, financial reports and so on through digital portals or its offices (BCC, 2016a). 

However, BCC can refuse to accept applications for conducting an activity (political, busking, 

or any other type), using its discretion without being required to provide explanation (BCC, 

2014b). This potentially compromises the transparency capacity of decision-making processes.  

 Accountability and transparency in SBP 

South Bank Corporation has been criticised by some politicians for not being accountable to 

the public (Houghton, 2012). In 2008-2011, when the new ABC (Australian Broadcasting 

Corporation) Brisbane headquarters building was given the green light to be built at South 

Bank (in a used-to-be open space), SBC and the state government was heavily criticised for 

not being transparent about the process of the building application, the assessment, and lack of 

public consultation (Houghton, 2012). The former mayor of Brisbane, Campbell Newman, was 

the most influential opponent of the corporation. He constantly criticised SBC and in his state 

election campaign in 2012 promised to shut down the corporation and transfer its 

responsibilities to BCC (which he partly fulfilled in 2013 after his election as premier). He 

questioned why “we need a group of unelected people to play developer and treat (South Bank) 

as their own little kingdom” (MacDonald, 2012, para. 4). Two former managers interviewed at 

South Bank Corporation, nevertheless, argued that the criticism had political agenda and not 
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based on sound evidence. The South Bank Corporation Act 1989 has required SBC to report to 

the public annually about its conduct of governance and finance (Queensland Government, 

1989, pts. 8–9).  

Criticism levelled at SBC on accountability and transparency seems to be rooted in the nature 

of SBC’s governing board. The SBC board is comprised of a mix of private citizens and public 

representatives. Such an arrangement exposes issues of conflicts of interest regarding 

developmental projects, leaseholds, and regulations. Although South Bank Corporation Act 

1989 has predicted such conflicts and required clarity and impartiality from interested members 

(for example avoiding voting), because of this blending structure, the board is prone to informal 

favouritism (Stoker & Mossberger, 1994).  

7.4 Economic viability 

 Economic viability in QSM 

Development and maintenance of public places requires ongoing financial resources. However, 

local governments struggle with budget shortages and tend to minimise or diminish the costs 

of public place maintenance (Zamanifard et al., 2016). This, most of the time, results in loss of 

quality (Carmona et al., 2010). Thus, economic viability is an important criteria of good public 

space governance. QSM has a viable economic plan where business owners surrounding the 

mall pay a special rate (levy) and this levy provides funding for the management of the area. A 

manager interviewed at BCC states:  

[T]here is a levy that is collected from businesses on the CBD. It goes towards the 

management and maintenance of Queen St. Mall. That levy has been used to pay a loan off 

which we used, 20 years ago to refurbish the mall (Brisbane City Council, key informant 

interview, March 2016).  

According to a BCC report, in the 2012-2013 financial year, a levy of about $10 million was 

collected, most of which spent on management, branding, and activation of the mall (BCC, 

2016b). This economic viability has enabled Brisbane Marketing to hold around 1000 (free to 

users) cultural, commercial, civic, and community events per annum (Brisbane Marketing, key 

informant interview, June 2016).  

 Economic viability in SBP 

The institutional innovation in South Bank, the SBC, has extensively been referred to as an 

example of a successful economic model in public services and regeneration projects (John 
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Byrne, 2004; Searle, 2018). SBC has been able to cover its liabilities, debts, and costs of 

construction and management and in addition make a profit through venue hire facilities 

including associated food and beverage sales, the Brisbane Convention and Exhibition Centre, 

and parts of the parklands; retail and commercial tenancies; and car parking facilities (South 

Bank Corporation, 2008). The financial robustness of SBC operation was one of the ontological 

grounds for creating such an organisation in the first place (Queensland Government, 1989). 

As a manager interviewed mentions: 

[T]here was sort of an in-built kind of belt into the process of having that financial 

discipline saying that you got a loan to pay, you got to make enough money to pay your 

wages and your staff and all of those things […] the reason it was set up as statutory 

authority rather than being run through a government department was that they wanted to 

have a financial discipline to the thing and so while we here to deliver community, 

parklands, and events and experiences for the public, we’re in charge in doing it in the 

most financially sustainable way we can (South Bank Corporation, key informant 

interview, December 2015). 

7.5 Direction and strategic vision 

Success of a place governance arrangement depends on vision and the strategic direction on 

which actions are based, and how that vision relates to the place characteristics strengthens the 

urban public realm, and benefits the general public (Healey, 2010). The vision and direction 

need to be assessed and undergo open discussion if necessary to reflect the dynamics of the 

place at the time.  

 Direction and strategic vision in QSM 

QSM was developed with two overarching goals: to become an economic hub and boost the 

retail experience in the CBD, and to facilitate the pedestrian movement in the area, with the 

former being chief goal (Cole, 1984). As time passed and complexities arose around the 

political economy of the place, the globalisation–localism dialectic, and the pluralisation of 

stakeholders, the need for an up-to-date vision was overdue. The management and maintenance 

activities in over three decades (after the mall was opened) were not based on long term 

directions. In 2015, BCC held stakeholder workshops, meetings, and consultation sessions 

aiming to devise a new vision and a new direction for QSM (BCC, 2015). The QSM vision has 

been outlined in three headings of “a mall for all”, “economic hub”, and “uniquely Brisbane” 

with the first emphasising inclusiveness and liveliness, the second addressing QSM’s 
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continuing culture of consumption, branding, and economic activities, and the third indicating 

the importance of openness, greenery, and heritage conservation in QSM (BCC, 2015).  

 

Figure 7-2. Queen Street Mall’s vision. Adopted from Queen Street Mall Visioning Plan (BCC, 2015, 

p. 6). 
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While, the vision and direction has attempted to cover a wide range of interests in the area, in 

practice, strategies and policies used to explain these visions are heavily 

economy/entertainment oriented (Figure 7-2). Inclusiveness, although mentioned in the vision, 

has practically been ruled out. The vision and direction is a continuation of the status quo of 

the mall, a heavily controlled and regulated public space that provides a safe environment for 

shopping, dining, and consumption. Besides, QSM is a hireable public space and companies 

can use it for product promotion and branding (Brisbane Marketing, key informant interview, 

June 2016). Commerciality (in the shape of both ambiance and branding) can compromise 

UPSs inclusiveness and weaken their civic spirit (Németh & Schmidt, 2011).  

 Direction and strategic vision in SBP 

The South Bank Corporation Act 1989 has outlined strategic directions of the SBC governance 

activities in the precinct in six major objectives:  

(a) to promote, facilitate, carry out and control the development, disposal and 

management of land and other property within the corporation area; (b) to achieve 

an appropriate balance between the corporation’s commercial and non-commercial 

functions; (c) to ensure the corporation area complements, rather than duplicates, 

other public use sites in the inner city Brisbane area; (d) to provide for a diverse 

range of recreational, cultural and educational pursuits for local, regional and 

international visitors; (e) to accommodate public events and entertainment that 

benefit the general community; and (f) to achieve excellence and innovation in the 

management of open space and park areas (Queensland Government, 1989). 

The public expectations and wants were a key in conceptualisation of these objectives over the 

period 1989-1996, when South Bank’s two major master plans were being prepared (Ganis et 

al., 2014). The sheer attention of the policy makers to open space provision, economic viability, 

activation and events, public interests, and excellence in design and management has provided 

strategic directions for SBC. Based on the legal objectives outlined in the Act, SBC has 

developed its vision for the area: 

Our vision is to continue to innovate, manage and maintain South Bank's reputation 

as the most vibrant urban and cultural precinct in the world. As South Bank evolves, 

we strive to ensure that the Parklands, Little Stanley Street and Grey Street continue 

to offer great authentic places, which form the heart of city life and contribute to 
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the recognition of Brisbane as one of the world's most attractive cities (South Bank 

Corporation, 2017). 

The surveys conducted in this research confirmed the achievement of these objectives to a great 

degree. Users in SBP had very positive impressions and images of the environment; found it 

attractive, safe, and comfortable; and were satisfied with the service and day-to-day 

management. Their concerns were partly over too much regulation and control and over 

inadequate events or activities (See Chapter 6). 

However, similar to the case of QSM, SBP’s vision is heavily influenced by the regional and 

perhaps global competition between cities to attract more international visitors and economic 

interests, and also Brisbane’s urban governance attempts to become a world city. Lack of 

attention to developing more policies that would consider local users has shifted the balance of 

the vision towards a more consumption space for tourists, a tourism-based economy approach.  

7.6 Efficacy, efficiency, and coherence 

 Efficacy, efficiency, and coherence in QSM 

Good governance achieves the intended objectives with efficient use of resources (Graham et 

al., 2003). In essence, efficacy, efficiency and coherence of governance denotes the success of 

governance overall. This means that items of substantive and procedural evaluations need to 

be concluded to assess whether a governance arrangement has been effective, efficient, and 

coherent, or not. In the case of public space governance, such assessment is subject to 

interpretation and debate. From an urban design perspective, responsive urban public spaces 

may have certain characteristics. Earlier in this paper, an assessment of qualities of comfort, 

diversity and vitality, and inclusiveness (as one possible set of these qualities) in QSM through 

users’ perspectives was offered and discussed. The results showed efficiencies and 

shortcomings reflecting the policies and governance in the precinct.  

Since QSM has a commercial core and has the reputation of being ‘a commercial space’, one 

may rationalise its shortcomings. However, this image has been built over time by the 

proliferation of commerciality and branding, marketing strategies of BCC and the mass media, 

and perhaps residual zoning policies of modernist urbanism. Yet people have expressed their 

desire to have a welcoming, comfortable, and inclusive place, a good urban public space, over 

and above a good consumption space. The governance analysis helped understand that people’s 

aspirations for QSM and the collective image were divergent. While PSG discusses that public 
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spaces exist to serve the public’s interests before the private sector’s interests, it does not 

dissent from the right of the private sector to benefit from public spaces (Healey, 2015a).  

On procedural evaluation and based on crude judgments discussed earlier, QSM governance is 

accountable, somewhat transparent, and economically viable. However, it is less participatory 

and its direction is considerably affected by its economic agenda. 

With respect to the discussion above, governance in QSM has effectively achieved its intended 

outcomes, being a pedestrian commercial space that caters for shoppers and businesses. 

Nevertheless, whether all stakeholders, and in particular the public, have agreed to this outcome 

is questionable, as public participation in QSM has been limited to consultation which is less 

involving, and which is not collaborative or empowering.  

 Efficacy, efficiency, and coherence in SBP 

The substantive evaluations indicate that governance institutionalisation in SBP has been 

successful in effectively achieving its pre-set objectives. Users assessed SBP as a successful 

public space which they love to attend and spend time. Procedural evaluations, on the other 

hand, depict areas of drawbacks in spite of showing an overall successful picture of the 

governance arrangement. Public participation and the strategic direction and vision are the 

challenges of SBP governance. The fact that SBC is focused on South Bank and has the 

authority and power to make changes or approve development plans has made it efficient, 

dynamic, and effective. For instance, SBC was able to manage challenges at multiple stages. 

In 1996, SBC took a proactive approach and convinced the State Government to stop the 

construction of the first master plan, demolish what was already built and allow a new master 

plan to be prepared. SBC had realised that the first master plan suffered from structural defects 

and the potential market, professionals, and the general public would not be interested in the 

result (South Bank Corporation, key informant interview, August 2016). In 2011, SBP was 

relatively quickly restored after the extensive damage caused by the Brisbane floods (South 

Bank Corporation, key informant interview, August 2016). As a festival place, South Bank 

Parklands regularly transforms itself to retain consumers (Harvey, 1989 seen in (Mullins, 

Natalier, Smith, & Smeaton, 1999). 

SBP had a coherent management before 2013. In 2013, the responsibilities over the parklands 

were split with BCC. Since then, responsibilities concerned with the operational management 

of the parklands, such as day-to-day maintenance, activation and the weekly markets, have 

been transferred to BCC. This was a change which many disagreed with, warning that it may 
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result in losing SBC’s heritage (SBC managers and advisors interviewed in this research). 

Nevertheless, over the last three years (2014-2017) and while this research was undertaken, no 

evidence of negative impacts has been found and City Parklands (the Brisbane City Council’s 

entity) seems to pursue more or less similar directions to those of SBC. Yet, SBC has retained 

the final say in decision-making in regard to the parklands as well as the rest of the precinct.  

7.7 Conclusion  

This chapter provided procedural evaluations for SBP and QSM with regard to the principles 

of good governance consisting of public participation, accountability and transparency, 

economic viability, direction and strategic vision, and efficacy and coherence. The evaluations 

revealed similarities and differences between case study areas regarding each principle.  

First, governance arrangements in both precincts are highly impacted by the political economy 

of Brisbane CBD and locational traits of South Bank precinct. Both spaces benefit from 

institutional innovation—South Bank Corporation in SBP and Brisbane Marketing in QSM—

although with different levels of authority, power, and objectives. The institutional 

arrangements in these spaces have resulted in economic viability and dynamic management. 

The institutions in charge have robust financial plans and are required to minimise the share 

for taxpayers in maintenance costs. Nevertheless, these arrangements only allow for low-

impact public participation which remains at consultation level; create a black box decision 

making environment especially regarding managerial decisions and polices; and generate 

highly economically-driven visions and agendas.  

Second, linking the procedural evaluation of institutionalised governance in SBP and QSM and 

substantive evaluation of these precincts (users’ survey) display varieties regarding efficacy 

and efficiency of the arrangements. The institutionalised governance in SBP, the South Bank 

Corporation (SBC), greatly resembles localised/place-based governance (Healey, 2015a). SBC 

provides a greater coherence and direct communication with the general public through the 

physical presence of its office in the precinct. The visions and strategies set for SBP are 

analysed as being less affected by economic interests than those set for QSM. SBP is a more 

likeable space than QSM not only in regard to its physical attributes and locational advantages 

(riverside placement) but also in terms of managerial policies and expectations from an urban 

public space. Despite greater level of autonomy that SBC has (compared to Brisbane Marketing 

and City Mall Management in QSM which have stronger ties to the public sector—BCC) and 
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its corporate style of management, it seems that it has been more successful in providing a more 

people-friendly environment. This will be discussed more in detail in the next chapter.   
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 Chapter Eight 

Conclusion 

8.1 Introduction 

The aim of this research was to provide a better understanding of the dynamics and 

complexities of governance in urban public spaces and its impacts on users’ experiences. In a 

holistic approach, this thesis cast light on both the process and product of place shaping through 

new conceptualisations. Adapting concepts and theories from governance and based on public 

space scholarship, a conceptual framework for public space governance was synthesised. This 

provided new tools for an integrated study of two case studies in the Australian city of Brisbane. 

The conceptual framework was used as a road map for investigating how case study areas were 

governed—shaped, managed, controlled, and reshaped—and how people evaluated the places’ 

experiential qualities (EQs)—urban design qualities as experienced by humans, plus 

perceptions and managerial aspects. Besides, the study clarified in detail the negative and 

positive impacts of the private sector involvement in public space governance (PSG) on users’ 

experiences of place. The findings indicated that EQs were more affected by the urban political 

economy1 of the case study areas rather than merely the private sector’s involvement. Nuances 

of distribution of rights and responsibilities, public participation in decision making, and the 

strategic direction and vision of the governance are of significant importance.  

Since this thesis has been prepared as a series of published and unpublished papers, this 

conclusion chapter is somewhat different to a conventional conclusion. It reiterates some of the 

important findings and articulates how the research questions have been answered to reassure 

that all the chapters are bound together well and tell a coherent story. The chapter is structured 

as follows: summaries of key findings and answers to the research questions are presented. 

Then, contributions of the thesis to existing knowledge on urban public space and urban design 

are outlined. Following this, implications of the research for urban policy and practice are 

discussed. Finally, future research directions are proposed.  

                                                 
1 “Political economy generally refers to the scholarly paradigm that examines how material processes of 

production and exchange shape and are shaped by decisions made in economic and political institutions; with 

‘urban,’ this concern centres around material production of and within cities (Nevarez, 2007).” 
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8.2 How were the research (sub) questions answered?  

 RQ1: How can today’s public spaces be examined in regard to their 

shaping and management processes as well as their qualities? 

To answer this question, an exploratory review of the literature on public space from an urban 

design perspective was undertaken. The review revealed that theories and concepts of public 

space tend to disjoint processes of shaping and managing public spaces, or the procedural 

dimension versus the outcomes and traits of public spaces, or the substantive dimension1. 

Empirical studies are substantially focused on the latter, as if public spaces are created in a 

vacuum or qualities are disassociated from processes. Limited partial research on the 

procedural dimension of public space is focused on management dimensions and lacks a deeper 

approach to the urban political economy of public spaces. A recent growing theme in the 

literature, however, urges a more holistic approach to place shaping in general, and a few 

studies have focused on public spaces, in particular. Public space governance has indirectly 

been discussed in a handful of papers (see Figure 8-1). 

The findings of the literature review also showed that urban public spaces in mid-size and large 

cities have certain characteristics. First, multiple and mostly contradictory interests exist in 

UPSs that affect the decision-making process and eventually lead to different outcomes. 

Second, the borders between responsibilities for shaping, management, and resolving 

economic, social, and political issues in public spaces are becoming blurred with the presence 

of private sector, not-for-profit organisations, and community-based initiatives in the 

governance arrangements. This is profoundly rooted in the blurring borders between public and 

private ownership in urban precincts (Madanipour, 2003). Third, there is power dependency 

(and most of the time, a power hierarchy) among actors and stakeholders in public spaces. 

Power in public spaces can be dominated by government, private enterprise, or civil society, 

depending on the capacity of democracy, political system, and planning tradition (Carmona, 

2014c). Fourth, urban public spaces are products of collective actions and are mostly self-

governed through sociocultural norms and informal consensuses in society. Finally, localism 

and innovation play an important role in resolving the challenges facing today’s urban public 

spaces. This can vary from community voluntary actions (in matters like cleaning, safety, etc.) 

to local government’s initiatives (such as forming entities to be in charge). In other words, 

                                                 
1 See the footnote explanation on page 5 
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urban public spaces at some stage are informally or locally steered and coordinated. This, 

however, does not dismiss the formal management or regulation that exists in many urban 

public spaces. It highlights the mixing complex environment of place-shaping and place 

management in urban public spaces, to which even users are contributors (Carmona, 2014c).  

 

Figure 8-1. Diagram showing how research question 1 was investigated. 

Borrowing concepts from discourses of governance and theories of urban governance and place 

governance, and comparing and synthesising them with recent urban design studies of public 

spaces (both substantive and procedural dimensions), a public space governance framework 

(PSGF) was inducted (Figure 8-2). The PSGF has four analytical and two evaluative 

components which are all impacted by contextual factors. This framework enables a holistic 

examination of public spaces and the impacts of governance on the outcomes and qualities of 
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place. The last part of this investigation was an inductive reasoning. The applicability of the 

framework needed to be tested; and thus it was applied to two case study spaces. The findings 

from the case studies showed a high level of useability and verified that PSGF enables a holistic 

examination. The impacts of governance on experiential qualities in case studies were exposed 

through PSGF. These are discussed in the following sections. 

 

Figure 8-2. Public space governance framework (PSGF). 

 RQ2: How are public spaces governed and what roles does the private 

sector play? 

PSGF was employed to investigate governance arrangements in QSM and SBP. Semi-

structured interviews and documentary evidence were used to collect data. In total, 12 people 

from different sectors (public, private, and civil society) were interviewed and a number of 

legal and supplementary documents, official websites, and media releases were investigated. 

The findings showed that governance in SBP has some striking characteristics. First, the control 
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over and management of the area had been a matter of dispute and was politically driven. 

Therefore, this had led to a structure change and redistribution of power, from a combination 

of traditional and managerial structures to a mix of traditional and market-based structures. 

Activities of governance were to a great degree institutionalised, concentrated, and less 

participatory. General public participation in decision-making processes was limited to 

consultation and moderation. The business community, nonetheless, had a bigger impact on 

decisions made by the authority in power (South Bank Corporation). The findings did not 

confirm the assumption in the literature that public space is in decline because of the role of 

the private sector in its governance arrangements (see Kohn, 2004; Madanipour, 2003; Sorkin, 

1992). Rather the findings showed that institutional innovation (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013) in 

SBP—under the control of South Bank Corporation (SBC)—created economically viable 

quality public spaces which are very popular. Nonetheless, the framework helped identify a 

potential problem with the case study of public space. That is, there is a move towards market-

based governance that may lead to a further decrease in the role of the public in the governance 

of the place, despite the fact that a public body (Brisbane City Council) is in charge of routine 

affairs. The reason lies in the rivalry between SBC and BCC and the influence of the political 

economy of the precinct as a profitable precinct (see Moore, 2013). SBC’s concentration on 

the space, which acted very much like a local government concerned with the South Bank 

precinct, was found to boost the governance arrangement in SBP in terms of efficiency, 

efficacy, and economic viability (Zamanifard et al., 2016).  

Analysis of power, authority, and relations among stakeholders in QSM indicated that 

governance in QSM is mostly based on a traditional structure with influences and means 

borrowed from managerial and market models. BCC was the dominant power that authorised 

decisions regarding management, regulation, and steering in QSM. The private sector in the 

form of business owners on and adjacent to the mall played an important role in the governance 

through providing financial resources for the governing activities (a special tax or levy) and 

advice for visioning and strategic directions of the mall. The findings revealed that governance 

in QSM was highly impacted by economic interests, as well as national and international 

competition for attracting more workers from the creative industries. The political economy of 

QSM resulted in strict control and regulatory policies. This investigation found that although 

QSM’s governing tasks were highly authorised by BCC, a public agency with elected officials, 

the impacts of public participation on decisions made remained partial and insignificant 

because the public were consulted by BCC only in order to meet legal requirements. In 
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addition, the strategic direction and vision for QSM was heavily influenced by economic 

development. Nevertheless, the findings showed that QSM benefited from a viable economic 

plan, enabling BCC to provide a wide range of free events and programs and a responsive 

everyday management of the place.  

 RQ3: How do people evaluate experiential qualities in urban public spaces 

with multiple stakeholders and institutionalised governance arrangements? 

This research set out to investigate the implications of institutionalised governance in urban 

public spaces with a specific focus on users’ experience. Selected case studies, Queen Street 

Mall (QSM) and South Bank Parklands (SBP) were located in the inner-city of Brisbane.  These 

two case study areas are highly institutionalised and are used by a vast number of residents and 

tourists alike, and so provided appropriate environments for investigating this research 

question. To capture a variety of viewpoints and to make sure that a representative sample was 

obtained, an intercept survey was designed aiming at a sample size of 300 participants. As well, 

multiple observation sessions were undertaken by the researcher for data triangulation. The 

survey was in the form of a quantitative (close-ended questions) questionnaire and built on 

criteria used in the literature for defining good urban public spaces. The questionnaire then was 

used to develop a public space experiential quality index (PSEQI). The index incorporated four 

qualities—comfort, diversity and vitality, inclusiveness, and image and likeability. 

Table 8-1 summarises the results of the survey conducted in SBP and QSM. The findings 

revealed that people perceived SBP as a likeable, imageable, and comforting place in which 

inclusiveness, and in particular diversity and vitality, needed to be improved. Requests for more 

free events and community programs, greater multiculturalism, and further opportunities for 

social interactions among users verified the need for undertaking more people-centric policies. 

The four impressions of ‘good looking’, ‘relaxing’, ‘lively’, and ‘touristy’ were the most 

popular choices by participants at SBP. SBP was perceived to have a responsive everyday 

management and a welcoming and relaxing environment. Some concerns were expressed over 

the affordability of the food outlets within the space, or growing bold tourist centric policies 

and lack of connection (physical and functional) to the neighbouring precincts (Zamanifard, 

Alizadeh, Bosman, et al., 2018a).  

In the case of QSM, it was assessed as requiring greater climatic comfort, better seating and 

less top down regulation and control. In QSM, ‘busy’, ‘lively’, ‘touristy’, and ‘commercial’ 

had the highest popularity in terms of impressions expressed by participants. Issues with  
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Table 8-1. Results of experiential qualities measurement in SBP and QSM. 

Qualities SBP 

Index rating 

(out of 100) 

QSM 

Index rating 

(out of 100) 

Visual presentation

 

Researcher’s 

observational 

comments 

Comfort 69.08 47.00 

 

- Existing seating 

supply in QSM did 

not match the 

demand. 

- During daytime the 

need for more shade 

and vegetation in 

QSM was felt. 

Inclusiveness 64.54 53.77 

 

- Instances of police 

or security 

intercepting some 

users (mainly 

teenagers and not 

well-dressed people) 

in both case spaces. 

Diversity & 

vitality 
61.47 55.24 

 

- Wide ranges of 

activities in SBP. 

- QSM was lively 

most of the time, but 

dull over the 

weekday evenings 

when shops closed. 

Image & 

likeability  
75.55 52.73 

 

- SBP, as a riverside 

space, was a 

pleasant space and 

people seemed to 

enjoy it. 

- In QSM, people 

seemed to be in 

rush. 

Total indexing 

rating 
67.91 51.37 

 

 

 

affordability, control, and regulations were among the concerns of participants. The results in 

QSM indicated that although it has a bold commercial image, users still expect to be provided 

with a comparable level of quality to that experienced within a good urban public space. The 
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implication of this result is that QSM in the eyes of users is an urban public space first and 

foremost and then a commercial space. That is, policies and practices primarily privilege 

commercial enterprises rather than the public. The need for a shift in priority to allocate funding 

to develop people spaces that would respond to users’ needs and requirements was identified 

(Zamanifard, Alizadeh, Bosman, et al., 2018a). 

8.3 Answering the research question 

Investigating the three sub questions above paved the way for the answer to the core research 

question: what are the implications of institutionalised governance in urban public spaces for 

the experiential qualities of place? 

 Implications for comfort 

Comfort, in this research, was conceptualised as the association of accessibility, safety and 

security, climatic comfortability, seating convenience, and walking convenience. Not all of 

these items are equally affected by institutionalised governance in UPSs. One may argue that 

these are more or less necessities of a useable public space, albeit, they do not necessarily 

guarantee a good public space (Carr et al., 1992; Gehl, 2010). Such an interpretation leads to 

the hypothesis that these necessities must be provided by the governance in place, through 

formal or informal instruments, and regardless of other factors. This research clarified that this 

is not the case when the space and its usage are highly contested and economic interests are at 

stake. In QSM, users expressed their needs for more seating, more drinking fountains, and more 

vegetation and shade—essentials for a pleasant pause in a public place. Yet, BCC’s QSM 

visioning plan failed to address these needs, leading to the conclusion that QSM is as 

comfortable for users as a good commercial thoroughfare is, where people are encouraged to 

move around, window-shop, and purchase things to meet their needs - even if that is simply 

quenching their thirst. The QSM vision sets out policies such as wayfinding and more 

interactions between inside and outside through visually permeable frontages (BCC, 2015) 

which will be positive actions per se and which will enhance walkability and security (natural 

surveillance), but will encourage movement and passage rather than pause and passively 

spending time. Passive enjoyment, which might be in the form of flanerie1, relaxation, leisure 

or simply having a good time, is an important characteristic of a good urban public space 

(Banerjee, 2001). Based on the strong presence of security personnel and extensive use of 

                                                 
1 Flanerie is defined as aimless idle strolling or lounging (“Flanerie,” 2018). It is characterised by passivity and 

self-loss. It comes from French word of flânerie and dates back to the nineteenth century (Gluck, 2010, p. 273).  
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CCTV cameras, surveillance is a priority in QSM. That is, the less participatory governance in 

QSM has varied impacts and selective responses to the items of quality of comfort.  

However, the strong presence of commerciality in SBP governance has not impacted the 

comfortability of the environment the same way it has in QSM. This is partly because of the 

nature of SBP, a mixture of open spaces, natural elements, and commercial assets, and partly 

because of the approach taken by SBC (see Chapter Four). In fact, the policies and strategies 

of SBC—the dominant power—encourage spending long hours in the precinct and accordingly 

seating, vegetation, and amenities for long stays are provided.  

 Implications for inclusiveness 

Inclusiveness or publicness was measured with regard to universality, level of commerciality, 

feelings towards control and regulation, sense of exclusion, and managerial activities. In public 

space literature, publicness has been referred to as the most negatively affected quality by the 

private sector’s engagement in public space provision and management (Kayden & Dept. of 

City Planning, The Municipal Art Society of New York, 2000; Low, 2008; Minton, 2006; 

Németh & Schmidt, 2011). This research found that in QSM, with a traditional governance 

structure and highly influenced by market models, inclusiveness was lower than SBP, where 

an institutionalised governance (SBC) was in place. This specifies that the impacts of 

governance arrangement on inclusiveness depend more on the space’s political economy and 

priorities, strategic directions, and motivations of the institution in charge rather than 

governance institutionalisation per se. In a public space like QSM, even with a dominant public 

agency (BCC) in governance, people are more likely to feel controlled and watched because 

there is much economic and political interest at stake. Besides, the research acknowledges that 

the collective images and cultural means that are formed, maintained, and promoted by 

institutionalised governance play a crucial role in user exclusion through symbolising what 

types of activities, users, and behaviours are deemed acceptable (Zukin, 1995). QSM has been 

promoted as a shopping mecca for citizens and tourists and SBP as a relaxing urban park with 

high-end restaurants via BBC, Brisbane Marketing, and South Bank Corporation platforms. 

These promotional images, beside extensive branding and commerciality, could make the 

lower socioeconomic groups feel excluded (Kohn, 2004; Thörn, 2011; Varna & Tiesdell, 

2010). This was more evident in QSM than SBP (for more details see Chapter Four, ‘Results 

and Discussion’). Political activities, public speeches, and informal activities such as busking 

in both case study areas were highly controlled and regulated (or prohibited, if not in 

compliance with strict regulations). The governance arrangements in QSM and SBP were 
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characterised as less participatory and less transparent in decisions regarding local laws which 

limited users’ behavioural patterns and the choices available to them. Brisbane Marketing’s 

strategy in holding events such as markets or food festivals at SBP and QSM was to have the 

least competition with the local providers (restaurants or shops). Such decisions are impacted 

by the economic interests of business enterprises rather than people’s aspirations and can lead 

to lack of affordability and exclusion (Miller, 2007).  

However, not all dimensions of inclusiveness were negatively affected by decisions made at 

governing level in the case study spaces. Both SBP and QSM applied universal design 

principles and provided access for less capable people (such as those in wheelchairs or with 

visual impairment). QSM and SBP received high ratings on managerial activities for events 

and programs and everyday routines. An important advantage of a focused management 

arrangement (institutionalised management) in public spaces lies in its capacity for providing 

a clean, safe, and organised place where people like to attend and spend time (Carmona et al., 

2010).  

 Implications for diversity and vitality 

Diversity and inclusiveness in public spaces are highly interrelated (K. Franck & Stevens, 

2013). A more inclusive environment can be used by a greater range of users. Vitality is a result 

of meaningful diversity embodied in possibilities for people with varied ability, socioeconomic 

status, age, education, and ethnicity to attend the place and enjoy it (Montgomery, 1998). 

Diversity and vitality in this research was concerned with variety of use and activity, events 

and programs (free, ethnic, and community events), and meaningful social interactions among 

users. The findings revealed that diversity in QSM and to some extent SBP was carefully 

designed and controlled through soft regulations and policies. In QSM, a smaller range of 

activity possibilities existed which mainly required purchasing commodities or services. The 

overshadowing economic objectives in QSM disrupted the balance of governance to lean 

towards minimising risk or uncertainty and maximising revenue by sticking to certain standards 

and rules that have been tested and proved to appeal to the middle and upper classes 

(Madanipour, 2003). This resulted in lesser playfulness within the environment and more 

formality (Stevens, 2007). 

Nevertheless, as QSM is centrally located in the city of Brisbane, it has a high level of 

visitation. The free events and programs held by BCC had an important role in activation and 

liveliness of the precinct and were popular among users. ‘Lively’ was one of the four most 
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popular impressions users had of QSM. In this respect, the viable institutionalised governance 

has been successful.  

SBP, on the other hand, was in need of more activation and free and ethnic events—more 

vitality. Users in SBP had a large range of optional and social activity possibilities and 

governance in SBP encouraged such possibilities. 

 Implications for image and likeability 

Image and likeability is a collective evaluative quality (Nasar, 1998). It is both the result of and 

a driver for users’ interactions with the place. The images people hold of a public space affect 

their behavioural patterns (Lynch, 1960). This research found that governance arrangements in 

QSM and SBP affected how people perceived and collectively evaluated places. This is in line 

with the studies of city branding strategies (Brandtner, Höllerer, Meyer, & Kornberger, 2016). 

Place image in the shape of place branding is a strong instrument used by agencies to pursue 

certain objectives. The collective image is built back and forth as the result of these policies in 

addition to the history of place, the way people recall the place, and dominant cultural norms 

(Zukin, 1995). It was found that BCC and SBC attempted to maintain and promote specific 

images of the place through tangible and intangible strategies. SBP was portrayed as a premium 

urban park with high standard restaurants, bars, and cafes. QSM was promoted as a mecca for 

shoppers and tourists looking for brands. In a major way, these portrayals are derived from 

BCC’s promotional vision for Brisbane as ‘Australia’s new world city’ (Brisbane Marketing, 

2016a). Therefore, SBP is associated with leisure and relaxation, and QSM is associated with 

commerciality and business. These images would consequently adjust people’s expectations 

regardless of how precisely they describe these public spaces. Cross checking participants’ 

responses to questions proved that the images they had in mind of these spaces were a key in 

their judgments of other qualities. 

Likeability in this research referred to how likeable images were and how people liked or 

disliked the case spaces. The findings showed that SBP was highly likeable for a number of 

reasons. Apart from its natural assets—its juxtaposition to the Brisbane River and lush 

vegetation—managerial activities, cleanliness, safety, amenities, and its landscape design were 

the main reasons. Overall, a majority of people perceived SBP as a welcoming, comfortable, 

somewhat unique, and pleasant environment.  

Managerial policies had generated more negative impacts for image and likeability in QSM, 

than in SBP. A majority of people perceived QSM as a much less welcoming, comfortable, and 
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unique environment. A considerable portion of respondents expressed negative feelings with 

regard to regulation and control and affordability in QSM.  

8.4 Thesis contributions and implications 

This research makes original contributions to the theory, methodology, and practice of urban 

design and in particular urban public space shaping. The production and functions of urban 

public spaces and consequently the conceptions of the public have undergone fundamental 

changes over recent decades. The existing literature on public space, nevertheless, falls short 

of addressing the dynamics and complexities of today’s public spaces. In addition, 

methodological issues with how public spaces are evaluated exist. As a result, still, the 

conundrum of making good urban public spaces seems to continue. This research has targeted 

these deficiencies through empirical research on urban public spaces with multi stakeholders.  

 Theoretical contributions 

Today’s public spaces have been criticised for a number of reasons, and the private sector’s 

engagement in public space provision and institutionalisation of public spaces is one of them.   

Urban design theories of public spaces are generally compartmentalised, with most of them 

focusing on the characteristics of place (outcomes, how a public space is or should be) and a 

few theories focusing on the process of place shaping (how public spaces are created). This 

research makes a significant theoretical contribution by bridging the gap between processes of 

shaping and managing public spaces—the governance— and urban design qualities expected 

from good public spaces. This contribution is in the form of a public space governance 

framework (PSGF). While public space governance has been discussed in a limited way, PSGF 

advances concepts and provides analytical tools for studying governance in public spaces 

through four major components—governance structure, actors and stakeholders, governing 

tools, and governing tasks. PSGF puts special emphasis on the history of place-shaping, 

political economy, and power relations as influential contextual factors. It also encompasses 

two evaluative components through which the efficacy and efficiency of governance 

arrangements in meeting expectations can be measured. PSGF extends the urban design 

literature by borrowing theories and concepts from governance discourses and emerges as a 

promising step for generating more unifying theories of public spaces.  

As an empirical study, some findings from the application of PSGF to the case study areas can 

be generalised, tested in other contexts, and used to expand existing knowledge of 

institutionalised public spaces. First, the engagement of the private sector in public space 
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provision cannot be ruled out only on the basis of private–public dichotomy. Institutionalised 

governance arrangements differ in details and these details must be taken into account. Second, 

public participation in decision-making needs to be more involving and empowering than a 

mere response to legal requirements with no or low impact on decisions. Third, while the 

economic viability of institutionalised governance can help maintain the qualities of public 

spaces, the extent to which the vision and direction of the governing authority are affected by 

economic interests is crucial. An economically driven direction has negative implications for 

comfort, inclusiveness, and diversity of the place. Fourth, focused formal governance 

arrangements are likely to create clean and safe public spaces. However, it is very likely that 

they create places with controlled publicness and diversity and promote certain images of the 

place. Alternative use and interpretations of the environment are barely tolerated in 

institutionalised public spaces. This indicates that some qualities in institutionalised public 

spaces are being traded for other qualities.  

 Methodological contributions 

This thesis advanced tools for measuring qualities of public spaces through users’ perspectives. 

The public space experiential quality index (PSEQI) outlined in Chapter Six can be used to 

quantitatively capture the opinions of users of public spaces on a wide range of indicators. 

While existing user-based tools for assessing urban space qualities are obsessed with image 

and perceptions, the proposed index in this research provides a deeper insight into the 

experiential qualities (EQs) of case study areas through integrating urban design qualities, 

perception and management, measuring items under four umbrella concepts of comfort, 

diversity and vitality, inclusiveness, and image and likeability. It consists of 15 variables and 

83 measuring items and benefits from acceptable and good reliability tests (see Chapter Six).  

The index takes an interpretive user-centred approach to the characteristics that urban scholars 

associate with good (responsive) public spaces. With little modification, the questionnaire 

designed in this research can be applied to other case study areas in similar contexts. The index 

empowers the users’ voice in planning and designing public spaces.  

This research has demonstrated the benefits of using a mixed methods approach and data 

triangulation in urban design studies. This research used semi-structured key informant 

interviews, survey (quantitative questionnaire), casual observation, and documentary evidence 

analysis. Mixed methods and especially documentary evidence analysis are not common 

methods in such studies (Carmona, 2014b; Zammit, 2014). Documentary evidence analysis 
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takes into account a broad range of resources such as official, legal, and supplementary 

documents as well as reports, media outlets, and official websites. In this way, one is able to 

read between the lines and capture deep understandings about the discourses, motivations, and 

latent factors of the actors’ action decisions regarding urban environments.  

  Practical contribution and implications for policy makers 

This research highlighted policy areas in need of improvement in regard to governing in urban 

public spaces. First of all, the limits of acceptable patterns of use must be determined through 

engaging, representative, and effective public participation. The participation of people whose 

voice is less heard, such as low socioeconomic segments, marginal groups, and social activists, 

should be sought. The local laws accordingly need to reflect what people expect, want, and 

need. Experiential qualities of public spaces are as much dependent on ongoing governing and 

managing decisions as on the physical design and amenities in the place at the initiation stage 

(Carmona, 2014b).  

Second, the rhetoric of mottos used for place promotion, in the case of QSM ‘Australia’s most 

successful pedestrian mall’, must not distract policy makers from the core essential of urban 

public spaces, its publicness and civic role. Urban public spaces in fast-growing cities are a 

stage where international economic interests face local aspirations. In theory, a balanced 

situation is preferable which has the ability to enrich the economy and benefit the locals. In 

practice, however, there are choices to be made. A truly collective and transparent decision-

making process can produce more commonly acceptable outcomes, notwithstanding that 

concerns over the private sector’s lobbying for more economic gains is legitimate and should 

be recognised by public agencies. Urban design principles, constant observation and seeking 

users’ opinions about their experiences in an open and unbiased way need to become key 

planning tools in achieving a prosperous urban public space.  

Third, contestable public spaces must have strategic direction and vision that steer all the active 

actors’ tasks. The vision unifies the scattered attempts of actors and is used to measure how the 

governance is functioning. It needs to reflect stakeholders’ concerns and in particular the 

public’s concerns as the biggest stakeholder in public spaces. This research found that in QSM, 

the vision was considerably influenced by economic directions. The users, however, asked for 

a more experientially pleasant environment with more vegetation, seating, and affordable food 

options. The SBP vision was found to be more concerned with urban design qualities and 

people’s experiences and its users mutually expressed more satisfaction with the environment. 
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The vision in SBP needs to take into account more vitality as well as better connections to its 

neighbouring precincts, as concerns about these were underlined by users and observation 

alike.  

Finally, this research depicted two different case studies with institutionalised governance 

arrangements. In both cases, the private sector had a strong presence (directly or indirectly) in 

decision-making processes. SBP was managed by a more focused institution that had less 

public components in terms of accountability (compared to BCC) but had more urban design 

oriented policies and visions and was quality-centred. Nevertheless, in SBP, experiential 

qualities were generally more positively evaluated by users than in the QSM. Despite 

deficiencies associated with the SBP governance model—mainly public participation and 

accountability—and its distance with an ideal public space shaping, this model demonstrated 

an institutional innovation where the private sector’s engagement could be beneficial to the 

public space users. This model can inspire place shaping and management initiatives within 

similar contexts.  

8.5 Thesis limitations 

Some limitations should be taken into account when using the implications of this research or 

interpreting its results. First of all, the concept of public space governance is most useful and 

appropriate for contested public spaces where multiple stakeholders with varied motivations 

take interests in the space—places with political economy significance. Spaces within central 

areas of fast-growing cities or metropolitan areas fit this category, whereas its application to 

suburban parks, residential public spaces and the like may not be as insightful.  

One methodological limitation that needs to be acknowledged is the potential for researcher 

bias in data collection when undertaking the surveys. Intercept surveys were conducted through 

a mix of convenience and purposive sampling. This is a downside to such sampling and there 

is no guarantee that the sample is totally representative of the case study area. Notwithstanding 

the sampling method, this researcher endeavoured to offer the opportunity for participation to 

most available users through some considerations: surveys were conducted at different times 

of the weekdays and weekends and at different locations; three devices (digital tablets) were 

used to enable simultaneous participation; and people doing a variety of activities such as 

sitting, exercising, running, cycling, relaxing, etc. and those whose appearance were different 

(tourists, low socioeconomic groups, homeless people and so on) were purposefully 

approached and given the chance to take part in the research. Comparing participants’ general 
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demographics with Greater Brisbane’s census data depicted major similarities (in terms of 

general patterns and relative distribution of values) and some variations (see Table 4 in Chapter 

Six). The judgment of the researcher was that the sampling, in terms of choosing case 

observations, was representative enough for the purposes of this research.  

In terms of the sample size (140 and 136 completions in QSM and SBP respectively), larger 

sizes could arguably have been more representative and reassured the applicability of more 

analytical tools in SPSS. However, supposing that the sampling was random, this size provided 

a confidence level of 90% and a sample error margin of 5.6% (see Section 3.4.1). Reliable 

analytical tests and viable instruments were used in data analysis, and the researcher’s 

observations provided data triangulation. It needs to be noted that this PhD research was framed 

to comply with a stringent and limited budget and time frame.  

As with any social research, the results of this dissertation must be interpreted taking into 

account the temporal and geographical contexts. Governance at a local level is very dependent 

on the larger political system and the traditions of conducting public affairs in society. The 

relationships between civil society, the private sector, and the state are reflected in the overall 

structure of governance in small scale spaces. This research was conducted in a welfare state 

democratic country with a strong neoliberalism constituency, and simultaneous influences 

from socialism (Castles & Mitchell, 1992). The results and findings would most likely differ 

in a politically different context.  

Another limitation to the current research is in relation to the normative dimensions of 

measuring qualities of public spaces and concepts and terminologies used in the surveys and 

interviews with stakeholders. Employing mostly European-inspired concepts of ideal public 

spaces was inevitable because urbanisation in Australia is still young (compared to most 

countries around the world); Australian UPSs have been affected by global trends, in terms of 

identity, design, and management; and inadequate research has been conducted in relation to 

urban public spaces in Australia, and in particular in the state of Queensland (as a state with a 

distinctive lifestyle even within Australia). The literature that this research is based on is mainly 

composed of European and North American empirical studies. This may expose the 

possibilities of incompatibility between expectations of people living in the Australian city of 

Brisbane with what urban scholars agree to be characteristics of a good urban public space. 
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8.6 Directions for future research 

Some potential areas for further research stem from this thesis. One could be an investigation 

of a wider range of public space governance typologies, such as community-based public 

spaces, tactical urbanism, or privately-owned public spaces, and comparing how differently 

they affect the qualities of public spaces. Research on the dynamics of pre-urban public spaces 

can also add to the existing knowledge about public space shaping. Further work needs to be 

done to establish a theory of good public space governance.  

Further research might explore differences in behaviour of varied public space governance 

typologies specifically in relation to important challenges facing today’s urban environments 

such as climate change, (fear of) terrorism, concerns about the epidemic of sedentary lifestyle, 

and / or sustainability (for 'challenges' see Loukaitou-Sideris, 2012). 

With regard to public space quality measurement, further research in an Australian context is 

needed to establish local knowledge about expectations from and principles of urban public 

spaces. Future research can be undertaken on the potential case studies mentioned earlier in the 

thesis (see section 3.3). This can help policy makers and urban designers make better decisions. 

In addition, focused studies on the opinions, use, and presence of low-income classes and / or 

homeless people in public spaces and their representation in decision-making processes are 

crucially needed, as the lives of these social groups are more dependent on public spaces 

(Madanipour, 1996). Moreover, the use of in-depth interviews of users in conjunction with the 

intercept surveys can provide a deeper layer of data regarding how public spaces are perceived 

by users. 

8.7 Concluding remarks 

Urban public spaces are contested and under pressure. Authorities have faced numerous 

challenges and have been driven to rely on the private sector’s engagement in public space 

provision and management. This has caused fundamental concerns with the qualities of public 

spaces. The existing literature on public spaces is compartmentalised and cannot provide an in-

depth holistic approach. This research highlighted the potential of public space governance 

discourse and proposed tools for analysing public spaces more thoroughly. It investigated how 

urban public space governance impacted experiential qualities—comfort, inclusiveness, 

diversity, and image and likeability— of the place as perceived by users. This thesis made an 

original contribution and an advancement to emerging debates of public space governance (in 

studies such as Carmona, 2016a, 2016b; De Magalhaes & Trigo, 2017).  
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In this thesis, the implications of institutionalised public space governance on experiential 

qualities were found to vary in weight and effect, with some aspects of the qualities being 

positively impacted and some being negatively impacted. Access, safety, and routine 

management of case spaces were found to be among the positive indicators of management 

institutionalisation, whereas commerciality, less affordability, reduced diversity, and 

controlled inclusiveness were important indicators of negative implications. The research 

showed that people do mind about control and regulation, although they are not engaged in 

decisions regarding these matters. It was found that the presence of the private sector could be 

beneficial to the public interest as long as the direction and vision of the governing actors was 

based on the public’s aspirations (SBP case). Nevertheless, effective public engagement in 

decision-making processes in case spaces was found to be a missing piece of the puzzle in 

regard to improvements needed in public spaces.  

In addition to all discussed earlier, this thesis is a quest for creating good public spaces and 

protecting the public’s right to the urban space through adopting a mediating middle ground 

between opponents and proponents of public space institutionalisation. It is an endeavour to 

combat the subtle and not-so-subtle efforts of the neoliberal-oriented governments to build 

acceptable images of urban public spaces without public involvement. Images such as 

commercial space, consumption space, and leisure space in central urban areas are ill-visioned 

and diminish the essence of public space, its publicness and the power of the public to shape 

their own interpretation of the place. Growing public space commodification; controlled 

diversity and inclusiveness in urban public spaces; and delusional or distorted representation 

of the public in decision-making processes threaten today’s urban public spaces. Urban public 

spaces are meant to serve all members of society and cities cannot afford to lose more urban 

public realm.  
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Appendices  

Appendix A. Inclusion of papers within the thesis: Adapted from 

Griffith University  

This information is available at:  

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-

your-thesis/inclusion-of-papers-within-the-thesis 

Overview 

This information is not relevant to those candidates enrolled in the PhD by Prior Publication 

program, 6002 or 6024. PhD by Prior Publication candidates should refer to the program 

specific thesis formatting information. 

HDR candidates may include one or more papers within the body of their thesis where such 

papers have been produced under supervision and during the period of candidature; and where 

the quality of such papers is appropriate to Doctoral or Masters (Research) level research.  A 

thesis prepared in this way is a different thesis format, it is not a different degree. There are 

several advantages to organising a thesis in this way: 

• Preparing papers for publication saves time when preparing the thesis for examination as 

papers may make up one, or several, chapters within the thesis. 

• It is to your advantage to publish work from your thesis as a means of disseminating your 

research, and developing your writing skills. 

• It may improve the quality of your thesis as part of your thesis has already been subjected 

to peer review. 

• Examiners may have more confidence in your thesis if they can see that you have already 

published your research. In addition, you will have already met one of the criteria of 

examination, with the thesis suitable for publication. 

As a candidature requirement, all doctoral candidates are expected to have at least one peer 

reviewed output accepted for publication during candidature. Whilst not compulsory, candidates 

are encouraged to include this publication in the body of the thesis due to the advantages as 

outlined above. 

 

Requirements for inclusion of papers within the thesis 

Higher degree by research is a program of independent supervised study that produces 

significant and original research outcomes, culminating in a thesis, exegesis or equivalent (refer 

to Higher Degree by Research Thesis). Inclusion of papers within a thesis is not a suitable thesis 

format for all research projects, for example: collaborative projects where there may be several 

co-authors for each paper which may make it difficult for the examiner to establish the 

independence of the candidates work; where primary data is not collected, or results obtained, 

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis/inclusion-of-papers-within-the-thesis
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis/inclusion-of-papers-within-the-thesis
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/requirements-for-candidature/publishing
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/requirements-for-candidature/publishing
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/requirements-for-candidature/publishing
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis/definition
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until late in the candidature; or where the research will not produce a logical sequence of papers 

that are able to be presented as an integrated whole. Candidates should also take into account 

whether this thesis format is an accepted practice within their discipline and likely to be 

received well by the thesis examiners (refer also to the examination requirements below). 

Candidates are required to consult with their supervisor(s) early in their candidature to 

determine if this thesis format is appropriate. It is expected that candidates will identify as part 

of the confirmation of candidature milestone if their thesis is to be prepared in this format. 

Candidates should consult their Group specific guidelines in addition to the requirements 

detailed below. Candidates are also encouraged to attend the workshop: ‘Inclusion of papers 

within a thesis’ offered by the Griffith Graduate Research School. 

Refer also to the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, specifically 

the sections pertaining to publication ethics and the dissemination of research findings, and 

authorship. 

Status of papers: A thesis may include papers that have been submitted, accepted for 

publication, or published. Some disciplines may specify a variation to the status of papers 

requirement, refer to your Group specific guidelines. 

Type of papers: For the purpose of this requirement, papers are defined as a journal article, 

conference publication, book or book chapter. Papers which have been rejected by a publisher 

must not be included unless they have been substantially rewritten to address the reviewers’ 

comments, or have since been accepted for publication. Some disciplines may specify a 

variation to the type of papers requirement, refer to your Group specific guidelines. 

Number of papers: A thesis may be entirely or partly comprised of papers. A paper maybe 

included as a single chapter if the paper contributes to the argument of the thesis, or several 

papers may form the core chapters of the theses where they present a cohesive 

argument.  Where a thesis is entirely comprised of papers, there is no minimum requirement 

for the number of papers that must be included (except as noted below) and is a matter of 

professional judgment for the supervisor and the candidate. Overall, the material presented for 

examination needs to reflect the research thesis standard required for the award of the degree. 

For example, PhD candidates, on the basis of a program of independent supervised study, must 

produce a thesis that makes a significant and original contribution to knowledge and 

understanding in the relevant field of study. This remains a matter of professional judgment for 

the supervisor and the candidate. 

Where a thesis is entirely comprised of papers, some disciplines may specify a minimum 

number of papers to be included, refer to your Group specific guidelines. 

Authorship: The candidate should normally be principal author (that is, responsible for the 

intellectual content and the majority of writing of the text) of any work included in the body of 

the thesis. Where a paper has been co-authored, the candidate is required to have made a 

substantial contribution to the intellectual content and writing of the text, Co-authored work in 

which the candidate was a minor author can only be used and referenced in the way common 

to any other research publication cited in the thesis. A signature from the corresponding author 

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/requirements-for-candidature/confirmation
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis/inclusion-of-papers-within-the-thesis
http://policies.griffith.edu.au/search/Pages/results.aspx?k=responsible%20conduct%20of%20research
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is required in order to include co- authored material in the body of the thesis, refer to the 

declarations section below. 

For co-authored papers, the attribution of authorship must be in accordance with the Griffith 

University Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, which specifies that ‘authorship must 

be based on substantial contributions in one or more of: 

• Conception and design of the research project 

• Analysis and interpretation of research data 

• Drafting or making significant parts of the creative or scholarly work or critically revising 

it so as to contribute significantly to the final output’. 

Some disciplines may specify a variation to the authorship requirement, refer to your Group 

specific guidelines. 

Quality of papers: Candidates should endeavour to publish their research in high quality peer 

reviewed publications. Papers to be included in the body of the thesis should be published (or 

submitted for publication) in reputable outlets that are held in higher regard in the relevant field 

of research. Candidates should consult their supervisor(s) for advice on suitable publications 

specific to their research discipline. Some disciplines may specify quality standards that must 

be met for papers to be included, refer to your Group specific guidelines. 

The library also provides support and advice to candidates on choosing a journal. Candidates 

are advised to note in particular advice in order to avoid ‘predatory’ publishers. 

Research Guide: Higher degree research candidates - Get Published 

Publishing in Open Access journals 

Copyright: As copyright in an article is normally assigned to a publisher, the publisher must 

give permission to reproduce the work in the thesis and put a digital copy on the institutional 

repository.  Information on how to seek permission is available at: Copyright and Articles in 

thesis. If permission cannot be obtained, students may still include the publication in the body 

of the thesis, however following examination the relevant chapter(s) will be redacted from the 

digital copy to be held by the Griffith University Library so that the copyright material is not 

made publicly available in the institutional repository.  Students are required to advise the 

copyright status of each publication included in the thesis via a declaration to be inserted in the 

thesis, as detailed below. 

Students requiring further advice regarding copyright issues can contact the Information Policy 

Officer on (07) 3735 5695 or copyright@griffith.edu.au. 

Group and discipline requirements 

Some Groups or Elements may specify additional requirements for including papers within a 

thesis. 

(School of Environment and Science is part of group Griffith Sciences. Below Griffith Sciences 

guidelines for inclusion of papers within the thesis are outlined) 

http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Code%20for%20the%20Responsible%20Conduct%20of%20Research.pdf
http://libraryguides.griffith.edu.au/c.php?g=28682&p=176859
https://www.griffith.edu.au/library/research-publishing/open-scholarship/publishing-open-articles-and-books
https://www.griffith.edu.au/copyright-matters/hdr-candidates/articles-in-thesis
https://www.griffith.edu.au/copyright-matters/hdr-candidates/articles-in-thesis
https://app.secure.griffith.edu.au/phonebook/phone-details.php?id=1688869&string=Information+Policy+Officer
https://app.secure.griffith.edu.au/phonebook/phone-details.php?id=1688869&string=Information+Policy+Officer
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Griffith Sciences 

Inclusion of Papers within the Thesis Guidelines 

Candidates undertaking a Higher Degree by Research program with Griffith Sciences are 

expected to have at least one peer reviewed output published or accepted for publication 

during candidature. (http://www.griffith.edu.au/higher-degrees-research/current-research- 

students/candidature/requirements/publishing. This document is supplementary to the Griffith 

University Inclusion of papers within the thesis guidelines. 

 

Whilst it is an expectation to have at least one paper published or accepted for publication 

during candidature, paper/s are included in the thesis at the discretion of the candidate in 

consultation with the supervisors. The format of the thesis must be discussed with supervisors 

early in the candidature. 

 

 Thesis PARTLY comprised of 
papers 

Thesis PREDOMINANTLY comprised 
of 
papers 

Status of 
papers 

At least one of the included 
papers must be published or 
accepted for publication, while 
the remaining papers (if any) 
must have been submitted and 
awaiting a final outcome. 

Papers must be published or accepted for 
publication while the remaining papers (if 
any) must have been submitted and 
awaiting a final outcome. Candidates will 
discuss this detail with their supervisors. 

Type of 
papers 

The output must be peer reviewed and may be a journal article, conference 
publication, book or book chapter and must meet ERA guidelines. 

Number of 

papers 

At least one publication. The number of papers will be dependent 
upon discussion with supervisors. 

Authorship The candidate should normally be principal or first author. 
Where a paper has been co-authored, the candidate is required to have made a 
substantial contribution. 
Co-authored work may be included as an appendix and referenced from the 
body of the work. 

Quality of 
papers 

The output must be peer reviewed and may be a journal article, conference 
publication, book or book chapter and must meet ERA guidelines for 
publication. Candidates should consult their supervisor(s) for advice on 
suitable publications specific to their research discipline. Please discuss 
predatory publications with your supervisor/s to ensure you are aware of the 
impact of publishing in any such journals. 

Format of 
papers 

Please refer to the Griffith University Inclusion of papers within the thesis 
guidelines to ensure the seamless integration of your papers into the thesis. 

 
July 2016 

 

 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/higher-degrees-research/current-research-students/candidature/requirements/publishing
http://www.griffith.edu.au/higher-degrees-research/current-research-students/candidature/requirements/publishing
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Format of thesis 

General Consult the thesis preparation and formatting guidelines for general information about 

the requirements for formatting the thesis. Some disciplines may specify a variation to the 

thesis format requirements below, refer to your Group specific guidelines. 

Structure of Thesis and linking Chapters: The structure of the thesis will vary depending on 

whether the thesis is partly or entirely comprised of papers. Whatever the format, the thesis 

must present as a coherent and integrated body of work in which the research objectives, 

relationship to other scholarly work, methodology and strategies employed, and the results 

obtained are identified, analysed and evaluated. 

In general every thesis should include a general introduction and general discussion to frame 

the internal chapters. The introduction should outline the scope of the research covered by the 

thesis and include an explanation of the organisation and structure of the thesis. The general 

discussion should draw together the main findings of the thesis and establish the significance 

of the work as a whole, and should not just restate the discussion points of each paper. 

It is important that candidates explicitly argue the coherence of the work and establish links 

between the various papers/chapters throughout the thesis. Linking text should be added to 

introduce each new paper or chapter, with a foreword which introduces the research and 

establishes its links to previous papers/chapters. 

Depending on the content of the paper(s) and nature of research, a research methods chapter 

may also be necessary to ensure that any work that is not included in the paper(s), but is integral 

to the research, is appropriately covered. Any data omitted from a paper may also be included 

as an addendum to the thesis. 

For further information on the thesis structure, refer to the following examples of acceptable 

ways to format the thesis when including papers. 

See Examples of Table of Contents 

Format of papers: The papers may be rewritten for the thesis according to the general 

formatting guidelines; or they can be inserted in their published format, subject to copyright 

approval as detailed above.Pagination Candidates may repaginate the papers to be consistent 

with the thesis. However, this is at the discretion of the candidate. 

Declarations: All theses that include papers must include declarations which specify the 

publication status of the paper(s), your contribution to the paper(s), and the copyright status of 

the paper(s). The declarations must be signed by the corresponding author (where applicable). 

If you are the sole author, this still needs to be specified. The declaration will need to be inserted 

at the beginning of the thesis, and for any co-authored papers, additional declarations will need 

to be inserted at the beginning of each relevant chapter. You may wish to consult the declaration 

requirements for inclusion of papers diagram to ensure that you insert the correct declaration(s) 

within the thesis. Please note that completion of the declaration(s) does not negate the need to 

comply with any other University requirement relating to co-authored works as outlined in the 

Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research. 

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis
https://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0030/231897/Examples-of-Table-of-Contents.pdf
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis/formatting
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis/formatting
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/preparing-your-thesis/formatting
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/requirements-for-candidature/publishing
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Examination requirements  

Assessment by Examiners: Candidates who wish to include papers within their thesis, and 

who have determined that this thesis format is appropriate to the research project, should also 

consider whether this thesis format will be well received by the thesis examiners. The inclusion 

of papers may negatively impact on the thesis upon assessment by the examiners where: the 

thesis format is not a common or accepted practice within the candidates discipline area; where 

the inclusion of co-authored papers makes it difficult for the examiner to establish the 

independence and originality of the candidates work; where the thesis does not present to the 

examiner as an integrated whole; or where there is too much repetition in the thesis which an 

examiner may view as a weakness. 

Theses that include papers are subject to the same examination criteria as theses submitted in 

the traditional format. It should also be noted that the inclusion of published papers within the 

thesis does not prevent an examiner from requesting amendments to that material. 

Candidates should discuss the suitability of this thesis format for examination with their 

supervisor(s). 

Nomination of examiners: It is the responsibility of the principal supervisor to nominate 

thesis examiners, and the process dictates that the principal supervisor must approach all 

nominees to determine their willingness to examine. Where a candidate’s thesis is formatted to 

include papers, the principal supervisor must also ensure that the examiners are familiar with 

and/or accepting of, this thesis format. 

Upon dispatch of a candidate’s thesis to an examiner, the examiner will be reminded that the 

thesis has been formatted to include papers. The examiner will also be provided with the 

relevant information and regulations regarding this thesis format. 

  

https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/thesis-submission-and-examination/nominating-and-appointing-examiners-and-chairperson
https://intranet.secure.griffith.edu.au/research/griffith-graduate-research-school/thesis-submission-and-examination/nominating-and-appointing-examiners-and-chairperson
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Appendix B. Ethical clearance certificate 
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Appendix C. Sample of the questionnaire used in this thesis 

Dear participant, 

Welcome to our public space quality survey 

This survey is part of a PhD research project entitled ‘the process, players, and purposes of 

urban public place-shaping’ and supported by Griffith University. 

In this survey, we're researching why and how people use South Bank as a public space. We 

would like to let you know that there are no right or wrong answers and we are looking for 

your honest responses. The estimated time for responding all questions is around 15 minutes. 

There are no foreseeable risks associated with your participation in this research. We do not 

record any Information that can be used to identify you and we do not seek sensitive personal 

information. Your identity is protected under the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

policies (GU Ref No: 2015/460). Data collected from this survey will be reported and presented 

anonymously.  

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If you have any concerns or complaints about the 

ethical conduct of the research project please contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 

4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au.  

By clicking on next at the bottom of this page, YOU confirm that you have read and understood 

the information and in particular have noted that: 

• Your involvement in this research will include answering to a set of questions, of 

approximately 15 minutes, during the period comprised between Nov 2015 and 

October 2016; 

• Only research team will have access to the data; 

• You have had any questions answered to your satisfaction; 

• You understand that there is no risk involved; 

• You understand that there will be no direct benefit to you from your participation in 

this research; 

• You understand that your participation in this research is voluntary; 

• You understand that if you have any additional questions, you can contact research 

team; 

• You understand that You are free to withdraw at any time, without comment; 

• You understand that any reference to the information You provide will be done 

anonymously and collectively; 

• You understand that You can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith 

University Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au) if You have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 

project; and 

• You agree to participate in this project.  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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1) Thinking of the location of South Bank, which statement best matches your opinion?* 

 This place can be easily accessed from where I live 

 This place is relatively not accessible 

 This place is too cut-off from where I live 

 I am not familiar with the area / I have no idea 

2) How did you get here today?* 

 Personal car 

 Bus 

 Train 

 Ferry 

 Mixed public transport 

 Mixed (personal car + public transport) 

 I walked 

 I cycled 

3) To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following statement? 

“Safer ramps or stairs are needed in this place.”  

Not a priority           Low priority            Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

4) Thinking of safety, how do you feel at South Bank?* 

During daytime 

 Unsafe 

 Somewhat unsafe 

 Somewhat safe  

 Safe 

 Very safe 

Late in the evening or early in the morning 

 Unsafe 

 Somewhat unsafe 

 Somewhat safe  

 Safe 

 Very safe 

5) To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

“This place needs more policing and control.” 

Not a priority           Low priority           Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

“No need of CCTV cameras in this place.” 
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Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

“No need of security staff in this place.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

6) Thinking of comfort, how do you feel walking or sitting around? * 

Shade and thermal conditions  Uncomfortable  

 I’m not sure  

 Relatively comfortable    

 Comfortable 

 Very comfortable  

Noise / sound of the place  Uncomfortable  

 I’m not sure  

 Relatively comfortable    

 Comfortable 

 Very comfortable 

Places to sit  Uncomfortable  

 I’m not sure  

 Relatively comfortable    

 Comfortable 

 Very comfortable 

7) How do you describe walking in/around South Bank?* 

 It is a pleasure to walk around 

 There is not enough space to walk 

 Walking spaces are impeded by parked cars or other obstructions 

 Walking surfaces are not convenient 

 I don’t walk much 

 Other: _________________________________________________ 

8) To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

“This place needs more vegetation.” 

 



237 

 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

“More places to sit are needed in this place.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

“More drinking fountains are needed here.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

9) Have you been cycling in / to South Bank recently? 

 Yes 

 No 

    If yes, how do you describe that? 

 It is a pleasure to cycle here 

 Appropriate and adequate facilities are provided for cyclists 

 It is unsafe to cycle here 

 No facilities for cyclists here 

 Other 

10) To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

“This place is safe for children.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

“This place is safe for women.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

“This place is safe for elderly citizens.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

“This place is safe for people with disability.” 
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Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

11) Do you know who manages/regulates South Bank Parklands? 

 Brisbane City Council 

 South Bank Corporation 

 Both 

 None 

 I don't know 

 I don’t care 

12) Thinking of CCTV cameras / security personnel at South Bank, please indicate to 

what extent you agree with below statements.* 

 Agree 
Somewhat  

agree 
Disagree Uncertain 

There is no need of CCTV 

cameras or security patrols here 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

The presence of CCTV 

cameras/security personnel 

makes me feel safe 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

The presence of CCTV 

cameras/security personnel 

warns that I should be careful 

about my behaviour 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

The presence of CCTV 

cameras/security personnel 

makes me feel anxious 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  

I don’t care whether there is 

CCTV cameras/security 

personnel or not 

( )  ( )  ( )  ( )  
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13) To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

“More relaxed control over the area by authorities is required.” 

 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

14) Have you had any encounter with security personnel at South Bank? (E.g. being asked 

for identity card, being stopped to enter a place, getting permission to do something or 

enter somewhere etc.) 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

( ) Uncertain 

Comments:  

15) How do you feel when you are in South Bank? 

I feel free to behave the way I like 

 Never  

 Rarely      

 Infrequently    

 Neutral   

 Sometimes  

 Usually  

 Always  

I feel judged by others in this place 

Something makes me feel confused here 

I feel watched 

I feel controlled by others 

I feel controlled by CCTVs or staff 

I feel excluded 

16) From your point of view, which behaviour is inappropriate in South Bank? Check 

any that apply* 

[ ] Skateboarding / roller-skating 

[ ] Smoking 

[ ] Off-the-leash dog walking 

[ ] On-the-leash dog walking 

[ ] Lying on the benches 

[ ] Lying on the grass fields 
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[ ] Busking 

[ ] Begging 

[ ] Political activities such as political speeches, rallies, banners etc 

[ ] Cycling 

[ ] Running 

[ ] Other - Write In: _________________________________________________ 

17) Which statement would you most agree with?* 

( ) It is costly to go to South Bank frequently 

( ) I don’t usually spend money here 

( ) I usually spend a bit of money here but it is reasonable 

18) To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

“More cheaper food outlets are needed in this place.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

19) To what extent do you agree with following statement?  

"South Bank is a multicultural place"  

( ) Completely agree 

( ) Partially agree 

( ) Disagree 

( ) No idea 

20) How well-maintained (clean) is this place? 

 Lack of cleanliness is often a concern 

 Things are usually kept clean 

21) Have you recently been to an event here? (River Firework, Brisbane Festival…) If 

yes, how do you score management of that event(s)?* 

Organisation 
 Poor 

 Neutral 

 Acceptable 

 Fairly good  

Service & program 

Arrangement 



241 

 

Crowd flow management  Good   

 
Guidance and information 

Public transport (special arrangement) 

22) In general, would you say that the management here does a good job, a fair job, or a 

poor job in upkeep and running events?* 

 A good job 

 A fair job 

 A poor job 

Comment: 

23) Why do you visit this place? (a list of possible answers and space for comment). 

[ ] To get together with friends / family 

[ ] To eat out 

[ ] For walking 

[ ] To relax and enjoy myself 

[ ] To watch an event / To participate in an event 

[ ] To do outdoor exercise (yoga, group dance etc.) 

[ ] For running / jogging 

[ ] For swimming 

[ ] For cycling 

[ ] To supervise kids 

[ ] For shopping 

[ ] To play / for fun 

[ ] To visit and discover this place 

[ ] To go to bars 

[ ] To go to restaurants 

[ ] To go to Griffith University 

[ ] To go to cinema / theatre / galleries / museums 

[ ] To go to other buildings around 

[ ] To get to work / home 

[ ] To do errands 

[ ] To watch people and to be among other people 
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[ ] Other: _________________________________________________ 

24) About how often do you go to South Bank?* 

( ) Almost every day 

( ) 2-4 times a week 

( ) Once a week 

( ) Once a month 

( ) Once every three months 

( ) Once every six months 

( ) This is the first time I'm visiting South Bank 

( ) Other: _________________________________________________ 

25) What time of the day/night you would like to be at South Bank?* 

( ) 6 - 10 am 

( ) 10 am - 1 pm 

( ) 1 - 4 pm 

( ) 4 - 7 pm 

( ) 7 - 10 pm 

26) How long do you usually stay at South Bank? * 

( ) Less than 1 hour 

( ) Between 1 to 2 hours 

( ) More than 2 hours 

( ) Other: _________________________________________________ 

27) To which of the below events you have been this year? Check any that apply* 

[ ] RiverFire 

[ ] Brisbane festival 

[ ] Buddha’s birthday festival 

[ ] The Collective Markets (Saturdays’ market) 

[ ] Open air cinemas 

[ ] Exercise programs (Pilates, Yoga, Fitness, Bubacise and Aerobic classes) 

[ ] City Sounds programs and music bands performances in River Quay 

[ ] MS Moonlight Walk 

[ ] Night Noodle Markets 
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[ ] River Run 100 

[ ] Regional Flavours (food and lifestyle festival) 

[ ] French festival 

[ ] South Bank Parkrun 

[ ] Luminous lantern parade and concert 

[ ] Anzac day celebration programs 

[ ] Neon Pop 

[ ] Australia Day 

[ ] Gardening workshops 

[ ] Christmas markets 

[ ] Christmas cinema series at Street Beach 

[ ] Christmas firework 

[ ] None 

[ ] Other: _________________________________________________ 

28) To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

“This place needs more free entertaining events or activation.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

 

“This place needs more music.” 

Not a priority          Low priority          Neutral            High priority          Essential 

 

30) Which statement do you agree most? * 

( ) People seem to be uninterested in talking to strangers 

( ) People seem to be interested in talking to strangers 

( ) People happily make eye contact 

( ) I have no idea 

29) What do you think about people at South Bank?* 

 Agree Don't agree Uncertain 
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People are friendly ( )  ( )  ( )  

People are discreet ( )  ( )  ( )  

People are not intrusive ( )  ( )  ( )  

People are civil ( )  ( )  ( )  

People often smile ( )  ( )  ( )  

People seem to want to be 

left alone 

( )  ( )  ( )  

31) What are your impressions of this space? Check any that apply* 

[ ] Calming 

[ ] Busy 

[ ] Cluttered 

[ ] Lively 

[ ] Elegant 

[ ] High-status 

[ ] Low-status 

[ ] Informal 

[ ] Formal 

[ ] Beautiful 

[ ] Ugly 

[ ] Good-looking 

[ ] Authentic 

[ ] Historically attractive 

[ ] Commercial 

[ ] Touristy 

[ ] Other: _________________________________________________ 

32) I like ‘South Bank (Queen Street Mall)’ because:* 
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I can easily get there and move around 
 

0                                                                          10 

I enjoy the river scape / waterscape and 

vegetation 

 

0                                                                          10 

I like the overall appearance of the 

environment 

 

0                                                                          10 

I like the diversity of people here 
 

0                                                                          10 

I think this place is animated / lively 
 

0                                                                          10 

The variety of uses and activities 
 

0                                                                          10 

Maintenance of the areas; cleanliness; 

looking-good buildings 

 

0                                                                          10 

Vista; presence of open space and scenery 
 

0                                                                          10 

It is an organised area; has visual order 
 

0                                                                          10 

Comments:  

33) I don’t like this place because:* 

It is too commercial 
 

0                                                                        10 

The appearance is not good 
 

0                                                                          10 

It is costly to go to cafés/restaurants/shops 
 

0                                                                          10 

It is too controlled 
 

0                                                                          10 



246 

 

It is dirty and not well-kept 
 

0                                                                          10 

It is too crowded 
 

0                                                                          10 

It is too quiet 
 

0                                                                          10 

It is chaotic 
 

0                                                                          10 

It is too artificial 
 

0                                                                          10 

Comments:  

34) What is your overall feeling about ‘South Bank’? For each scale below, please move 

the slider toward your feelings on this space. 

Welcoming 

 Intimidating 

 Somewhat intimidating 

 Neutral 

 Somewhat welcoming 

 Welcoming 

Comforting 

 Distressing 

 Somewhat distressing 

 Neutral 

 Somewhat comforting 

 Comforting 

Authenticity 

 A generic place 

 Somewhat a generic place 

 Neutral 

 Somewhat an authentic  

 An authentic place 
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Ambiance 

 Boring  

 Somewhat boring 

 Neutral 

 Somewhat exciting 

 Exciting 

Pleasantness 

 Distasteful 

 Somewhat distasteful  

 Neutral 

 Somewhat pleasant 

 Pleasant  

Please indicate your age group* 

( ) 16 - 19 

( ) 20 - 29 

( ) 30 - 39 

( ) 40 - 49 

( ) 50 - 59 

( ) 60 - 69 

( ) 70 - 79 

( ) 80 and above 

Please indicate your gender* 

( ) Female 

( ) Male 

( ) Transgender 

( ) No gender specified  

( ) I'd prefer not to say 

Country of birth 

__________________ 

Education* 

( ) Primary School 
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( ) Secondary School 

( ) Tertiary Education 

( ) Other 

Have you been living or working in Brisbane more than 6 months?* 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

Please indicate your residential postcode if you live in Brisbane. 

_________________________________________________ 

Please indicate your workplace postcode if you work in Brisbane. 

_________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your participation in this research.  
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Appendix D. Stakeholder narratives – discussion schedule that 

Carmona used in the study of London’s public spaces. 

Background: 
Could you give us a potted history of the project, how did this project come about? 

How does it fit into wider strategic / policy goals for the area? 

What are the aspirations / purpose of the scheme (why a square)? 

Who have been the key actors, and what were their motivations? 

How would you describe your role? 

Design 

How would you describe the design concept overall? 

In terms of the buildings, connections, landscape, mix of uses? 

How did this evolve, and what alternatives were considered? 

How distinctive (individual) is the space and is this important? 

What were the decisive influences shaping the design (inspirations and constraints)? 

To what extent were the physical / historical and socio-economic contexts a factor? 

Who was the perceived audience (the desired users) for the space? 

Were any users considered beyond the scope of the design? 

Development process 
Can you describe the development process, what where the key stages? 

What successes / failures did you face along the way? 

Who drove the project forward (the leadership role)? 

How would you describe the power relationships (partnership, conflicts, consensus, etc.)? 

Did local political concerns / issues feature? 

Was the community involved, and how successfully? 

How did the regulatory processes operate (planning, highways, Section 106 obligations, other)? 

What was their cost (time and resources) and impact on the final scheme? 

Was the design vision successfully interpreted and delivered (constructed) on site? 

What was the total cost of the project; is it value for money? 

The square in use 

How is the space used (activities, ambience, day/night, week/weekend)? 

Who are the dominant user groups? 

Are any types of uses encouraged, if so, how? 

Are any groups / behaviours discouraged, if so, how? 

Are there any conflicts / problem behaviours? 

Have you observed any unexpected outcomes (good or bad)? 

How adaptable is the space (special events / activities)? 

How do you think the space performs (successes and failures)? 

Has any evaluation of the space in use been done, and if so, what did it reveal? 

How are the commercial tenants on the square chosen and has this changed over time? 
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Management 

Who owns the space? 

How is the space managed (roles, responsibilities, coordination)? 

What are the management goals / philosophy (how did this inform the design)? 

Table 3-17. Continued 

What approach is taken to cleaning and maintenance and what resources are available? 

What approach is taken to security and what resources are available? 

How is the management regime paid for? 

How are users / the public involved? 

Lessons 

To what degree is this a ‘public’ space (its civic role)? 

To what degree is the space enjoyed by its users, and how is this encouraged? 

What are the key lessons for others designing and delivering new London squares? 

What would you do differently next time? 

 


