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Abstract: There exist various indicators that measure land tenure security for urbanites. Most of those
indicators measure the degree to which land titling promotes the security of tenure. Based on the
reviewed literature, it is admitted that land titling is not a panacea to land tenure security. Measuring
the degree of land tenure security should not rely only on the legalisation of landownership.
This paper makes a meta-analysis and conceptual modelling to connect spatial justice and land
tenure security. It discusses the potential of inclusive urban development grounded on the claim
that spatial justice enhances land tenure security. A comprehensive framework of indicators which
can measure the degree of land tenure security from a spatial justice lens is thereafter derived.
The meta-analysis and conceptual modelling were coupled with research synthesis to perform an
in-depth review and qualitative content analysis of the literature on concepts of spatial justice,
land tenure security, and urban (re)development processes. This study proposes 60 indicators which
measure the degree of spatial justice and land tenure security along a continuum of spatial justice and
land tenure security. Those indicators provide a more holistic approach for measuring land tenure
security from a spatial justice lens than the separated sets of existing indicators.

Keywords: urban (re)development; poor and low-income groups; urban dwellers; spatial justice;
land tenure security

1. Introduction

Urban redevelopment and regeneration are spatial development processes that consist of
revitalising or reorganising cities that are declining or have been developed without compliance
to modern principles of spatial planning in order to create new and futuristic cities [1,2]. The main
features of urban (re)development and regeneration include the clearance and/or upgrading of slums
and declining areas, housing renewal, and the development of new structures, including public
amenities [1,3]. Other actions consist of extending urbanised areas into urban fringes through the
development of new zoning rules and the conversion of agriculture lands into other types of land use,
such as residential and commercial. When those processes are undertaken following a neoliberalisation
paradigm they result in spatial injustices. These injustices perpetrate land tenure insecurity for some
categories of urbanites, such as the poor and the low-income groups, under different systems of land
tenure. Those people are excluded from the city and deprived of the opportunities to use their real
properties through unfair compensation or forced sale that leads to the concentration of land resources
into the hands of rich people [4,5]. Any attempt to mitigate such land tenure insecurity can promote
spatial justice, which is a crucial opponent of just urban development [6].

The concept of spatial justice originates from the conceptualisation of social justice into space.
Spatial justice is referred as to “justice into the physical space” to denote a just distribution of
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spatial resources within and across geographical spaces ranging from dwelling units, villages, cities,
regions, nation-states, and continents to the whole globe [6,7]. The connection between social justice
and space is largely debated in the seminal work “Social Justice and the City” of Harvey [8] who
distilled that connection within rules, processes, and outcomes of urban organisation and development.
From a social justice discourse, spatial justice entails the respect of fundamental human rights for
all people within a society. It also entails the promotion of inclusive spatial development in order
to reduce economic inequalities and social polarisation which is driven by the neoliberalisation of
urban development [9]. The pursuit of spatial justice can be attained if the organisation of space
and allocation of its resources abide to the principles of equity and respect of human rights [7,10-12].
However, spatial justice is not a substitute for social justice [7]. It is a form of justice which is based on
compliance with the principles of social justice in the allocation of spatial resources. It also includes
the development and implementation of spatial development rules that provide all categories of
people with the options or opportunities to use those resources [9,13-16]. Within the context of land
management, Lall and Freire [17] argue that social justice has to be entrenched into societal rules so
that the rights of all categories of citizens to own or use land resources can be granted. This argument is
inscribed in the framework of promoting the right to the city which is the analogous' conceptualisation
of spatial justice across the city [7,16,18,19]. The right to the city encompasses two main metrics:
participation and appropriation. Participation embraces the active involvement of all urban dwellers
in making decisions and implementing strategies that contribute to the development of urban space.
Appropriation includes the actual right of urbanites to access, occupy, habit, and use the urban space
so that they can pursue their livelihoods and actually participate in the production of the urban
space [19,20]. A common aspect to those metrics is the equality of opportunities for all people to access
or use spatial resources, including the land [21-23]. It also includes the respect and protection of rights
to land and housing for all people, regardless of their social and economic status [24].

The emphasis is put on redressing the exclusion and advancing the inclusion of poor and
low-income groups in the processes of spatial development [25,26]. In other words, spatial justice
claims for the respect and protection of the rights of those people to land [27,28]. This increases the
tenure security for the owners or the users of the land under any system of land tenure. This is very
crucial for all people, including the poor and low-income groups, to improve their livelihoods [29,30].
They can, therefore, be protected against arbitrary eviction from their homes and working places [31,32].
Land tenure security is defined as the individuals’ perception of the ownership of a piece of land
and or attached properties, such as dwelling units, on a continuous basis or over a sufficient time.
It derives from being free of interference from outside sources in individuals’ property ownership and
the ability to reap the benefits that accrue from the investments made in that land or free transfer of an
individual’s property rights to another person [33,34]. Land tenure security protects properties” owners
from an arbitrary removal from their land or residence. It provides them with a degree of confidence
that they will not lose the physical possession of those assets within a future time period [35]. The loss
of those properties can occur in specific circumstances through a legal procedure which must be
objective and equally applicable to all properties” owners [36].

The existing literature distinguishes three types of land tenure security: legal (or de jure), de facto,
and perceived security [37-39]. The legal or de jure tenure security stems from the provision of the
certificate of property ownership through titling. This type of tenure security protects any property
owner from arbitrary eviction based on legal implications. The de facto tenure security results from
social and political institutions which recognise or accept “legitimate” property rights of people, even if
the (formal) registration is absent. This legitimate right is part of the continuum of land rights
philosophy which states that there are many types of rights between formal and informal rights or
claims. The perceived tenure security relates to individuals’ perceptions on the likelihood of eviction,

1 This paper will discuss spatial justice in a similar way as the right to the city.
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the risk of spatial disintegration, and land conflicts. The relations between those three types of land
tenure security are discussed and established in further sections of this paper.

In the contemporary literature, there are several indicators that measure de jure and perceived
land tenure security [40,41]. The development of those indicators relies on a conviction that effective
land administration systems and land titling are catalysts to land tenure security. However, having
a landownership title is not necessarily a panacea for tenure security [22]. In most of the world’s
cities, land tenure insecurity still prevails. It affects the land rights of the owners or users of land
resources when those rights are not respected in the framework of reorganisation and development of
the urban space [42-45]. In the current urban development agenda, the United Nations Secretariat [24],
the UNESCO, and Un-Habitat [46] stress the need for pursuing spatial justice in all aspects of urban
(re)development in order to prevent all forms of spatial injustices that can escalate resources deprivation
or fuel land tenure insecurity [47,48]. They urge urban authorities and planners to protect the rights of
all urban dwellers to land resources and housing regardless of their tenure systems. Following the
world charter on the right to the city [49], most of the world’s countries have been implementing a
global agenda for human rights in the city since 2012. The envisioned goals include the promotion
of access to decent housing and the protection of people’s rights to land [50]. There are numerous
instances where political leaders, decision-makers, and urban planners have been attempting those
actions, such as in Latina America [51,52], Europe, Asia, and Africa [53-59]. Those actions are
embedded in the promotion of the right to the city [24]. However, they can be complex and undertaken
within an arena of interactions between people and space which either reinforces certain deliberate
actions or hides others. In this line, the global agenda to the development of inclusive cities calls for a
continuous evaluation of progress in the promotion of the right to the city. The existing evaluation
framework focuses on the promotion of access to urban amenities and sustainable development from
an environment perspective [50]. There are no specific frameworks for the evaluation of this progress
with a focus on the promotion of land tenure security. It is worth noting that such security is the basic
condition for urbanites to enjoy the benefits that accrue from sustainable urban development [31].
There is therefore a need for developing a comprehensive and holistic set of measurement tools or
indicators that can evaluate if contemporary urban (re)development programmes are responsive to the
claims of spatial justice.

In view of that need, the main aim of this paper is to develop spatial justice indicators that can
be applied to evaluate if urban (re)development approaches and options deliver spatial justice and
promote land tenure security especially for poor and low-income urban dwellers. The concern for land
tenure security for those categories of people is pertinent. The poor are most affected by the vicious
effects of spatial injustices which displace them from their land properties [7,48]. The proposed spatial
justice indicators can be useful for scholars, urban planners, decision-makers, and various organisations
interested in urban (re)development. Those include the United Nations and Un-Habitat, who are
interested in monitoring the progress towards the development of inclusive cities and the promotion
of land tenure security from a right to the city lens [24,60]. As the security of tenure is of paramount
importance for the access to or use of other urban resources [14,31], the contribution of this paper is
to develop indicators that address access, ownership, and use of land and related assets, including
the basic urban amenities. Prior to the development of those indicators, it is worth distilling different
forms of spatial justice from contemporary approaches to and options for urban (re)development as it
is relevant to link them to those indicators. Our research questions are therefore formulated as follows:
Which urban (re)development approaches and options aim to deliver spatial justice and promote land
tenure security? How do they deliver spatial justice and tenure security in practice? Which indicators
measure spatial justice and land tenure security in the course of urban (re)development?

After the research methodology, the paper discusses the theoretical foundations of spatial justice,
its relationship with land tenure security, and the relevance of the development of indicators that
measure spatial justice and land tenure security. Thereafter, it discusses the relationships among spatial
justice and urban (re)development approaches and options and presents indicators that measure
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spatial justice and land tenure security in an integrated and practical manner. These steps lead to a
general conclusion.

2. Research Methodology

The concepts of spatial justice and injustice, urban development and redevelopment,
and land tenure security and insecurity are inter-connected through a set of key themes and
concepts. Those are largely discussed by the proponents of social or spatial justice and spatial
planning [9,10,15,19,23,28,61,62]. Those themes and concepts include spatial and social justice, equity,
urban (re)development or regeneration, urban and spatial planning, inclusive urban development,
and land tenure security. They were used to query and select literature using the Web of Science Citation
Index. Subsequently, the literature search was categorised focusing on: the conceptualisation of spatial
justice, its theoretical foundation, the forms and principles of spatial justice, the connection between
spatial justice, urban (re)development, and land tenure security, and indicators for land tenure security.
The meta-analysis and research synthesis of the selected and categorised literature helped to identify
variables of interest and their relationships. Those research methods provide an understanding of the
concepts and the connections among them to develop their explanatory frameworks and formulate a
conclusion [63,64]. The conceptual modelling through graphical modelling consisted of identifying
and describing the relationships between those concepts and themes and the connections between
their sub-components [65].

In order to develop indicators measuring both spatial justice and land tenure security, this study
relied on the theoretical framework of spatial justice. Within that framework, three dimensions are
identified: rules, processes, and outcomes [8,9,14,19,48,66]. An evaluation of spatial justice and land
tenure security can therefore be carried out at each of those three dimensions using the relevant
indicators as per Figure 1.

Rules —»| Processes —» Qutcomes

Evaluative
Indicators

Legend

Component of the framework

— : isconnectedtoand =~ -----m- , : evaluates either rules or
has an influence on processes or outcomes

Figure 1. Framework for measuring spatial justice and land tenure security. Developed based
on [9,15,18,20,28,66—68].

According to the above framework, the starting point for the evaluation of spatial justice and land
tenure security is the rules. This is because seeking spatial justice and land tenure security presupposes
the institutionalisation of rules which provide all people with equal opportunities to access and or use
spatial resources [69,70]. It is from this equality of opportunities that one can derive the security of
property rights [21,22]. Rules include formal policies, laws, constitutions, and government directives
and informal social norms, codes of conduct, conventions, and political decisions [71,72] that affect the
management of the urban space. The subsequent dimensions and variables constitute the processes.
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They consist of designing and implementing plans and activities that pertain to the management of
space through active participation and collaboration among users of spatial resources, decision-makers,
and planners [73]. Finally, the outcomes are evaluated through the analysis of the results of the
dialectical processes of the production and reorganisation of the space. The outcomes cover the aspects
of peoples’ relations to space. They include the access to spatial resources, their ownership, their uses,
and the inhabitancy of the space [20,73]. The relationship between the three dimensions is reflected
by the arrows, which stipulate that rules provide the guidelines for the processes from which the
outcomes derive. According to the theoretical framework of spatial justice, just rules lead to just
processes, which in return lead to just outcomes. Therefore, there are solid arrows that link rules to
processes and processes to the outcomes.

As the framework reads, rules are the independent variables while processes are intermediate
(both dependent and independent) variables. On one hand, processes are dependent variables because
they derive from the interpretation and implementation of the rules by the agencies and actors who
put those rules into action. On the other hand, the processes become independent variables as they
are the determinants of the outcomes which are the dependent variables. This constitutes the ideal
and generic model of the framework. There can be cases of spatial injustices at the level of rules or
processes, which can result into either justice or injustice. This can depend on the behaviour of actors
who are involved in the management of spatial resources and the way they interpret and implement
the related rules and processes. Therefore, it is worthwhile to evaluate the trends of spatial justice in
each of the three dimensions and evaluative indicators will be developed at each of those dimensions.
The dashed lines show that all indicators are applied at each of the three dimensions. Rather, there are
three sets of evaluative indicators which are in one box. From that box, one set of indicators is linked
to one of the three dimensions under evaluation (rules, processes, and outcomes).

The development of evaluative indicators follows a deductive research approach. It is guided
by a systematic review of existing indicators that measure land tenure security. The review aimed at
distilling the connection between land tenure security and spatial justice and other related concepts,
such as inclusive urban (re)development, community participation, respect and recognition of
fundamental human rights, and equity in the allocation of spatial resources. Those patterns were
distilled from the works of Barry [74], Elkin, McLaren [75], Gilbert [76], Haughton [77], Jabareen [78],
McCall and Dunn [79], Mega [80], Michael and Noor [81], Michael, Noor, and Figueroa 2014,
Rahman [82], Roberts [83], the United Nations Secretariat [24], Un-Habitat [84], and the United
Nations [85]. All these are sought to be the ingredients to land tenure security. The evaluative
indicators were therefore developed based on those patterns and at three scales: the macro, meso, and
micro levels. Those levels are absolutely observed for the development of indicators that evaluate any
development program [86,87]. The macro level relates to a high level, such as the regional or national
scale. The meso level refers to the province, district, or other low level while the micro level relates to
the household or individual scale. Those levels can be aggregated at other hierarchies depending on
the geographical scale of the study [88-90]. For this reason, the indicators will be aggregated at the
scales of the city: macro (1), urban neighbourhood: meso (2), and household: micro (1). This means
that any of indicators which is proposed can measure spatial justice and land tenure security at one
or more levels among the three depending on the scale of the aspect under evaluation. As spatial
justice and land tenure security are the concerns, this paper discusses first the theoretical foundation
of those concepts in the next section and their connection. Thereafter, it will establish their connections
to different approaches and processes of urban (re)development.

3. Theoretical Background

3.1. A Brief Review of the Theoretical Framework of Spatial Justice

Spatial justice is the first virtue of social and political institutions and resources management
rules that should be responsive to all individuals’ needs [62,91]. In urban areas, spatial justice can be
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achieved through urban (re)development rules, processes, or options that are meant to meet the basic
needs of all urban dwellers regardless of their living areas. Those needs include, amongst others, equal,
non-discriminatory, and unbiased access to decent housing and basic infrastructures and services
which are inseparable from the access to land resources [92]. Those needs are also embedded in the
philosophical and political framework of the concept of the right to the city. This concept stands for
the principle that all urbanites have a basic right to live in the city of their heritage or choice. They also
have the right to contribute to the development of their city. Those rights should not be prioritised
based on socio-economic status of each category of people. A city is spatially just if in all its parts
individuals’ rights, including land rights, are upheld [19,24,46,51,93].

One of the required conditions for that end is the security of tenure, which allows all urbanites
to inhabit the city and access its resources. It is in this vein that the concept of land tenure security
from a spatial justice lens can be decoded. Land tenure security derives from a good environment
enabled by spatial development rules and processes which are grounded on social-political institutions
that recognise and respect individuals’ rights to land [31]. Similarly, advocates of spatial justice argue
that if a geographical space is to be justly managed, the rights of all people to own and use spatial
resources, including land rights, should be recognised and protected [20,24,62]. Before discussing how
current urban development programmes are responsive to that concern, it is worthwhile to identify
different forms of spatial justice and establish their connections to land tenure security.

3.2. Relating Spatial Justice to Land Tenure Security

Contemporary literature distinguishes four forms of spatial justice: procedural, recognitional,
redistributive, and intra- and inter-generation justices. Procedural justice focuses on the justness of
the rules and processes governing the management of spatial resources which have to be crafted and
implemented in a participatory manner to permit all users or owners to access or use those resources
to meet their basic needs [62,66,94]. Recognitional justice reflects the principle of a fair allocation of
spatial resources to all people, especially the creation of opportunities for people who suffer from
resources deprivation to access and/or use spatial resources [95]. This form of spatial justice embraces
two aspects, a metric and a rule [62]. The metric aspect encompasses types of resources and capabilities
to use them. The rule aspect requires compliance with the principles of equality and equity while
allocating those resources or devising the options to use them [6]. Redistributive justice seeks a fair
distribution of spatial resources to all users, including the poor and disadvantaged groups, or equal
opportunities to use their properties relative to their needs [66]. Intra-generational justice strives for a
fair distribution of and access to resources for all people of the same generation, with more focus on
the needs of the least advantaged in the society. Inter-generation justice demands a fair distribution of
spatial resources to allow all people of the present and future generations to use those resources in
order to meet their basic needs [75]. This form of justice focuses on general aspects of peoples’ needs
for developing a prosperous society through good institutions that enable resources” users to pursue
their survival and to bequeath a share of those resources to future generations.

The three forms of spatial justice portray patterns that can promote land tenure security for
all people, including the poor and low-income urbanites. Procedural justice boosts land tenure
security through the institutionalisation of land management rules and processes which are crafted
and implemented in participatory manner. Participation provides the opportunities for voicing,
hearing, and recognising all people’s needs. This allows the local community to adopt strategies
that preserve its rights over land resources for their livelihoods [16,62,70]. However, when spatial
development programmes infringe upon those land rights, the pursuit of procedural justice in
combination with recognition and redistribution permits the design and implementation of rules
and strategies for fair compensation to affected people so that they can continue their lives [62,96-98].
In a nutshell, recognition justice promotes land tenure security through the respect and protection
of all people’s right to land resources through inclusive and participatory management of land
resources. Redistributive justice promotes the allocation of land resources or rights to use them to
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all people equally. The combination of those two forms of spatial justice can promote access to land
for poor people and others who are deprived of access to land resources through land redistribution
strategies [67] and other processes of spatial organisation, such as the relocation of squatters or slum
dwellers to serviced sites. Those strategies and processes enhance land tenure security through
strengthening people’s relations to land. Inter- and intra-generation justice claims a perpetual respect
of people’s rights to land resources within the framework of human rights and which considers access
to land as a precondition for the survival of all users of land resources [26]. The pursuit of that form of
spatial justice can enhance the security of tenure as it can permit all people, including poor, low-income,
and marginalised groups to access and/or use land resources on a long-term or continuous basis.
Having discussed the connection between spatial justice and land tenure security, the next section
provides the framework for the development of their evaluative indicators.

3.3. Towards Developing Indicators Which Measure the Trends in Spatial Justice and Land Tenure Security

Existing indicators which measure land tenure security in urban areas address the questions
related to the effectiveness of land administration systems in countries where those systems are
operational and or have started to record individuals’ rights to land. Those indicators evaluate
contemporary trends in the promotion of land tenure security focusing mostly on perceived and
de jure tenure security. The existing indicators include those developed by experts and different
international organisations that have attempted to monitor land tenure security based on both systems
of land administration and global land governance, such as Un-Habitat and GLT [45] and the World
Bank group [40]. They cover all the three elements of land tenure security, but focus mostly on the
legal aspect of landownership. The World Bank developed indicators that focus only on de jure tenure
security, which derives from the legalisation of land rights and affordability of land administration
systems [99]. The Un-Habitat and the United Nations developed indicators that measure land tenure
security in urban areas based on the perceived security [100,101]. There exist other indicators that are
centred on the perceived security and are driven by the legalisation of land rights and the effectiveness
of land administration systems and their reforms [41,102,103].

De facto tenure security, which is another form of land tenure security, is still under-evaluated.
Maybe this is due to the fact that de jure tenure security is driven by de facto tenure security [104].
Perceived tenure security is assessed either when the de jure tenure does not exist yet (within informal
and customary land tenure systems) or after its establishment to evaluate individuals” perceptions
on tenure security against the formalised land rights [104,105]. The questions of land tenure security
from the spatial justice lens are highly related to social, legal, and political contexts rather than the
registration of land rights [39,106]. This paper proposes indicators that measure land tenure security
beyond de jure tenure without excluding de facto tenure, which is the basis for the recognition of
all forms of land tenure. In Figure 2, the relationships among the three elements of tenure security,
which are perceived, de facto, and legal tenure security, and spatial justice are established. These are
based on the way land tenure security can be conceptualised following the meta-analysis of the
connection between spatial justice and land tenure security and the existing relations between the
three elements of land tenure security [104,105].

Based on Figure 2, the development of indicators that measure spatial justice follows its
conceptualisation with consideration to the existing indicators and the connection to the three elements
of tenure security, which are discussed in the reviewed literature [39,106-108]. Perceived security
relates to individuals’ perceptions on the likelihoods of eviction or loss of their property rights,
especially within informal or customary tenure systems. This form of tenure security can also be
depicted from the de facto or de jure tenure security or spatial justice lens based on the perceptions of
people on the effectiveness of legal and political institutions to recognise and protect their rights to land.
Perceived tenure security is therefore placed at the core of Figure 2. De facto tenure security derives
from perceived tenure security and does not necessarily derive from the possession of the ownership
documents. It rises from the political and legal framework of spatial organisations. This framework
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includes spatial planning rules, building codes, and constitutional laws that politically recognise
landowners’ rights to land and protect them against evictions [106]. This recognition evolves into
de jure tenure security through the establishment of formal land administration systems that record
individuals’ rights to land [39]. Figure 2 demonstrates how the improvement in one of those elements
promotes the status of the other (the green arrow which goes up) and how the established tenure
security (de facto or de jure) can boost spatial justice based on the effectiveness of land tenure systems.
This is illustrated by a dashed arrow, which shows that land tenure systems can contribute to some
elements of spatial justice, especially the equality in access to or use of land and related assets,
but not all spatial resources. The figure shows that spatial justice is above the three elements of land
tenure security. Spatial justice can spur the security of tenure even where there is no established
de jure tenure security, though an increased de facto tenure security can thereafter evolve into de
jure tenure security [109,110]. This is evidenced for instance by the processes of slum upgrading.
The process can confer de facto security through a legal recognition of slums as components of
the urban neighbourhoods [111-115]. This recognition leads to de jure tenure security through the
formalisation of the landownership within those slums [116]. In other words, spatial justice can boost
the three elements of tenure security separately or gradually (left arrow in inverted direction).

Missing

indicators

Under- s L s
developed De facto "¢
te‘*re security

indicators o b Existing
Perceived indicators
tenure
security

Legend
sl : can thoroughly .
contribute to = = = = - 2N partially

contribute to
===jp : gradually evolves into

: links the comments to the
compeonents of the figure

Figure 2. Scale of land tenure security and relation to evaluative indicators. Developed based
on [39,104,105,107,108].

The aspirations of spatial justice are met through increased recognition and respect of individual
differences within any society [20,66]. This is emphasised by Dikec [117], who broadened the
scope of the right to the city by incorporating the right to difference. As diversity is concerned,
Chatterton [21] argues that seeking spatial justice involves building inclusive cities that integrate the
diverse categories of their inhabitants. One way to promote land tenure security from the standpoint
of individual differences is to protect rights to land resources for all people whatever their systems of
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land tenure [4,118]. Land tenure is thus defined as a system that regulates the relationships between
people and the land [119]. Such system can be grounded on the formal or informal political and
administrative or religious institutions within any society. Those institutions define the ways in which
individuals or groups of people acquire or access land, the rights they hold, and the manner those
rights can be transferred to other users [35,38,120]. They also determine the duration of those rights
and conditions which are bounded to those rights [121]. There can exist different forms of land tenure
systems, such as legal or statutory, customary, religious, or non-formal tenures [33]. A statutory or
formal tenure is based on documented landownership. It is governed by the written law, while a
customary land tenure system is governed by unwritten traditional norms. A religious tenure system
is a system which is based on religious law, such as Islam or Hindu. A non-formal tenure system
is a situation where the land owners can use land without having acquired it through a statutory,
customary, or religious system. It is frequent in peri-urban areas where squatters can occupy state land
and develop informal settlements. Land tenure is often defined based on property regimes, which are
determined according to the types of landownership or use rights. Those include a private property
regime under which the ownership of land may consist of freehold or leasehold. Others include a
communal property regime where the community enjoys some rights over land parcel which is shared
by the community. There is also an open-access regime that provides all people with the access to
land resources and a state property regime where the land is held by public organisations that control
and/or develop it [119].

Within developing cities, land rights, which can be held under any of the above defined land
tenure and property regimes, can be jeopardised through spatial injustices. Those injustices displace
dwellers in low-income and poor urban neighbourhoods or outskirts under urbanisation and therefore
result in land tenure insecurity [5,15,32,122]. The implementation of urban development schemes
that are based on spatial justice can therefore boost land tenure security for owners or users of land
resources [5,7,16]. As mentioned above, we intend to develop indicators that focus on de facto land
tenure security that upholds and spurs other elements of tenure security (de jure and perceived) and
spatial justice as illustrated in Figure 2. As de facto tenure security derives from inclusive and effective
spatial development rules [106], we posit that it can therefore promote other forms of tenure security.
Before the presentation of the developed indicators, we grasp (in Table 1) the focus of the existing land
tenure indicators and highlight the focus of those ones which are proposed as a supplement to those
which already exist.

Table 1 demonstrates the main focus of the existing indicators that are largely used to measure
land tenure security and the scope of the indicators that are developed through this study. The new
indicators relate to and complement the existing indicators. Spatial justice inputs derive from its
central focus, which is equity in rules and processes related to spatial development and its direct
connection to de facto tenure security. De facto tenure security can promote de jure security and
informs perceived tenure security, while spatial justice subsumes all those elements of tenure security
as demonstrated in Figure 2. The evaluation of spatial justice has to be based on urban development
approaches and options from which the trends of tenure security can be distilled. The next section
therefore presents the results of the literature review on different approaches to and options for urban
(re)development and their relations to land tenure security. It is followed by the presentation of the
proposed evaluative indicators.
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Table 1. The central focus of the existing and proposed land tenure security indicators.

Main Focus and Scope of Existing Indicators for Land Tenure Security

Main Focus and Scope of Proposed Indicators

Land
Main Focus and Scope of Existing and Proposed Global Land Administration Land Tenure in Similar Focus as Comments and Specific Focus for Spatial Justice
Indicators for Land Tenure Security Governance Systems and Urban Areas Spatial Justice P P
Their Reforms
. Rk Accessible land Spatial justice demands the respect of all people’s
Main driver for . . :
administration and rights to land resources, whatever the type of land
land tenure . . . Yes Yes Yes No .
urity registration services: cost tenures, informal and formal, and evaluates the degree
sec and time to which those rights are recognised and protected.
de jure Yes Yes No No Spatial justice focuses on de facto tenure security which
. is the least evaluated and to which spatial justice is
Main type of de facto Yes No No Yes O
PRI connected. Spatial justice can advance de facto tenure
tenure which is . . o
security for people whose property rights are infringed
evaluated . o .
perceived Yes Yes Yes No through spatial injustices even in the areas where de
jure tenure exists.
Spatial justice requires the non-violation of rights over
Long dul.‘atlon of property Yes Yes Yes Yes the whole perllod (short or long) of property anershlp
ownership and long-lasting property ownership where it
is possible.
Risks or experiences of Spatial justice evaluates the perceived likelihood of
. P Yes Yes Yes No resettlement or relocation not only in slums but in other
eviction .
urban neighbourhoods under (re)development.
Great numl?er of or bundle of Yes Yes Yes Yes Spatial justice evaluates the respect for all types of held
held land rights property rights.
Main evaluated Equalities of opportunities to Yes Yes Yes Yes Spa.tlal justice evaluates the presence of rgles and
aspect use land options for all property owners to use their lands.
Policies for land Yes No No Yes Spatial justice prioritises the poor and deprived groups
redistribution in the allocation of spatial resources, including land.
Spatial justice demands active participation of the
Effective planning and community in planning, including the adoption of
. Yes Yes No No . .
management of public land spatial development schemes that may affect private
land rights.
Enforcement of individual or
. . Yes Yes Yes Yes e .
community property rights Spatial justice demands respect for and protection of
o land rights under all property regimes.
Recognition of Yes Yes Yes Yes

informal tenure
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Table 1. Cont.

11 of 34

Main Focus and Scope of Existing Indicators for Land Tenure Security

Main Focus and Scope of Proposed Indicators

Land
Main Focus and Scope of Existing and Proposed Global Land Administration Land Tenure in Similar Focus as o . .
. . . . Comments and Specific Focus for Spatial Justice
Indicators for Land Tenure Security Governance Systems and Urban Areas Spatial Justice
Their Reforms
Land-use and development
plans that integrate all Beyond the integration of rights for the owners or users
neighbourhoods, including of land into spatial planning processes, spatial justice
. Yes No Yes Yes . L .
slums or informal requires the participation of those groups in
settlements, into spatial those processes.
development.
Dispute resolution and Spatial justice focuses more on conflicts that break out
conflict management among Yes Yes Yes No between agencies that implement spatial development
landowners rules and the owners or users of land resources.
Spatial justice places more emphasis on fair real
Access to well-functioning property compensation and access to other similar
Yes Yes No Yes ? . .
formal land markets properties when spatial development requires the
Main evaluated expropriation of those properties.
aspect Non-discrimination and Beyond the demand for gender balance, spatial justice
gender equality in access to Yes Yes Yes Yes claims for equality of opportunities to access and use
land-related services land resources for all people.
Prevention of forced eviction Protection against eviction and fair real property
and promotion of fair Yes No Yes Yes compensation are among the main claims of spatial
property compensation justice for the promotion of land tenure security.
Promotion of access to .
. . Equal 1 h is th iti
adequate housing, basic No No Yes Yes qual access to land and ousing is the precondition
. . for access to other urban facilities.
amenities, and services
. Beyond this claim, spatial justice demands equal
Promotion of equal access o . ;
. Yes Yes Yes Yes opportunities to use land for meeting all basic needs
to credit
of landowners.
Aligning land management Beyond this claim, spatial justice demands specific
rules and processes to local Yes No No Yes options for poor and low-income groups to use their

community capacity

land resources.

Source: [40,41,45,99-103].



Land 2018, 7, 84 12 of 34

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Framing Spatial Justice and Land Tenure Security in Terms of a Just Spatial Planning Process

Spatial planning encompasses the technical and political processes concerned with the guidance
and control of the use of the land, the provision of infrastructures and services, and the development of
adequate settlements [123]. Linking this to the aim of this study, the concern is about justice in spatial
planning. Justice in spatial planning processes is consistent with the theories of justice and common
property resources that state that the virtue of justice is to provide all individuals with opportunities to
use societal resources for meeting their own needs [62,68,124]. The claimed justice relates to the ethical
perspectives that shed light on good and right actions that affect spatial resources and the interests
of their users. This is therefore connected to spatial justice claims [69], namely equal access to urban
resources and/or opportunities to use them for all urbanites. The connection between those claims
and the needs for land tenure security requires urban planners and designers and decision-makers
to play a central role in promoting land tenure security [125]. They have to institutionalise a
collaborative framework among civil society, the local community, and the public and private sectors
and find a consensus on effective spatial planning and actions for the development of inclusive
cities [126,127]. This collaborative planning approach is echoed in communicative planning theory.
This theory recommends the establishment of democratic and participatory resources management
that integrates all people into urban development processes [128,129]. In a similar vein, Alexander [61]
and Fainstein [15] advocate for urban (re)development which is grounded on inclusive, collaborative,
and communicative planning. Such an approach is developed through shifting from a Public-Private
Partnership (PPP) to a decentralised and discursive Public-Private—Community Partnership.

The partnership and communicative planning approach is a key driver for spatial justice.
Such an approach helps to craft fair urban development rules that are implemented in a
democratic manner and supports governance imperatives of equity and respect for all people’s
rights [130,131]. In land management, this approach empowers all people, including poor and
low-income communities, as they are provided with equal opportunities to use and control
their land resources [79,130,132]. Those opportunities to use individuals’ lands are grounded on
procedural, recognition, and redistributive justice, which remedies inequalities in resources allocation
or capabilities to use them [15,66,95]. The recognition of the rights of all people to access and/or use
spatial resources, especially those of poor, vulnerable, and economically weak groups, is fundamental
to inter- and intra-generation justice. It also promotes the development of an inclusive city [69,133].
This integrated urban development approach takes into account the socio-economic conditions of poor
and low-income groups. It provides them with opportunities to use their lands [134] and that results
in increased land tenure security [15,135].

4.2. Integrating Spatial Justice into Urban Redevelopment Processes

Within any process of urban (re)development, the claim for land tenure security from a spatial
justice lens encompasses a fair allocation of land resources and the adoption of strategies through which
all users or owners of those resources can access or use those resources to meet their needs [104,136].
They should be given opportunities to live in the city and use its resources. They also have to be
protected from eviction [56]. This requires the participation of all categories of urban dwellers in
urban planning and the (re)development of the areas they live in. Having discussed the discourse
of participatory planning and its role in promoting spatial justice and land tenure security in the
above section, the next paragraph reviews different urban (re)development processes that are likely
to promote spatial justice and land tenure security. The most important reviewed processes include
slum upgrading, affordable housing development, mixed-housing development, and sites and services
schemes. The processes also comprise incremental housing development, urban regeneration and
housing renewal, resettlement or relocation, community land trusts (CLTs), condominium housing,



Land 2018, 7, 84 13 of 34

and urban villages. The relationships between those processes and spatial justice and land tenure
security are discussed in Table 2. The table also includes the used references.

Slum upgrading consists of improving the quality of life in poor and low-income urban
neighbourhoods through the provision of basic infrastructures and services. The development of
affordable housing consists of developing affordable houses that are sold or rented at low prices.
This helps poor and low-income groups mitigate the problems of non-access to shelter. Mixed housing
development is the process of designing and developing variegated housing standards and typologies
that accommodate various categories of people based on household sizes and differences in incomes,
ages, or household status, etc. Sites and services schemes stand for the process of subdividing public
land or land acquired through public funds into buildable lots. Those lots are improved through the
provision of basic infrastructures and services. Thereafter, they are allocated to poor and low-income
people at low prices for self-housing development. Incremental housing consists of developing low-cost
housing for poor and low-income households gradually. Developed houses are improved over time
through the provision of the basic amenities and infrastructures in collaboration with the government,
private investors, and Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs). Urban regeneration and housing
renewal consists of improving the physical, social, economic, and ecological aspects of old urban
neighbourhoods. The process involves also the revitalisation of individual or community properties,
including dwelling units. This gives the local community options to renovate their existing buildings
or demolish them in order to develop new ones. Resettlement or relocation of squatters or slum
dwellers consists of relocating those people into serviced sites or supporting them in the development
of decent houses in those sites. The process can include fair compensation for lost properties and the
disturbance caused by displacement. Community land trusts (CLTs) are groups of households that,
through mutual support and empowerment of poor and low-income households, develop their lands
according to spatial planning schemes. The process includes the development of decent housing and
the preservation of environmentally sensitive areas and farming land for people whose income depends
on agriculture. Condominium housing consists of developing residential shared buildings on a single
parcel or track of land with mixed property regimes where separate housing units are held individually.
Urban villages are developed at urban outskirts. They are sustained by a strong local community
partnership and government support for the development of self-contained residential neighbourhoods
with access to basic facilities. A joint venture for land /housing development consists of developing
land for residential or other use through an agreement between the landowners and developers.
Those actors share developed structures and other benefits that accrue from such cooperation. All these
discussed approaches and processes of urban (re)development show different patterns which connect
them to spatial justice and land tenure security. That connection is established in Table 2 below.
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Table 2. Connecting spatial justice to selected urban (re)development approaches and processes.

14 of 34

Connection to Spatial Justice

Approach or . Indicative
No. - i Tenets of Tenure Security
Process Procedural Recognition Redistributive Inter and IJr;tsl;aic(e}eneratlon References
Part1c1pat1.0n of .and Rights and needs to access . .Integre.mon of all people,
collaboration with all Promotion of access to land  including poor, vulnerable,
. . or use land resources for all 2 .
. categories of people in e resources or other urban and low-income groups, Recognition, respect, and
Collaborative : . . people; specifically, poor i . . ,
1 . spatial planning permits the amenities for all people, into urban areas and protection of all people’s [69,79,128,132]
planning groups, vulnerable groups,

integration of their needs
and rights into urban
development programmes.

and low-income groups are
recognised.

including poor, vulnerable,
and low-income groups.

promotion of the use of land
resources for their
livelihoods.

rights to land resources.

2 Slum upgrading

Participation of slum
dwellers in the
transformation of their
living places enhance their
land rights.

Reallocation of spatial resources and elimination of
inequalities in access to basic infrastructures and services

for deprived areas.

Decreasing spatial
inequalities and
strengthening people’s
relations to their
neighbourhoods.

Decreased risks of forced
eviction and integration of
slum dwellers into in the
city.

[76,137-140]

Inclusion into a zoning

Remedy to housing

Affor.dable scheme of affordable units Responding to housing Elimination of inequalities ~ deprivation improves the mtegratlon of poor a.md )
3 housing . needs for poor and . . . o low-income groups into the [141-143]
for poor and low-income . in access to housing. living conditions of poor -
development low-income groups. . urban fabric.
groups. and low-income people.
Housing development Addressing needs for Promotion of access to . Integration of a mix of all
. . . e - - Promotion of access to . .
Mixed housing aligned with financial housing for all people, houses for all people and . . people into the urban fabric )
4 . . A L . o, housing for all categories of 5 . [18,144-148]
development capacity of all urban including poor and elimination of inequalities cople based on their differentiated
households. low-income groups. in housing. peopie. socio-economic conditions.
Local community Decreased risk of
participation in the selection =~ Promotion of access to Allocation of land plots for  Integration of poor and S
. . . . . . > . marginalisation and
Sites and services  of residential sites, which decent housing for all the development of low-income groups into the . .
5 . . . o integration of poor and [149-152]
schemes are developed through a people who are deprived of  affordable housing for poor  city and opportunities to d .
. - . DT low-income groups into the
public—private and local resources. and low-income groups. pursue their livelihoods. cit
community partnership. ¥
Incremental Strategies and opportunities Promotion of access to Promotion of access to Integrahon of poor gnd Decreased risks of forced
. for urban dwellers to . . low-income people into the - ,
6 housing . . housing for poor and housing for poor and . o, eviction for poor and [137,149,153]
develop their dwelling . . city and opportunities to .
development . . low-income people. low-income groups. . A low-income groups.
units over time. improve their livelihoods.
Inclusive urban renewal
Urban schemes provide the local Empowerment of poor and ~ Promotion of access to Improving housing Integration of revitalised
7 regeneration and community with low-income people in good-quality facilities, conditions for all people areas and their inhabitants [154-156]

housing renewal

opportunities to meet their
housing needs.

renovating their dwellings.

services, and housing.

and their offspring.

into the modern city.
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Table 2. Cont.
h Connection to Spatial Justice d
Approach or . Indicative
No. - i Tenets of Tenure Security
° Process Procedural Recognition Redistributive Inter and IJr;tsl;aic(e}eneratlon References
catmenor | Goverment ollaorin Craton o god ing
. with squatters or slum Recognition of rights to Land redistribution and . -
relocation of . . . affected groups and their Remediation to forced )
8 squatters or slum dwellers from planning to land and decent housing for ~ promotion of access to offsprine and the eviction [84,137,157-159]
! the development of new poor urban dwellers. decent housing. pring ¢ .
dwellers ; . opportunity to pursue their
dwelling units.
development.
Decentralisation of spatial
planning and land Promotion of a social mix
management processes Government support and prevention of social
Community land through the citizenship Recognition of individual thr(?ugh th? Pr0v1510n of segregation. Potential land Strengthening people’s
9 basic amenities or the [152,160-165]
trusts (CLTs) engagement. Integration of  rights to land and housing. K for agriculture can be relations to their land. ’
. . allocation of land to be .
self-help housing strategies developed preserved to sustain the
into urban development ped. livelihood of farmers.
schemes.
The process is grounded on
community census and a Promotion of access to Development of affordable Promotion of durable Recognition and protection
Condominium public—private partnership ~ decent and affordable and decent housing for . 5 nd p
10 housin : : - ) ) homeownership for poor of property rights for [166-168]
g in the development of social ~ housing for poor, low-, and  poor, low-, and .
. . . . . . and low-income groups. owners of land.
mixed housing middle-income groups middle-income groups.
development.
Decentralised land use
planning and development Boosting the provision of . ~ . .
permits the local Promotion of access to affordable housing though 151333121;? :r}ctl)r;%ctizm Zioﬂgzili etihehfgﬁilﬁtgogf
11 Urban Villages community and authorities  decent housing for poor government support in the . .y . Slghoot [169-171]
. . e cohesion within a mixed and people’s relations to
to collaborate in the and low-income groups. acquisition of land or communi their land
development of their provision of basic facilities. R4 ’
neighbourhoods.
Promotion of the Opportunities for
partnership between Recognition of landowner’s Promotion of access to laﬁgowners to meet their
Joint ventures for ~ landowners themselves or eco8 housing for landowners . Prevention of forced sale
. . rights to land and the needs housing needs through -
12 land/housing landowners and private who cannot develop the and promotion of group [172-175]

development

land developers or
government for housing
development.

to comply with land
development rules.

land at their own financial
resources.

partnership or in
collaboration with property
developers.

land ownership.




Land 2018, 7, 84 16 of 34

Table 2 summarises the connections between different urban (re)development approaches and
processes and different forms of spatial justice and their implications for land tenure security. The main
patterns of spatial justice that can be deconstructed from those approaches and processes are inclusive
urban development rules and options. Those rules and options have to be developed and implemented
in a participatory and communicative manner as an arena for the spatial integration of all users of
urban resources into the urban fabric. This arena advances the recognition and respect of all people’
rights to urban space, including access to housing, land, and basic urban facilities. A cross analysis
of the connection between those urban development options and spatial justice was also carried out
based on a qualitative content analysis of 83 resources among 188 reviewed materials. The results (see
Appendix B) show that among the forms of spatial justice that can be distilled from urban development
processes, procedural and recognition justices are at the forefront, while redistributive and inter- and
intra-generation justices are less prominent. This finding correlates with the theoretical perspectives
of justice which are discussed by Fraser [70], Fraser and Honneth [95], Lefebvre [20], Rawls [62],
and Young [66]. Those scholars posit that the procedural and recognition forms of justice are above
the other forms of justice. Those two forms of spatial justice originate from inclusive societal norms
and resources management rules that are required for an effective recognition of resource users’ rights
and a fair redistribution of those resources. Spatial justice scholars further recommend that the active
participation of all users of spatial resources be the core component of procedural and recognition
justice. Active participation has to be envisioned from the development of spatial development rules
to their implementation in order to come up with fair outcomes [176].

The data that are compiled into Appendix B helped to identify the prominent approaches and
processes of urban (re)development that are likely to promote spatial justice and land tenure security.
Those approaches and processes embrace participatory and collaborative urban planning, slum
upgrading, and affordable housing development. They also include mixed housing development,
sites and services schemes, incremental housing development, urban regeneration, and relocation of
squatters or slum dwellers into serviced sites. In order to evaluate if those approaches and processes
deliver on the promise of spatial justice, a series of indicators for such evaluation is provided in the
next section.

4.3. Indicators for the Evaluation of Spatial Justice and Land Tenure Security

Given the connection between spatial justice and land tenure security as presented in Table 2,
the next step is to derive a framework of indicators which measures trends between the two aspects
within any processes of urban (re)development. The development of those indicators follows the
recommendations related to the formulation of an evaluation framework or measurement indicators
for any development programme, such as those formulated by the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD). This organisation recommends the use of simple measures
which are defined as parameters that can be tracked over time in order to provide information on trends
in the condition of a phenomenon or achievement of a development programme [177]. Those measures
provide a sign or a signal that something exists or is true and shows the presence or state of a
situation or condition [86]. From the general claim of spatial justice to the question of land tenure
security, the desired indicators embrace three aspects. Those aspects include the development and
implementation of urban development rules that are inclusive, the promotion of the participation of all
people in the management of the city, and the adoption of urban development options which provide
those people with opportunities to access or use their land resources, including access to housing and
basic amenities [62]. In this way, seven features of spatial justice and land tenure security have been
identified as the common patterns of urban development approaches and options. Those features are
associated with the proposed indicators and include:

1.  Citizen engagement in urban (re)development programmes;
2. Equality of opportunities to use or develop their land resources;
3. Recognition and protection of their rights to land resources;
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4. Promotion of access to land and/or housing for poor and low-income groups;

5. Fair compensation when any urban (re)development programme infringes on the rights of
property owners;

6.  Decreased spatial inequalities and promotion of access to urban amenities for all people; and

7.  Integration of all people into the urban fabric and a decreased risk of eviction.

The above seven features represent the order of importance with regard to their connection to
the forms of spatial justice (namely procedural, recognition, and redistribution justice) [62,66,67].
For example, citizen engagement in urban (re)development programmes is highly connected to
procedural justice, whereas the equality of opportunities to use or develop their land resources and
recognition and protection of their rights to land resources are highly connected to recognition and
redistributive justice and relatively connected to procedural justice. The study therefore proposes
indicators that situate those seven features into urban (re)development rules, processes, and outcomes.
Further, the connection of the proposed indicators to different forms of spatial justice is established
on an ordinal scale with four levels. Those levels range from very high (for indicators that relate to
procedural justice), high (for indicators that relate to recognition justice), and moderate (for indicators
that relate to redistributive justice) to low (for indicators that relate to intra- and inter-generation justice).
The choice of this scale and classification approach is informed by the cause—effect relationships that
exist among the four forms of spatial justice. Those relationships are largely discussed by the scholars
of justice and spatial justice. Those scholars place procedural justice at the forefront because it is a
key driver for recognition and distributive justice [15,66,95,178,179]. The two forms of spatial justice
promote access to spatial resources, social inclusion, economic growth, and good quality of life for all
users of those resources [180] and from them inter- and intra-generation justice is decoded [78,181,182].
That categorisation implies that if the evaluation of the urban (re)development approaches and
processes reveals good scores on the aspects that relate to a highly ranked form of spatial justice (such
as procedural and recognition justice), one can expect a very good trend of spatial justice and land
tenure security. However, the reverse case will imply low trends or little likelihood of spatial justice
and land tenure security. Table 3 presents the developed indicators, their connection to spatial justice,
and the existing indicators that measure land tenure security. The degree to which the aspects under
evaluation can promote spatial justice and land tenure security is also indicated.

In Table 3, 60 indicators which measure spatial justice and land tenure security are proposed.
These cater for different aspects of urban (re)development. Those aspects include zoning rules and
spatial planning processes, the acquisition of land through expropriation for the implementation of
different urban (re)development programmes, affordable housing development, slum upgrading,
relocation of squatters and slum dwellers, and provision of and access to urban amenities. Among the
developed indicators, 23 relate to the aspects of urban (re)development that can spur a very high
level of spatial justice. Another 18 indicators relate to aspects that can boost spatial justice at a high
level. The remaining 11 and 8 indicators relate to the aspects that can promote spatial justice at the
moderate and low levels, respectively. If any urban (re)development follows those aspects which are
highly contributing to the promotion of spatial justice, one can expect an increased land tenure security.
The developed indicators are also linked to different concepts which are discussed in different sections
or paragraphs of this paper. However, Appendix A provides a succinct description of some of the
concepts that need to be clarified because they are not largely explained in the paper.
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Table 3. Evaluative indicators for spatial justice and land tenure security.

18 of 34

Supplement to Existing Indicators

. Level of Spatial Justice and Land Scale for .
No. Developed Indicator Tenure Security the Indicator Leads to Evaluation that Measure Tenure Security
Yes/No
Indicators that evaluate the rules
1 Presence of zoning rules that are designed in a participatory manner Very high 2,3 Yes
Presence of legal or policy provisions for the provision of basic facilities and services? in all .
2 . High 3 No
urban neighbourhoods
Presence of specific legal or policy provisions for the provision of basic facilities and .
3 S . . High 2 No
services in poor and low-income urban neighbourhoods
Percentage of specific zoning rules that promote the development of housing for poor and .
4 - High 3 No
low-income groups
5 Presence of zoning rules that promote mixed housing development High 2,3 Yes
6 Presence of specific rules for the allocation of land or housing to poor and low-income High 12 No
groups
7 Presence of spatial development plans designed for the informal upgrade of settlements High 2,3 Yes
3 firt:ence of spatial development plans to relocate squatters or slum dwellers to serviced High 23 Yes
9 Presence of legal provisions for the resolution of conflicts resulting from urban development Very high 1 No
10 Presence of rules that relate to the development of affordable housing High 2,3 No
11 Presence of spatial plans for the relocation of slum dwellers into serviced sites High 2,3 Yes
12 Pres.enceiof legal provisions on the purposes of property expropriation and compensation Very high 3 Yes
at fair prices
13 Presenct.e o.f legal provisions that justify the intervention of government institutions in the Very high 3 Yes
expropriation of private property
14 Presence of .legal provisions that deterrpme the time span during which compensation for Very high 3 No
the expropriated property has to be paid
15 Presence of legal provisions for the collaboration and negotiation between property owners Very high 23 Yes

and expropriating agencies during the expropriation processes

2

This refers to water, electricity, education (nursery, primary, secondary), health centres, sanitation, and transportation, which are considered to be the main amenities for which access to should be

enhanced to promote socio-economic development for all people. During the evaluation, each of those elements will be assessed separately from others.
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Table 3. Cont.

Supplement to Existing Indicators

. Level of Spatial Justice and Land Scale for .
No. Developed Indicator Tenure Security the Indicator Leads to Evaluation that Measure Tenure Security
Yes/No

Presence of legal provisions for the development of affordable housing units within the .

16 . High 3 No
housing development schemes

17 Pres§nce of legal provisions for the éllocatlon of affordable housing units to poor and Very high 12 No
low-income groups within the housing development schemes

Indicators that evaluate the processes

18 IZlearrclzntage of households who participate in the development of zoning rules and land use Very high 23 Yes

19 Percentage of poor and low-income groups who participate the development of zoning Very High 5 Yes
rules and land use plans

20 Prt.asence of spatial plans for the provision of basic facilities and services in all urban Moderate 23 No
neighbourhoods
Presence of specific spatial plans for the provision of basic facilities and services in poor and .

21 . . High 2 No
low-income urban neighbourhoods

2 Pr?sence of budget lines for the provision of basic facilities and services in all urban Moderate 23 No
neighbourhoods
Presence of specific budget lines for the provision of basic facilities and services in poor and .

23 - . High 2 No
low-income urban neighbourhoods

24 Area ratio of residential land allocated to poor and low-income groups Moderate 2,3 Yes

25 Presence of a budget line for the development of affordable housing within the urban Moderate 3 No
development funds

% Pr.esgnce of a budget line for the development of housing for poor and vulnerable groups Moderate 3 No
within the urban development funds

27 Presence of physical plans that promote the development of mixed housing Moderate 2 No

28 Percentage of informal settlements planned for upgrading High 3 Yes

29 Percentage of households who participate in the planning for the informal upgrade of Very high 23 Yes
settlements

30 Percgn’tage of specific zoning rules that promote the development of housing for poor and Very high 12 No
low-income groups

31 Percentage of affordable housing units that are planned for poor and low-income groups High 3 No

within the housing stock

32 Percentage of slum dwellers who perceive a likelihood of relocation to serviced sites High 2 Yes
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Table 3. Cont.

20 of 34

Supplement to Existing Indicators

. Level of Spatial Justice and Land Scale for .
No. Developed Indicator Tenure Security the Indicator Leads to Evaluation that Measure Tenure Security
Yes/No
33 Percentage of slum areas that are planned for clearance with relocation or compensation Very high 23 Yes
plans
34 Percentage of slum dwellers who participate in the planning for their relocation Very high 2,3 Yes
35 Percentage of property owners who participate in a property valuation for expropriation Very high 2,3 Yes
36 Presence of accessible institutions resolving disputes arising from urban development Very high 23 No
programmes
37 Amount of private properties that is expropriated by government institutions for public Very high 2,3 Yes
interests
38 Percenta.ge. of properties owners who can access institutions handling disputes arising from High 23 No
expropriation
39 Percentage of properties owners who can access institutions handling disputes arising from High 23 No
urban development programmes
40 Percentage of households affected by land conflicts resulting from an expropriation process Low 1,2 Yes
41 Percentage of households affected by land conflicts resulting from an urban development Low 12 No
programme
4 Number of working days taken to resolve a land conflict resulting from an expropriation Low 1 Yes
process
43 Number of working days taken to resolve a land conflict resulting from an urban Low 1 No
development programme
Indicators that evaluate the outcomes
44 Percentage of households who can develop their lands according to zoning rules Very high 2,3 Yes
45 Percentage of households who have access to basic facilities and services® Low 3 Yes
46 Percentage of households in poor and low-income neighbourhoods who have access to Moderate 5 Yes

basic facilities and services

3

During the evaluation, we consider the percentage of households who have water, electricity within their premises, the distance to school (nursery, primary, secondary), health, sanitation, and
transportation services, and the distance to public tape and power grid for households whose dwelling units are not connected to those amenities. The measurement of the distance will be based
on international recommended indicators or country disaggregated indicators based on national development goals and indicators that are used to evaluate progress in those aspects.
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Table 3. Cont.

21 of 34

Supplement to Existing Indicators

. Level of Spatial Justice and Land Scale for .
No. Developed Indicator Tenure Security the Indicator Leads to Evaluation that Measure Tenure Security
Yes/No
47 Proportion of affordable housing units to each income group within the housing High 3 No
development schemes
48 Percentage of monthly household income allocated to housing rent Moderate 3 No
49 Percgntage of serviced land plots which are allocated to poor and low-income groups for Moderate 3 No
housing development
50 Perf:entage .of housing units which are affordable to poor and low-income groups within Moderate 3 No
social housing stock
51 Percentage of upgraded informal settlements relative to their total number in an urban area Moderate 3 Yes
52 Percentage of slum dwellers relocated into serviced sites Low 2 Yes
53 Percentage of slum dwellers who are satisfied with the relocation processes Very high 2 No
54 Percentage of property owners who are satisfied with the expropriation process Very high 1,2 Yes
55 Percentage of property owners whose properties are expropriated at market value Very high 1,2 Yes
56 Percentage of expropriated people who can acquire other similar properties in the open Low 12 Yes
market
57 Area ratio of the private land expropriated for public interest which is put in use within Low 23 Yes
three years
Percentage of expropriated people whose compensation has been paid within the time span .
58 as defined by the related legal framework. Very high 23 No
59 Percente}ge. of households who are satisfied with the resolution of conflicts resulting from Very high 1,2 Yes
expropriation
60 Percentage of households who are satisfied with the resolution of conflicts resulting from Very high 12 No

urban development programmes
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As Table 3 reads, measuring spatial justice and land tenure security can be carried out at different
levels: city (3), urban neighbourhood (2), or household (1). This can depend on the fact that the rules,
processes, or outcomes of the urban (re)development affect the dwellers of the whole city, a specific
neighbourhood, or some individuals, respectively, at one, two, or all three levels at the same time.
In this case, spatial justice and land tenure security can be measured either at one level or more than
one level at the same time. The measurement can be performed in different ways. One option is to
apply a quantitative metric through the use of a numerical scale that assesses the performance or
achievement of a programme and the accountability within the implementation of that programme [86].
In this case, the evaluation will be based on the percentage of households who are satisfied with urban
(re)development programmes. One can carry out the assessment based on the percentages of urban
dwellers who participate in or benefit from different programmes of urban development, including
access to urban amenities and housing. It is also possible to apply an ordinal scale based on the level
of satisfaction of the users of spatial resources on the processes related to urban (re)development and
their outcomes. In this case, one can adopt the use of a Likert scale with five levels, ranging from a
very low level of satisfaction to a very high level of satisfaction. The data for this evaluation can be
collected through a household survey, interviews, a review of available reports on socio-economic
and urban development, and aspects related to land management (including land acquisition, land
allocation, and land rights). The evaluation can therefore combine the two types of scales or can apply
one of them according to Figure 3 below.

Institutional framework to

urban  (re)development:
rules and processes
Evaluation levels of the trajectory of spatial justice and Just
land tenure security

3
= Decentralised and participatory spatial planning; Inclusive
urban zoning rules and diversified land devel dard:
Public-Private-Community Partnerships;
Equal distribution of urban amenities and equal opportunities to
use urban resources.

D lised spatial planning and

- Public—Private Partnership (PPP) in spatial development;
. lusion of informal settl into spatial devel
schemes (i.e. provision of basic amenities into poor and low
income neighbourhoods);
= Dy d displ. and spatial i

D ised and tech ic spatial pl
Public-Private Partnership (PPP) in spatial development;
Exclusive and unaffordable zoning rules;

Neoliberalisation, capital accumulation, and unfair property
compensation;

Displacement of poor and low income groups from the city.

Level 3: Medium

C lised, top down and teck ic spatial pl

Level 2: Low Exclusive and unaffordable zoning rules;
| = Exclusion of poor urban neighbourhoods and their inhabi

from the process of urban (re)development;
Mal-distribution of urban resources: spatial inequalities.

Level 1: Very low = Centralised, top down and tech ic spatial planni Spati

= Spatial segregation and division of urban neighbourhoods; injustices
= None-recognition of informal tenures. d LTiS
Unjust [ O of urban (re). ‘

Figure 3. The continuum of spatial justice and land tenure security (LTS). Developed based
on [5,7,15,16,48,61,69,95,127,128,132]. LTiS, land tenure insecurity.

Figure 3 proposes a linear and heuristic model for a continuum of spatial justice and land tenure
security. It comprises three axes: the institutional framework for urban (re)development, the outcomes,
and a line segment with five levels showing the progress made towards the promotion of spatial
justice and land tenure security. The development of the model follows the ethical perspectives of
three theories: the theory of justice, the theory of common property resources, and the theory of
collaborative and communicative planning that demands a shift from exclusive to inclusive spatial
development [7,15,18,79,127,131,183,184]. By applying the above evaluation model, the assessment
of the trends in spatial justice and land tenure security can reveal different levels of performance.
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There can be a high level of performance, with very good trends towards spatial justice and land
tenure security [185] or a very low level of performance, with trends of spatial injustices and land
tenure insecurity (LTiS). Between the two edges, there can be other variations depending on the degree
of commitment of different actors who participate in spatial management to pursue spatial justice
within any programme pertaining to urban (re)development. The assessment can therefore reveal the
following trends:

- Very high level of spatial justice and land tenure security (level 5): between 80% and 100%
of scores. There are very good trends of spatial justice that lead to a high level of land tenure
security through decentralised, participatory, and communicative planning. The local community
participates in the development of the urban space and this promotes access to urban facilities for
all dwellers and their integration into the urban fabric.

- High level of spatial justice and land tenure security (level 4): between 60% and 80% of scores.
There are good trends of spatial justice towards the inclusion of disadvantaged areas into the
urban development process. The process is decentralised, but with limited participation of the
local community whose representatives participate in the management of the city in collaboration
with public and private institutions.

- Medium level of spatial justice and land tenure security (level 3): between 40% and 60%
of scores. Users of spatial resources perceive some attempt to promote spatial justice and
improve land tenure security. Though the urban development is decentralised, it is driven by
the Public-Private partnership. Unaffordable zoning rules which are developed through that
partnership do not promote either the use of land resources for all people or access to other
spatial resources in all urban neighbourhoods. Therefore, it can result in the loss of individuals’
property rights through forced sale or unfair compensation.

- Low level of spatial justice and land tenure security (level 2): between 20% and 40% of scores.
Users of spatial resources perceive little attempt to promote spatial justice and improve land
tenure security. Most of the urban dwellers, such as the poor and low-income groups, are deprived
of access to urban resources at the privilege of rich middle classes.

- Very low level of spatial justice and land tenure security (level 1): with less than 20% of scores.
Users of spatial resources perceive high trends of spatial injustices together with associated risks
for land tenure insecurity. This is driven by urban development rules and processes that exclude
dwellers of informal settlements, poor people, and low-income groups from the processes of
spatial organisations and force them to leave the city.

It is worth noting that the decentralisation of urban development is not necessarily meant to
promote spatial justice. Spatial injustices can be produced within any spatial development process,
centralised or decentralised. This can be determined by endogenous or exogenous factors that
affect the behaviour of political leaders and decision-makers who overwhelmingly guide and control
the management of spatial resources [7]. Good outcomes of urban (re)development and trends of
spatial justice result from conformance to just rules and processes by all actors who take part in the
management of spatial resources. From the different properties of rules, processes, and the behaviour
of actors in spatial resources management [15,62,66,68], there can be five instances of outcomes of
urban (re)development, which can be just or unjust as it is illustrated by Figure 4 below.

Figure 4 shows that:

{1}: When both rules and processes are just, the outcomes are just. Actors in resources management
maintain rules and processes to achieve the desired outcomes. In this case, there is a direct connection
(solid dark arrow) to show a direct influence between just rules, just processes, and just outcomes.

{2}: If rules are unjust (a dashed dark arrow shows that there is no direct influence between rules
and processes), the actors may adopt a different behaviour and design just processes that lead to the
just outcomes they aspire to achieve (solid dark arrow connects processes and outcomes to show a
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direct influence). Those actors will henceforth have to revise the rules (a dashed red arrow connects
the processes to rules) to maintain the adopted processes and desired outcomes.

{3}: If rules are just but the actors adopt unjust processes, the outcomes are unjust (a dashed dark
arrow shows that there is no direct connection between rules and processes, but a solid dark arrow
connects unjust processes and unjust outcomes to show a direct influence). The actors have to revise
the processes to come up with desired just outcomes (a dashed red arrow connects the outcomes to
processes to show the required revision).

{4}: If both rules and processes are unjust, the outcomes are automatically unjust. In this case,
the matrix shows that there is a direct connection (solid dark arrow) between unjust rules, unjust
processes, and unjust outcomes. There will be, therefore, a need for the revision of rules and processes
in order to redress the unjust outcomes that previous unjust rules and processes could lead to (a
dashed red arrow connects the unjust outcomes to unjust processes and unjust rules to show the
required revisions).

{5}: Both rules and processes can be unjust for most of the users of spatial resources and just for
some categories of people, such as the poor and others who have been deprived of the access to or use
of those resources. In this case, (un)just rules and (un)just processes are directly connected by a solid
dark arrow to show a direct influence. This results in inequalities that do not benefit all people [179].
Instead, they lead to just outcomes (solid dark arrow between (un)just processes and just outcomes) for
the target groups. This happens in specific or exceptional circumstances. This stands for the instance
of spatial injustices that are intended to restore justice through the principles of positive discrimination
for some people, such as poor, vulnerable, and marginalised groups, who suffer from the historical
injustices that have deprived them from access or opportunities to use spatial resources [62,74].

Rules Processes Outcomes
T P N 4
< Just Just N Just > {1}
/\\ //—A //\
QUnjust ) ¢ Just\ > Just> {2}
L . 4 .
_ammma — //7\\
Just e Unjust » UnJ““) {3}
-
PN e P
QUnjust D =/ Unjust h 5/\ Unjust {4}
Tt = \_/A------- /
sy = g .

Legend

to and has an influence on

n
Ll

------- - : there is not connection to and it does not have an
influence on

- : actors request the revision of the rules or processes

== e wm mm w; the scenario under this line is specific to specific group
of people

Figure 4. The matrix of the three dimensions of spatial justice. Developed based on [8,9,11,20,62,66,117,139].
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As Figure 4 shows, the first row shows the desired outcome of spatial (re)development grounded
on just rules and just processes. Such an outcome can therefore spur land tenure security for all
categories of urban dwellers. The last row shows an instance which is not necessarily pertinent to poor,
vulnerable, and marginalised groups for whom the arrangement promotes spatial justice and access to
or use of spatial resources. Yet, those categories of urban dwellers contain the majority of people for
whom proponents of spatial justice advocate when they claim for a fair allocation of spatial resources
and the institutionalisation of spatial management rules and processes. The access to or use of spatial
resources for those people can be advanced through the pursuit of spatial justice in the first instance of
Figure 4.

5. Conclusions

This paper analyses the approaches used to measure and monitor land tenure security. It reveals
that these approaches are based only on the promises of formalised land rights. They do not take into
account the security of land tenure that may derive from effective spatial (re)development rules and
processes. The paper also grasps how different approaches and processes of urban (re)development that
are grounded on the promises of spatial justice can spur land tenure security. In that way, a synthesis on
the main forms of spatial justice and their relationship to land tenure security is provided. Among the
forms of spatial justice that spur the security of tenure, procedural, recognition, and redistributive
justice are at the forefront. They promote equality of opportunities for all people (including the urban
poor and low-income groups) to have access to or use land resources. This is achieved through the
participation of all categories of urban dwellers in the design and implementation of rules, processes,
and plans that guide the (re)development of the urban space. Those rules, processes, and plans have to
be aligned with the needs of all urban dwellers, including those who are deprived of spatial resources.
Participatory and collaborative urban planning constitutes the main urban (re)development approach
that most highly promotes spatial justice and land tenure security.

The paper discusses also the main urban (re)development processes that have potential to promote
spatial justice and land tenure security. These include slum upgrading, the development of affordable
or mixed housing, incremental housing development, urban regeneration, and the relocation of
squatters or slum dwellers to serviced sites. To assess whether these approaches and processes
promote spatial justice and land tenure security, the paper proposes a holistic set of 60 evaluative
indicators. Among them, 30 are connected to and supplement the existing indicators that measure
land tenure security. Others extend the existing indicators and evaluate the hidden and dynamic
trends of spatial justice in the course of urban (re)development. As urban (re)development can be
achieved through the implementation of different actions and programmes, the developed indicators
relate to those various actions and programmes that one can encounter. The evaluation can therefore
focus on one or more actions and programmes. There are 18 indicators that evaluate the participation
of all urban dwellers in crafting rules guiding the development of their cities and the promotion of
access to housing and urban amenities for poor and vulnerable groups. The other 12 indicators are
linked to the relocation and resettlement of poor and low-income groups into suitable residential areas.
Spatial justice recognises the inevitable urban (re)development programmes that may infringe on the
rights to private properties of some urban dwellers, such as in the case of real property expropriation.
The framework therefore includes a series of indicators (16) that assess whether those actions are
carried out in a just way; i.e., a way that leads to fair compensation.

Generally, all proposed indicators are specific to land tenure security from a spatial justice lens for
which there is no existing framework for evaluation. The evaluation of land tenure security using those
indicators can be performed at different stages of urban (re)development. The evaluation can give
an insight into the aspects that relate to the protection of the rights to land for all people, especially
poor and low-income urban dwellers. The users of those indicators can include decision-makers,
municipality authorities, urban planners, and different organisations who intend to measure trends
of spatial justice and land tenure security in the course of any urban (re)development programme.
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The results of the evaluation can be used to recommend aspects for improvement in the management
of urban space in order to boost land tenure security in cities. However, this paper does not provide
an evaluation test of the framework using a specific case study. Instead, it shows that it is possible
to create a holistic framework of indicators that addresses multiple themes. The extent to which,
the conditions under which, and the kinds of cases for which the framework can be used practically
will be the aim of a subsequent publication.
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Appendix A

Definition of key concepts and terminologies used in the development of indicators

1. Dispute resolution is a mechanism to handle disputes arising from the management of land within
a country. In this study, it refers to disputes that break out between the local community and
governmental organisations. It also refers to formal or informal dispute resolution mechanisms.

2. Dwellings are living places of people or households of families, including their houses.

3.  Expropriation refers to the acquisition of the rights to private properties, such as land and
buildings, without the willingness of property owner to concede his/her rights. It can be carried
out in order to serve a public interest or needs, such as the development of infrastructure, or for
private interest when private investors need to develop the land [186].

4.  Eviction is removal against the will of individuals, families, and /or communities from the homes
and/or the land which they occupy, without the provision of, or access to, other land and housing.

5. Fair compensation is the value of the expropriated property at market price. Such compensation
has to be paid within a determined time (time span for compensation) which has to be determined
by the law guiding the expropriation in any country [98].

6. A land use plan is a plan that identifies areas for a designated use for the purpose of the
management of land resources, including descriptions of permitted and planned developments.

7. A legal framework constitutes judicial, statutory, and administrative systems, such as court
decisions, laws, regulations, bylaws, directions, and instructions that regulate society and set
enforcement processes.

8. Legal or policy provisions for the development of basic facilities and services are the clauses or
articles of rules, such as land law and policy and urban development policies on the development
and provision of those facilities and services [187].

9.  Low-cost or affordable houses are residential houses that can be provided at a price that does not
exceed 25 to 30 percent of the household income [141-143]. The promotion of access to low-cost
housing involves the inclusion of some land lots into residential sites that can be allocated at low
prices or through general land redistribution processes to poor people. The proportion of those
lots ranges from 15% to 20% of zoned land for residential housing [188].

10. Informal settlements are illegal settlements which are developed within a geographical and
administrative entity without construction permits.

11. Informal settlement upgrading is a mechanism for increasing access to basic urban amenities and
services in informal settlements, including opportunities for property owners to improve their
buildings. This can result in the formalisation of property rights through land titling.

12.  Mixed housing refers to different typologies of residential buildings that can be developed at low
prices relative to the income of some people, such as poor and low-income households.
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13.  The relocation of slum dwellers is the resettlement of the inhabitants from a slum into new
serviced sites.

14. A serviced residential site is a residential area which is subdivided into construction plots
according to the physical development plan and provided with basic facilities, such as water,
electricity, a sanitation system, and a road network.

15.  Slum clearance is the demolition of housing in slums due to environmental concerns or for other
urban development purposes.

16. Zoning rules are spatial development regulations at the municipality or city level that subdivide
the land into different types of use, such as residential, commercial, industrial, and public and
green spaces.

Note: Most of those definitions or explanations were compiled from [32,40,106].

Appendix B

Table A1. Cross analysis of the forms of spatial justice and main urban development processes.

Number of Frequency of Spatial Justice Pattern
Urban Development Reviewed
Approach and Options o sotribut Inter- and
Resources Procedural Recognition Redistributive Intra-Generation
Inclusive, part%mpatory,. 1 9 9 3 6
and collaborative planning
Slum upgrading 10 9 8 7 7
Affordable housing 9 8 8 7 6
development
Mixed housing development 8 7
Sites and services schemes 8 7 6 6 6
Incremental housing 7 7 7 6 5
development
Urbap regeneration and 6 6 6 5 4
housing renewal
Resettlement or relocation of 6 4 4 4 »
squatters or slum dwellers
Condominium housing 6 4 3 2 4
Urban village 5 4 4 3 4
Community land trusts (CLTs) 4 3 2
Joint .Venture for land or 4 5 2 2 4
housing development
Total 83 70 68 58 55
Percentage 100% 84% 82% 69% 66%

Source: Qualitative and content analysis of the retrieved literature.

References

1. Zheng, HW.,; Shen, G.Q.; Wang, H. A review of recent studies on sustainable urban renewal. Habitat Int.
2014, 41, 272-279. [CrossRef]

2. Pritchett, W.E. The “Public Menace” of Blight: Urban Renewal and the Private Uses of Eminent Domain.
Yale Law Policy Rev. 2003, 21, 1-50.

3. Zheng, HW,; Shen, G.Q.; Song, Y.; Sun, B.; Hong, ]J. Neighborhood sustainability in urban renewal:

An assessment framework. Environ. Plan. B Urban Anal. City Sci. 2016, 44, 903-924. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2013.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265813516655547

Land 2018, 7, 84 28 of 34

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

UNESCO; Un-Habitat. International Public Debates Urban Policies and the Right to the City, 3rd ed.; UNESCO:
Paris, France, 2006; 236p.

Harvey, D. The right to the city. New Left Rev. 2008, 53, 23-40.

Gutwald, R.; Leimann, O.; Masson, T.; Rauschmayer, F. A Capability Approach to Intergenerational Justice?
Examining the Potential of Amartya Sen’s Ethics with Regard to Intergenerational Issues. . Hum. Dev. Capab.
2014, 15, 355-368. [CrossRef]

Bret, B.; Gervais-Lambony, P.; Hancock, C.; Landy, F. Justices et Injustices Spatiales; Presses Univeritaires de
Paris Ouest: Paris, France, 2010; 316p.

Harvey, D. Social Justice and the City; Geographies of Justice and Social Transformation; University of Georgia
Press: Athens, GA, USA, 1973; 356p.

Soja, E. The city and spatial justice. Justice Spat. Spat. Justice 2009, 31-39. Available online: http://www.jss;j.
org (accessed on 15 July 2018).

Smith, M.D. Social justice revisited. Environ. Plan. A 2000, 32, 1149-1162. [CrossRef]

Smith, M.D. Social justice and the post-socialist city. Urban Geogr. 1994, 15, 612—-627. [CrossRef]

Pirie, G.H. On Spatial Justice. Environ. Plan. A 1983, 15, 465-473. [CrossRef]

Tonon, G. Indicators of Quality of Life in Latin America; Social Indicators Research Series; Springer International
Publishing AG: Basel, Switzerland, 2016; 303p.

Ferrari, E. Competing Ideas of Social Justice and Space: Locating Critiques of Housing Renewal in Theory
and in Practice. Int. ]. Hous. Policy 2012, 12, 263-280. [CrossRef]

Fainstein, S.S. Spatial Justice and Planning. Justice Spat. Spat. Justice 2009, 1-13. Available online: http:
/ /www.jssj.org (accessed on 15 July 2018).

Fainstein, S.S. The just city. Int. ]. Urban Sci. 2014, 18, 1-18. [CrossRef]

Lall, S.V.; Freire, M.; Yuen, B.; Rajack, R.; Helluin, J.J. Urban Land Markets: Improving Land Management for
Successful Urbanization; Springer Science & Business Media: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2014; 408p.
Iveson, K. Social or spatial justice? Marcuse and Soja on the right to the city. City 2011, 15, 250-259. [CrossRef]
Lefebvre, H. Le Droit a la Ville; Anthropos: Paris, France, 1968.

Lefebvre, H. The Production of Space; Basil Blackwell: Oxford, UK, 1991; 464p.

Chatterton, P. Seeking the urban common: Furthering the debate on spatial justice. City 2010, 14, 625-628.
[CrossRef]

Njoh, A.J. Equity, Fairness and Justice Implications of Land Tenure Formalization in Cameroon. Int. J. Urban
Reg. Res. 2013, 37, 750-768. [CrossRef]

Harvey, D. Social Justice, Postmodernism and the City. Int. . Urban Reg. Res. 1992, 16, 588-601. [CrossRef]
United Nations Secretariat. Right to the city and cities for all. In Proceedings of the Conference on Housing
and Sustainable Urban Development (Habitat III), Surabaya, Indonesia, 25-27 July 2016; 52p.

Nel, V. A better zoning system for South Africa? Land Use Policy 2016, 55, 257-264. [CrossRef]

Picard, L.A.; Buss, T.F.; Seybolt, T.B.; Lelei, M.C. Sustainable Development and Human Security in Africa:
Governance as the Missing Link; CRC Press: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2015; Volume 196, 358p.
Purcell, M. Citizenship and the right to the global city: Reimagining the capitalist world order. Int. |. Urban
Reg. Res. 2003, 27, 564-590. [CrossRef]

Harvey, D. The right to the city. Int. J. Urban Reg. Res. 2003, 27, 939-941. [CrossRef]

De Souza, F.A.M. Perceived security of land tenure in Recife, Brazil. Habitat Int. 2001, 25, 175-190. [CrossRef]
Caldieron, ].M. Land Tenure and the Self- Improvement of Two Latin American Informal Settlements in
Puerto Rico and Venezuela. Urban Forum 2013, 24, 49-64. [CrossRef]

UN-Habitat. Enhancing Security of Tenure: Policy Directions; United Nations Human Settlements Programme:
London, UK; Sterling, VA, USA, 2008; 42p.

UN-Habitat. Monitoring Security of Tenure in Cities: People, Land and Policies; HS/130/11E; UN-Habitat:
Nairobi, Kenya, 2011; 93p.

Bruce, ].W.; Migot-Adholla, S.E. Searching for Land Tenure Security in Africa; Kendall/Hunt: Washington, DC,
USA, 1994; 282p.

Clover, J.; Eriksen, S. The effects of land tenure change on sustainability: Human security and environmental
change in southern African savannas. Environ. Sci. Policy 2009, 12, 53-70. [CrossRef]

Deininger, K. Land Policies for Growth and Poverty Reduction: A World Bank Policy Research Report; World Bank
and Oxford University Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2003; 239p, ISBN 0-8213-5071-4.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19452829.2014.899563
http://www.jssj.org
http://www.jssj.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/a3258
http://dx.doi.org/10.2747/0272-3638.15.7.612
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/a150465
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2012.709668
http://www.jssj.org
http://www.jssj.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/12265934.2013.834643
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2011.568723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2010.525304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.2012.01168.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.1992.tb00198.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.04.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00467
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0309-1317.2003.00492.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0197-3975(00)00023-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12132-012-9162-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2008.10.012

Land 2018, 7, 84 29 of 34

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.
43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.
52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.
59.

UN-Habitat. The Habitat Agenda: Goals and Principles, Commitments and Global Plan for Action; UN-Habitat:
Nairobi, Kenya, 1996; 109p.

Van Gelder, ].L. Legal tenure security, perceived tenure security and housing improvement in Buenos Aires:
An attempt towards integration. Int. ]. Urban Reg. Res. 2009, 33, 126-146. [CrossRef]

Simbizi, M.C.D.; Bennett, R.M.; Zevenbergen, ]. Land tenure security: Revisiting and refining the concept for
Sub-Saharan Africa’s rural poor. Land Use Policy 2014, 36, 231-238. [CrossRef]

Van Asperen, P.; Zevenbergen, J. Can Lessons be Learnt from Improving Tenure Security in Informal
Settlements? In Proceedings of the International Conference on Sustainable Urban Areas, Rotterdam,
The Netherlands, 25-28 June 2007.

Deininger, K.; Selod, H.; Burns, A. The Land Governance Assessment Framework: Identifying and Monitoring
Good Practice in the Land Sector; The World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2012.

Simbizi, M.C.D. Measuring Land Tenure Security: A Pro-Poor Perspective. Ph.D. Thesis, ITC, Univeristy of
Twente, Enschede, The Netherlands, 2016.

Payne, G. Urban land tenure options: Titles or rights? Habitat Int. 2001, 25, 415-429. [CrossRef]

Payne, G. Urban Land Tenure and Property Rights in Developing Countries. A Review; Intermediate Technology
Publications/ODA: London, UK, 1997.

Unrubh, ].D. Land Tenure and the “Evidence Landscape” in Developing Countries. Ann. Assoc. Am. Geogr.
2006, 96, 754-772. [CrossRef]

UN-Habitat; GLTN. Monitoring Tenure Security, Data Collection, Questionnaire Modules and Manual. Securing
Land and Property Rights for All; HS/130/11E; UN-Habitat: Nairobi, Kenya, 2017; 77p.

UNESCO; Un-Habitat. Urban Policies and the Right to the City. Rights, Responsibilities and Citizenship; UNESCO:
Paris, France, 2009; 58p.

Dikeg, M. Space, politics and (in)justice. Justice Spat. Spat. Justice 2009. Available online: http://www.jssj.org
(accessed on 15 July 2018).

Marcuse, P. Spatial justice: Derivative but Causal of Social Justice. In Justices et Injustices Spatiales; Bret, B.,
Gervais-Lambony, P., Hancock, C., Landy, E, Eds.; Presses Univeritaires de Paris Ouest: Paris, France, 2010;
pp- 75-94.

Oomen, B.; Davis, M.E,; Grigolo, M. Global Urban Justice: The Rise of Human Rights Cities. 2016; 350p.
Available online: http://hdl.handle.net/1814 /45292 (accessed on 15 July 2018).

Committee on Social Inclusion, Participatory Democracy and Human Rights of UCLG. Global
Charter—Agenda for Human Rights in the City; Committee on Social Inclusion, Participatory Democracy
and Human Rights of UCLG: Barcelona, Spain, 2012; 26p.

Fernandes, E. Constructing the ‘Right To the City” in Brazil. Soc. Leg. Stud. 2007, 16, 201-219. [CrossRef]
Fernandes, E. The City Statute and the Legal-Urban Order. Available online: https://www.google.com.hk/url?
sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0ahUKEwibstilzgLcAhVCUN4KHVIWBzkQFggvMAE&
url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dpu-associates.net%2Fsystem%2Ffiles%2FCityStatuteofBrazil_English_Ch4[1]
pdf&usg=A0vVaw12UE1gVhngl6T-HvHLt0ZZ (accessed on 15 July 2018).

Beyers, C. Reconciling competing claims to justice in urban South Africa: Cato Manor and District Six.
J. Contemp. Afr. Stud. 2016, 34, 203-220. [CrossRef]

Galuszka, J]. Community-based approaches to settlement upgrading as manifested through the big ACCA
projects in Metro Manila, Philippines. Environ. Urban. 2014, 26, 276-296. [CrossRef]

Puketapu-Dentice, K.; Connelly, S.; Thompson-Fawcett, M. Towards integrating Indigenous culture in urban
form. Justice Spat. Spat. Justice 2017, 11. Available. Available online: http://www.jssj.org (accessed on
15 July 2018).

Van den Nouwelant, R.; Davison, G.; Gurran, N.; Pinnegar, S.; Randolph, B. Delivering affordable housing
through the planning system in urban renewal contexts: Converging government roles in Queensland,
South Australia and New South Wales. Aust. Plan. 2015, 52, 77-89. [CrossRef]

Vilar, K.; Cartes, I. Urban Design and Social Capital in Slums. Case Study: Moravia’s Neighborhood,
Medellin, 2004-2014. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2016, 216, 56—67. [CrossRef]

Chapman, T.P. Spatial Justice and the Western Areas of Johannesburg. Afr. Stud. 2015, 74, 76-97. [CrossRef]
National Forum for Urban Reform (FNRU); Habitat International Coalition—Latin America (HIC-AL).
Moving toward the Implementation of the Right to the City in Latin America and Internationally. 2015; 260p.
Available online: http:/ /www.righttothecityplatform.org.br (accessed on 15 July 2018).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.2009.00833.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0197-3975(01)00014-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8306.2006.00515.x
http://www.jssj.org
http://hdl.handle.net/1814/45292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0964663907076529
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0ahUKEwjbstiIzqLcAhVCUN4KHVIWBzkQFggvMAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dpu-associates.net%2Fsystem%2Ffiles%2FCityStatuteofBrazil_English_Ch4[1].pdf&usg=AOvVaw12UE1gVhnqI6T-HvHLt0ZZ
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0ahUKEwjbstiIzqLcAhVCUN4KHVIWBzkQFggvMAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dpu-associates.net%2Fsystem%2Ffiles%2FCityStatuteofBrazil_English_Ch4[1].pdf&usg=AOvVaw12UE1gVhnqI6T-HvHLt0ZZ
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0ahUKEwjbstiIzqLcAhVCUN4KHVIWBzkQFggvMAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dpu-associates.net%2Fsystem%2Ffiles%2FCityStatuteofBrazil_English_Ch4[1].pdf&usg=AOvVaw12UE1gVhnqI6T-HvHLt0ZZ
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=0ahUKEwjbstiIzqLcAhVCUN4KHVIWBzkQFggvMAE&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dpu-associates.net%2Fsystem%2Ffiles%2FCityStatuteofBrazil_English_Ch4[1].pdf&usg=AOvVaw12UE1gVhnqI6T-HvHLt0ZZ
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02589001.2016.1202600
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956247813517850
http://www.jssj.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07293682.2014.914044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.12.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00020184.2014.998059
http://www.righttothecityplatform.org.br

Land 2018, 7, 84 30 of 34

60.

61.

62.
63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.
71.

72.
73.

74.
75.

76.

77.
78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

UN-Habitat. State of the World’s Cities 2010/2011. In Bridging the Urban Divide; UN-Habitat: New York, NY,
USA, 2010; 244p.

Alexander, E.R. The Public Interest in Planning: From Legitimation to Substantive Plan Evaluation.
Plan. Theory 2002, 1, 226-249. [CrossRef]

Rawls, J. A Theory of Justice (Revised Edition); Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1999; 560p.
Cruzes, D.S.; Dyb4, T. Research synthesis in software engineering: A tertiary study. Inf. Softw.Technol. 2011,
53, 440-455. [CrossRef]

Walsh, D.; Downe, S. Meta-synthesis method for qualitative research: A literature review. J. Adv. Nurs. 2005,
50, 204-211. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kotiadis, K.; Robinson, S. Conceptual modelling: Knowledge acquisition and model abstraction.
In Proceedings of the 40th Conference on Winter Simulation, Miami, FL, USA, 7-10 December 2008;
pp. 951-958.

Young, LM. Justice and the Politics of Difference; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1990; 286p.
Fraser, N. From Redistribution to Recognition? Dilemmas of Justice in a ‘Post-Socialist’” Age. New Left
Rev. 11995, 212, 68-93.

Ostrom, E. Background on the Institutional Analysis and Development Framework. Policy Stud. ]. 2011,
39,7-27. [CrossRef]

Campbell, H.; Marshall, R. Towards justice in planning: A reappraisal. Eur. Plan. Stud. 2006, 14, 239-252.
[CrossRef]

Fraser, N. Recognition without Ethics? Theory Cult. Soc. 2001, 18, 21-42. [CrossRef]

North, D.C. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance; Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge, UK, 1990; 152p.

Ostrom, E. Understanding Institutional Diversity; Princeton University Press: Princeton, UK, 2005; 355p.
Watkins, C. Representations of Space, Spatial Practices and Spaces of Representation: An Application of
Lefebvre’s Spatial Triad. Cult. Organ. 2005, 11, 209-220. [CrossRef]

Barry, B. Sustainability and Intergenerational Justice. Theoria 1997, 44, 43-64. [CrossRef]

Elkin, T.; McLaren, D.; Hillman, M. Reviving the City: Towards Sustainable Urban Development; Friends of the
Earth with Policy Studies Institute: London, UK, 1991; 278p.

Gilbert, A. Good Urban Governance: Evidence from a Model City? Bull. Lat. Am. Res. 2006, 25, 392—419.
[CrossRef]

Haughton, G. Environmental Justice and the Sustainable City. J. Plan. Educ. Res. 1999, 18, 233-243. [CrossRef]
Jabareen, Y. A New Conceptual Framework for Sustainable Development. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2008,
10, 179-192. [CrossRef]

McCall, M.K.; Dunn, C.E. Geo-information tools for participatory spatial planning: Fulfilling the criteria for
‘good’ governance? Geoforum 2012, 43, 81-94. [CrossRef]

Mega, V.P. Sustainable Cities for the Third Millennium: The Odyssey of Urban Excellence; Springer: New York,
NY, USA, 2010; 233p.

Michael, EL.; Noor, Z.Z.; Figueroa, M.]. Review of urban sustainability indicators assessment—Case study
between Asian countries. Habitat Int. 2014, 44, 491-500. [CrossRef]

Rahman, M.A.U. Urban sustainability through strategic planning: A case of metropolitan planning in Khulna
city, Bangladesh. J. Urban Manag. 2016, 5, 16-22. [CrossRef]

Roberts, P. Sustainable Development and Social Justice: Spatial Priorities and Mechanisms for Delivery.
Sociol. Ing. 2003, 73, 228-244. [CrossRef]

Un-Habitat. Planning Sustainable Cities: Global Report on Human Settlements 2009; Earthscan: London, UK;
Sterling, VA, USA, 2009; 336p.

United Nations. Indicators of Sustainable Development: Guidelines and Methodologies, 2nd ed.; Department of
Economic and Social Affairs (DESA) of the United Nations: New York, NY, USA, 2001; 315p.

Hales, D. An Introduction to Indicators; UNAIDS: Geneva, Switzerland, 2010; 100p.

OECD. Assessing the Effects of ICT in Education Indicators, Criteria and Benchmarks for International Comparisons:
Indicators, Criteria and Benchmarks for International Comparisons; OECD—European Commission Joint Research
Centre: Luxembourg, 2010; 217p.

Haie, N.; Keller, A.A. Macro, Meso, and Micro-Efficiencies in Water Resources Management: A New
Framework Using Water Balance. J. Am. Water Resour. Assoc. 2012, 48, 235-243. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/147309520200100303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.infsof.2011.01.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2005.03380.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15788085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2010.00394.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654310500418192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/02632760122051760
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14759550500203318
http://dx.doi.org/10.3167/004058197783593443
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0261-3050.2006.00204.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0739456X9901800305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10668-006-9058-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.07.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jum.2016.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1475-682X.00054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2011.00611.x

Land 2018, 7, 84 31 0f 34

89.
90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.
97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.
111.

112.

113.

114.
115.

Peters, B.G.; Pierre, J. Handbook of Public Policy; SAGE Publications: London, UK, 2006; 528p.

Wang, Y.; Polillo, S. Power in Organizational Society: Macro, Meso and Micro. In Handbook of Contemporary
Sociological Theory; Abrutyn, S., Ed.; Springer International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; pp. 43-61.
Philippopoulos-Mihalopoulos, A. Law’s Spatial Turn: Geography, Justice and a Certain Fear of Space.
Law Cult. Humanit. 2011, 7, 187-202. [CrossRef]

Nunan, E; Devas, N. Accessing Land and Services: Exclusion or Entitlement. In Urban Governance Voice and
Poverty in the Developing World; Devas, N., Ed.; Earthscan: London, UK; Sterling, VA, USA, 2014; pp. 164-185.
Purcell, M. Possible Worlds: Henri Lefebvre and the Right to the City. |. Urban Aff. 2014, 36, 141-154.
[CrossRef]

Burke, K.; Leben, S. Procedural Fairness: A Key Ingredient in Public Satisfaction. Court Rev. ]. Am.
Judges Assoc. 2007, 44, 4-25.

Fraser, N.; Honneth, A. Redistribution or Recognition? A Political-Philosophical Exchange; Verso: London, UK;
New York, NY, USA, 2003; 276p.

Padilla, E. Intergenerational equity and sustainability. Ecol. Econ. 2002, 41, 69-83. [CrossRef]

Asiama, K.; Lengoiboni, M.; van der Molen, P. In the Land of the Dammed: Assessing Governance in
Resettlement of Ghana’s Bui Dam Project. Land 2017, 6, 80. [CrossRef]

Tagliarino, N.; Bununu, Y.; Micheal, M.; De Maria, M.; Olusanmi, A. Compensation for Expropriated
Community Farmland in Nigeria: An In-Depth Analysis of the Laws and Practices Related to Land
Expropriation for the Lekki Free Trade Zone in Lagos. Land 2018, 7, 23. [CrossRef]

World Bank. World Bank-IFC Doing Business Indicators; World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2008; 122p.
Un-Habitat. “Better Information, Better Cities”: Monitoring the Habitat Agenda and the Millennium Development
Goals—Slums Target; Un-Habitat: Nairobi, Kenya, 2009; 47p.

United Nations. Indicators for Monitoring the Millennium Development Goals, 3rd ed.; Unated Nations:
New York, NY, USA, 2003; 115p.

IFAD. IFAD Land Tenure Indicators. 2009. Available online: http://www.gaportal.org/resources/detail /
ifad-land-tenure-indicators (accessed on 15 July 2018).

Burns, T.; Grant, C.; Nettle, K.; Brits, A.-M.; Dalrymple, K. Land Administration Reform: Indicators of Success,
Future Challenges; The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank: Washington,
DC, USA, 2007; 244p.

Nakamura, S. Revealing invisible rules in slums: The nexus between perceived tenure security and housing
investment. Habitat Int. 2016, 53, 151-162. [CrossRef]

Reerink, G.; van Gelder, J.-L. Land titling, perceived tenure security, and housing consolidation in the
kampongs of Bandung, Indonesia. Habitat Int. 2010, 34, 78-85. [CrossRef]

Williamson, I.; Enemark, S.; Wallace, J.; Rajabifard, A. Land Administration for Sustainable Development; ESRI:
New York, NY, USA, 2010; 472p.

Durand-Lasserve, A.; Selod, H. The formalisation of urban land tenure in developing countries.
In Proceedings of the World Bank’s 2007 Urban Research Symposium, Washington, DC, USA,
14-16 May 2007.

Van Gelder, J.L. Feeling and thinking: Quantifying the relationship between perceived tenure security
and housing improvement in an informal neighbourhood in Buenos Aires. Habitat Int. 2007, 31, 219-231.
[CrossRef]

Kipfer, S.; Goonewardena, K.; Milgrom, R.; Schmid, C. Space, Difference, Everyday Life: Reading Henri Lefebure;
Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2008.

Meng, Q. Fracking equity: A spatial justice analysis prototype. Land Use Policy 2018, 70, 10-15. [CrossRef]
Pojani, D. From Squatter Settlement to Suburb: The Transformation of Bathore, Albania. Hous. Stud. 2013,
28, 805-821. [CrossRef]

UN-Habitat. Streets as Tools for Urban Transformation in Slums: A Street-Led Approach to Citywide Slum Upgrading;
UN-Habitat: Nairobi, Kenya, 2012.

OSCE; ODIHR. Roma Housing and Settlements in South-Eastern Europe. Profile and Achievements in Serbia in a
Comparative Framework. Summary and Recommendations; OSCE/ODIHR: Warsaw, Poland, 2006; 42p.

OSCE. Urban Plans for Substandard Roma Settlements; OSCE Mission to Serbia: Belgrade, Serbia, 2012; 56p.
Vuksanovié¢-Macura, Z. The mapping and enumeration of informal Roma settlements in Serbia.
Environ. Urban. 2012, 24, 685-705. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1743872109355578
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/juaf.12034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(02)00026-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land6040080
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land7010023
http://www.gaportal.org/resources/detail/ifad-land-tenure-indicators
http://www.gaportal.org/resources/detail/ifad-land-tenure-indicators
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.11.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2009.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2007.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.10.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2013.760031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956247812451809

Land 2018, 7, 84 32 of 34

116.

117.
118.

119.
120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.
130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

141.

Payne, G.; Durand-Lasserve, A.; Rakodi, C. The limits of land titling and home ownership. Environ. Urban.
2009, 21, 443-462. [CrossRef]

Dikeg, M. Justice and the Spatial Imagination. Environ. Plan. A 2001, 33, 1785-1805. [CrossRef]
UN-Habitat. The Right to the City: Bridging the Urban Divide. Report of the Fifth Session of the World Urban
Forum in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil; World Urban Forum Secretariat: Nairobi, Kenya, 2010; 112p.

FAO. Land Tenure and Rural Development; FAO, Ed.; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2002; 54p.

Deininger, K.; Jin, S. Tenure Security and Land-related investment. Evidence from Ethiopia. Eur. Econ. Rev.
2006, 50, 1245-1277. [CrossRef]

Abdulai, R.T. Is Land Title Registration the Answer to Insecure and Uncertain Property Rights in Sub-Saharan
Africa? RICS Research Paper Series; RICS (The Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors): London, UK, 2006;
Volume 6, Number 6; 28p. Available online: www.rics.org (accessed on 15 July 2018).

Villaga, F. Sao Paulo: Urban segregation and inequality. Estudos Avangados 2011, 25, 37-58. [CrossRef]

El Din, H.S,; Shalaby, A.; Farouh, H.E.; Elariane, S.A. Principles of urban quality of life for a neighborhood.
HBRC J. 2013, 9, 86-92. [CrossRef]

Ostrom, E. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action; Cambridge University
Press: Cambridge, UK, 1990; 295p.

Carr, J. Public Input/Elite Privilege: The Use of Participatory Planning to Reinforce Urban Geographies of
Power in Seattle. Urban Geogr. 2012, 33, 420-441. [CrossRef]

Healey, P. Planning through debate: The communicative turn in planning theory. Town Plan. Rev. 1992,
63, 143. [CrossRef]

Rocco, R.C. Emerging New Roles for Designers and Planners: Articulating Soft and Hard Infrastructures.
2013. Available online: https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&
ved=0ahUKEwiX0s-qz6LcAhWX7WEKHT]DDLcQFggmMA A&url=https%3A%2F%2Frepository.tudelft.
nl%?2Fislandora%2Fobject%2Fuuid %3 A96b38645-90d4-401f-b7d3-ebbb7d6e5321%2Fdatastream %2FOBJ %
2Fdownload&usg=AOvVaw3GBzrwsQ45kL2UxA5]p7qa (accessed on 15 July 2018).

Innes, J.; Booher, D. Consensus Building and Complex Adaptive Systems. ]. Am. Plan. Assoc. 1999,
65, 412-423. [CrossRef]

Booher, D. Collaborative governance practices and democracy. Natl. Civ. Rev. 2004, 93, 32-46. [CrossRef]
McCall, M.K. Seeking good governance in participatory-GIS: A review of processes and governance
dimensions in applying GIS to participatory spatial planning. Habitat Int. 2003, 27, 549-573. [CrossRef]
Campbell, H.; Marshall, R. Ethical Frameworks and Planning Theory. Int. J. Urban Reg. Res. 1999, 23, 464-478.
[CrossRef]

Healey, P. The Communicative Turn in Planning Theory and its Implications for Spatial Strategy Formation.
Environ. Plan. B Plan. Des. 1996, 23, 217-234. [CrossRef]

Yenneti, K.; Day, R.; Golubchikov, O. Spatial justice and the land politics of renewables: Dispossessing
vulnerable communities through solar energy mega-projects. Geoforum 2016, 76, 90-99. [CrossRef]

Parnell, S.; Pieterse, E. The ‘Right to the City’: Institutional Imperatives of a Developmental State. Int. |.
Urban Reg. Res. 2010, 34, 146-162. [CrossRef]

Zhao, P. Planning for social inclusion: The impact of socioeconomic inequities on the informal development
of farmland in suburban Beijing. Land Use Policy 2016, 57, 431-443. [CrossRef]

Stein, S.M.; Harper, T.L. Rawls’s ‘Justice as Fairness’: A Moral Basis for Contemporary Planning Theory.
Plan. Theory 2005, 4, 147-172. [CrossRef]

Wilson Center; USAID. Innovation in Urban Development: Incremental Housing, Big Data and Gender. A New
Generation of Ideas; Garland, A., Ed.; Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars: Washington, DC,
USA, 2013; 194p.

Stanley, A. Just space or spatial justice? Difference, discourse, and environmental justice. Local Environ. 2009,
14, 999-1014. [CrossRef]

Purcell, M. Excavating Lefebvre: The right to the city and its urban politics of the inhabitant. GeoJournal 2002,
58,99-108. [CrossRef]

Minnery, J.; Argo, T.; Winarso, H.; Hau, D.; Veneracion, C.C.; Forbes, D.; Childs, I. Slum upgrading and
urban governance: Case studies in three South East Asian cities. Habitat Int. 2013, 39, 162-169. [CrossRef]
Calavita, N.; Mallach, A. Inclusionary Housing in International Perspective: Affordable Housing, Social Inclusion,
and Land Value Recapture; Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, Puritan Press: Hollis, NH, USA, 2010; 396p.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956247809344364
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/a3467
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2005.02.001
www.rics.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S0103-40142011000100004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hbrcj.2013.02.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.2747/0272-3638.33.3.420
http://dx.doi.org/10.3828/tpr.63.2.422x602303814821
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0ahUKEwiX0s-qz6LcAhWX7WEKHTJDDLcQFggmMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Frepository.tudelft.nl%2Fislandora%2Fobject%2Fuuid%3A96b38645-90d4-401f-b7d3-ebbb7d6e5321%2Fdatastream%2FOBJ%2Fdownload&usg=AOvVaw3GBzrwsQ45kL2UxA5Jp7qa
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0ahUKEwiX0s-qz6LcAhWX7WEKHTJDDLcQFggmMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Frepository.tudelft.nl%2Fislandora%2Fobject%2Fuuid%3A96b38645-90d4-401f-b7d3-ebbb7d6e5321%2Fdatastream%2FOBJ%2Fdownload&usg=AOvVaw3GBzrwsQ45kL2UxA5Jp7qa
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0ahUKEwiX0s-qz6LcAhWX7WEKHTJDDLcQFggmMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Frepository.tudelft.nl%2Fislandora%2Fobject%2Fuuid%3A96b38645-90d4-401f-b7d3-ebbb7d6e5321%2Fdatastream%2FOBJ%2Fdownload&usg=AOvVaw3GBzrwsQ45kL2UxA5Jp7qa
https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0ahUKEwiX0s-qz6LcAhWX7WEKHTJDDLcQFggmMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Frepository.tudelft.nl%2Fislandora%2Fobject%2Fuuid%3A96b38645-90d4-401f-b7d3-ebbb7d6e5321%2Fdatastream%2FOBJ%2Fdownload&usg=AOvVaw3GBzrwsQ45kL2UxA5Jp7qa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944369908976071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ncr.69
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0197-3975(03)00005-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/b230217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2016.09.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.2010.00954.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1473095205054603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549830903277417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:GEJO.0000010829.62237.8f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2012.12.002

Land 2018, 7, 84 33 of 34

142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.
152.

153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.
162.

163.

164.
165.

166.

167.

168.

Whitehead, C.ML.E. Planning Policies and Affordable Housing: England as a Successful Case Study?
Hous. Stud. 2007, 22, 25-44. [CrossRef]

Williams, P. Inclusionary zoning and affordable housing in Sydney. Urban Policy Res. 2000, 18, 291-310.
[CrossRef]

Norris, M. Developing, designing and managing mixed tenure estates: Implementing planning gain
legislation in the Republic of Ireland. Eur. Plan. Stud. 2006, 14, 199-218. [CrossRef]

Glass, M.R.; Woldoff, R.; Morrison, L. Does the middle class have rights to the city? Contingent rights and
the struggle to inhabit Stuyvesant Town, New York. Int. J. Hous. Policy 2014, 14, 214-235. [CrossRef]
Purcell, M. To Inhabit Well: Counterhegemonic Movements and the Right to the City. Urban Geogr. 2013,
34, 560-574. [CrossRef]

Armstrong, C. Equality, Recognition and the Distributive Paradigm. Crit. Rev. Int. Soc. Political Philos. 2003,
6, 154-164. [CrossRef]

Kontokosta, C.E. Mixed-income housing and neighborhood integration: Evidence from inclusionary zoning
programs. J. Urban Aff. 2014, 36, 716-741. [CrossRef]

Hamid, G.M.; Mohamed Elhassan, A.A. Incremental housing as an alternative housing policy: Evidence
from Greater Khartoum, Sudan. Int. ]. Hous. Policy 2014, 14, 181-195. [CrossRef]

Abdul-Aziz, A.R.; Jahn Kassim, P.S. Objectives, success and failure factors of housing public-private
partnerships in Malaysia. Habitat Int. 2011, 35, 150-157. [CrossRef]

Abu-Lughod, J.; Hay, R.J. Third World Urbanization; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2013.
Mullins, D.; Moore, T. Self-organised and civil society participation in housing provision. Int. J. Hous. Policy
2018, 18, 1-14. [CrossRef]

Amoako, C.; Frimpong Boamah, E. Build as you earn and learn: Informal urbanism and incremental housing
financing in Kumasi, Ghana. J. Hous. Built Environ. 2017, 32, 429-448. [CrossRef]

Garner, C. Housing: Underpinning sustainable urban regeneration. Public Money Manag. 1996, 16, 15-20.
[CrossRef]

MclIntyre, Z.; McKee, K. Creating sustainable communities through tenure-mix: The responsibilisation of
marginal homeowners in Scotland. GeoJournal 2012, 77, 235-247. [CrossRef]

Trono, A.; Zerbi, M.C.; Castronuovo, V. Urban Regeneration and Local Governance in Italy: Three Emblematic
Cases. In Local Government and Urban Governance in Europe; Nunes Silva, C., Bugek, J., Eds.; Springer
International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2017; pp. 171-192.

Todes, A. Reintegrating the Apartheid City? Urban Policy and Urban Restructuring in Durban. In A
Companion to the City; Bridge, G., Watson, S., Eds.; Blackwell Publishing Ltd.: Oxford, UK, 2008; pp. 617-629.
UNHCHR. Fact Sheet No. 25, Forced Evictions and Human Rights; United Nations: Geneva, Switzerland, 1996;
p-27.

UN-Habitat. Enabling Shelter Strategies: Review of Experience from Two Decades of Implementation; United
Nations Human Settlements Programme: Nairobi, Kenya, 2006; 349p.

Engelsman, U.; Rowe, M.; Southern, A. Community Land Trusts, affordable housing and community
organising in low-income neighbourhoods. Int. J. Hous. Policy 2018, 18, 103—123. [CrossRef]

Gray, K.A. Community Land Trusts in the United States. ]. Community Pract. 2008, 16, 65-78. [CrossRef]
Davis, ].E. Origins and evolution of the community land trust in the United States. In The community Land
Trust Reader; Davis, ].E., Ed.; Lincoln Institute of Land Policy: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2010; pp. 3-47.
Moore, T.; McKee, K. Empowering Local Communities? An International Review of Community Land
Trusts. Hous. Stud. 2012, 27, 280-290. [CrossRef]

West, D. Valuation of community land trust homes in New York state. J. Prop. Tax Assess. Adm. 2011, 8, 15-24.
Paterson, E.; Dunn, M. Perspectives on utilising Community Land Trusts as a vehicle for affordable housing
provision. Local Environ. 2009, 14, 749-764. [CrossRef]

Aznar, SN. New Trends in Condominium Law and Access to Housing in Post-crisis Spain. In Private
Communities and Urban Governance: Theoretical and Comparative Perspectives; Lehavi, A., Ed.; Springer
International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; pp. 165-190.

Mittal, J. Self-financing land and urban development via land readjustment and value capture. Habitat Int.
2014, 44, 314-323. [CrossRef]

Webb, B.; Webber, S. The implications of condominium neighbourhoods for long-term urban revitalisation.
Cities 2017, 61, 48-57. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02673030601024580
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08111140008727840
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654310500418085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2014.931717
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2013.790638
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1369823032000233591
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/juaf.12068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2014.908576
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2010.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2018.1422320
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10901-016-9519-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09540969609387928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10708-009-9322-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2016.1198082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705420801977999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2012.647306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549830903096486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.11.006

Land 2018, 7, 84 34 of 34

169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

176.

177.

178.

179.
180.

181.

182.

183.

184.
185.

186.

187.

188.

Hao, P; Sliuzas, R.; Geertman, S. The development and redevelopment of urban villages in Shenzhen.
Habitat Int. 2011, 35, 214-224. [CrossRef]

Li, L.H,; Lin, J.; Li, X.; Wu, FE. Redevelopment of urban village in China—A step towards an effective urban
policy? A case study of Liede village in Guangzhou. Habitat Int. 2014, 43, 299-308. [CrossRef]

Lim, T.S.Y.; Hassan, N.; Ghaffarianhoseini, A.; Daud, M.N. The relationship between satisfaction towards
neighbourhood facilities and social trust in urban villages in Kuala Lumpur. Cities 2017, 67, 85-94. [CrossRef]
Adams, D.; Disberry, A.; Hutchison, N.; Munjoma, T. Managing Urban Land: The Case for Urban Partnership
Zones. Reg. Stud. 2001, 35, 153-162. [CrossRef]

Guy, S.; Henneberry, J. Understanding Urban Development Processes: Integrating the Economic and the
Social in Property Research. Urban Stud. 2000, 37, 2399-2416. [CrossRef]

Stokes, J. Innovation in residential development: The joint venture for more affordable housing. Aust. Plan.
1987, 25, 5-8. [CrossRef]

Wilson, N.; Leech, P. Joint venture for more affordable housing: Canberra case study. Aust. Plan. 1987,
25,9-20. [CrossRef]

Kizos, T.; Plieninger, T.; losifides, T.; Garcia-Martin, M.; Girod, G.; Karro, K.; Palang, H.; Printsmann, A.;
Shaw, B.; Nagy, J.; et al. Responding to Landscape Change: Stakeholder Participation and Social Capital in
Five European Landscapes. Land 2018, 7, 14. [CrossRef]

Visvaldis, V.; Ainhoa, G.; Ralfs, P. Selecting Indicators for Sustainable Development of Small Towns: The Case
of Valmiera Municipality. Procedia Comput. Sci. 2013, 26, 21-32. [CrossRef]

Schlosberg, D. Defining Environmental Justice: Theories, Movements, and Nature; Oxford University Press:
Oxford, UK, 2009.

Rawls, J. A Theory of Justice; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1971; 607p.

Albino, V.; Berardi, U.; Dangelico, R.M. Smart Cities: Definitions, Dimensions, Performance, and Initiatives.
J. Urban Technol. 2015, 22, 3-21. [CrossRef]

Magel, H. Where is the rural territorial development going? Reflections on the theory and pratice.
Geomat. Landmanag. Landsc. 2015, 1, 55-67. [CrossRef]

Hay, A.M. Concepts of Equity, Fairness and Justice in Geographical Studies. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr. 1995,
20, 500-508. [CrossRef]

Lusugga Kironde, ].M.L. Access to land by the urban poor in Tanzania: Some findings from Dar es Salaam.
Environ. Urban. 1995, 7, 77-96. [CrossRef]

Beebeejaun, Y. Gender, urban space, and the right to everyday life. J. Urban Aff. 2017, 39, 323-334. [CrossRef]
Holtslag-Broekhof, S.M.; van Marwijk, R.; Beunen, R.; Wiskerke, ].S.C. Perceived (In)justice of Public Land
Acquisition. J. Agric. Environ. Ethics 2016, 29, 167-184. [CrossRef]

Niedt, C.; Christophers, B. Value at Risk in the Suburbs: Eminent Domain and the Geographical Politics of
the US Foreclosure Crisis. Int. . Urban Reg. Res. 2016, 40, 1094-1111. [CrossRef]

United Nations. Indicators of Sustainable Development: Guidelines and Methodologies, 3rd ed.; Department of
Economic and Social Affairs (DESA) of the United Nations: New York, NY, USA, 2007; 99p.

Mukhija, V.; Regus, L.; Slovin, S.; Das, A. Can inclusionary zoning be an effective and efficient housing
policy? Evidence from Los Angeles and Orange counties. . Urban Aff. 2010, 32, 229-252. [CrossRef]

® © 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http:/ /creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2010.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00343400120033133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00420980020005398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07293682.1987.9657334
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07293682.1987.9657336
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land7010014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2013.12.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10630732.2014.942092
http://dx.doi.org/10.15576/GLL/2015.1.55
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/622979
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/095624789500700111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2016.1255526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10806-015-9594-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.12413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.2010.00495.x
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Research Methodology 
	Theoretical Background 
	A Brief Review of the Theoretical Framework of Spatial Justice 
	Relating Spatial Justice to Land Tenure Security 
	Towards Developing Indicators Which Measure the Trends in Spatial Justice and Land Tenure Security 

	Results and Discussion 
	Framing Spatial Justice and Land Tenure Security in Terms of a Just Spatial Planning Process 
	Integrating Spatial Justice into Urban Redevelopment Processes 
	Indicators for the Evaluation of Spatial Justice and Land Tenure Security 

	Conclusions 
	
	
	References

