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Abstract

With growing evidence of social institutions furthering an interconnected notion 
of normatively gendered behaviour and differentiation across urban space, there is 
a pivotal need for comprehending social stratification in relation to particular urban 
gender roles and ethical identities in placemaking processes and landscape planning. 
This research shows that the urban gendering of ethical citizenship, civic spaces and 
landscape planning, in addition to the civic institutions of urban performance, are 
pivotal in gender unfolding throughout sociopolitical power and contributes to the 
literature by indicating that gendered relationships enable the organizing principles 
of spatial urban performance and placemaking processes. Throughout October 2022, 
a quantitative literature review of the Web of Science, Scopus and ProQuest data-
bases was performed, search terms including “urban space  +  gender”, “placemaking 
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processes + gender”, and “landscape planning + gender”, that is, the most employed 
words or phrases in the inspected literature. As research published between 2018 
and 2022 was investigated, only 424 articles met the suitability criteria. By excluding 
unconvincing or imprecise findings, outcomes unsubstantiated by replication, too 
inconclusive content, or having comparable titles, 88 empirical sources were selected. 
The intricacy and multifaceted character of gendered meanings, networks, and ideolo-
gies of urban geography and landscape planning, together with gender politics, codes, 
positions, roles and relations, shape the spatialization of urban etiquette. Spatially 
specific rules of power fashion the gendered map of urban landscapes, and thus the 
social construction of gendered patterns and gender divisions, composition and per-
formance develop the gendering of spatial organizations and the construction of 
gender and of the social relations of sexuality as an urban performance and placemak-
ing process. Further developments should clarify whether gendered power relations, 
norms and institutions can be articulated and configured within deeply inscribed con-
texts of urban performance, thus normalizing sexual identity, social distinction and  
reshaped behaviour.

Keywords

normative – behaviour – sociopolitical power

1	 Introduction

The objective of the systematic review is to inspect the recently published 
literature on the gendered nature of urban space, placemaking processes 
and landscape planning and to integrate the insights articulated on gender 
dynamics and unequal socio-spatial power relations and sociocultural norms. 
Our main purpose is to indicate that spatial production, social structures and 
placemaking processes impact cultural bonds, resulting in a complex network 
of heterogeneous lifestyles across urban dynamics in terms of gendered place 
identities. By investigating the most recent (2018–2022) and relevant (Web of 
Science, Scopus and ProQuest) sources, this study endeavours to prove that 
social identities are configured and challenged across claimed, regulated and 
bound public urban spaces, processes and structures through sociopolitical 
power relationships and intersections, articulating normative societal expec-
tations and attitudes in terms of gender and reproduction issues.

In this systematic review, previous findings have been accumulated, clarify-
ing that the social logic as urban planning, design and sustainability configures 
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a gender pattern of public activities. The identified gaps move forward conver-
gence of sexualities and gender that are essential to the shared reconfiguration 
of citizens and places. This research contributes to the literature on spatial 
urban performance and placemaking processes by explaining that power 
imbalances, gender roles and urban governance arrangements impact envi-
ronmental and social diversity and equity, restorative activities and decision- 
making processes. This research endeavours to elucidate that gendered struc-
tures, sociocultural background, aesthetic values and place of residence shape 
individual landscape preferences in terms of sociopolitical power planning 
and management. Our contribution is by assimilating research results indi-
cating that the urban behaviours of gendered identities display a normative 
public representation of the socio-spatial landscape. The actuality and nov-
elty of this chapter are configured by addressing urban gender roles and ethi-
cal identities in placemaking processes and landscape planning, that is, a hot 
emerging topic. Our research problem is whether an urban environment can 
be perceived or experienced as a spatial area in which gender or sexual diver-
sity can be articulated.

2	 Theoretical Overview of the Main Concepts

Power relations and mechanisms (Gamlin, 2021; LaFrombois, 2019; Maclean, 
2018; Navarrete-Hernandez et al., 2021; Shirazi, 2019) shape social divisions, 
local identity and participatory landscape planning processes. Social and 
ecological sustainability (Cover et al., 2020; Gauvin et al., 2020; Heynen, 2018; 
Koleth & Temenos, 2022; Mashhoodi, 2021) requires citizen-oriented sound 
urban planning practices. Environmental placemaking (Albert et al., 2021; 
Carter, 2019; Cook & Butz, 2018; Escobedo et al., 2022; Sklenicka & Zouhar, 
2018; Solecka et al., 2022) is a fluid, hybrid, unbounded and multi-actor social 
process (Ali & Newbold, 2021; Caillol, 2018; Guo et al., 2022; Lata et al., 2021; 
Srinivasan, 2020) integrating heterogeneous ecological routines and routes 
of belongingness. Gender norms are progressively modified (Iaquinto, 2020; 
Mansilla & Milano, 2022; Spruce, 2020; Vaughan et al., 2021; Wise et al., 2021) 
in socially and culturally accepted areas. Citizens develop the standard regions 
of public space through performative and challenging relational placemaking 
mechanisms (Adams et al., 2018; Buhr, 2018; Mollett & Faria, 2018; Pellicer-
Chenoll et al., 2021; Reid-Musson, 2018) as social networks, place frames, sub-
ject constitution and the practical experiences (Bassi et al., 2019; Ernoul et al.,  
2018; Huang et al., 2020; Kalaycı Önaç & Gönüllü Sütçüoğlu, 2021; Zoderer 
et al., 2019) of symbolically embodied routines. Memory, the sense of place, 
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affect, spatiality, movement, displacement, shared engagement and power net-
works as practices of belonging and placemaking (Chica, 2021; Platt, 2019; Purkis, 
2019; Ramli & Ujang, 2021; Zhou et al., 2021) are integrated in urban materialities. 
Women can establish their urban social identities and can be pivotal in norma-
tive placemaking (Gotfredsen et al., 2021; Manzi et al., 2019; Sen & Nagendra, 2019; 
Wilkinson et al., 2021; Yu & Blain, 2019), configuring the performance of their 
own spatial agency. Participatory processes in local governance (Lee & Blackford, 
2020; Mokhles & Sunikka-Blank, 2022; Phan, 2022; Van Eck, 2021; Zhou et al., 
2023) influence sociopolitical power, mapping and decision-making (Bagheri, 
2019; Johnson et al., 2019; Keleg et al., 2021; Riechers et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2021) 
associated with environmental management. Placemaking represents a kind of 
public involvement that shapes community development (De Jong & Steadman, 
2021; Hansasooksin & Tontisirin, 2021; Li & Whitworth, 2022; McClinchey, 2021; 
Salzman & Lopez, 2020) by developing social capital and furthering public pol-
icy. Perceptions and meanings of the urban dynamic landscape (Browne, 2021; 
Butler, 2018; Erfani, 2021; Marlowe & Chubb, 2021; Özogul & Tasan-Kok, 2018) 
impact socio-environmental conservation. Awareness, liveliness and involve-
ment (Conrad et al., 2019; Garekae & Shackleton, 2020; Liu et al., 2020; Nawrath 
et al., 2019; Samuelsson et al., 2018) shape perceptions of normative placemak-
ing. Women can perform visible actions (Casagrande, 2021; Ewalt, 2018; Fisker 
et al., 2021; Stewart et al., 2019; Tarr & Alvarez León, 2019) by accessing public 
urban spaces. Participatory decision-making (Chazdon et al., 2021; Häfner et al., 
2018; Inoue et al., 2022; Jackson et al., 2021; Leite et al., 2019; Lim et al., 2021) is 
required in landscape protection, administration and planning. Landscape plan-
ning (Calderon & Butler, 2020; Fagerholm et al., 2019; Santé et al., 2019; Schirpke 
et al., 2019; Schurr et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2020) can optimize the restorative con-
sequences of urban environments. The manuscript is organized as following: 
(1) introduction, (2) theoretical overview, (3) methodology, (4) gender dynamics 
and unequal socio-spatial power relations and sociocultural norms, (5) gendered 
relations of power and placemaking processes, (6)  gendered cultures, power 
structures and landscape planning, (7)  discussion, (8)  synopsis of the main 
research outcomes, (9)  conclusions and, finally, (10)  limitations, implications 
and further directions for research.

3	 Methodology

We elucidate, by cumulative evidence, prior empirical research demonstrating 
how cultural participation and social activities and processes as engagement 
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patterns can enhance significantly creative placemaking values and urban 
design in terms of inclusiveness and diversity. Throughout October 2022, a 
quantitative literature review of the Web of Science, Scopus and ProQuest 
databases was performed, search terms including “urban space  +  gender”, 
“placemaking processes + gender”, and “landscape planning + gender”, that is, 
the most employed words or phrases in the inspected literature. As research 
published between 2018 and 2022 was investigated, only 424 articles met the 
suitability criteria. By excluding unconvincing or imprecise findings, outcomes 
unsubstantiated by replication, too inconclusive content or having comparable 
titles, 88 empirical sources were selected (Tables 3.1 to 3.3). Extracting schol-
arly sources as evidence, no institutional ethics approval was needed before 
the research began. We employed Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 
Reviews and Meta-analysis (PRISMA) guidelines, and thus our research is 
comprehensive, transparent and replicable. A Shiny app was harnessed to pro-
duce the flow diagram. Methodological quality assessment tools used include 
AMSTAR (for systematic reviews), AXIS (for cross-sectional studies), Dedoose 
(for mixed methods research), Distiller SR (for literature collection, screening 
and evaluation), Mixed Method Appraisal Tool (for systematic mixed studies 
reviews) and Systematic Review Data Repository (summary data from system-
atic reviews). Dimensions and VOSviewer were harnessed as data visualization 
tools (bibliometric mapping and layout algorithms) (Figures 3.1–3.5).

Table 3.1	 Topics and types of scientific products identified and selected

Topic Identified Selected

urban space + gender 164 20
placemaking processes + gender 115 35
landscape planning + gender 145 33

Type of paper

Original research 335 88
Review 22 0
Conference proceedings 26 0
Book 24 0
Editorial 17 0

Source: Processed by the authors. Some topics overlap
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Table 3.2	 General synopsis of evidence as regards focus topics and descriptive outcomes 
(research findings)

Cultural and gendered underlying forces organize 
social capital influencing urban space. Spatial 
structuring, planning and use of urban locations 
integrate gendered divisions of labour by the use of 
natural resources and public infrastructure.

Gamlin, 2021; LaFrombois, 
2019; Maclean, 2018; 
Navarrete-Hernandez et al., 
2021; Shirazi, 2019

Gender relations develop within urban space and 
socionatural processes. An urban environment can 
be perceived or experienced as a spatial area in 
which gender or sexual diversity can be articulated.

Cover et al., 2020; Gauvin 
et al., 2020; Heynen, 2018; 
Koleth & Temenos, 2022; 
Mashhoodi, 2021

Gender and sexuality in the public realm can 
perform as urban processes, negotiating identities. 
Gender norms are progressively modified in socially 
and culturally accepted areas.

Ali & Newbold, 2021; Caillol, 
2018; Guo et al., 2022; Lata 
et al., 2021; Srinivasan, 2020

Gender dynamics and unequal socio-spatial power 
relations and sociocultural norms underpin public 
involvement in community-based governance and 
decision-making processes. Gendered types of 
civilization and racial and classed power function as 
mechanisms of gendered development and space 
building.

Adams et al., 2018; Buhr, 
2018; Mollett & Faria, 2018; 
Pellicer-Chenoll et al., 2021; 
Reid-Musson, 2018

The gendered character of unconstrained creative 
placemaking mechanisms assimilates urban 
practices and processes. Cultural participation 
and social activities and processes as engagement 
patterns can enhance significantly creative 
placemaking values and urban design in terms of 
inclusiveness and diversity.

Chica, 2021; Platt, 2019; 
Purkis, 2019; Ramli & Ujang, 
2021; Zhou et al., 2021

Gendered relations of power are configured across 
placemaking within commitment and vulnerability 
associated with material conditions. Women can 
establish their urban social identities and be pivotal 
in placemaking, configuring the performance of their 
own spatial agency.

Gotfredsen et al., 2021; 
Manzi et al., 2019; Sen & 
Nagendra, 2019; Wilkinson 
et al., 2021; Yu & Blain, 2019

Temporalities and environments are pivotal in the 
urban planning of placemaking processes, enhancing 
the liveability of communities and entailing spatial 
materiality. Spatialized territorialization and the 
urban strategies of neighbourhood development can 
articulate a sexual geography.

Iaquinto, 2020; Mansilla & 
Milano, 2022; Spruce, 2020; 
Vaughan et al., 2021; Wise 
et al., 2021
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Heterogeneous geographies of place, urban fabrics and 
sociocultural norms influence women’s practices as 
regards social interaction, infrastructure and mobility. 
Spatial production, social structures and placemaking 
processes impact cultural bonds, resulting in a 
complex network of heterogeneous lifestyles across 
urban dynamics in terms of gendered place identities.

Lee & Blackford, 2020; 
Mokhles & Sunikka-Blank, 
2022; Phan, 2022; Van Eck, 
2021; Zhou et al., 2023

Gendered performances in terms of inclusions and 
exclusions shape urban renewal and placemaking. 
Multicultural values, spatial practices and networks, 
place identities and a sense of belonging in urban 
areas improve civic participation, social capital and 
sustainability, everyday placemaking and identity 
creation.

De Jong & Steadman, 2021; 
Hansasooksin & Tontisirin, 
2021; Li & Whitworth, 2022; 
McClinchey, 2021; Salzman 
& Lopez, 2020

Gendered sociocultural and geopolitical locations 
are grounded in urban knowledge and practices. 
Convergence of sexualities and gender are essential 
to the shared reconfiguration of citizens and places.

Browne, 2021; Butler, 2018; 
Erfani, 2021; Marlowe & 
Chubb, 2021; Özogul & 
Tasan-Kok, 2018

Gendered urban places require granular spatial data. 
Relational placemaking configures a spatial system of 
networked social meanings integrating the sense of 
place and community practices of spatial contagion.

Casagrande, 2021; Ewalt, 
2018; Fisker et al., 2021; 
Stewart et al., 2019; Tarr & 
Alvarez León, 2019

Gender influences the assessments of landscape 
values and of community development processes 
in terms of urban planning and design. Power 
imbalances, gender roles and urban governance 
arrangements impact environmental and social 
diversity and equity, restorative activities and 
decision-making processes.

Chazdon et al., 2021; Häfner 
et al., 2018; Inoue et al., 2022; 
Jackson et al., 2021; Leite 
et al., 2019; Lim et al., 2021

Gendered cultures and power structures require 
intersectional equality, urban equity and social 
justice. Gendered structures, sociocultural 
background, aesthetic values and place of residence 
impact individual landscape preferences in terms of 
planning and management.

Calderon & Butler, 2020; 
Fagerholm et al., 2019; Santé 
et al., 2019; Schirpke et al., 
2019; Schurr et al., 2020;  
Xu et al., 2020

Gender and mobility are conjointly constitutive 
social mechanisms. Gender relations influence 
mobility patterns in certain socio-spatial contexts.

Albert et al., 2021; Carter, 
2019; Cook & Butz, 2018; 
Escobedo et al., 2022; 
Sklenicka & Zouhar, 2018; 
Solecka et al., 2022

Table 3.2	 General synopsis of evidence as regards focus topics (cont.)
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Spatial planning, policymaking processes and 
landscape management configure sociocultural 
valuation of urban data. Landscape planning can 
optimize the restorative consequences of urban 
environments.

Bassi et al., 2019; Ernoul 
et al., 2018; Huang 
et al., 2020; Kalaycı Önaç 
& Gönüllü Sütçüoğlu, 2021; 
Zoderer et al., 2019

Gender equity in terms of sociocultural practices 
and norms can result in optimized urban well-being 
and economic development. Women’s spatial 
mobility integrates the construction, negotiation 
and perception of self as well as the sociocultural 
production of public space and meaning.

Bagheri, 2019; Johnson 
et al., 2019; Keleg et al., 2021; 
Riechers et al., 2018; Zhang 
et al., 2021

Landscape planning and development need to 
consider environmental protection and urban 
sustainability. Social and ecological sustainability 
requires citizen-oriented sound urban planning 
practices.

Conrad et al., 2019; Garekae 
& Shackleton, 2020; Liu 
et al., 2020; Nawrath et al., 
2019; Samuelsson et al., 2018

Source: Processed by the authors

Table 3.2	 General synopsis of evidence as regards focus topics (cont.)

Co-authorship correlations (Figure 3.1) show that the social logic as norma-
tive urban planning, design and sustainability configures a gender pattern of 
public activities. Incessant movements and changes do not support the building 
of a sense of placemaking and community as rooted networks. Collaborative 
landscape governance integrates normative local-level planning routines, com-
munity values and spatial tools and patterns. Citation correlations (Figure 3.2) 
show that the gender disparity patterns of utilization and spatial distribution 
are related to network compactness and criticalness. Citizens develop the 
standard regions of public space through performative and challenging rela-
tional placemaking mechanisms as social networks, place frames, subject con-
stitution, and the practical experiences of symbolically embodied routines. 
Bibliographic coupling correlations (Figure 3.3) show that placemaking inte-
grates the social arrangements that create, consolidate and develop places and 
agency through historical and actual processes, urban networks, social antag-
onism and the built environment. Normative placemaking processes incorpo-
rate spatial empowerment, place dependence and identity, and community 
planning, development and integration. Co-citation correlations (Figure 3.4) 
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Figure 3.1	 Co-authorship as regards the gendered nature of urban space, placemaking processes and 
landscape planning
Source: Processed by the authors by the use of VOSviewer

Figure 3.2	 Citation as regards the gendered nature of urban space, placemaking processes and 
landscape planning
Source: Processed by the authors by the use of VOSviewer
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Figure 3.3	 Bibliographic coupling as regards the gendered nature of urban space, placemaking  
processes and landscape planning
Source: Processed by the authors by the use of VOSviewer

Figure 3.4	 Co-citation as regards the gendered nature of urban space, placemaking processes and 
landscape planning
Source: Processed by the authors by the use of VOSviewer

show that placemaking experience can incorporate cultural empowerment 
and sexual identity and fulfilment. The capacity to become more vigorously 
associated with an urban place is determined by intersectional subjectivities. 
The urban behaviours of gendered identities display a public representation of 
the socio-spatial landscape.
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4	 Gender Dynamics and Unequal Socio-spatial Power Relations

Cultural and gendered underlying forces (Gamlin, 2021; LaFrombois, 2019; 
Maclean, 2018; Navarrete-Hernandez et al., 2021; Shirazi, 2019) organize socio-
political power and social capital influencing urban space. To optimize invest-
ment performance, urban design and planning strategies across the public 
realm should integrate a gendered view. Social identities are configured and 
challenged across claimed, regulated and bound public urban spaces, pro-
cesses and structures through relationships and intersections, articulating 
societal expectations and attitudes in terms of gender and reproduction issues. 
Spatial structuring, planning and use of urban locations integrate gendered 
divisions of labour by the use of natural resources and public infrastructure.

Gendered mobility patterns, urban affordances and socio-economic 
determinants (Cover et al., 2020; Gauvin et al., 2020; Heynen, 2018; Koleth & 
Temenos, 2022; Mashhoodi, 2021) are intertwined. Gender relations develop 
within urban space and socionatural processes. Swift urban growth and 
changes shape social reproduction across gendered spaces. An urban environ-
ment can be perceived or experienced as a spatial area in which gender or 
sexual diversity can be articulated. Disproportionate gender representation is 
displayed as unfair treatment in access to green areas in terms of environmen-
tal justice.

Gender and sexuality in the public realm can perform as normative urban 
processes (Ali & Newbold, 2021; Caillol, 2018; Guo et al., 2022; Lata et al., 2021; 
Srinivasan, 2020), negotiating identities. Gender norms are progressively mod-
ified in socially and culturally accepted areas. Women can perform visible 
actions by accessing public urban spaces. Urban realm vitality develops on 
spatial social interactions. Uneven economic areas and gendered vulnerability 
are spatially patterned.

Gender dynamics and unequal socio-spatial power relations and socio-
cultural norms (Adams et al., 2018; Buhr, 2018; Mollett & Faria, 2018; Pellicer-
Chenoll et al., 2021; Reid-Musson, 2018) underpin public involvement in 
sociopolitical power, community-based governance and decision-making pro-
cesses. Gendered types of civilization and racial and classed power function 
as mechanisms of gendered development and space building. Co-articulated 
and contingent processes, experienced utilization of space and regularized 
and reconditioned boundary transgressions support social categorization and 
injustice as gendered structures and interconnections, integrating spatialities 
and subjectivities. Heterogeneous urban experience and spatial integration 
configure gendered place and locality (Table 3.3).
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5	 Gendered Relations of Power and Placemaking Processes

The gendered character of unconstrained creative placemaking mechanisms 
(Chica, 2021; Platt, 2019; Purkis, 2019; Ramli & Ujang, 2021; Zhou et al., 2021) 
assimilates normative urban practices and processes. Cultural participation 
and social activities, and processes as engagement patterns, can enhance 
significantly creative placemaking values and urban design in terms of inclu-
siveness and diversity. Space constraints experienced ordinarily by underpriv-
ileged groups and genders can be dissimilar in terms of spatial behaviours and 
social contexts, reproducing and underpinning discriminatory power relations 
and roles. Community social capital and sociopolitical power impact the plan-
ning and management of placemaking processes.

Gendered relations of power are configured across placemaking (Gotfredsen 
et al., 2021; Manzi et al., 2019; Sen & Nagendra, 2019; Wilkinson et al., 2021; Yu 

Table 3.3	 Synopsis of evidence as regards focus topics and descriptive outcomes  
(research findings)

Cultural and gendered underlying forces organize 
social capital influencing urban space. Spatial 
structuring, planning and use of urban locations 
integrate gendered divisions of labour by the use of 
natural resources and public infrastructure.

Gamlin, 2021; LaFrombois, 
2019; Maclean, 2018; 
Navarrete-Hernandez et al., 
2021; Shirazi, 2019

Gender relations develop within urban space and 
socionatural processes. An urban environment can 
be perceived or experienced as a spatial area in 
which gender or sexual diversity can be articulated.

Cover et al., 2020; Gauvin 
et al., 2020; Heynen, 2018; 
Koleth & Temenos, 2022; 
Mashhoodi, 2021

Gender and sexuality in the public realm can 
perform as urban processes, negotiating identities. 
Gender norms are progressively modified in socially 
and culturally accepted areas.

Ali & Newbold, 2021; Caillol, 
2018; Guo et al., 2022; Lata 
et al., 2021; Srinivasan, 2020

Gender dynamics and unequal socio-spatial power 
relations and sociocultural norms underpin public 
involvement in community-based governance and 
decision-making processes. Gendered types of 
civilization and racial and classed power function 
as mechanisms of gendered development and space 
building.

Adams et al., 2018; Buhr, 
2018; Mollett & Faria, 2018; 
Pellicer-Chenoll et al., 2021; 
Reid-Musson, 2018

Source: Processed by the authors
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& Blain, 2019) within commitment and vulnerability associated with material 
conditions. Engaged relations to urban places develop a sense of belonging, 
responsibility and care, resulting in commitments to place as embodied spa-
tialities of community having social bonds and differentiations, in addition 
to meaningful relations and routines. Environmental placemaking is a fluid, 
hybrid, unbounded and multi-actor social process integrating heterogeneous 
ecological routines and routes of belongingness. Women can establish their 
urban social identities and be pivotal in normative placemaking, configuring 
the performance of their own spatial agency.

Temporalities and environments are pivotal in the urban planning of norma-
tive placemaking processes (Iaquinto, 2020; Mansilla & Milano, 2022; Spruce,  
2020; Vaughan et al., 2021; Wise et al., 2021), enhancing the liveability of com-
munities and entailing spatial materiality. Claims to place-based, site-specific  
belonging engage with gendered principles of relocation and penalizing. 
Awareness, liveliness and involvement shape perceptions of placemaking. 
Interconnected practices influence social and environmental values across 
urban creative placemaking. Spatialized territorialization and the urban strate-
gies of neighbourhood development can articulate a sexual geography. Memory 
is a placemaking routine that enables citizens to claim belonging. Placemaking 
policies are social processes and practices shaping the urban fabric of neigh-
bourhood environmentally, symbolically and structurally, leading to the pro-
duction and consumption of spatial centralities.

Heterogeneous geographies of place, urban fabrics and sociocultural norms 
(Lee & Blackford, 2020; Mokhles & Sunikka-Blank, 2022; Phan, 2022; Van Eck, 
2021; Zhou et al., 2023) influence women’s practices as regards social inter-
action, infrastructure and mobility. Spatial production, social structures and 
placemaking processes impact cultural bonds, resulting in a complex network 
of heterogeneous lifestyles across urban dynamics in terms of gendered place 
identities. Setting up sustainable communities in terms of aesthetic values of 
bonds with urban places as public spaces are instrumental in perceived place-
making outcomes. The restructuring capacities of urban social networks and 
of sociopolitical power illustrate the organic character of creative placemaking 
in terms of resources, performance and expectations. Placemaking processes 
and outcomes integrate localized public place-based development bonds.

Gendered performances in terms of inclusions and exclusions (De Jong  
& Steadman, 2021; Hansasooksin & Tontisirin, 2021; Li & Whitworth, 2022; 
McClinchey, 2021; Salzman & Lopez, 2020) shape urban renewal and placemak-
ing. Multicultural values, spatial practices and networks, place identities and 
a sense of belonging in urban areas improve civic participation, social capital 
and sustainability, everyday placemaking and identity creation. Placemaking 
represents a kind of public involvement that shapes community development 
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by developing social capital and furthering public policy. Networked socio- 
spatial placemaking practices of the neighbourhood set up territorialities as 
spatial relationality and physical proximity as relationships between func-
tional and social units. Regional-scaled policies, social interactions, spatial 
nodes and connections, place identity and coherent physical design assist in 
the process of neighbourhood constitution as placemaking.

Gendered sociocultural and geopolitical locations (Browne, 2021; Butler, 2018;  
Erfani, 2021; Marlowe & Chubb, 2021; Özogul & Tasan-Kok, 2018) are grounded 
in urban knowledge and practices. Spatial reconfiguration and attachment, 
power relations, placemaking practices, social processes, sense of place and con-
trol patterns impact normative urban planning and redevelopment. Physical  
co-presence dislocation and separation shape community development in 
terms of encounters, dispositions and representations. Placemaking is pivotal 
in developing and adjusting citizen-oriented urban space and the sociopoliti-
cal power by building up forces throughout spatial planning and governance. 
Convergence of sexualities and gender are essential to the shared reconfigura-
tion of citizens and places.

Gendered urban places (Casagrande, 2021; Ewalt, 2018; Fisker et al., 2021; 
Stewart et al., 2019; Tarr & Alvarez León, 2019) require granular spatial data. 
Normative placemaking processes and deeply embedded cultural and social 
meanings related to the network society develop on stability, steadiness, con-
tinuity and reconfiguration in spatial flows. Memory, the sense of place, affect, 
spatiality, movement, displacement, shared engagement and power networks as 
practices of belonging and placemaking are integrated in urban materialities. 
Placemaking is a practice of developing urban arrangements. Relational place-
making configures a spatial system of networked social meanings integrating the 
sense of place and community practices of spatial contagion (Table 3.4).

6	 Gendered Cultures, Power Structures and Landscape Planning

Gender influences the assessments of landscape values and of community 
development processes (Chazdon et al., 2021; Häfner et al., 2018; Inoue et al., 
2022; Jackson et al., 2021; Leite et al., 2019; Lim et al., 2021) in terms of urban 
planning and design. Sociopolitical power imbalances, gender roles and urban 
governance arrangements impact environmental and social diversity and equity, 
restorative activities and decision-making processes. Perceptions and mean-
ings of the urban dynamic landscape impact socio-environmental conserva-
tion. Community participation in decision-making can conserve local values, 
preserve cultural beliefs and practices, improve environmental sustainability 
and increase gender equality. Spatial policy, local governance and landscape 
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Table 3.4	 Synopsis of evidence as regards focus topics and descriptive outcomes  
(research findings)

The gendered character of unconstrained creative placemaking 
mechanisms assimilates urban practices and processes. Cultural 
participation and social activities and processes as engagement 
patterns can enhance significantly creative placemaking values 
and urban design in terms of inclusiveness and diversity.

Chica, 2021; Platt, 2019; 
Purkis, 2019; Ramli & Ujang, 
2021; Zhou et al., 2021

Gendered relations of power are configured across placemaking 
within commitment and vulnerability associated with material 
conditions. Women can establish their urban social identities 
and be pivotal in placemaking, configuring the performance of 
their own spatial agency.

Gotfredsen et al., 2021; 
Manzi et al., 2019; Sen & 
Nagendra, 2019; Wilkinson 
et al., 2021; Yu & Blain, 2019

Temporalities and environments are pivotal in the urban 
planning of placemaking processes, enhancing the liveability 
of communities and entailing spatial materiality. Spatialized 
territorialization and the urban strategies of neighbourhood 
development can articulate a sexual geography.

Iaquinto, 2020; Mansilla & 
Milano, 2022; Spruce, 2020; 
Vaughan et al., 2021; Wise 
et al., 2021

Heterogeneous geographies of place, urban fabrics and 
sociocultural norms influence women’s practices as regards 
social interaction, infrastructure and mobility. Spatial 
production, social structures and placemaking processes impact 
cultural bonds, resulting in a complex network of heterogeneous 
lifestyles across urban dynamics in terms of gendered place 
identities.

Lee & Blackford, 2020; 
Mokhles & Sunikka-Blank, 
2022; Phan, 2022; Van Eck, 
2021; Zhou et al., 2023

Gendered performances in terms of inclusions and exclusions 
shape urban renewal and placemaking. Multicultural values, 
spatial practices and networks, place identities and a sense of 
belonging in urban areas improve civic participation, social 
capital and sustainability, everyday placemaking and identity 
creation.

De Jong & Steadman, 2021; 
Hansasooksin & Tontisirin, 
2021; Li & Whitworth, 2022; 
McClinchey, 2021; Salzman 
& Lopez, 2020

Gendered sociocultural and geopolitical locations are grounded 
in urban knowledge and practices. Convergence of sexualities 
and gender are essential to the shared reconfiguration of citizens 
and places.

Browne, 2021; Butler, 2018; 
Erfani, 2021; Marlowe & 
Chubb, 2021; Özogul & 
Tasan-Kok, 2018

Gendered urban places require granular spatial data. Relational 
placemaking configures a spatial system of networked social 
meanings integrating the sense of place and community 
practices of spatial contagion.

Casagrande, 2021; Ewalt, 
2018; Fisker et al., 2021; 
Stewart et al., 2019; Tarr & 
Alvarez León, 2019

Source: Processed by the authors
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planning shape normative urban politics. Sociocultural and attitudinal per-
ception and preference of heterogeneous and structured urban landscapes 
affect their visual representation and aesthetic value.

Gendered cultures and power structures (Calderon & Butler, 2020; Fagerholm 
et al., 2019; Santé et al., 2019; Schirpke et al., 2019; Schurr et al., 2020; Xu et al., 
2020) require intersectional equality, urban equity and social justice. Power 
relations and mechanisms shape social divisions, local identity and partici-
patory landscape planning processes, impacting inclusiveness and consensus 
building. Participatory decision-making is required in landscape protection, 
administration and planning. Gendered structures, sociocultural background, 
aesthetic values and place of residence impact individual landscape prefer-
ences in terms of planning and management. Urban landscape management, 
dynamics, assessment, development decision-making, design, wide-ranging 
changes and planning are perceived according to physical and psychological 
demands, cultural background and preferences. Local knowledge is needed for 
public involvement in landscape planning.

Planning and decision processes (Albert et al., 2021; Carter, 2019; Cook & 
Butz, 2018; Escobedo et al., 2022; Sklenicka & Zouhar, 2018; Solecka et al., 2022) 
influence scenic perception and environmental consequences. Participatory 
processes in local governance articulate mapping and decision-making asso-
ciated with environmental management. Gender and mobility are conjointly 
constitutive social mechanisms. Perceived landscape aesthetic quality and 
environmental value can assist in optimizing spatial planning and manage-
ment and natural connectedness. Inequality processes and social relationships 
influence conservation goals. Governance and decision processes articulate 
normative landscape and urban planning. Gender relations influence mobility 
patterns in certain socio-spatial contexts.

Spatial planning, policymaking processes and landscape management (Bassi  
et al., 2019; Ernoul et al., 2018; Huang et al., 2020; Kalaycı Önaç & Gönüllü 
Sütçüoğlu, 2021; Zoderer et al., 2019) configure sociocultural valuation of urban 
data. Urbanization routines that disregard social features lead to transforma-
tion and uniformity of the standard of living, undermine cultural values and 
affect the perception of the natural landscape. Places having heterogeneous 
landscapes are instrumental in enhancing citizens’ standard of living and can 
foster local development and environmental awareness. Landscape planning 
can optimize the restorative consequences of urban environments. Urban 
management options can be assessed, visualized, and geolocated through 
planning tools by incorporating heterogeneous landscape values.

Gender equity in terms of sociocultural practices and norms (Bagheri, 
2019; Johnson et al., 2019; Keleg et al., 2021; Riechers et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 



73The Gendered Nature

2021) can result in optimized urban well-being and economic development. 
Environmental and social changes affect the sustainable development of urban 
areas as regards space planning and cultural ecosystem services. Women’s spa-
tial mobility integrates the construction, negotiation, and perception of self, 
and the normative sociocultural production of public space and meaning. 
Social and cultural acceptance of symbolic image and meanings influences 
the urban sociocultural identity dynamics of communities and aesthetic expe-
riences as regards sustainable landscape transformation. Landscape prefer-
ences, motivations and values impact activity choices.

Landscape planning and development (Conrad et al., 2019; Garekae & 
Shackleton, 2020; Liu et al., 2020; Nawrath et al., 2019; Samuelsson et al., 2018) 
need to consider environmental protection and urban sustainability. Social 
and ecological sustainability requires citizen-oriented sound urban planning 
practices. Urban landscapes develop according to land-use policy and plan-
ning decisions. Urban green planning should consider environment-friendly 
mobility approaches. Local landscape features are related to meaningful place 
bonding and sociopolitical power (Table 3.5).

7	 Discussion

We integrate the systematic review throughout research clarifying how places 
having heterogeneous landscapes are instrumental in enhancing citizens’ stand-
ard of living and can foster local development and environmental awareness. 
Spatialized territorialization and the urban strategies of neighbourhood devel-
opment can articulate a sexual geography. Normative placemaking is a practice 
of developing urban arrangements. Networked socio-spatial placemaking prac-
tices of neighbourhood set up territorialities as spatial relationality and physical 
proximity as relationships between functional and social units. Environmental 
and social changes affect the sustainable development of urban areas as regards 
space planning and cultural ecosystem services. Perceived landscape aesthetic 
quality and environmental value can assist in optimizing spatial planning and 
management and natural connectedness. Urban landscapes develop according 
to land-use policy and planning decisions. Urbanization routines that disregard 
social features lead to transformation and uniformity of the standard of liv-
ing, undermine cultural values and affect the perception of natural landscape. 
Engaged relations to urban places and to sociopolitical power develop a sense of 
belonging, responsibility and care, resulting in commitments to place as embod-
ied spatialities of community having social bonds and differentiations, in addi-
tion to meaningful relations and routines.
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Table 3.5	 Synopsis of evidence as regards focus topics and descriptive outcomes  
(research findings)

Gender influences the assessments of landscape values 
and of community development processes in terms of 
urban planning and design. Power imbalances, gender 
roles and urban governance arrangements impact 
environmental and social diversity and equity, restorative 
activities and decision-making processes.

Chazdon et al., 2021; 
Häfner et al., 2018; Inoue 
et al., 2022; Jackson et al., 
2021; Leite et al., 2019;  
Lim et al., 2021

Gendered cultures and power structures require 
intersectional equality, urban equity and social justice. 
Gendered structures, sociocultural background, aesthetic 
values and place of residence impact individual 
landscape preferences in terms of planning and 
management.

Calderon & Butler, 2020; 
Fagerholm et al., 2019; 
Santé et al., 2019; Schirpke 
et al., 2019; Schurr et al., 
2020; Xu et al., 2020

Gender and mobility are conjointly constitutive social 
mechanisms. Gender relations influence mobility 
patterns in certain socio-spatial contexts.

Albert et al., 2021; Carter, 
2019; Cook & Butz, 2018; 
Escobedo et al., 2022; 
Sklenicka & Zouhar, 2018; 
Solecka et al., 2022

Spatial planning, policymaking processes and landscape 
management configure sociocultural valuation of urban 
data. Landscape planning can optimize the restorative 
consequences of urban environments.

Bassi et al., 2019; Ernoul 
et al., 2018; Huang et al., 
2020; Kalaycı Önaç & 
Gönüllü Sütçüoğlu, 2021; 
Zoderer et al., 2019

Gender equity in terms of sociocultural practices and 
norms can result in optimized urban well-being and 
economic development. Women’s spatial mobility 
integrates the construction, negotiation and perception 
of self, and the sociocultural production of public space 
and meaning.

Bagheri, 2019; Johnson 
et al., 2019; Keleg et al., 
2021; Riechers et al., 2018; 
Zhang et al., 2021

Landscape planning and development need to consider 
environmental protection and urban sustainability. Social 
and ecological sustainability requires citizen-oriented 
sound urban planning practices.

Conrad et al., 2019; 
Garekae & Shackleton, 
2020; Liu et al., 2020; 
Nawrath et al., 2019; 
Samuelsson et al., 2018

Source: Processed by the authors
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Our research complements recent analyses on the gendered nature of urban 
space, placemaking processes and landscape planning (e.g. Iaquinto, 2020; 
Mansilla & Milano, 2022; Spruce, 2020; Vaughan et al., 2021; Wise et al., 2021), 
indicating how co-articulated and contingent processes, experienced utilization 
of space and regularized and reconditioned boundary transgressions support 
social categorization and injustice as gendered structures and interconnections, 
integrating spatialities and subjectivities. Urban management options can be 
assessed, visualized and geolocated through planning tools by incorporating 
heterogeneous landscape values. Normative placemaking integrates the social 
arrangements that create, consolidate and develop places and agency through 
historical and actual processes, urban networks, social antagonism and the built 
environment. Relational placemaking configures a spatial system of networked 
social meanings integrating the sense of place and community practices of spa-
tial contagion. Placemaking processes and deeply embedded cultural and social 
meanings related to the network society develop on stability, steadiness, conti-
nuity, and reconfiguration in spatial flows. Community social capital impacts the 
planning and management of placemaking processes. Gender and mobility are 
conjointly constitutive social mechanisms. Urban realm vitality develops on spa-
tial social interactions. Local landscape features are related to meaningful place 
bonding. Placemaking policies are social processes and practices shaping the 
urban fabric of neighbourhood environmentally, symbolically, and structurally, 
leading to the production and consumption of spatial centralities. The capac-
ity to become more vigorously associated with an urban place is determined by 
intersectional subjectivities. Inequality processes and social relationships influ-
ence conservation goals. Uneven economic areas and gendered vulnerability are 
spatially patterned. Local knowledge is needed for public involvement in land-
scape planning.

8	 Synopsis of the Main Research Outcomes

Swift urban growth and changes shape social reproduction across gendered 
spaces. Community participation in decision-making can conserve local val-
ues, preserve cultural beliefs and practices, improve environmental sustaina-
bility and increase gender equality. Urban landscape management, dynamics, 
assessment, development decision-making, design, wide-ranging changes and 
planning are perceived according to physical and psychological demands, cul-
tural background and preferences. Normative placemaking experience can 
incorporate cultural empowerment and sexual identity and fulfilment. Social 
and cultural acceptance of symbolic image and meanings influences the urban 
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sociocultural identity dynamics of communities and aesthetic experiences as 
regards sustainable landscape transformation. Sociocultural and attitudinal 
perception and preference of heterogeneous and structured urban landscapes 
affect visual representation and aesthetic value. Normative regional-scaled 
policies, social interactions, spatial nodes and connections, place identity, and 
coherent physical design assist in the process of neighbourhood constitution 
as placemaking. Space constraints experienced ordinarily by underprivileged 
groups and genders can be dissimilar in terms of spatial behaviours and social 
contexts, reproducing and underpinning discriminatory power relations and 
roles. Urban green planning and sociopolitical power should consider envi-
ronment-friendly mobility approaches. Gender relations influence mobility 
patterns in certain socio-spatial contexts.

9	 Conclusions

Recent research on the gendered nature of urban space, placemaking processes 
and landscape planning (e.g. Browne, 2021; Butler, 2018; Erfani, 2021; Marlowe 
& Chubb, 2021; Özogul & Tasan-Kok, 2018) has investigated whether heteroge-
neous urban experience and spatial integration configure gendered place and 
locality. Spatial structuring, planning, and use of urban locations integrate gen-
dered divisions of labour by the use of natural resources and public infrastruc-
ture. We prove that placemaking processes and outcomes incorporate spatial 
empowerment, place dependence and identity, and community planning, 
development and integration, integrating localized public place-based devel-
opment bonds. Spatial reconfiguration and attachment, normative power 
relations, placemaking practices, social processes, sense of place and control 
patterns impact urban planning and redevelopment. This systematic literature 
review presents relevant peer-reviewed sources covering interconnected prac-
tices that shape social and environmental values across urban creative place-
making. We show that placemaking is pivotal in developing and adjusting 
citizen-oriented urban space by building up forces throughout spatial plan-
ning and governance, and thus spatial policy, local governance and landscape 
planning shape urban politics. Setting up sustainable communities in terms of 
aesthetic values of bonds with urban places as public spaces are instrumen-
tal in perceived placemaking outcomes. The research results drawn from the 
above analyses clarify that collaborative landscape governance and sociopolit-
ical power integrate local-level planning routines, normative community val-
ues and spatial tools and patterns. Incessant movements and changes do not 
support the building of a sense of placemaking and community as rooted net-
works. We specifically clarify that multicultural values, spatial practices and 
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networks, place identities and a sense of belonging in urban areas improve 
civic participation, social capital and sustainability, everyday placemaking and 
identity creation, with landscape preferences, motivations and values impact-
ing activity choices.

10	 Limitations, Implications and Further Directions for Research

By inspecting only sources published in journals indexed in the Web of 
Science, Scopus and ProQuest databases between 2018 and 2022, significant 
articles on the gendered nature of urban space, placemaking processes and 
landscape planning may have been left out. Limitations of this systematic liter-
ature review include certain types of publications (original empirical research 
and review articles) while excluding others (conference proceedings articles, 
books, and editorial materials). Our study also does not advance how women’s 
spatial mobility integrates the construction, negotiation and perception of self, 
and the sociocultural production of public space and meaning. Subsequent 
analyses should develop on how to optimize investment performance, urban 
design and planning strategies across the public realm should integrate a gen-
dered view. Future research should thus investigate how the restructuring 
capacities of normative urban social networks illustrate the organic character 
of creative placemaking in terms of resources, performance and expectations. 
Attention should be directed to how governance and decision processes artic-
ulate landscape and urban planning.
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