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Abstract: The right to the city concept is widely debated in academic discourse yet ambiguously
executed in public discourse. In much of the discussion; the right to the city is advocated as a right
that humans should claim—i.e., participating in urban space living. Nonetheless; the constraints
and limits are imposed on such advocacy; resulting in a tokenized implementation state. With such
a background surmounting the COVID-19 pandemic era; this study is aimed at understanding the
right to the city propagation and revealing the possible wrong to such civic advocacy. Multiple cases
in Malaysia were selected for analysis and as the discussion context representing the state-of-the-
art aspect of right to the city in the context of an emerging country. Two potential misconceptions
through the action of right to the city were identified. First; the concept of right to the city has the
potential to infringe the centrality of power; which both citizens and the authority have to make
clear. Second; the lack of a sign of contribution from citizens poses a severe challenge to build a co-
created urban space for all. This paper contributes to removing a blind spot—the possible wrong to
the right to the city —and provides ideas to achieve authentic citizen participation.

Keywords: right to the city; wrong to the city; citizen participation; participatory governance; co-
created urban space; urban policy; public policy; social advocacy; Malaysia; COVID-19

1. Introduction

The ‘right to the city’ concept represents an influential aspect of today's inclusive city
development and human rights claims. Nevertheless, the background to the context was
the 1960s and 1970s Paris contestation facing Henri Lefebvre, the scholar who coined this
unique term [1, 2]. The late 1960s were the era of France’s technocratic central government,
which built large public housing complexes on the outskirts of Paris in the post-Fordist
period. They then expelled the working class and immigrants to this new edge [3].
Lefebvre devoted himself to precarious living and urban marginalization in the city space
analysis, criticism of the state and the capitalist production model, mainly through Marx-
ist methods and concepts. More recently, the right to the city concept has been reclaimed
by social movements as a call to action to reclaim the city as the production of a co-created
space [4, 5].

For example, the Right to the City Alliance (RTTC) in the U.S. is one of the leading
social movements that formed in 2007 in response to the mass displacement of people
because of gentrification [6]. The RTTC emerged when several groups - the Miami Work-
ers Center, Strategic Actions for a Just Economy, and Tenants and Workers United - con-
vened a meeting in Los Angeles with 20 community organizations from seven cities to
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start the alliance. The RTTC aims to reframe the central scale of the social struggle from
the global to the urban, thus re-centering and advancing the struggle for democratic urban
governance [7]. Through advocating that local people should gain the rights to remain in
their settlements, preserving local cultures, and co-creating city spaces, the RTTC has crit-
icized the authorities for ignoring non-profit parties in the privatization of urban housing
space.

The current movement, “Congress: Hold the Line on Housing”, propagated by the
RTTC and another 40 grassroots organizations from across the U.S., aims to appeal to the
Biden government not to cut to housing investments as part of its Build Back Better
agenda. Data co-produced by the National Equity Atlas and the RTTC indicated that the
majority of the approximately 5.8 million tenants are low-income earners and people of
color. Without federal or state protection, they are on the brink of being evicted, having
been severely affected by the COVID-19 pandemic [8, 9]. However, the Democrats’ $1.85
trillion Build Back Better agenda, announced in 28 October 2021, has many other issues
on which to focus, such as investing in climate change mitigation ($550 billion), extending
health care coverage ($130 billion), investing in affordable housing ($150 billion), and cre-
ating millions of higher-paying jobs [10, 11]. The RTTC is worried by the possible reduc-
tion in the allocation for public housing investment from $150 billion to $80 billion. The
RTTC’s main concern is advocacy for the resolution of the housing needs and issues ex-
perienced by low-income earners and people of color. To the limited knowledge of the
authors, there is a lack of evidence that the RTTC is co-creating projects with the authori-
ties. It has been indicated that their voice is focused less on community asset building and
more on appealing to community needs for housing as a human right.

In the global south, the movement of Abahlali baseMjondolo, which began in Dur-
ban, South Africa in early 2005, is one of the most vocal groups. This is reflected in its
focus on gaining the right to the city, as demonstrated in its urban struggles for shack
dwellers [12, 13]. Abahlali baseMjondolo has won some court cases, for instance, defeating
the Slums Act in the Constitutional Court. However, the group also realizes that the mil-
itant slogan of ‘the right to the city” can be utilized or transformed into the legalistic issue
of ‘human rights’, which is contested in law courts between lawyers [14] but leaves the
poor people suffering on the ground. They demand a moral right, the authorities” protec-
tion, and the provision of services while objecting to forced evictions or land invasions.
Until today, the group is supporting the shack dwellers’ struggle and it seems that not all
developments have been in the right direction in trying to resolve the shack town prob-
lems once and for all.

To achieve the right to the city for the vulnerable, the broader conceptualization has
involved rethinking public participation from below [12, 13, 15]. Despite this, challenges
are mounting. First, the understanding of the concept of right is ambiguous as the type of
right referred to as the right to the city could be a legal or moral right, or it could be a
socio-economic or political citizenship right. Secondly, it is not fully clear who the urban
space stakeholders are that deserve to claim their right. Thus, the question is for whom
this is a right: the working class, the poor and vulnerable, or the upper class and elites.
Third, public participation is a buzz word and easily tokenized by the power holders. That
is, it is debatable whether this means participating in decision making and being con-
sulted, or whether being the beneficiaries of official programs can be considered an act of
public participation. Participation from below or community organizing has faced numer-
ous issues such as the lack of organizational ability of civil societies; an excessive focus on
demands while lacking self-asset assessment; a lack of funding for mobile projects and
paying expenses such as staffing and “non-expert’ citizen overheads; and the complexity
of building a consortium of multiple stakeholders when applying for grants. Even after
securing funding, there are often constraints on meeting pre-determined milestone and
limited citizen scope to reframe the initiatives [4, 6, 16, 17].

Thus, given the above-mentioned challenges, in this essay, the authors intend to in-
vestigate possible misconceptions of the right to the city in the context of civic advocacy/
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citizen participation. The study aims to inquire how citizen participation could be im- 100
proved by understanding the possible misconceptions of the propagation of rights to the 101
city. The issue is complex so it is appropriate to utilize a multiple case study method for 102
gathering and comparing pre- and post-COVID-19 cases of civic participation in Malaysia. =~ 103
The cases selected for analysis in this essay are not limited to social movements but rep- 104
resent a broader picture of political citizenship participation activities in the Malaysian 105
context. 106

The following section reviews the literature on the exact nature of the right to the 107
city, who has a right to the city, and how to balance this right among city stakeholders. 108
Next, the authors explain the study method and provide the empirical findings on scenar- 109
ios of participation in cases in the Malaysian context. Disrupted by the current worldwide 110
pandemic COVID-19, the discussion will dissect the pre and post-COVID-19 eras to un- 111
derstand how measures are taken to control COVID-19 have undermined the limited 112
space is available to active citizen involvement in Malaysia. Connected to this, a discus- 113
sion on the possible wrong to the city intends to provide new insights into creating au- 114

thentic participation in the post-COVID-19 era. 115
2. Literature Review 116
2.1 The Concept of Right 117

“The right to the city’ has been debated in terms of what type of right this refers to. 118
Lefebvre’s definition of the right to the city was that it was a ‘transformed and renewed 119
right to urban life’ [1]. As a concept, this came under criticism from [18], who argued that 120
it was at best indeterminate, since Lefebvre failed to devote much attention to expanding 121
on the practicalities of this right to the city. That is, Lefebvre’s explanation of the right to 122
the city was ambiguous. For him, it was a collectivized concept involving of more old- 123
fashioned rights, such as the right to freedom and individual expression though urban 124
socialization. In fact, the concept of right encompasses far more than the geographical 125
perspective and can be understood through fundamental legal, political, and ethical phi- 126

losophies (Figure 1). 127
128
The Concept of Right
|
Y v v v
Legal Philosophy Political Philosophy Ethics Philosophy Geographical Philosophy

Legal right

Generation right

Moral right

Social-spatial right

Hohfeld (1917)'s four
basic right: Claim rights,
liberty rights, powers,

Waldron (1993)'s first,
second and third genera-
tion rights.

Dworkin (1977)’s notion
of a moral right to break
law.

Lefebvre (1996 [1968])’s
right to the city —are-
newed right to urban life.

and immunities. City as an oeuvre.

Figure 1. The concept of right. 129

In legislative terms, [19]’s classical definition of basic (legal rights and their internal 130
infrastructure) rights is worth noting, namely claim rights, liberty rights, powers and im- 131
munities. Claim rights are those which are correlated with duty or responsibility. Having 132
a claim right means being subject to a duty. In contrast, liberty rights delineate precisely 133
what the right-holder does not take responsibility for. Having a liberty right means being 134
free of duties. Having power and immunity, Hohfeld said, can be regarded as holding 135
secondary rights. Having power and immunity allows an individual and a group to 136
change, overturn, or neglect current entitlements in law. Having power means having the 137
capability to alter a relationship in law; immunity means being freed from the legal power 138
of another. Thus, the term ‘legal rights” has multifaceted meanings and has generally been 139
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demonstrated in a mixed context. This may involve, for example, participating in munic- 140
ipal programs or meetings, whereby citizens have their claim rights (their duty to protect/ 141
improve the community), liberty rights (their free choice to participate as they do so vol- 142
untarily), powers (to participate directly or through delegation), and immunities (they are 143
not pressurized or punished by authorities for not participating). As an addition to the 144
claim rights, with which duties are closely linked, [17, 20] suggested that civic advocacy 145
should look from within and focus on building community assets (i.e., the skills of local 146
residents) rather than demanding the authority to solve the community’s needs (i.e., pol- 147
lution, domestic violence, and unemployment). 148

In political philosophy, [21] differentiated rights according to first-, second-, and 149
third-generation rights. The concept of first-generation rights is those encapsulated in the 150
Declaration of the Rights of Man of 1789 and the Bill of Rights from early United States. 151
First-generation rights, as stated by Waldron, mean the traditional freedoms and ad- 152
vantages due to a citizen: freedom of speech, liberty in religion, the right to be spared 153
torture, the rights to equal justice, voting rights, and many more. Meanwhile, second-gen- 154
eration rights can be identified most evidently in the adoption of the Universal Declara- 155
tion of Human Rights by the UN in 1948. Franklin D Roosevelt invoked second-generation 156
rights when he called for another Bill of Rights. Second-generation rights principally relate 157
to socio-economic rights. These entitlements range from housing rights to [7] the right to 158
fair wages. They are connected to the expansion of the welfare state. As a proponent of 159
second-generation or socio-economic rights, Waldron argued that without a stable socio- 160
economic status, which involves a healthy life, safe shelter and a stable income, the first- 161
generation rights of citizenship could hardly exist and be demanded by societies. Solidar- 162
ity rights or group rights are terms commonly associated with third-generation rights. 163
Waldron conceived the uniqueness of third-generation rights, since they refer to the safe- 164
guarding of communal property. These rights encompass the language rights of minori- 165
ties and national self-determination rights, as well as the rights to diverse or abstract pos- 166
sessions like peace, a clean environment, cultural or ethnic integrity, and robust economic 167
growth. 168

Within ethical philosophy, [22] focuses on the complex relationship between moral 169
rights and constitutional law. For Dworkin, rights are best understood as trumps against 170
democratic tyranny. In a democracy, rights represent, as Dworkin states, ‘the majority’s 171
promise to minorities that their dignity and equality will be respected’ even in cases where 172
it is not politically or socially expedient. In other words, in the view of Dworkin the idea 173
of entitlements principally means the concept of negative and individualized rights. The 174
authors view Dworkin’s moral rights as thought-provoking. Firstly, are all the moral 175
rights of the citizens recognized in the constitution? Secondly, is it a citizen’s duty to fol- 176
low the law even when it contravenes their moral rights? Alternatively, and more point- 177
edly, is it possible to gain the moral right to infringe the law? Dworkin supported the 178
upholding of moral rights rather than legal rights; that is, the minorities or the vulnerable 179
must be the inclusive concern of the power holders. Hence, given Dworkin’s views, and 180
with regard to the right to the city, it may be possible to question whether the right to the 181
city means the right to infringe the law. Taking the example of Abahlali baseMjondolo, 182
this South African shack dweller movement has rightly pointed out that their interpreta- 183
tion of the right to the city is actually their desire for a long-term moral right and the 184
authorities’ support of the vulnerable, not simply to contest the authorities’ position in 185
case-based law courts using lawyers [12, 14]. 186

From a geographical perspective, the right to the city, as explained by Lefebvre, was 187
linked to the (urban space) social justice of the everyday life of the population in the cap- 188
italist framing. Lefebvre defined the city as an oeuvre, a piece of art crafted by the lives of 189
everyday people, and a projection of society over the territory, which was open to inter- 190
pretation based on the socio-spatial element of rights [2]. Lefebvre’s initial idea was 191
grounded in the liberal conception of humanism, since he called for an ‘effort to reach out 192
towards a new humanism, a new praxis, another man, that of urban society’ [1]. He used 193
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language such as ‘of [the] subject, creative labor and art’ to describe the working class 194
while for him, the city was humanistic in nature. Thus, recent scholars’ interpretations 195
have linked this geographical-humanistic aspect to the rights to urban policy, public space 19
and social justice/ exclusion. For instance, [23]referred to the right to autonomous action 197
when facing state urban policy, whereas [24] mentioned the need for the right to counter 198

the brutality of policy, surveillance, and state overreach. 199
200
2.2 Who Has the Right to the City, and How to Balance that Right 201

Who has a right to the city? Originally, for Lefebvre, the right to the city constituted 202
not a singular right (as explained in the previous section), but a set of rights available to 203
the labor force in terms of how they lived in and produced the space that existed in eve- 204
ryday life in the capitalist world. 205

In Lefebvre’s conception, citizens, particularly the vulnerable and minorities, have 206
the right to demand that the authorities or power holders provide fair and inclusive city = 207
living spaces. This urban civic advocacy can be identified in various examples, such as 208
campaigns for the homeless and for water rights in Toronto [23], and those related to im- 209
migrants and employment rights in France [25]. As [26] claimed, demanding the right to 210
the city means demanding that the city’s resources must be democratically managed. The 211
authors tend to believe that conflict also lies in the distinction between democracy and 212
right. In democracy, it is through utilitarian thinking that the majority benefits and wins 213
at the expense of the minorities [27, 28]. Thus, how then should minorities be able to claim 214
their rights under a democratic conception that is protected by legal rights? That is why 215
[18, 24, 28] commented that the right to the city could be regarded as a radical or negative 216
force against democratic management, collective power, or legal power. Furthermore, 217
what people demand from the authorities is a moral right, protection, and awareness. 218

In reality, societies are complex, consisting of not only the vulnerable but also multi- 219
stakeholders and social groups. [29] has effectively categorized into seventeen social 220
groups that held different priorities on values concerning the economy, environment, and 221
society in urban settings. For example, the group of urban poor women desires for gender 222
equality, which would enable them to participate and benefit equally in society, improve 223
maternal health and access to reproductive health. Indigenous people expect society to 224
respect their living ecosystem, culture, and language, as well as their accuracy in relating 225
histories that claim they, not the latecomers, are indeed the original landowners. Con- 226
versely, such demands for social value have conflicted with the rich and elite groups 227
where they hold the power, the right to exploit land and workers, and the overall pros- 228
perity that leads to pride in their city. In the authors’ opinion, all groups of people have 229
their particular right to the city and this concept should be more inclusive. Thus, it is im- 230
perative to ask how to balance such rights. 231

Lefebvre cautioned that such human rights should not be excluded from the central- 232
ity, and to participate politically in decision-making is particularly significant for the 233
working class [1]. According to Lefebvre again, the centrality of the cause does not imply 234
the center of power but the regrouping of differences concerning each other [1]. Thisis the 235
centrality of making meaning for the broader urban whole [30]. Thus, for genuine citizen 236
participation in urban governance, the authors support the concept of considering not 237
only the working class but all social groups; it is particularly necessary to reconcile the 238
differences between social groups [31]. 239

Acknowledging differences among social groups, the idea of accepting the dissensus 240
that exists among all social groups is of the utmost importance [32]. Furthermore, all dis- 241
sensus should build upon the common ground of trade-offs (or ‘give and take’) where 242
public values should take precedence over personal values. Those supporting the notion 243
of the right to the city need also to recognize that when the ‘world [is] characterized by 244
scarcity and conflict,” real trade-offs are created by the institutionalization of any rights 245
(Waldron,1993). This gathering of opinion dissensus, or trade-offs, resembles the famous 246
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term “invitation to struggle,” coined by [33]. Similarly, acknowledging that the opinions 247
of all stakeholders are unique and diverse, Corwin reasoned that there is a need for power 248
holders to invite or encourage all parties to discuss, deliberate, and devise inclusive solu- 249
tions and outputs [34]. 250
To achieve the authentic state of accepting dissensus in citizen participation, two con- 251
ditions stated by [35] need to be taken into consideration, namely the involvement of peo- 252
ple in the planning stage of the value chain of public services, and the citizen power state 253
in Arnstein’s [36] ladder of participation (see Figure 2). 254
Y oS i B [ |
: 1) Agenda Setting ‘ E Citizen Control
1 * H
i : A S ——— L
Planning H 2) Decision making ‘ ] Ideal state i Delegated Power i Citizen Power
[
level 7] | ‘ b | [ ofcitizen- - | i
e R R
1
. 1
_ i_‘ ______ 4_ )_[zis_léil_______: B Placation
| 5) Commissioning | ,
¥ Consultation Tokenism
| 6) Managing |
Delivery ¥ Informing
— 7) Delivery
level ‘ ¥ | Therapy
‘ 8) Monitoring | Nonparticipation
¥ Manipulation
| 9) Evaluation |
Value chain of public services Arnstein’s ladder of participation
255
Figure 2. Authentic state of citizen participation, derived from [35]. 256
Based on Figure 2 above, the right to centralize participation is to bring the differ- 257
ences among social groups into the planning level, i.e., the agenda-setting, decision-mak- 258
ing, planning, and design. This would occur through the agency of citizen power, namely 259
delegated power and partnership, not to be confused with the tokenism strategy of con- 260
sultation or informing. In understanding, accepting, and tolerating such conditions 261
among the authorities and power holders and the citizens, only the adjusted right to the 262
city and centrality to participation will flourish in practice. 263
3. Methodology 264
This study applied a multiple-case study method. A case study is a research strategy 265
and an empirical inquiry that investigates a particular contemporary phenomenon within 266
its real-life context [37]. Whereas multiple-case design, or collective case design, refers to 267
“case study research in which several instrumental bounded cases are selected to develop 268
a more in-depth understanding of the phenomena than a single case can provide” [38]. 269
For data collection, a thorough online literature search on the various cases was per- 270
formed through the Google search engine and the Web of Science portal, covering June 271
2020 to early April 2021. Diverse stakeholder literature, i.e., government grey literature, 272
media report, private sector publication, academic literature and other institution publi- 273
cation [39], were located through the related keywords of “right to the city”, “citizen par- 274
ticipation”, “COVID-19”, “Malaysia”, and similar terms. Besides, statistics about COVID- 275
19 were also collected from [40] to give an overview of the death threat posed by the pan- 276
demic. 277
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The strength of multiple-case study method depends on multiple sources of evi-
dence, where data must congregate in a triangulating fashion. In this sense, some studies,
such as that of [4] need more evidence, including interviews from related stakeholders. In
this piece, it was not intended to conduct interviews. Interviews had been conducted for
the first author's previous studies, such as [16, 41-44]. The insights derived from these
earlier studies and interviews drove the authors to write this paper in order to relate citi-
zen participation to the concept of the right to the city. The first author has sensed possible
misconceptions of these activities of citizens as they participate in city authorities” pro-
grams. Thus, this paper reflects insights arising from previous studies. Therefore, the au-
thors found that the eleven cases collected through the literature search were sufficient to
meet the research objective.

For data analysis, the authors tabulated the eleven multiple Malaysian case scenarios
as shown in Table 1. These case scenarios were analyzed by two strands of period, namely
for those in the pre-COVID-19 era compared to those in the post-COVID-19 era. Under-
standing the changes in civic advocacy in the before and after the COVID-19 attack will
help analyze potential misconceptions or indefinite areas in the concept of the right to the
city.

Table 1. The summary of selected Malaysian cases.

Period Issue Case Description Context
Pre- Environmental de- [World Resources Institute conducted an Environmental Democracy [Malaysia in an international
COVID-19 imocracy and envi- |Index (EDI) rating of 70 countries, and placed Malaysia (with a score [context
lera ronmental impact as-jof 0.58) near the bottom in 69th place [45].
sessments (EIA) In the Democracy Index of 2020 [46], Malaysia scored 7.19 points out [Malaysia in an international
of 10, placing it in the "flawed democracy" segment. context
Nadiah [47] researched the popular involvement in terms of legisla- [Malaysia compared to the
tion and found that Malaysia has a weak citizen-based involvement [European Union context
in the EIA compared to European Union countries.
In the Bakun Hydro-electric Project (BHP), [48] found that how the [Bakun Hydro-electric Pro-
BHP has subjugated indigenous people's rights of participationin  [ject (BHP) in Sarawak
the EIA.
In the Kelau Dam in Pahang, [49] found that the indigenous people’s [Kelau Dam in Pahang
articipation in decision-making was limited and low.
In the Penang South Reclamation project (PSR), [50] commented that [Penang South Reclamation
the local fishermen's civic voices were ignored by the power holders, [project
despite the many protests and discussions with politicians.
Decision-making Mariana [51] found a low level of participation among local authori- [National level and the local
process in local gov- fties in the Local Agenda 21 in Malaysia. In Petaling Jaya's case, the [level of Petaling Jaya City
ernment vis-a-vis ur- community's level of participation is also low, ranging from the non-
ban governance pol- participation to the tokenism levels.
icy and political par- [Lim [43] found Petaling Jaya’s level of citizen participation has pro- [Petaling Jaya and Cyberjaya
ticipation gressed to medium, indicating there were signs and cases of partner- [City
ships and consultations. In contrast, the scenario of citizen participa-
tion in Cyberjaya has been very much lower than in Petaling Jaya.
Manaf, Mohamed and Lawton [52] examined public involvement in{Two in urban areas and
influencing the decision-making process in the Kedah, Perlis, and  [four in rural areas local
Penang local governments. They concluded that the people intend to [governments
get involved in the public process, and not just as consumers.
Post- Democracy under  |[Under the declarations of emergency (12th Jan to 1st Aug 2021), par- [National level
COVID-19 |emergency, move- |liament, state assemblies, and elections are not allowed to convene
era ment control orders, junless a decision is made by the King [53]. Further, under various
and social distancing imovement control orders, most civic participation activities in cities
were restricted.

278
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A case of physical public hearing carried out in the Shah Alam City [Shah Alam City Council
Council. However, the authority was caught prevaricating on
degazettement of the Bukit Cerakah forest reserve [54].

4. Findings 296
4.1. Participation Cases of Malaysia in the Pre-COVID-19 Era 297

In Malaysia, studies on citizen involvement are discussed in the field related toissues 298
of environmental democracy and environmental impact assessments (EIA), and the deci- 299
sion-making process in local government vis-a-vis urban governance policy and political 300
participation [43]. In general, over the last six decades since Malaysia achieved independ- 301
ence in 1957, the level of citizen participation has remained relatively low [51]. Still, this 302
shows the people's intentions to become involved in the formation of public policy and 303
service [52]. 304

World Resources Institute [45] conducted an Environmental Democracy Index (EDI) 305
rating of 70 countries, and placed Malaysia (with a score of 0.58) near the bottom at 69th 306
place, among the lowest Southeast Asian countries when compared to Indonesia (score: 307
1.8), Thailand (score: 1.38) and the Philippines (score: 1.35). This EDI assessment is based 308
on the three pillars of the United Nations Environment Program's Bali Guidelines of sus- 309
tainability, namely transparency (accessibility to information), public involvement, and 310
justice [55]. In particular, in terms of public involvement, assessments made in legislation, 311
such as the Environmental Quality Act 1976, the Town and Country Planning Act 1976, 312
and the Biosafety Act 2007, show that the general level of public involvement in Malaysia 313
is severely limited, and the power to engage the public lies with the administrators. 314

Moving forward to the latest Democracy Index of 2020 published by [46], Malaysia 315
scored 7.19 points out of 10, still placing it in the "flawed democracy" segment. Despite 316
this, the country experienced considerable improvements after its 2006 performance, in 317
which year 5.98 points were scored. After that, Malaysia scored 6.36 (2008), 6.19 (2010, 318
2011), 6.41 (2012), 6.49 (2013, 2014), 6.43 (2015), 6.54 (2016, 2017), 6.88 (2018), and 7.16 319
(2019). According to the definition by [46], “flawed democracy” means “those countries 320
have free and fair elections and, even if there are problems (such as infringements on me- 321
dia freedom), basic civil liberties are respected. Nevertheless, there are significant weak- 322
nesses in other aspects of democracy, including problems in governance, an underdevel- 323
oped political culture and low levels of political participation.” To explain the “flawed” 324
situation, Malaysia’s political stability has deteriorated since Mahathir Mohamad re- 325
signed as prime minister in March 2020. Nevertheless, progress in terms of electoral pro- 326
cedures and pluralist ideas have led to political institutions becoming more democratic 327
[46]. Five categories on which the Democracy Index is assessed are electoral procedures 328
and pluralist ideas, government functions, participation in politics, the culture of politics, 329
and civil freedom. Although the Economist Intelligence Unit did not mention where Ma- 330
laysia has improved in terms of the electoral process and pluralism, the results show that, 331
compared to the country's scores in other categories, Malaysia scored the highest in this 332
category with 9.58 points. In comparison to other Southeast Asian countries, Malaysia 333
ranked 39t out of 167 countries surveyed, followed by the Philippines in 55t place (6.56 334
points), Indonesia in 64t (6.30), Thailand in 734 (6.04), and Singapore in 74t (6.03). 335

Aside from democracy indexes, [47] researched the popular involvement in terms of 336
legislation and found that Malaysia has a weak citizen-based involvement in the EIA com- 337
pared to European Union countries. Furthermore, regarding the same EIA issue, [56, 57] 338
criticized public involvement in the EIA in Malaysia as merely notional, due to weak- 339
nesses in regulations, and the lack of awareness and skills among the people. A need to 340
review the role of the people was identified. 341

In researching the relationship between the right to participation and the EIA in the 342
case of Malaysia’s Bakun Hydro-electric Project (BHP), [48] found that almost 90% of the 343
respondents were disappointed with their participation in the EIA, while another 80% 344
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detailed that public officials did not follow the procedure and performed the EIA. The 345
findings not only illuminate how the EIA was used to legitimize a project that should 346
ultimately have been stopped, but are also an evidence to how the BHP has subjugated 347
the rights of participation of indigenous people in the EIA. 348

A similar result was also obtained in the case of the Kelau Dam in Pahang, Malaysia 349
[49]. Indigenous people’s participation in decision-making was a limited and at a low 350
level, and people were not prioritized except those invited for information sharing. In 351
preparing the EIA report, the public, such as residents, NGOs, or other stakeholders, 352
should have played an important role in the agenda-setting stages, such as deciding the 353
affected areas, terrain profiling, and in the evaluation stages of identifying the impactand 354
examining the final report. However, according to [49], the preliminary report was pre- 355
pared internally by the State Department of the Environment’s officers and other govern- 356
ment agencies without a public consultation stage. The unwillingness of executives and 357
politicians to share the way decisions are made has been criticized and has undermined 358
transparency and accountability, which are key pillars of a democratic society. 359

In a more recent study on the Penang South Reclamation project (PSR) and the con- 360
struction of the Pan Island Link 1 (PIL1), [50] commented that the civic voices from the 361
local fishermen and similar parties in attempting to stop the project, which would affect 362
their livelihood and environment, were ignored by the power holders, despite the many 363
protests and discussions with politicians. The result indicated that the political behavior 364
of the leadership might have affected this as they attempted to demonstrate their care for, 365
and attention to, the views of disappointed locals. Actually, leaders in politics understand 366
which schemes to use to ameliorate local disaffection at the right time. They also anticipate 367
that the population tends to neglect the long-term effects of environmental damage, pri- 368
oritizing instead their main concerns of financial compensation [50]. 369

As for the decision-making process in local government vis-a-vis urban governance 370
policy and political participation, [51] studied the issue of community participation and 371
local governance in Malaysia, using Petaling Jaya, a satellite city of Kuala Lumpur devel- 372
oped in the 1960s, as a case study. She found a low level of participation among local 373
authorities in the Local Agenda 21 in Malaysia. In Petaling Jaya's case, the level of partic- 374
ipation among the community is also low, ranging from the non-participation to the to- 375
kenism levels, and not at the partnership level, as it would ideally be. In the case study, it 376
was found that the local authority tries to emphasize a more open and transparent ap- 377
proach to the process of decision-making. But even if they are willing to participate, there 378
is only limited success in ensuring broad participation and trust in the process. According 379
to [51], the principal challenges are the need for accountability of leaders and politicians, 380
the eagerness of the authorities to confront the consequences of the participatory methods 381
(with responsive, transparent, and consensual decisions) and the prerequisite for partici- 382
pation [44] to be an ongoing obligation made by the authorities themselves rather than 383
merely singular exercises. 384

In similar cases studied by [43], after a decade of improvement, Petaling Jaya’s level 385
of citizen participation has progressed to medium, indicating there were signs and cases 386
of partnerships and consultations in situations such as the sustainability community 387
awards, recycling and upcycling in 5R programs, and participation in municipal budget- 388
ing in 2017 and 2018. However, [43] found that it remains problematic to quantify the 389
amount of civic power being collectively delegated. Intimation of civic power condition 390
was elaborated by [58], among which the public was not allowed to vote in the munici- 391
pality’s full council meetings. As a comparison with Petaling Jaya, [43] also studied the 392
Cyberjaya Smart City that has been portrayed as a future role model of city development 393
in Malaysia and the South East Asia region. In the two decades since its inception in the 394
mid-1990s, the scenario of citizen participation in Cyberjaya has been very much lower 395
than in Petaling Jaya, due to two major factors: (a) a lack of local residents and civil society 396
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organizations (CSOs) committing to a positive living environment, and; (b) a lack of en- 397
thusiastic and high-caliber officers and politicians to lead and promote citizen participa- 398
tion. 399

In addition to Petaling Jaya and Cyberjaya, [52] examined public involvement in in- 400
fluencing the decision-making process in the Kedah, Perlis, and Penang local govern- 401
ments. From the 206 responses to a questionnaire, this study examined the popular per- 402
ceptions of the services of six local governments (two in urban areas and four in rural 403
areas), as well as expectations about the participation of the people. It was concluded that 404
the people intend to get involved in the public process, and not just as consumers. The 405
people's perception of the purpose of involvement is understood as a government activity =~ 406
in giving or receiving feedback from the population, but not in developing and empow- 407
ering local communities. The main reasons why the people are not participating in gov- 408
ernment programs are their lack of time and their friends' lack of involvement. This type 409
of involvement is traditional, i.e., group-based or collective, and less driven by the use of 410
social media. Furthermore, due to a lack of confidence or trust, respondents felt that their 411
involvement would not influence the decisions made by the local government. 412

4.2. Participation Cases of Malaysia in the Post-COVID-19 Era 413

To date, as at 13 April 2021, the unprecedented pandemic of COVID-19 is haunting 414
the world, having caused 2.96 million deaths; its fatality rate is still increasing [40]. Emerg- 415
ing and developing countries such as Malaysia have not been spared, and COVID-19 has 416
claimed 1,333 lives there to date. 417

In order for the existing COVID-19 situation to be efficiently regulated, the Govern- 418
ment of Malaysia has introduced numerous levels of the Movement Control Order 419
(MCO). These range from stages of high risk to stages of low risk: the Movement Control 420
Order, the Recovery MCO, and the Conditional MCO (Table 2). Enhanced MCOs and Tar- 421
geted Enhanced MCOs have been introduced in smaller areas where COVID-19 case num- 422

bers are high, for instance, residential complexes or offices. 423
Table 2. Phases of movement control orders in Malaysia during the COVID-19 period, derived from [59]. 424
Phases Types of Movement Control Order
Phase 1 - from 18 March to 3 May 2020 Movement Control Order 1.0 (MCO 1.0)
Phase 2 - from 4% May to 9t June 2020 Conditional Movement Control Order (CMCO)
Phase 3 - from 10% June to 31t December 2020 Recovery Movement Control Order (RMCO)
Phase 4 — from 14t December to 315t December 2020 CMCO in the areas with high COVID-19 cases
Phase 5 — from 1¢t January to 31st March 2021 RMCO nationwide

Movement Control Order 2.0 (MCO 2.0), and Declaration of Emer-
gency (12 January to 1%t August 2021)
(CMCO) in Kuala Lumpur, Selangor, Johor, Penang and Kelantan; and
Recovery Movement Control Order (RMCO) in other 8 states.

Phase 6 - from 13t January to 4% March 2020

Current Measure until 14 April 2021

425

Under such critical conditions, the King (Yang di-Pertuan Agong) of Malaysia, ad- 426
vised by Prime Minister Muhyiddin Yassin, has proclaimed a state of emergency in ac- 427
cordance with Article 150 of the Federal Constitution, effective from 12t January to 1st 428
August. The intention of this unexpected measure is to counter the ongoing severity of 429
the COVID-19 pandemic, as it authorizes the authorities to concentrate on combating the 430
scourge unhindered [53]. Following suit, the Emergency (Essential Powers) Ordinance 431
2021 has been gazetted. According to the declaration of emergency, Parliament, state as- 432
semblies, and elections are not allowed to meet, unless a decision is made by the King. 433
Under such conditions, most citizen participation activities in cities were restricted. 434

All were controlled under the prime minister's prerogative and a special independent 435
committee (to advise the King) without being subject to parliamentary debates. If citizens 436
fail to obey the government orders, they might face a prison sentence of a decade, a max- 437
imum RMS5 million fine, or both (Emergency (Essential Powers) Ordinance 2021, Section = 438
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9[1]) [60]. Moreover, the government, public officials, and those assigned to issue these 439
ordinances have been given legal protection against litigation arising from this enforce- 440
ment. Significantly, the military has also been granted additional powers that are nor- 441
mally within the remit of the police, as stated in the Criminal Procedure Code. Neverthe- 442
less, some politicians and civil society groups have contended that the emergency is need- 443
less. The government has a number of measures available, such as the existing powers 444
and conferred by the current Infectious Disease Prevention and Control Act [53]. In addi- 445
tion, the opposition leader Anwar Ibrahim and certain CSOs have filed legal court cases 446
to challenge the decision regarding the emergency declaration and parliamentary suspen- 447
sion [61, 62]. 448

Under such pressure, on 21 February 2021, the King has granted permission for par- 449
liament to be convened during the emergency on a date advised by the prime minister 450
[63]. However, the Prime Minister and his committee excused many of members of par- 451
liament (MPs) are high-risk group, i.e., given that 77 MPs are aged between 61 to 69, while 452
another 19 MPs are aged between 70 to 79, and deferred the reopening of parliament until 453
the emergency ends at 1*t August [64]. Such explanation based on “science and data” was 454
condemned by opposition MPs and commented that failing to obey the King on Parlia- 455
ment reopening is “lese-majesté” [65, 66]. 456

At the Malaysian local government level, allowing physical citizen participation in 457
government services and projects activities are halted under various national movement 458
control orders. Imposing social distancing and guarding group gathering following 459
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) from deterring the possible spread of COVID-19 460
virus transmission among human contacts are prioritized [59, 67]. The authors spotted 461
one case of physical public hearing session following strict SOPs, organized by the Shah 462
Alam City Council Selangor was carried out on 8 April 2021. During the public hearing, 463
unpleasant feedback from the public, i.e., the Selangor authorities were unable to give a 464
good answer on the degazettement of Bukit Cerakah forest reserve, was reported [54]. 465
Other than that, under such precarious conditions, diverting such physical to online par- 466
ticipation cases have not been reported as people and government still facing constraints 467
and not used to a digital type of participation of the new normality of COVID-19. 468

In comparison to some international cases, this challenge of transforming physical to 469
digital participation also reported in Zimbabwe [68]. In America, evidence of San Fran- 470
cisco housing debates went online as the Planning Commission meets remotely, streamed 471
live on the city government website due to the unprecedented coronavirus pandemic [69]. 472
Brown-Stevens [70] acknowledged that the physical public participation in local govern- 473
ment should change forever in the post-COVID-19 era. For instance, public meetings 474
should have to move online, often connecting with a much wider audience than usual. 475
Brown-Stevens added, “These (digital meetings) should not be seen as temporary 476
measures, but instead as a pilot period for how we completely upend public participa- 477
tion—in the future prioritizing ease of connection and participation over tradition is es- 478
sential.” [70] 479

5. Discussion: The Right or Wrong to the City? 480

With the surge of COVID-19 and its rising worldwide death toll, the right to the city 481
vis-a-vis citizen participation in urban policy is apparently being explicitly pushed aside. 482
It appears that participation is non-essential and could be ignored once public healthcare 483
is threatened [71]. This scenario is particularly apt as it reflects the argument of [21], that 484
socio-economic rights, such as health and housing, are more important than moral and 485
citizenship rights, such as democratic participation in urban public space. 486

As described by Joan Hoey, Editor of the Democracy Index, “The coronavirus pan- 487
demic of 2020 posed the question of whether the public should, temporarily, surrender 488
democratic freedoms to save lives. Through their actions the majority of people answered 489
in the affirmative. The problem was they were never really invited to consider it. The 490
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quality of any democracy can be measured by the questions it puts to the public for deci- 491
sion or guidance. The pandemic confirmed that many rulers have become used to exclud- 492
ing the public from discussion of the pressing issues of the day and showed how elite 493
governance, not popular participation, has become the norm.” [46] 494

This condition, as described by Hoey, is evident in the case of the Emergency Ordi- 495
nance in Malaysia. The right to the city was under siege by the power of the Emergency 49
Ordinance, the public’s lack of valuation for it, and even the democratically elected par- 497
liamentarians” opinions. The elite governance was trimmed to an almost exclusive special ~ 498
committee under the leadership of the Prime Minister, inclusion in which was not stated 499
clearly under the Ordinance. For the authors, this situation reveals the first possible 500
wrong, the conception that the right to the city has had its implicit potential infringed by 501
the centrality of power, and according to the top-down outlook, the citizens’ right to par- 502
ticipate has had to be controlled and surrendered. The term “possible wrong” in this paper 503
carries the weight of potential misconception and is an indefinite topic requiring further 504
improvement and clarification. Thus, as Lefebvre warned, the right to the city conception 505
has to be interpreted with caution and must show the power holder that the primary aim 506
of the right to the city is not that the public should infringe the practice of elite governance. 507
Implicitly, citizens desire moral rights and support from the authorities but this should 508
not lead to such desires being demonstrated explicitly as breaking the law. In the authors” 509
opinion, a moral right should take the same direction as a legal right and not the radical 510
one of breaking the law, as described by [22]. Cases like those of Abahlali baseMjondolo 511
and the RTTC are useful examples of projecting a fight for the vulnerable through the 512
legal channels of protesting, media broadcasting and negotiating with the authorities. A 513
step further would be for citizens to turn their focus to advocating through different social ~ 514
groups (ref. [29], and standing together with the government for co-creation rather than 515
showing signs of violating the centrality of authorities” power. 516

Many have reported the impact and challenging conditions faced by those under- 517
privileged social groups, where restrictions on economic and earning activities under 518
COVID-19 have resulted in hunger, learning and education losses, and many more health, 519
social and psychological issues [71-74]. Collectively, the city and country are facing a sig- 520
nificant challenge to balance the threat of being infected by COVID-19 while sustaining 521
the people’s living and earnings [75-77]. Therefore, it has been suggested that the citizens 522
should not claim their rights (which could be interpreted as opposing the authorities, in 523
some conditions) without contributing back to (or co-creating) society. Citizens have tobe 524
aware that those claim rights are best accompanied by duties under the legal rights con- 525
cept outlined by [19]. In other words, citizens have to organize themselves and discover 526
potential assets (i.e., the skills of local residents) from within their communities instead of =~ 527
making excessive demands that the authorities solve the communities’ needs (i.e., by ad- 528
dressing pollution, domestic violence, and unemployment) [17, 20]. However, the ques- 529
tion remains about how to reach an equilibrium state of such a co-created space among 530
the community and the power holders. 531



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, x FOR PEER REVIEW 13 of 19

Taking from the idea from [78] under varieties of participation in complex govern- 532
ance, the participatory designs of the concept of the democracy cube is adopt and adapted 533
in this essay. The democracy cube concept has accommodated the range of institutional 534
possibilities for public participation. As [78] illustrated, the mechanism of participation 535
vary along three dimensions: who participate (i.e., the scope of participant selection), how 536
participants communicate with one another and make decision together (i.e., the extent of 537
authority and power) and how discussions are linked with policy or public action (i.e., the 538
mode of communication and decision). First, the spectrum of participation selection meth- 539
ods ranges from more exclusive to more inclusive, i.e., from the state (expert administra- 540
tors, and elected representatives) to mini-publics (professional stakeholders, lay stake- 541
holders, random selection, open-targeted recruiting, and open-self-selection), and to the 542
public (diffuse public sphere). Second, the spectrum of authority and power ranges from 543
holding the least to the most authority, i.e., from personal benefits, communicative influ- 544
ence, advice, and consultation, to co-governance in directing authority. Meanwhile, the 545
spectrum of communication and decision mode ranges from the least to the most intense, 546
i.e., from listening as spectators, expressing preferences, developing preferences, aggre- 547
gating and bargaining, deliberating and negotiating, to deploying technique and expertise 548
(Figure 3 (a)). All the spectrums were described clearly with examples by [78] in achieving 549

a form of co-governing partnership, such as the participatory budget reform. 550

Authority Supply

& Power (of public

services)
; Participants ; Demand
- (of  citi-
zen’s
Communicatio Contribution rights)
& Decision Mode (responsibility)
of citizen
(a) Democracy Cube (Fung, 2006) (b) Co-created space (authors)
Figure 3. From democracy cube to co-created space. 551

According to [78], this formation of a democratic cube constitutes a space in which 552
any particular mechanism of a public decision can be located to address democratic gov- 553
ernance issues. Based on [78]’s idea, the authors found that this concept is suitable for 554
addressing the question of creating equilibrium in a co-created space (Figure 3(b)). Firstly, 555
the selection methods of participants, ranging from more exclusive to more inclusive, 556
could be applied to the demand for inclusive urban policies or services in a city space that 557
people tend to assume is the only interpretation of citizens' rights [17, 20]. Secondly, the 558
dimension of authority and power, ranging from least authority to most authority, could 559
be applied to the formation of policies or supply of public services dimension in a city = 560
space. The authority formulates policies or supplies public services according to such a 561
spectrum of authorities, and alters them periodically to suit the local context. This leads 562
to the third conception, the communication and decision mode, which has a similar mean- 563
ing to the contribution, responsibility or assets building of citizens, as citizens have to 564
return effort to the participation process through various modes of communication, as 565
described by [78]. There is an overlapping area, where citizens' contributions or responsi- 566
bilities also consist of the roles and characters of citizens, which intersects with the concept = 567
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of participation selection and the communication mode. This has been clarified when re-
ferring to the conception of building a citizen-centric city [41] (Figure 4).

Understanding of Participation
(9 items)
Citizen
Types of Participation Participation
(11) (Participatory
Governance) . .
Processes of Participation Cit]zen—Ce‘ntrlc
() Smart City
(8)
Roles of Citizens
(8) Citizens’
Responsibilities
Characters of Citizens
(3)

Figure 4. Dimensions in building a citizen-centric city, derived from [41].

This particular point, citizen contribution [41] is, the authors argue, the second pos-
sible wrong of the lack of signs of building an equilibrium state in today’s co-created city
space. People generally tend to forget that duties to claim their rights [18, 19]. They also
have the responsibility to contribute back, in collaborating and being conditioned by the
participatory design framework. The three dimensions for understanding social citizen-
ship —rights and duties, access and governance, and responsibility mix —were explained
by [79, 80], and the citizens (i.e., family, community, or the market) must play a contribu-
tory role in a co-created city space.

This means it is crucial in the future to study various forms of responsibility, i.e., the
roles and characters of citizens, and provide evidence to the power holder that they were
not intending to infringe the centrality of power but to contribute and advocate for differ-
ent social groups through individual and cooperative effort with the authorities. Thus, the
conception of [41] of the eight roles and five attitudes that are suitable for building a re-
sponsible citizen warrants further investigation (Figure 5).
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3 Experts—share competencies

(b) The five characters of responsible citizen

Figure 5. The characteristics of responsible or contributing citizen, derived from [41].
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6. Conclusions 588

Claiming the right to the city is no doubt a promising and most needed idea that has 589
gained popularity in today’s society, whether it takes place in developed, emerging, or 590
developing countries. The social movement, i.e., citizen participation, as discussed in this 591
paper, has been coined as a tool to achieve a co-created urban space that fulfils different 592
social groups’ needs. Nevertheless, this study suspects that there could be a possible 593
wrong (a potential misconception or indefinite area) through the action of right to the 594
city —i.e., the wrong to the city. These are outlined as follows. 595

First, the right to the city has the potential to infringe the centrality of power, which 59
both citizens and the authority have to make clear. In claiming their moral rights, citizens 597
should cautiously adhere to, not resist, legal rights through the modes of communication 598
and decision, as suggested by [78], i.e., they should take the least or most intense ap- 599
proaches. On the other hand, the authorities should display empathy and realize that the 600
struggle of the people aims to claim a peaceful and inclusive living environment but not, 601
as has been imagined, by infringing the laws and their authoritative power. Furthermore, 602
the authorities are advised to adopt a new perspective by viewing citizens as sources of 603
co-producers and co-creators rather than as burdens or mere beneficiaries of city services 604
[41]. Examples such as the Abahlali baseMjondolo and RTTC cases, as well as the case of 605
engaging citizens in the decision-making processes of the pre- and mid-COVID-19 re- 606
sponse in Australia [81-83] could be referred to and used to develop improvements. 607

Second, the lack of a sign of contribution from citizens poses a serious challenge to 608
building a co-created city space for all. The practice of co-creating city space was in evi- 609
dence before the outbreak of COVID-19 [84-86]. Moreover, the findings of the case studies 610
indicate that the democratic space showed signs of further deterioration under paternal- 611
istic elite governance, while an absence of popular participation has become the norm 612
during the pandemic. City co-creation is currently being constrained and restricted under 613
COVID-19 and it would be harmful to the democratic space in the long term if government 614
controls are prolonged. Acknowledging this possibility, this explains why this paper 615
strives to identify the differences before and after COVID-19. The authors argue that 616
within such an uncertain area in practice, some ideal conceptions have been mentioned in 617
this paper. For example, the paper has noted that the authentic state of citizen participa- 618
tion, as well as catering for dissensus [32, 33] among all social groups, is not limited to the 619
working class or vulnerable, as previously conceptualized by Lefebvre, the democratic 620
cube, social citizenship and the characteristics of contributing citizens, aiming to provide 621
further clarification. 622

Although some empirical insights were presented, this study’s limitation is that it 623
remains in the conceptual discussion stage. Further empirical investigation is proposed, 624
such as exploring the scope of the characteristics of contributing citizens. Reference could 625
also made to the institutional factors of building community assets [17, 20], as well as how 626
balance among stakeholders could be achieved [18] through [21]'s conception of genera- 627
tion rights. Nonetheless, through multiple-case studies, this paper has contributed new 628
ideas about the possible wrong concerning the right to the city, and further crystallized 629
the right to the city concept, particularly from the contributing citizen’s perspective. 630

Lastly, we conclude the paper by highlighting the need for future empirical research 631
on the topic by highlighting the importance of prospective scholarly work with the fol- 632
lowing quote from [18]: “The question of what kind of right is a right to the city isnot, as 633
Jeremy Waldron [21] writes, an attempt to cut the discussion short or police the concept, 634
but rather an attempt to reveal the level of incoherence within the current debate and 635
therefore to sharpen—through critique—the right to the city’s political edge. The idea of 636
the right to the city, for all its potential, deserves as much.” Particularly, in the age of smart 637
cities, the right to the city concept becomes a critical issue to address for our cities [87-90]. 638



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, x FOR PEER REVIEW 16 of 19

Author Contributions: S.B.L. conceptualized the research idea, collected data and wrote the original
drafted manuscript. Whereas M.U.M., ]. A.M. and T.Y. reviewed and edited the manuscript. All au-
thors have read and agreed to the published version of the document.

Funding: The paper received funding support from the Malaysian Ministry of Higher Education
(grant number FRGS/1/2019/SS06/UKM/02/2).

Acknowledgments: The authors wish to thank the editor in chief, managing editor and four anon-
ymous reviewers for their invaluable comments and constructive critiques.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors have no financial or proprietary interests in any material dis-
cussed in this paper.

References

1.  Lefebvre, H. Writings on Cities; Edited and translated by Kofman, E. and Lebas, E., Blackwell Publishers: Oxford, UK, 1996
[1968].

2. Biagi, F. Henri Lefebvre’s urban critical theory: Rethinking the city against capitalism. Int. Crit. Thought. 2020, 10, 214-231.

3.  Gali¢, M,; Schuilenburg, M. Reclaiming the smart city: Toward a new right to the city. In Handbook of Smart Cities. Augusto, J.C.,
Eds.; Springer: Switzerland, 2020; pp. 1419-1436.

4.  Cardullo, P.; Kitchin, R. Smart urbanism and smart citizenship: The neoliberal logic of “citizen-focused” smart cities in Europe.
Environ. Plan. C Polit. Sp. 2019, 37, 813-830.

5. Purcell, M. Possible worlds: Henri Lefebvre and the right to the city. J. Urban Aff. 2013, 36, 141-154.

6.  Fisher, R; Defilippis, ]. Community organizing in the United States. Community Dev. ]. 2015, 50, 363-379.

7.  Leavitt, J.; Samara, T.; Brady, M. The Right to the City Alliance: Time to democratize urban governance. Progressive Planning
Magazine, 2009, 181, 4-12.

8.  Right To The City Alliance: Congress: Hold the line on housing. Available online: https://righttothecity.org/congress-hold-the-
line-on-housing/ (accessed on 20 Oct 2021).

9.  Treuhaft, S; Huang, M.; Ramiller, A.; Scoggins, J.; Langston, A.; Tan, S. Rent debt in America: Stabilizing renters is key to
equitable recovery. Available online: https://nationalequityatlas.org/rent-debt-in-america (accessed on 30 Oct 2021).

10. Adamczyk, A. Here’'s what s in the Democrats’ $ 1.75 trillion Build Back Better plan. Available online:
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/10/28/whats-in-the-democrats-1point85-trillion-dollar-build-back-better-plan.html (accessed on 30
Oct 2021).

11. Levitz, E. The Build Back Better Framework: The Good, the Bad, the Ugly. Available online:
https://nymag.com/intelligencer/2021/10/the-build-back-better-framework-the-good-the-bad-the-ugly.html (accessed on 30 Oct
2021).

12.  Huchzermeyer, M. Invoking Lefebvre’s “right to the city” in South Africa today: A response to Walsh. City. 2014, 18, 41-49.

13. Pithouse, R. Rethinking public participation from below. Critical Dialogue. 2006, 2, 24-30.

14. Abahlali baseMjondolo. The High Cost of the Right to the City. Available onbline:http://abahlali.org/node/6398/ (accessed on 3
Nov 2021).

15. Kuymulu, M.B. The vortex of rights: “Right to the city” at a crossroads. Int. . Urban Reg. Res. 2013, 37, 923-940.

16. Malek, J.A,; Lim, S.B.; Tahir, Z. Understanding the issues of citizen participation. J. Nusant. Stud. 2019, 4, 1-22.

17.  Mcknight, J.L.; Kretzmann, ].P. Mapping community capacity. In Community Organizing and Community Building for Health.
Minkler, M., Eds.; Rutgers University Press: London, UK, 1999; pp. 157-172.

18. Attoh, K.A. What kind of right is the right to the city? Prog. Hum. Geogr. 2011, 35, 669-685.

19. Hohfeld, W.N. Fundamental Legal Conceptions as Applied in Judicial Reasoning. Yale University: New Haven, USA, 1917.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1112365.

20. Block, P.; McKnight, J. The Abundant Community: Awakening the Power of Families and Neighborhoods. Berrett-Koehler Publishers:
San Francisco, CA, USA, 2010.

21. Waldron, J. Liberal Rights: Collected Papers 1981-1991. Cambridge University Press: London, UK, 1993.

22. Dworkin, R. Taking Rights Seriously. Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1977.

23. Phillips, C.; Gilbert, L. Political natures: Re-appropriation of home and water rights in Toronto. In Rights to the City: GU-Home
of Geography Publication Series Volume I1I. Wastl-Walter, D.; Staeheli, L.; Dowler, L. Eds.; Societa Geografica Italiana: Rome, Italy,
2005; pp. 65-75.

24. Mitchell, D.; Heynen, N. The geography of survival and the right to the city: Speculations on surveillance, legal innovation, and
the criminalization of intervention. Urban Geogr. 2009, 30, 611-632.

25. Dikec, M.: (In)Justice and the ‘right to the city’: The case of French national urban policy. In Rights to the City: GU-Home of
Geography Publication Series Volume III. Wastl-Walter, D.; Staeheli, L.; Dowler, L. Eds.; Societa Geografica Italiana: Rome, Italy,
2005; pp.45-55.

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

639
640
641

642
643

644
645

646
647

648

649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, x FOR PEER REVIEW 17 of 19

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Malek, J.A.; Lim, S.B.; Palutturi, S. The ethics of smart city planning: Examining post-utilitarianism in Malaysian blueprints. In
International Conference on ICT for Smart Society (ICISS 2021), Bandung, Indonesia, August 2-4, 2021, IEEE Conference
Publications, Bandung, Indonesia, 2021; pp. 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICISS53185.2021.9533225

Huntington, S.P. Democracy’s third wave. ]. Democr. 1991, 2, 12-34.

UN-Habitat. World Cities Report 2020: The Value of Sustainable Urbanization. United Nations Human Settlements Programme:
Nairobi, Kenya, 2020.

Walsh, S. “We won’t move’: The suburbs take back the center in urban Johannesburg. City. 2013, 17, 400—408.

Lim, S.B.; Malek, J.A,; Yigitcanlar, T. Post-materialist values of smart city societies: International comparison of public values
for good enough governance. Futur. Internet. 2021, 13, 201.

Kaika, M. “Don’t call me resilient again!”: The New Urban Agenda as immunology ... or ... What happens when communities
refuse to be vaccinated with ‘smart cities’ and indicators. Environ. Urban. 2017, 29, 89-102.

Corwin, E.S. The President: Office and Powers 1787-1857, History and Analysis of Practice and Opinion. New York University Press:
New York, USA, 1957. https://doi.org/10.2307/443017

Foster, D.M. An “invitation to struggle”? The use of force against “legislatively vulnerable” American presidents. Int. Stud. Q.
2006, 50, 421-444.

Lim, S.B.; Malek, J.A.; Hussain, M.Y.; Tahir, Z. Citizen participation in building citizen-centric smart cities. Geografia Malays. ].
Soc. 2018, 14, 42-53.

Arnstein, S.R. A ladder of citizen participation. ]. Am. Inst. Plann. 1969, 35, 216-224.

Yin, R.K. Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods, 6th ed.; Sage: Thousand Oaks, California, USA, 2018.

Mills, A.J.; Durepos, G.; Wiebe, E. Multiple-case designs. In Encyclopedia of Case Study Research, Mills, A.]J.; Durepos, G.; Wiebe,
E., Eds.; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2010; pp. 583-584.

Marrone, M.; Hammerle, M. Smart cities: A review and analysis of stakeholders’ literature. Bus. Inf. Syst. Eng. 2018, 60, 197-213.
Worldometers.info. Covid-19 Coronavirus Pandemic. Available online: https://www.worldometers.info/coronavirus/ (accessed
on 13 Apr 2021).

Lim, S.B.; Yigitcanlar, T. Social inclusion indicators for building citizen-centric smart cities: A systematic literature review.
Sustainability. 2021, 13, 376.

Lim, S.B.; Malek, J.A; Hussain, M.Y.; Tahir, Z. The behaviours and job positions of citizens in smart cities’ development. Plan.
Malaysia. 2019, 17, 133-145.

Lim, S.B. Membina model bandar pintar berpusatkan rakyat di Malaysia (Constructing citizen-centric smart city model in
Malaysia). PhD thesis, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, Bangi, Malaysia, 2020.

Lim, S.B.; Malek, J.A.; Hussain, M.Y.; Tahir, Z. Participation in e-government services and smart city programs: A case study of
Malaysian local authority. Plan. Malaysia. 2020, 18, 300-312.

World  Resources  Institute  (WRI):  Environmental = Democracy  Index:  Malaysia.  Available  online:
https://environmentaldemocracyindex.org/country/mys (accessed on 8 June 2018).

Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU). Democracy Index 2020: In Sickness and in Health?; Economist Intelligence Unit: London, UK,
2020.

Nadiah, M. A comparatives study on public participation in Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in Malaysia and European
Union; Msc thesis, Tilburg University, Tilburg, Netherlands, 2016.

Ho, P.; Nor-hisham, B.S.; Zhao, H. Limits of the environmental impact assessment (EIA) in Malaysia: Dam politics, rent-seeking,
and conflict. Sustainability 2020, 12, 10467.

Nor-Hisham, B.M.S.; Ho, P. A conditional trinity as “no-go” against non-credible development? Resettlement, customary rights
and Malaysia’s Kelau Dam. J. Peasant Stud. 2016, 43, 1177-1205.

Lim, S.B.; Malek, J.A.; Hussain, M.Y.; Tahir, Z.; Saman, N.H.M. SDGs, smart urbanisation, and politics: Stakeholder partnerships
and environmental cases in Malaysia. J. Sustain. Sci. Manag. 2021, 16, 190-219.

Mariana, M.O. Stakeholder participation in the implementation of Local Agenda 21 in Malaysia; PhD thesis, Universiti Putra
Malaysia, Serdang, Malaysia, 2008.

Manaf, H.A.; Mohamed, A.M.; Lawton, A. Assessing public participation initiatives in local government decision-making in
Malaysia. Int. . Public Adm. 2016, 39, 812-820.

Hutchinson, F.E.; Zhang, K. Malaysia’s declaration of emergency keeps PM Muhyiddin’s window open. Available online:
https://fulcrum.sg/malaysias-declaration-of-emergency-keeps-pm-muhyiddins-window-open/ (accessed on 7 Feb 2020).
Palansamy, Y. Despite public hearing, group claims Selangor authorities prevaricating on degazettement of Bukit Cerakah
forest reserve. Available online: https://www.malaymail.com/news/malaysia/2021/04/08/despite-public-hearing-group-
claims%02selangor-authorities-prevaricating-on-
d/1964917?fbclid=IwAR3gYFdZXnmcspbKIZEXVFP%02gOLTBOhMVBPO93QpHjNufuUOgK4SbCwUuTg (accessed on 7 Apr
2020).

Worker, J.; de Silva, L. Environmental Democracy Index: Technical Note; World Resources Institute: Washington, D.C., United
States, 2015.

Marzuki, A. A review on public participation in Environmental Impact Assessment in Malaysia. Theor. Empir. Res. Urban Manag.
2009, 3, 126-136.

694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, x FOR PEER REVIEW 18 of 19

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Thanarajasingam, S. Law, Policy and the Implementation of the National Conservation Strategy; Prime Minister Department: Kuala
Lumpur, Malaysia, 1992.

Mohseni, H. Public engagement and smart city definitions: A classifying model for the evaluation of citizen power in 2025
Tehran. GeoJournal 2020, 86, 1261-1274.

Vlaanderen. Corona Virus - The situation in Malaysia. Available online:
https://www.flandersinvestmentandtrade.com/export/nieuws/corona-virus-—-situation-malaysia (accessed on 11 Apr 2021).
Malaysia. Ordinan Darurat (Kuasa-kuasa Perlu) 2021 (Emergency (Essential Powers) Ordinance 2021). Available online:
https://assets.theedgemarkets.com/pdf/pua_20210114_PUA12-Emergency (Essential Powers) Ordinance 2021.pdf (accessed on
2 Apr 2021).

Chin, J. Commentary: The real question behind Anwar Ibrahim’s legal challenge over Malaysia Parliament suspension.
Available online: https://www.channelnewsasia.com/news/commentary/anwar-ibrahim-emergency-parliament- suspension-
lawsuit-challenge-14052542 (accessed on 7 Feb 2021).

Yatim, H. Seven NGOs including Bersih 2.0 file suit on state of emergency. Available online:
https://www.theedgemarkets.com/article/seven-ngos-including-bersih-20-file-suit-state-emergency (accessed on 7 Feb 2021).
Paramasiwam, M. Parliament sessions can be carried out during emergency- King. Availbale online:
https://www.capitalpost.com.my/2021/02/24/parliament-sessions-can-be-carried-out-during-emergency-

king/#. YHKHSegzacQ (accessed on 11 Apr 2021).

Thestar.  Takiyuddin: No  Parliament sitting until Emergency ends Aug 1. Available online:
https://www.thestar.com.my/news/nation/2021/03/03/takiyuddin-no-parliament-sitting-until-emergency-ends-aug-1 (accessed
on 11 Apr 2021).

Palansamy, Y. Failing to obey Agong on Parliament reopening is lese-majesté, Guan Eng tells law minister. Available online:
https://malaysia.news.yahoo.com/failing-obey-agong-parliament-reopening-
032115628.html?guccounter=1&guce_referrer=aHROcCHM6Ly93d3cuzZ29vZ2xILmNvbS8&guce_referrer_sig=AQAAANty3150z
IobCTsiVdvX0Z4i47ted6en AbCS7v34X7sR-fd3XWVeq85m7pFM7-Cp7NwQ1-zel0CXTbgclUujDYc (accessed on 11 Apr 2021).
FTM. No excuses, come clean about delay in Parliament sitting, MPs tell govt. Available online:
https://www.freemalaysiatoday.com/category/nation/2021/03/03/no-excuses-come-clean-about-delay-in-parliament-sitting-
mps-tell-govt/ (accessed on 11 Apr 2021).

Hamdan, M.A. Covid-19: Malaysia bans public gatherings of over 250, to decide on Apec 2020 summit. Available online:
https://www.theedgemarkets.com/article/covid19-malaysia-bans-public-gatherings-over-250- decide-apec-2020-summit
(accessed on 11 Apr 2021).

Munyede, P.; Machengete, V.P. Rethinking citizen participation and local governance in the post corona virus pandemic era in
Zimbabwe. Transatl. ]. Multidiscip. Res. 2020, 2, 1-16.

Dineen, J.K. SF housing debates go online as Planning Commission meets remotely. Available online:
https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/SF-housing-debates-go-online-as-Planning-15182948.php# (accessed on 11 Aprl
2021).

Brown-Stevens, A. How public participation in local government should change forever Available online:
https://www.greenbelt.org/blog/how-public-participation-in-local-government-should-change-forever/ (accessed on 11 Apr
2021).

Yigitcanlar, T.; Kankanamge, N.; Preston, A.; Gill, P.S.; Rezayee, M.; Ostadnia, M.; Xia, B.; Ioppolo, G. How can social media
analytics assist authorities in pandemic-related policy decisions? Insights from Australian states and territories. Heal. Inf. Sci.
Syst. 2020, 8, 1-21.

Tadem, E.C.; Aban, A.P.; Hapal, K.A.F.; Papa, V.B; Tabiola, H.B.; Sy, ] M.C,; Orlino, M.S,; Dimalanta, R.V.; Candelaria, N.P. A
Report on Southeast Asian Community Responses in COVID-19 Time; UP Center for Integrative and Development Studies and Rosa
Luxemburg Stiftung: Quezon City, Philippines, 2020.

United Nations. Policy Brief: The Impact of Covid-19 on South-East Asia; United Nations, New York, United States, 2020.
Hanuschek, E.A.; Woessmann, L. The Economic Impacts of Learning Losses; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD): Paris, France, 2020.

Guaralda, M.; Hearn, G.; Foth, M.; Yigitcanlar, T.; Mayere, S.; Law, L. Towards Australian regional turnaround: Insights into
sustainably accommodating post-pandemic urban growth in regional towns and cities. Sustainability 2020, 12, 10492.
Yigitcanlar, T.; Butler, L.; Windle, E.; Desouza, K.C.; Mehmood, R.; Corchado, ].M. Can building “artificially intelligent cities”
safeguard humanity from natural disasters, pandemics, and other catastrophes? An urban scholar’s perspective. Sensors 2020,
20, 2988.

Yigitcanlar, T.; Kankanamge, N.; Inkinen, T.; Butler, L.; Preston, A, Rezayee, M.; Gill, P.; Ostadnia, M.; Ioppolo, G.;
Senevirathne, M. Pandemic vulnerability knowledge visualisation for strategic decision-making: A COVID-19 index for
government response in Australia. Manag. Decis. 2021. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-11-2020-1527

Fung, A. Varieties of participation in complex governance. Public Adm. Rev. 2006, December, 66-75.

Jenson, J. Redesigning citizenship regimes after Neoliberalism. Moving towards Social Investment. In What Future for Social
Investment? Morel, N.; Palier, B.; Palme, J. Eds.; Institute for Future Studies: Stockholm, Sweden, 2009; pp. 27-44.

Jenson, J.; Phillips, S.D. Regime shift: New citizenship practices in Canada. Int. J. Can. Stud. 1996, 14, 111-136.

753
754
755
756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763
764
765
766
767
768
769
770
771
772
773
774
775
776
777
778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787
788
789
790
791
792
793
794
795
796
797
798
799
800
801
802
803
804
805
806
807
808
809
810
811



J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, x FOR PEER REVIEW 19 of 19

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.
87.

88.

89.

90.

Pancholi, S.; Yigitcanlar, T.; Guaralda, M. Public space design of knowledge and innovation spaces: learnings from Kelvin Grove
Urban Village, Brisbane. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity. 2015, 1, 13.

Esmaeilpoorarabi, N.; Yigitcanlar, T.; Kamruzzaman, M.; Guaralda, M. How does the public engage with innovation districts?
Societal impact assessment of Australian innovation districts. Sustainable Cities and Society. 2020, 52, 101813.

Yigitcanlar, T. Smart city beyond efficiency: technology-policy-community at play for sustainable urban futures. Housing Policy
Debate. 2021, 31, 88-92.

Haustein, E.; Lorson, P.C. Co-creation and co-production in municipal risk governance — A case study of citizen participation
in a German city. Public Manag. Rev. 2021, 1-28. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2021.1972704

Leading Cities. Co-Creating Cities: Defining Co-Creation as a Means of Citizen Engagement, Northeastern University: Boston, USA,
2013.

Leading Cities. Co-Creating Connectivity: Adressing the Citizen Engagement Challenge. Northeastern University: Boston, USA, 2016.
Yigitcanlar, T.; Kankanamge, N.; Vella, K. How are smart city concepts and technologies perceived and utilized? A systematic
geo-Twitter analysis of smart cities in Australia. Journal of Urban Technology. 2021, 28, 135-154.

Anastasiu, I. Unpacking the smart city through the lens of the right to the city: A taxonomy as a way forward in participatory
city-making. In: The hackable city 2019 (pp. 239-260). Springer, Singapore.

Van Der Graaf, S. The right to the city in the platform age: child-friendly city and smart city premises in contention. Information
2020, 11, 285.

Breuer, J.; Walravens, N.; Van der Graaf, S.; Marién, I. The right to the (smart) city, participation and open data. In: Architecture
and the smart city 2019 Oct 18 (pp. 126-138). Routledge.

812
813
814
815
816
817
818
819
820
821
822
823
824
825
826
827
828
829
830



