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ABSTRACT

The city, where modern urban life happens, not only allows for

the exchange of goods and information, but also accommodates
the production and consumption of social relations. The gathering
of goods, information, people, and social relations in cities has
promoted the growth of sharing economy. From Airbnb, Uber,

to shared bicycles and shared office space, the idea of "sharing”
seems to have become a new economic model and paradigm which,
along with the mobile Internet, is rolling into everyone's daily life.
In facing the new economy, which is characterized by sharing
economy, and the more open social relations, urban life is inevitably
undergoing dramatic changes. When we examine the city through
the lens of sharing and apply the concept of sharing into urban
design and management, it will not only bring great changes to the
city’s internal dynamics and socio-economic process, but also lead
to a reconstruction of urban space. Responding to these changes
and challenges, a number of cities are seeking for a more shared
and open future, yet which could not be supported by the current
urban space. This article tries to discuss the sharing economy and
its characteristics with the study of contemporary urban space in
order to envision the future of urban space within this revolution of
sharing.
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1 Sharing Economy

Sharing economy is originated from
the sharing of products and services
in the open-source community'". Its
exponential growth benefits from

the great reduction of the cost of
information flows in the Internet times.
Flattening market, transparent trading
process, and a well-established credit
system together make the cost and
risk of resource flow greatly reduced,
thus products and services can be
more frequently and more efficiently
exchanged and shared.

With the rapid development of the
Internet economy, the concept of shared
economy has been largely extended into
collaborative consumption, collaborative
economy, and peer-to-peer economy, etc.
So far there is not a universal definition
of sharing economy, which, in this
paper, is perceived as an institution or
an individual with underused resources
(or human resources) that can be
temporarily used by the others to create
more values or bring more benefits. The
property of this joint-use non-possession
model is significantly different from the

traditional economic models.

1.1 Optimized Use of Resources

For the resource owners, the joint-
use of idle resources can bring additional
benefits with little cost. For the resource
users, “renting” resources to obtain
temporary right of use costs much lower
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than purchase. Once unutilized items
can be best utilized through the resource

joint-uses.

1.2 Division and Transfer of the Right to
Use

In sharing economy, people care
about the right to use, rather than
possession. The separation of ownership
and right of use of a good supports
social sharing. The user switch of
exclusive resources, such as real estates
and vehicles, means that the right to use
is being divided; for the non-exclusive
resources, such as data and information
services, the right to use is shared by all

the qualified users.

1.3 Decentralized Organization Structure

With the support of internet
technologies, sharing economy integrates
decentralized users and suppliers into a
collective network with shared interests,
forming a more spontaneous order and
cooperation. Ideally, sharing economy
allows the individuals to perform as
resource or service providers and users
at the same time that will greatly reduce
the demand for centralized organization
and management. It is foreseeable that,
with the support of new technologies
including open source framework of
Internet and block chain, the good
exchange led by sharing economy will be
further decentralized.

In general, sharing economy builds
an open exchange system that allows



resource owners and users to join into
the flattening socio-economic commune,
in order to enhance the vitality of the

system and the efficiency of resource use.

2 What Is the Difference between
Urban Space and Ordinary Goods?

The “sharing” part in sharing
economy seems to lead to more open
and interactive socio-economic processes
and lifestyles. Understanding this, we
want to ask: can these ideas be applied
to urban space? Before answering this
question, we need to make clear that
there are many differences between
urban space and the exchangeable items,
which is due to not only the systematic
and complex nature of the city, but
also the particularity of the concept of
“space.”

2.1 Spatiality

All urban activities, including
commute, trade, production, and
living, what are the “spatial practices”
introduced by Henri Lefebvre, occur in
cities. Urban space, especially the public
space, is the exact place and medium
that ensures the functional operation
and resource sharing of a city.

Compared to the ordinary goods
which are exchangeable, space cannot be
considered as a purely external physical
existence. Space is a social process. Its
attribute of spatiality makes it scarcely
possible to separate the activities
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and processes from the space itself,
which means that “presence” is always
necessary and essential to experiencing
a space. Now that information and
communication technologies have
enabled to gather regionally or even
globally distributed production factors
to make a production. In other words,
making a production no longer requires
for all production factors being in the
same place, which can be supported

by the telecommuting and remote
communication technologies. However,
face-to-face communication is still
absolutely necessary. Along with the
spaces of single production function are
not necessary to occupy valuable city
land resources, urban space, especially
public space, which can provide social,
recreational, innovative, and sharing
services, will become increasingly
important.

The history of developed countries
after the Second World War shows that
when the basic material needs are met,
the society would progressively turn
to consumption-oriented post industry
from production-oriented industry, turn
“production in space” to “production

»land turn “consumption

of space,
in space” to “consumption of spatial
process” — the space itself becomes a

product as well.

2.2 Right and Responsibility
In the process of exchange and
sharing of ordinary goods, the
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simple and clear property rights

and responsibilities can be explicitly
exchanged and transferred. However, the
ownership and the right to use of urban
space are difficult to be defined. The
right and responsibility of space involves
the right to use, management, operation,
occupation, and other aspects, thus
space sharing does not simply concern
about use and accessibility; it is also
about rights and responsibilities related
to exclusivity.

The explicit ownership / right to use
of private space or quasi-private space
can be transferred by time or by function
through certain access requirements.

But the immovability of space and the
service multiplicity make spatial sharing
complex. For example, an office space
of privatized right to use is, in essence, a
resource with clear property rights. Like
vehicles or other commercial products,
the right to use of the office space can
be transferred by time or combined
with value-added services, to generate
more economic benefits or get traded.
However, office space can accommodate
multiple users at the same time, and the
marginal cost would be reduced with
the increase of users. This non-exclusive
use complicates the access requirements
and provides diverse sharing modes.
Noteworthily, shared space can unite the
users and form a close community that
facilitates exchange and sharing in more
dimensions.

Technically, the user of public space
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can be anyone in the city. This non-
exclusive right to use “presupposes that
the collective ownership and public
authority of a certain space is intervened
by the stakeholders to have multiple
interests.”’” The transferable rights

and responsibilities of a certain public
space cover jurisdiction, management,
construction, occupancy, etc. These
rights and responsibilities involve
different social communities and classes
that constitutes a complex network of
urban public space:

1) Ownership: owned by all people /
state-owned. Privately-owned public
spaces are legally allowed in the cities
such as New York due to certain policies.

2) Right to construct and develop: by
governments or developers.

3) Management right: by local
and municipal governments. The
governments have the administrative
right over urban spaces, which is granted
into different government agencies in
implementation.

4) Right to use: by every citizen,
technically. Compared to the
management right owner (local and
municipal government), the user is
passive. Administrators can exclude
certain potential users by setting access
requirements (which are often implicit).

2.3 The Social Value of Public Space

In economics, public space has the
quality as being public goods or quasi-
public goods. High quality public space



not only benefits the users, but also
helps improve the value of the sounding
built environment and the entire city.
However, public space does not produce
direct economic returns. In other words,
public space produces social values
which are difficult to be quantified or
assessed. It, thereby, determines that
urban space, as a resource, must be
intervened by the government (as the
manager of its public interests) through
regulatory, public-private partnership,
or direct operation / management to

maximize its social value.

3 What Changes Can “Sharing”
Bring to the City?

The spatiality, right and
responsibility, and the social value of
public space extend and complicate the
understanding of urban space under the
concept of sharing. As the medium and
catalyst of urban process, urban space
can improve users’ spatial experience
and influence on the social mechanism
through optimal utilization, the division
and transfer of the right to use, and

decentralized organization.

3.1 Optimal Utilization of Urban Space
Urban space is a special type of

resource; the public urban space is an

especially rare resource belonging to

the entire urban community, which can
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create enormous social values, and yet
has the potential to be better utilized.

In sharing economy, the information
tools and the transfer mechanism of
right to use allow a large number of
resources, which once could only be used
by the stakeholders (often the owners),
to be more frequently and better utilized
by the people who once did not own
the right to use. For an ordinary user,
the possibility of temporarily occupying
goods or resources that belong to other
people enriches their options on the
amount and types of available resources.
The enhanced accessibility and flexible
use mode allows once single functional
space to be best utilized by different
users that support the diversity and
vitality of urban life.

3.2 Decentralized Organization Structure
— Encouraging Social Participation

The sharing of urban space should be
based on the process of implementation
and supported by the diversity of
participators. Sharing not only means an
urban space is open to everyone, but also
involves the rethinking of the mechanism
supporting the space and introducing
various participators and stakeholders
into the process of the space forming.

Mobile Internet has substantially
increased people’s ability to access,
interpret, and use information. Through

various social media, sensors, and fast-
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changing information tools, human’s
behaviors and ideas can be digitized
for real-time interaction. In this way,
the connection between individuals and
space can be digitized, and spread and
superposed by the Internet that allows
both present and absent individuals to
be engaged with and contribute to the
space forming.

3.3 Transfer of the Right and
Responsibility — the Essence of City
Sharing

The essence of sharing economy is
the division and transfer of the right to
use. In terms of urban space, we focus
on: in order to maximize the efficiency
and generate more social values of
urban space, what kind of rights and
responsibilities shall we delimit and
transfer?

1) The right to use: Instead of
possession, diverse joint-uses are
encouraged.

2) The right to construction and
management: empowered by authorities,
and introducing multi-stakeholders
participation mechanism into the
construction and management of the
public space. On the one hand, private
corporations and institutions are able
to participate into the construction and
management of urban infrastructure
and public space through public-private
partnership, to improve the supply
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efficiency and flexibility of public service.

On the other hand, introducing public
participation mechanism can increase
the ways for citizens to participate

into the construction of urban space.
This will help eliminate the separation
between the management process and
the use process, and facilitate diverse
social participation and management of
the city.

3) Co-ownership and community:
space forming and construction
facilitates the users and community
members to take the responsibility,
changing their roles from participants to
stakeholders. Through Internet networks
the sharing economy can help establish
online communities with common
interests, space-based organizations and
network platforms can also be formed,
including community management
organizations, foundations, and other
autonomous organizations which
would eventually become an influential
power to the urban space forming and
management.

As Duncan McLaren and Julian
Agyeman concluded in their book
Sharing Cities, the “sharing paradigm”
can cover multiple dimensions including
sharing goods, sharing services, and
sharing activities or experiences. It
also includes sharing between private
individuals and public resources
provided collectively or by the state.
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When a city can break the monopolistic,
exclusive process, “the creative

energy of large numbers of citizens is
coordinated, usually through a digital
platform, outside of the parameters

of the traditional hierarchical and
mercantile organization resulting in the
public provision of common resources.”
These communal approaches are also
called “the collaborative commons” or

. 4
“commons-based peer production.”"*!

4 What Obstacles Are Urban Space
Sharing Facing?

Urban space is a huge continuum.
The sharing of urban space, comparing
with ordinary goods, confronts more
difficulties and problems in both the
overall and local levels. Space, as an
organic whole, yet lacks a leading
factor of integrating all the parts
of urban management. A spatial
forming process is often determined by
different authorities including parks
and recreation, transportation, urban
management, etc. The unity of the space
process and the fragmentation of spatial
management has resulted in governance
vacuum and lack of high quality space
supply.

This lack of high-quality “spatial
products” leaves much of market shares
of providing urban public services
(which ought to be provided by the



government) to private suppliers that
results in a lot of pseudo-public space:
public business streets are replaced by
shopping centers, urban residential areas
are replaced by gated communities, and
public parks are replaced by ticketed
theme parks. The number of green
space, courtyards, and small squares is
increasing, which can only be used by a
few citizens. Regardless of their openness
or accessibility, technically they are no
longer public spaces. They are, instead,
private territories whose owners or
managers have the right to make certain
regulations for security and management
that will limit the accessibility and
reduce the authenticity of the site.'®!
The concept of privately-owned
public space has been widely adopted
by cities around the world after several
worldwide and regional economic
crises."”! In New York, for example,
over 500 private public spaces had been
created, according to the non-profit
organization Advocates for Privately

@ since the

Owned Private Space
instruction of the concept of incentive
zoning by the 1961 Zoning Resolution
which encouraged developers of office
buildings and apartment towers to
incorporate public plazas into their
projects. As to London, according to a
survey by The Guardian, the privately-
owned urban space first emerged in
the 1980s, and there has been a stable
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growth since 20007,
This growth conforms to the
extensive privatization process of
governance and management in post-
modern cities that is fundamentally
driven by the transformation of the
social-economic structure and the
strategic withdraw of governmental
functions under the neo-liberal
framework: the government narrows
their scope of public administration,
reduces the investment in public space,
and transfers the operation right of a
significant portion of public resources
to private capital operations. This is not
about the expansion of public authority;
on the contrary, it is the absence of
public authority in urban space that
makes an open and shared future of

urban space meaning a lot.

5 An Alternative: Exploring in the
Revolution of Sharing

An open and shared future of urban
space is not only an imagination. It
can be reached through the solutions
responding to the common challenges
that the cities are currently facing and
the new opportunity brought by new
technologies and public awakening.

In the city of San Francisco, where
sharing economy grows rapidly, the
Mayor’s Office of Civic Innovation
launched a project called “Living
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Innovation Zone” (LIZ) — a special
area on the main streets designated for
encouraging and supporting citizens,
artists, and urban workers to test their
ideas, projects, and technologies about
space. Since 2013, LIZ has supported
and built six projects through an open
call process, becoming a real laboratory
of public space®. In New York, a city
park promotion project called “Parks
without Borders” has been implemented
since 2015. With a total budget of more
than 50 million dollars, the project
focused on the corners, borders and
other areas that are not fully utilized in
parks in the city. By removing the park
fences and landscape improvement, the
accessibility and attractiveness of the
public space has been greatly improved.”

Seoul has launched the Sharing City
Seoul Initiative Since 2012. The city
has implemented a number of sharing
initiatives covering vehicle, publication,
public resource, and housing. The
citizens also get accessibility to public
facilities: public buildings and other
resources are open for public use in non-
working hours. Up to 2016, a total of
more than 1,200 public spaces were used
by over 310,000 person-time”.

In Shenzhen, 68 street artists were
certified as the first batches of street
artist in 20135, since when public art
events were incorporated into urban
administration.” In Shanghai, the Urban
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Space Art Season, since 20135, brings city
administrators, users, planners, artists,
and enterprises together to explore

and improve urban public space.” In
Beijing, many micro-renewal initiatives,
represented by “Dashilar Project”® and
“Baitasi Remade Project,”® became the
precedents in the practice of urban space
management.

The urban revolution from
monopoly to openness, from possession
to co-ownership, and from community
to commune offers valuable experience
of city forming and creation to
envisioning a bright future of the cities.
These practices, at the same time, reveal
some key issues concerning urban
management and public space:

1) Fragmentation of spatial
management: the administration and
management right of urban public space
is divided into different authorities
according to the resource types that
results in that physical resources are
overemphasized while the spatial process
often being ignored, causing the lack of
main body or overlapping problems in
space management.

2) Incentive mechanisms for social
participation: the positive effect of high
quality public spaces on cities and sites is
long-term and can be hardly quantified.
It is foreseeable that if this externality
can promote / drive urban management
and multi-stakeholder participation, the
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engagement of the cities and individuals
to urban space will be significantly
increased.

3) The lack of spatial credit system:
a sound credit system is necessary to
sharing economy. The process of paying,
evaluation, and feedback helps establish
a well-organized sharing framework and
enhance the overall security of the credit
system. In the current process of urban
spatial forming, one of the unresolved
problems is how to establish trust
and cooperation mechanism between
different social communities and classes
to introduce new participants to share

the rights and responsibilities. LAF
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