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Abstract

Urban redevelopment of informal areas within the context of autocratic regimes has prompted debates
regarding their impact on fair distribution of land rights, decision-making rights, and the costs and
benefits of redevelopment. The land and/or land-use conflict resulting from the actualization of these
debates in urban practice are triggered by diverse understandings of land value where different meanings,
roles, and concepts are assigned to the value of land. The aim of this research is to understand how land
value is conceptualised and mobilised in urban practice, where the scope of research focuses on the
context of urban redevelopment of informal areas in Egypt. The research uses the theoretical framing of
both Critical Realism and Islamic Ontology to understand (1) causal powers of structures/agents in
conceptualising and mobilising land value; (2) underlying value systems shaping communal perceptions
of land rights; and (3) actions shaping conflict and development aspirations.

The methodology is framed around intensive case-study research to investigate how land value is
conceptualised and mobilised in the redevelopment of informal areas in Egypt. The empirical domain is
selected in the controversial redevelopment project of El-Warraq Island in Greater Cairo Region.
Through spatial, documentary, and thematic qualitative analysis of semi-structured interviews, the
research identifies different components of land value from diverse perceptual positions; the multiple
roles that land plays in economic, political, social, and environmental structures; and its mobilisation on
the agent/individualistic level. The research operationalised different components of land value using a
pluralistic pragmatic approach and operationalised different structures using a realist constructionism
approach. The research concluded by synthesising structures shaping the contested dynamics of urban
redevelopment in Egypt and the root causes of land-use conflict in the context of uneven power relations
between informal inhabitants and authoritarian state; thus, contributing to the identification of
appropriate rationales for land conflict resolution.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION: LAND VALUE, LAND CONFLICT,
AND URBAN LAND (RE)DEVELOPMENT



Across the world, land conflict has been increasingly triggered by disputes around the distribution of land rights
including land acquisition and land development. The conflicts are affected by socio-economic, political, and
environmental structures which either provide an effective platform for conflict resolution or a provocative
environment for violence and aggression (UN-Habitat, 2012; Boudreaux and Abrahams, 2022). These structures
shape and govern the power dynamics between different groups with interest in land rights; however, those
groups’ understandings of the nature and value of those rights add further complexity to the dynamics of land
conflict (Lake, 2023). Conceptualisations of land value (which influence the understanding of land rights) and
mobilisations of these conceptions (manifested in formal and informal practices of land development) are key
underlying processes shaping mechanisms of land conflict. Within metropolitan cities (considered the highest
consumers of resources and the highest producers of capital (Cooper, Evans and Boyko, 2009; Davies, 2015)),
the main governance challenge is managing the city’s finite resources in terms of its sustainable production and
equitable distribution, while generating strategies for conflict resolution between different beneficiaries/
stakeholders in a just manner (UN-Habitat, 2009). Since land is a key finite resource, urban redevelopment
schemes have become a common strategy for addressing accumulated disputes by restructuring the land values
through the reconfiguration of land uses and land rights.

In growing neoliberal economies, urban redevelopment aims at intensifying the existing land use values and/or
replacing them with higher value uses, and then capturing those values, supposedly, for the benefit of the public
good (Weber, 2002). However, urban redevelopment practices — especially in the Global South — raised concerns
about these projects’ public benefits, particularly around their ability to improve vulnerable groups’ access to land
rights, as many of these projects are primarily motivated by economic drivers (OHCHR, 2015; Weldeghebrael,
2020; Tawakkol, 2020). One of the concerns is whether these projects can capture land’s highest value without
forcing the poor out of the redeveloped zone, either directly by forced eviction or indirectly through gentrification
(Harding and Blokland, 2014; Harvey, 2008). Another concern is the fair distribution of the costs and benefits of
redevelopment projects across different stakeholders involved and whether these projects contribute to the “public
good” (Adams and Watkins, 2014; Harding and Blokland, 2014; Weber, 2010). Furthermore, there are various
concerns about the changes in power dynamics that result from any kind of urban transformation reshaping the
relationship between different land uses, and accordingly different social activities, changing the roles of different
social groups within the spatial context (Harvey, 2012). Conceptions about land value are once more central in
these debates addressing the nature of the value to be captured, the fair distribution of costs and benefits in the
process of capturing it, and the impact of its capture and redistribution on the community’s power dynamics.

Land value as a concept has different layers of understanding, inherited from the paradoxical nature of the word
“value” (Lake, 2023; Rokeach, 1973; De Monticelli, 2018; Bosselman, 1994). Conceptions about land value
range on a spectrum from abstract meanings of value (intangible values) to measurable identifiable aspects of
value (tangible values). The generation of these conceptions also spans across layers of creation and development
from individualistic and personal domains — affected by agents’ value systems and personal experiences — to a
communal perception domain of collective recognition influenced by interacting structures (Elder-Vass, 2010).
Finally, the mobilisation of land values (manifested in how people cherish, use, and/or protect these values) also
ranges on a wide spectrum of practices that are influenced by people’s own value systems, their responsiveness
and reflexivity, and their power as agents — both individually and collectively — against the power of the
influencing structures (Lake, 2023). However, the differences in conceptualisation and mobilisation of land value
become more explicit in the context of land conflict — or land-use conflict — associated with a setting of uneven
power relations (Elden, 2013). An example of such context is the setting of urban redevelopment projects in
informal areas under autocratic regimes, as in the Egyptian case.

In autocratic Egypt, there is a political tendency towards a top-down approach to decision-making that usually
overrules actual consideration for public participation (Dorman, 2013; GTZ, 2009; Handoussa, 2010). Informal
areas are considered here as a transgression against the state, and accordingly their inhabitants are considered
criminals who have lost, at least partially, their rights to self-determination when they defied their citizenship/
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communal contract with the government (Sims, 2011; Khalifa, 2015). However, the state is committed to
including vulnerable groups within its urban intervention policies and social security plans, especially when
informality and poverty became an identifying phenomenon for the metropolitan urban environment (Khalifa,
2015; ElMouelhi, 2014; GOPP, 2014; GTZ, 2009). Thus, urban redevelopment projects for these areas manifest
an uneven power relation between the inhabitants and the government, where this relationship is affected by layers
of incompatible values, goals, and understandings of what is considered the public good and who has the right to
determine it. When it comes to land-use planning in redevelopment projects of informal areas, the key concern is
how to balance between profitable and non-profitable land uses.

This research unravels the different aspects and layers of understanding land value underlying conflicts around
land rights in the context of urban redevelopment of informal areas. The research focuses on a setting of land-use
conflict caused by a redevelopment project of an informal area — El-Warraq Island — situated in Greater Cairo
Region (GCR), Egypt. El-Warraq Island redevelopment project has been a controversial topic within Egyptian
public debates since 2017, after an incident of violent clashes between the island’s inhabitants and police forces,
leading to concerns about the feasibility and moral justification for the proposed redevelopment project
(Euronews, 2022; Bassam, 2018; Tawakkol, 2020). The conflict between the inhabitants and the government is
an ongoing problem characterised by contested negotiations and intermittent violent disputes (El-Mahdawi, 2021;
Euronews, 2022; Mada-News, 2022; Sinbad, 2022). The context provides an appropriate setting of uneven power
relations — between the informal community and the government — which manifest their different ideologies and
perceptions of land value, and how it should be captured and distributed in an inclusive and fair manner that serves
the “public good/interest”.

The findings of this research are meant to contribute to bridging the gap between land value theories and practices
of land value mobilisation, by investigating the structural mechanisms influencing land redevelopment dynamics
in a contested conflict of uneven power relations. This contribution expands beyond the current scholarly focus
on land-value taxation theories and practice and pursues comprehensive investigation for other components of
land value shaping dynamics of redevelopment and conflict (Bosselman, 1994; Bartos and Wehr, 2002; Lake,
2023). The research findings are also meant to shed light on the dynamics between structures and agents in shaping
the urban environment, by investigating the power mechanisms of their interaction and mapping the causal
generative mechanisms of their relationships. This contributes to the practical understanding of the emergence
behaviour of structures and agents (Elder-Vass, 2010) and the influence of structure/agent dynamics in shaping
conventions about value (Elder-Vass, 2022) in the urban domain.

Finally, the research findings contribute to interdisciplinary research bringing together urban discussions about
informality, displacement, and urban transformations (Harding and Blokland, 2014; Pantuliano et al., 2012;
Robinson, 2003; Banks, Lombard and Mitlin, 2020; Roy, 2005) with economic debates around land value capture
and evaluation (Alterman, 2012; Andelson, 2001; Dye and England, 2010; Walters, 2013; Harvey, 1917; Balchin,
Bull and Kieve, 1995); with political debates around power accumulation and practices of territoriality (Elden,
2013; Goodfellow, 2018; Harvey, 2012; Scott, 1998); with social debates around place identity, sense of
belonging, and community resilience (Dixon and Durrheim, 2000; Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff, 1983;
Ujang and Zakariya, 2015a; Yuval-Davis, 2006; Devine- Wright, 2009; Relph, 1976); and with environmental
debates on land ethics, sustainability, and environmental justice (Callicott, 1989; Leopold, 1949; Agyeman, 2005;
Anton and Lawrence, 2014; Basiago, 1998; Cheshmehzangi and Heat, 2012; Haughton, 1999).

This chapter discusses first the research problem with reflection to the prospected contribution to theory/practice

gap, structure/agency debate, and the urban redevelopment/land conflict relationship. Afterwards, the second
section demonstrates the research question, objectives, methodology, and finally the research structure.
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1.1 Research Problem

Evaluating urban redevelopment practices and addressing land-use conflict debates require deeper understanding
of different perceptions about land value and implications of their co-existence within the same empirical context.
Values assigned to land are often narrowly understood and reductively mobilised in terms of its monetary worth.
This narrow understanding limits consideration for the range of values influencing (re)development and conflict
mechanisms. Meanwhile, values assigned to practices of urban (re)development shape their drivers, objectives,
and approaches. Assessing the value of redevelopment projects becomes a function of understanding the grounds
for intervention in the chosen locations, who has the right to decide that they require redevelopment, and what are
the elements that need to be redeveloped. It is challenging to answer these questions without addressing the
underlying questions of what the existing land values are for these chosen locations, who determined they are of
value (what aspects of value are being included/excluded), and which values are deconstructed and reconstructed
through the redevelopment process, and which are marginalised. On the other hand, addressing land-use conflict
raises the question of how different components and uses of land are perceived by different groups, why they are
measured and ranked differently, and why there is a disagreement in how to capture and distribute them. It is
important to trace these questions to the theoretical grounding of these debates so as to have a better understanding
of the observed problems in urban redevelopment practices.

Consequently, the research problem is divided into three parts. The first part addresses how the notion of land
value is created on a conceptual level reflecting different ontologies and epistemologies that are concerned with
the subject matter. As the conceptualisation process of ideas operates within both internal and external realms,
through the agents and within the structure dynamics respectively (Elder-Vass, 2010), it is important to identify
those internal psychological operations in understanding concepts and those external dialectic operations
represented within the context of the surrounding structures. Thus, the second part addresses how structures
influence understandings of land value and how their power relations (with each other and with the agents)
influence the mobilisation of these understandings. Finally, the third part of the research problem addresses how
different land value conceptualisations and mobilisations impact the quality of urban redevelopment practices,
and the mechanisms of land-use conflict agitation and/or resolution. The three parts of the research problem are
illustrated in the next subsections.

1.1.1 Understanding Land Value between Theory and Practice

Land value is understood differently across research domains which are not usually complementary or driven
from coherent philosophical backgrounds. For instance, positivists seek to adopt value-free theories; where the
reality of value is only based on its empirical worth driven from the agents’ rational choice through means of
utilitarianism (Smith, 1776; Harding and Blokland, 2014). As for robust realists, value is regarded as absolute
and mind-independent (Oddie, 2005) where values are considered as desirable end-states of existence (Rokeach,
1973) making it objective and constructed through structures rather than through agents (Archer, 2013; Anderson,
1995; Callicott, 1989). Meanwhile, relativists seek to understand value through the interpretation of experience
where they believe that value is the meaning individuals give to actions and objects (Hochberg, 1965; Oddie,
2005; Lake, 2023). They challenge the concept of “true objective value” and claim that values are determined by
the most common agreement developed through different subjective perspectives’ interactions (Jeremy Nicholls,
2012), like agreed-upon social values or mediating prices for products. However, hermeneutics believe that there
is an objective reality that could be achieved by eliminating all subjective biases and thus using the disparity of
value meanings to unravel its true reality (Harding and Blokland, 2014). Evidently, various value theories have
made their imprints on mapping the role/position of land value within the research domains that embody them,
and their differences result from the paradoxical nature of the concept of value (Lake, 2023; Elder-Vass, 2022).

For instance, some scholars understand land value as based solely on its empirical worth and defined by models
like price theory (Harvey, 1917) or location theory (Gabszewicz and Thisse, 1989; Alonso, 1964). Other scholars
understand land value in terms of its role in the ecological system like in land ethics (Bosselman, 1994; Callicott,
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1989; Leopold, 1949); attach its worth with the sense of self-worth, belonging, and identity associated with the
meaning of place (Govers, 2013; Anton and Lawrence, 2014; UN-Habitat and GLTN, 2012); or link land value
with power, land disputes, and concepts of territory and territoriality (Abdulai ef al., 2007; Elden, 2010). However,
theories and practices focusing on the economic component of land have tended to dominate in many urban
contexts as there is a more prevailing focus on the tangible attributes of land value — like land market values —
than the intangible ones. Critical literature recognizes that urban practices which focus merely on land’s monetary
value cause severe social and environmental costs (Callicott, 1989; Aeron-Thomas et al., 2004). The narrow focus
on capturing the land market value in cities for example has increased gentrification and displacement of the most
vulnerable groups increasing inequalities and segregation (Fernandes, 2006; Robinson, 2003; Smith, 1979).

Accordingly, researchers are increasingly intrigued to identify values beyond the market value of land (Arvidson
et al., 2013; Rauscher, Schober and Millner, 2012; Gargani, 2017). However, the investigation of intangible land
values becomes problematic when there is a vague definition of these values (Evans, 2005; Greve, 2017; Murtagh,
1998). Most of the values identified in literature — other than market values — are weakly operationalised; thus,
thus, it is challenging to adequately investigate these values in the empirical domains, causing a considerable
research gap. Failure to identify other components of land value leads to their neglect in practice (like exclusion
from the feasibility studies), which limits their inclusion in redevelopment negotiations and land-conflict
resolution schemes. Thus, it is crucial to bridge this gap between theories and practices in the conceptualisation
and mobilisation of land value, and to find adequate philosophical grounding that can incorporate different
ideologies without falling into reductionism, epistemic fallacies, and/or incoherence.

Critical Realism offers an appropriate philosophical grounding that links value theories with practice (Harding
and Blokland, 2014), as it introduces a conceptual framework that allows investigation of the underlying multi-
causal mechanisms that produce social experiences and events, explaining the influence of abstract conceptions
on empirical domains (Elder-Vass, 2010). The philosophy adopts a middle ground between realism and relativism
through advocating ontological realism along with epistemological relativism (Archer et al., 2013; Bhaskar, 2013)
which avoids epistemic fallacy and naturalistic reductionism of value theories to monetary worth. It also provides
a proper grounding for pragmatic (Lake, 2023) and pluralistic (Anderson, 1995) value theories which helps this
research in incorporating different understandings of value within a coherent conceptual framework. To
investigate conceptualisations and mobilisations of land value, critical realism enables understanding the different
layers through which these processes occur — from the abstract to the empirical — and understanding how the
causal power dynamics — empowered by different perspectives — between processes and actors tend to affect the
overall understanding of land value, especially within a context of conflict.

However, Critical Realism on its own is not sufficient for understanding land value within the context of urban
redevelopment of informal areas in Egypt, because of its Western originst. Many Western philosophies are based
on secular and/or atheistic grounding (El-Messiri, 2006; El-Messiri, 1994); thus, value formation and
understanding are not approached with serious consideration for religious scriptures (Lumbard, 2022), their
interpretations of value, and/or the adaptations/mobilisations of these interpretations within religious societies
(Maslow, 1964). Without careful examination of the different aspects shaping the social realities of communities,
the theories developed will be incomplete and mostly inadequate (Styres, 2018; Dang, 2021; Kenjio, 2020). To
properly analyse processes of land value conceptualisation and mobilisation within the Egyptian context, there is
aneed to incorporate a religious ontological framing to understand the religious values and belief systems shaping
the relationship between the people and the land. Since Egypt has a majority of Muslim population and many of

! In this context, “Western Origins” refers to philosophies developed in the Global North in the Age of Enlightenment in the
17" and 18" centuries, and it doesn’t refer to the Capitalist Camp in the US and Europe versus the Communist Camp in
Russia and China.
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its laws are driven from Islamic shariaa [law], Islamic Ontology is an appropriate complementary conceptual
framing to understand land value from the perspective of the Egyptian community.

Islamic Ontology is a religious realist philosophy which centres its whole conceptualisation of reality — and value
— on the existence of one and only God (Allah). Thus, for Muslim scholars the source of value, meaning, and
purpose can only be found through the understanding of Islamic scriptures, aligning oneself with the will of the
Creator, and submitting to His transcendent wisdom and knowledge (El-Messeri, 2012). Islamic Ontology, agrees
with Critical Realism’s proposition of a transcendental reality which exists but is not fully comprehensible
through the fallible intellect of human beings (Wilkinson, 2013). Since, Islamic Ontology is more focused on
building communities than building cities, as encouraged by Islamic scriptures, there is a more focus in the Islamic
body of knowledge on intangible values and meanings and high criticism towards reducing realities to
materialistic and naturalistic ideologies (Oddie, 2005; El-Messeri, 2012). However, urban literature within Islamic
philosophy has been stagnant for decades which makes it irreflective to current challenges (Sait and Lim, 2006),
pushing policy makers and practitioners within Islamic communities to rely more on Western ideologies and
theories in explaining and responding to these challenges. Adopting secular theories to resolve urban challenges
within religious communities, risks neglecting crucial factors in the explanation and resolution of these challenges.

Accordingly, this research proposes a conceptual framework combining both Critical Realism and Islamic
Ontology as theoretical groundings to understand land value within the chosen context. Through this conceptual
framework, on the one hand, critical realism supports investigating different layers of conceptualisation and
mobilisation of land value along a spectrum of abstract ideas and mobilised negotiated practices (Anderson, 1995;
Bagley, Sawyerr and Abubaker, 2016; Bhaskar, 2013; Elder-Vass, 2010). On the other hand, Islamic Ontology
allows this research to deduce appropriate explanations for those layers of conceptualisation and mobilisation of
land value within the empirical context, the redevelopment of an informal area in GCR. This leads to the second
part of the research problem related to understanding the power dynamics of structures and agents in shaping the
theoretical and practical debates around urban redevelopment and land conflict.

1.1.2 Understanding Land Value between Structures and Agents

The construction/creation of value is one of the key debates relating to the structure/agency problem in shaping
social phenomena. One camp argues that if “value” is a socially constructed concept, then agents/people have a
role in attaching value to substance. While if “value” is considered an absolute reality, then structures are
generated around it without the conscious notion or intentionality of agents (Hay, 2002; Cruickshank, 2002; Elder-
Vass, 2010). If agents attach “value” to substance, in this case land, they do it through the lens of their own values,
yet their own values are inherited from the social structures and belief systems they live within. However, there
are agents that have enough power to change these structures either through leadership or privileged position
within the society (Cruickshank, 2002; Hay, 2002; Elder-Vass, 2022). So from one side, globalisation and social
media have connected the ideas and beliefs of agents more tightly which in return affected communities’ collective
consciousness of values (Poole, 2012). Yet from the other side, adopting these ideas and beliefs about value is a
matter of human rationality which is a function of education, culture, and exposure to different ideas among other
things. Thus, human rationality is affected by the cumulative work of agents which develop to create causal
structures that have the power of influencing these rationalisation processes, but not in a deterministic way.

Within these debates, “cause” and “power” are two key concepts underlying the understanding of structures and
agents and how they relate to values (Elder-Vass, 2010). The identification of causal power influences how
structures and agents are conceptualised, the impact they have on one another, and the analytical priority of this
impact (Healey and Barrett, 1990). Despite the various disagreements about structures and agents in literature,
there is a common understanding that both structures and agents are realised by the manifestation of their power
which is translated in their ability to cause change and/or stability. Understanding how land value as a concept is
shaped and mobilised hence becomes a function of understanding how surrounding structures and agents interact
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and how their relationships are shaped and mobilised. Structures surrounding land value could be categorised
thematically depending on the nature of aspects that these structures are perceived to influence.

As Bosselman (1994) discussed the role of land within different conceptions of land ethics, he concluded four
roles that have evolved through time by the act(s) of influential agents which shaped the collective human notion
of land value. According to him, land had a role in enforcing social and political order, in reforming economic
activities, in understanding environmental responsibility, and in accessing opportunities for improved welfare and
quality of life through accumulating capital and assets (Bosselman, 1994). Thus, there are different roles that land
could have within different structures and there are different meanings that it could hold for different agents (Lake,
2023). Scholars in different research domains usually focus on particular elements or components of land value
within their study that serves their theory development or their explanation for the investigated empirical context.

For example, land value in urban political studies is conceptualised to be an instrumental value that provides
access to power, control, and/or domination over strategic assets like resources, trade routes, and manpower (Van
Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016). Thus, land conflict is driven by disputes over the distribution of land rights
among different parties who aim to monopolise this access through practices of territoriality (Elden, 2010).
Meanwhile, within urban economic studies, land value is identified with its role in accumulation of capital/wealth
and access to means of production (Harvey, 1917; Porter, 2011; Von Wieser, 1928). Land value is perceived as a
financial asset within this structure and has an instrumental role in formation of economic systems and market
dynamics, as well as in wealth distribution and access to credit (Calderon, 2002). Land conflict and drivers for
urban redevelopment become a function in capturing this value, maximising utility, and dispute over scarce
resources (Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016) as land is perceived as a commodity in the real property market
which has both use and exchange values and is controlled by unequal bargaining powers of supply and demand
(Harvey, 1917; Harding and Blokland, 2014).

Within urban social studies, the focus becomes more on the role of land in providing access to human basic needs;
from the lowest survival existential needs — like shelter, food, safety, ...etc. — to the highest essential fulfilment
needs — like identity, belonging, self-actualization, ...etc. — (Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff, 1983; Robinson,
2003). Thus, the value of urban redevelopment is shaped more around enabling communities (Payne, 2022), and
the understanding of land conflict is conceptualised through understanding the implicit intangible values of land
beyond its monetary and tangible values (Elder-Vass, 2022). Meanwhile, urban environmental studies focus on
the role of land in providing a safe, healthy, and sustainable environment for the people to live and flourish. Land
value is conceptualised within this research domain by its essential and intrinsic qualities as irreplaceable assets
that either need to be conserved/preserved (Leopold, 1949; Bosselman, 1994; Callicott, 1989) or need to be
exploited to the maximum for human beings’ welfare (Kopnina et al., 2018). The drivers for land conflict and
motivations for urban redevelopment come from the tendency to yield environmental justice and fair distribution
of environmental costs and benefits resulting from the development process and redistribution of land rights
(Haughton, 1999; Wolch, Byrne and Newell, 2014).

Within all these research domains, land has different roles in the structures discussed and accordingly its value is
driven by different attributes, properties, and/or components of this value. The perception about the role and power
of agents in mobilising these structures is also different across those research domains. For instance, in economic
studies agents have rational choice if they can access accurate information about the market and they are acting
freely to maximise their utility (Smith, 1776; Harvey, 1917), while in social and political studies the agents are
highly influenced by power structures where their choice is affected by social constructions and valuation
conventions (Elder-Vass, 2022; Elden, 2013), and this becomes more radical in studies advocating environmental
determinism (Coombes and Barber, 2005; Sargentis et al., 2022). The theoretical debates around the
conceptualisation and mobilisation of the power of structures versus the power of agents in shaping realities are
driven by a challenging attempt to theorise the abstract intangible power of structures and the empirical tangible
power of agents under the same conceptual framing without falling into reductionism or empirical fallacy. The
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research suggests using a conceptual framing to value theory which adopts a Pluralistic approach (to give equal
merits to tangible and intangible causal powers) and a Pragmatic approach that focus on the influence/impact of
those causal powers instead of arguing which of these powers has (or should have) a universal truth. This
conceptual framing should also adopt Realist Constructionism (driven from Critical Realism) to stratify the
difference between these two modes of power dynamics (that of structures and agents) as well as the different
conceptualisations of land value. This analytical stratification helps in investigating the different possible causes
of conflict created by the redevelopment project which is the third (and empirical) part of the research problem.

1.1.3 Urban Redevelopment in Contested Contexts

Urban redevelopment processes — from vision to implementation — are affected by different structures within city
systems, and they affect the well-being of the existing community either directly or indirectly (Batty, 2007; World-
Bank, 2009). Urban redevelopment usually aims to improve the efficiency and functionality of cities’ systems by
improving deteriorated urban environments (that affect the physical safety and well-being of the inhabitants and
users of urban space), and providing inhabitants with job opportunities, needed services and markets, and adequate
urban and social infrastructure to perform their daily activities (Adams and Watkins, 2014; Alpopi and Manole,
2013; Davies, 2015). It also aims at restoring order and fair distribution of land rights among different social
groups, as well as creating competitive advantage for the region it is applied within (Harding and Blokland, 2014;
Payne, 2022). Thus, urban redevelopment supposedly considers different aspects of urban sustainable
development like economic, social, environmental, and political (Basiago, 1998) by means of redistributing
economic and social activities and regenerating undervalued land through land-use replanning (UN-Habitat, 2009;
UN-Habitat, 2007; Adams and Watkins, 2014; Harding and Blokland, 2014; Kauko, 2015; OHCHR, 2015).
However, the value of urban redevelopment projects comes into question when these projects fail to balance
between profitable and non-profitable land uses, and when they result in — or maintain — unfair redistribution of
power across different stakeholders (Sims, 2015; Payne, 2022; Boudreaux and Abrahams, 2022; Robinson, 2003).
Assigning priorities is key in the trajectory of urban redevelopment schemes, and this is when its processes are
influenced by the wider governance agenda and the ideologies, discourses, and institutions shaping political,
economic, social, and environmental structures.

Debates concerning land rights and accessibility in the redevelopment of urban informal areas bring philosophical
discussions of land value into a more practical sphere. Egypt is a contested environment with layers of urban
challenges — including informality — and a continuous competition between land-uses and land development
schemes, both formal and informal. Egypt has been facing the challenges of informal settlements since the 1960s
when the social housing delivery system collapsed in the years of the Arab-Israeli War (Arandel and El Batran,
1997), and most intervention policies have not succeeded in effectively solving informality’s drawbacks. Different
reports and statistics have diverse estimations of the actual number of informal settlers in Egypt; ranging between
40% to 75% of the urban population according to different sources (Tadamun, 2014). Informal housing is an
active sector in the Egyptian local economy, as it has for decades provided a continuous supply of affordable
housing units serving limited income citizens, more than what the government with all its resources could provide
(Shawkat, 2014; GTZ, 2009; Arandel and El Batran, 1997). For example, informal housing between 2011 and
2014 provided and delivered almost 6.5 million housing units, three times what was planned by the government
in the same period and 43 times what was actually provided (Shawkat, 2014). The informal economy also has a
distinctive share in the local economy, represented in informal property markets and informal services provision
outlets (Sims, 2011; EIMouelhi, 2014)

Greater Cairo Region (GCR) — as the metropolitan capital of Egypt — became the vibrant manifestation of
haphazard urban development (Sims, 2011; Sims, 2015; Khalifa, 2011; UN-Habitat, 2003; GTZ, 2009). Despite
adopting different urban intervention policies, agendas, and visions for redeveloping GCR since 1970s (Dorman,
2013; Khalifa, 2015; Elsisy et al., 2019), the Egyptian government has failed to address informal urbanism
properly or even restrain its growth within the capital (Dorman, 2013; Shawkat, 2014; Sims, 2011; GTZ, 2009).
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As informal housing is currently the main supplier for low-income housing (Shawkat, 2014; Sims, 2011), the
dominant typology of informal areas is the informal development of legally owned private land (around 80% of
informal urbanism in Egypt) where landowners change the use of their land from agriculture to residential uses
without complying to the formal planning standards (Khalifa, 2011). This typology is the most challenging for
the government due to conflicts over land rights and obligations, as in the case of El-Warraq Island.

El-Warraq Island is the biggest of 144 Nile Islands extending across the Nile River, with an area of 6.7km? and a
population of around 90,000 inhabitants. The Island holds a central location between the three governorates that
form GCR (Cairo, Giza, and Qalyubia®) where it followed the Giza governorate jurisdiction as a part of EI-Warraq
district (Farag and El-Alfy, 2013). Despite being a peri-urban area, El-Warraq Island did not undergo the same
rate of urbanisation as its neighbouring locations due to the poor accessibility of the island. In 1998, the island
was declared a natural reserve by the Egyptian government’s cabinet, a declaration that was opposed by its
inhabitants because it denied them from issuing building permits and gave the government the right to expropriate
the land for public use. After winning a lawsuit in 2002, the inhabitants regained their right to stay on the island,
but they could not build on it legally or legalise the already built constructions (Bassam, 2018). In 2017, the
government removed El-Warraq Island from the natural reserves map and transformed the jurisdiction of the
island to the New Urban Communities Authority (NUCA).

That act was a part of the strategic plan for the development of GCR and the attempt to transform the island into
a multi-use complex with residential compounds, business hubs, retails and commercial services, and touristic
destinations. When the government attempted to demolish illegal buildings from the island and expropriate the
lands, clashes occurred between inhabitants and police officers resulting in tens of casualties and one death among
inhabitants. The inhabitants once more filed a lawsuit against the transfer of the jurisdiction of the island and the
proposed redevelopment project. Meanwhile, the government announced their plan for initiating a 17 Billion
EGP? redevelopment project giving the residents the option of either taking compensation or taking an alternative
unit in a relatively distant location (Bassam, 2018). However, clashes between the inhabitants and the government
continue to reoccur with increasing conflict about land valuation and land rights in the context of expropriation
(Euronews, 2022).

El Warraq Island redevelopment project offers an appropriate case study for exploring how land value is contested
and understood variously by different stakeholders. On one hand, inhabitants argue that this land is their
inheritance, as it belonged to their ancestors, and it not only provides them with shelter but also food security —
from the agricultural land they own — and accessibility to affordable markets and services in neighbouring
agglomerations. On the other hand, the government advocates that these inhabitants are violating urban
development regulations and have lost their right to capture the land value and should agree to reallocate and
accept compensation. From a third perspective, investors and developers promote the island redevelopment as
having high return on investments; 112 Billion EGP total revenues and 20 Billion EGP yearly earnings for 25
years (Bassam, 2018). They argue that this island has high investment potential and should be planned according
to its highest and best land use value. Finally, environmental activists advocate against the urban development of
the island, whether it is done by the inhabitants, the government, or the investors. They argue that the GCR does
not have many public green spaces and developing this land would increase pollution and global warming. They
also advocate that Egypt has already lost a lot of its agricultural lands (El-Hefnawi, 2005; Radwan et al., 2019)
and the government should restrain further development on the island. Thus, different actors have different
concerns and agendas for the land; they all argue from their own understanding of the land value and what it
represents to them. The island plays an important role in each of these debates and investigating the power

! The urban agglomeration only of Giza and Qalyubia governorates are following the administrative sovereignty of GCR
and not the governorates’ agricultural zones.

2 1 GBP = 60.1 EGP (June 2024)
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relations and process of land dispute would enhance understanding of how land value shapes cities, communities,
and power dynamics, particularly in contested contexts.

In conclusion, the complexity in the relationship between land value, urban redevelopment, and land conflict
comes from the reciprocal relationship between the three. On one hand, urban redevelopment projects that fail in
the fair distribution of land rights across different groups could lead to an escalation of conflict between these
groups. On the other hand, urban redevelopment projects could be proposed to resolve an existing contestation
of land uses and restore the fair distribution and access to capturing land values and rights across different groups.
Thus, land and land-use conflict could be the cause and/or the result of urban redevelopment schemes. Diverse
land value conceptualisations and mobilisations could lead to the dispute between incompatible values adopted
by different stakeholders — or incompatible understandings of land value — which reflects on the adopted goals
and motivations of these stakeholders within the processes of urban redevelopment or land conflict resolutions.
However, the conceptualisation and mobilisation processes are influenced by a wider spectrum of power dynamics
between structures and agents that are not merely constrained with the urban field, and those power dynamics are
also in a constant state of change and transformation resulting from the experiences and events created by the
processes of urban redevelopment and land/land-use conflict. Thus, the conceptual framework is designed around
understanding the reciprocal relationships between land value, land development, and land conflict, along with
the underlying mechanisms of power dynamics between structures and agents.

2.1 Research Design

The research aim is to understand how land value is conceptualised and mobilised within urban practice. The
discussed research problems suggest that there are underlying complexities shaping processes of land value
conceptualisation and mobilisation. However, these intangible factors become more explicit in the context of
conflict (Bartos and Wehr, 2002). Also, the structure/agency dynamics become more explicit in the context of
uneven power relations (Elder-Vass, 2010). Accordingly, the research approaches investigating land value
conceptualisation and mobilisation by examining these processes in a context of conflict and uneven power
relations. The application domain is narrowed down to a single-case study that has been chosen in a controversial
setting of an informal area’s redevelopment project in GCR, Egypt. This case has been chosen to have a quasi-
closed system of investigation for the different power dynamics with appropriate levels of depth and breadth
allowing for a comprehensive understanding for the subject matter.

2.1.1 Research Question and Objectives

Thus, the main research question is “how is land value conceptualised and mobilised in the context of urban
redevelopment of informal areas in Egypt?” where the empirical domain is situated in a post-colonial, Global
South, autocratic state, i.e., Egypt. The following are the three research objectives driven by concluded research
gaps and the main research question:

1. Define structures shaping processes of land value conceptualisation and mobilisation in the context of
urban redevelopment of informal areas in Egypt.

2. Investigate plural conceptualisations of land value in El-Warraq Island and the interaction between them
shaping conflict.

3. Identify attributes of intangible/incorporeal land values within El-Warraq Island underlying aspirations
for urban redevelopment

The first objective addresses the research gap in understanding the structure/agency power in shaping land value
in urban practice. While the second objective addresses the gap in understanding the plurality of land values
debated in literature. Finally, the third objective addresses the gap in operationalising social/intangible land values
in urban redevelopment. The three objectives link theories of land value, land conflict, and land development/
redevelopment under one conceptual framework.
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2.1.2 Research Methodology

As illustrated earlier, the methodology adopts intensive case-study research (Creswell and Poth, 2016; Creswell
and Clark, 2018) to investigate land value conceptualisation and mobilisation processes in urban practice. There
is a definitive criterion for this case study to be appropriate for the scope of the research. First, the case study
should be in a context of conflict between uneven power relations as these factors provoke intangible values of
land to be explicitly discussed in negotiation and bargaining processes between different groups. Second, the
redevelopment project’s spatial boundaries need to be well-defined and researchable in terms of the time and
resources available for the researcher. The third and final criterium is the need for the researcher to have some
level of familiarity with the language, belief system(s), and culture of the investigated population in order to
understand the nuances and implied meanings in the transcripts as well as the historical and cultural backgrounds
of the issues raised and discussed related to the subject matter.

Accordingly, El-Warraq Island redevelopment project was chosen as an instrumental case study (Stake, 1995;
Zucker, 2016) based on these three aspects as (1) it is a controversial redevelopment project that has created
violent tension between the government and inhabitants where land valuation is the key problem, (2) it is an
isolated island in the Nile River giving it the spatial boundaries needed for a closed system investigation, and (3)
it is located in the GCR, the same birthplace and hometown of the researcher. Furthermore, the urban development
history of El-Warraq Island made it central in the competition between different uses (agriculture and urban) and
different values (economic for its prime location, social for its vulnerable community and unique identity, political
for its strategic role in the National vision for development, and environmental for its previous recognition as a
natural reserve). All of this crosscut with discussions around land rights that are influenced by the island’s informal
/illegal status and poor land management policies on local and national levels.

Data collection relied on official and non-official documents, contextual data, and qualitative data gathered from
semi-structured interviews with the redevelopment project stakeholders (inhabitants, officials, and consultants)
who were recruited through a snowballing technique. The first stage in data collection focused on designating and
documenting official discourses and legal documents related to land management and valuation in Egypt and
more specifically the redevelopment project of EI-Warraq Island, like redevelopment plans and feasibility studies.
The second stage in the data collection is conducted through a field visit to EI-Warraq Island where the researcher
took field observations and photo documentations for the site and its spatial boundaries. This stage was also
instrumental in building rapport with the inhabitants of the island and the gatekeepers as well as finding proper
venues for the semi-structured interviews. The final stage was collecting qualitative data through semi-structured
interviews with the stakeholders involved in El-Warraq Island redevelopment project. The gatekeeper of the
island’s inhabitants was identified through a Facebook social group, while the gatekeeper of the officials and
consultants was a former colleague of the researcher working in the UN-Habitat.

Data analysis adopted retroductive reasoning compatible with the chosen theoretical grounding, Critical Realism.
Retroductive reasoning required inference from observed to unobserved mechanisms like inference from actual
phenomena to structural causes (Bhaskar, 2017). Accordingly, the research chose to foresee unseen causal
mechanisms of the conceptualisations and mobilisations of land value in designing the interviews analytical
themes and then restructuring and re-coding those themes after data collection. The whole process is supported
by the documents collected during and after the field visit and the context analysis. Qualitative research provides
appropriate tools for in-depth analysis required to address the complexity and nuances of the subject matter;
however, the multiplicity of variables affecting land value conceptualisation and mobilisation requires a bounded
context for investigation (Creswell and Poth, 2016), where a case-study research becomes more appropriate.

2.1.3 Research Structure

This research is structured to funnel down the debates around land value from generic levels to more specific
arguments. This chapter (Chapter 1) introduced the wider frame of the research addressing the research problems
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— as in the research gaps — and their association with urban problems related to land conflict and development.
The research is divided into investigation of land value on theoretical level (Chapter 2), investigation of land value
on methodological and operationalisation level (Chapter 3), investigation of land value on a wider contextual level
(Chapter 4), and investigation of land value on empirical levels (Chapters 5, 6, and 7). Finally, Chapter 8 concludes
the findings and compiles the theories and practices discussed into one conceptual framework.

The theoretical investigation in Chapter 2 discusses the different approaches of value theory and how it influenced
theorisation of land value across different research domains. It also reflects on conflict and development theories
and illustrates how they are underlied by the dichotomies in understanding value and land value. Meanwhile, the
methodological investigation in Chapter 3 aims to operationalise concepts related to the research domain (value,
power, structures, and agents) as well as operationalise the used theories (pluralistic pragmatic value theory and
realist constructionism) illustrating how they are used in the context of the research. The chapter expands on the
research aim, scope, propositions, context, objectives, and operational sub-questions linking all these elements
with the conceptual framework. Moreover, the chapter discusses the research methods for data collection and
analysis, case-study selection, and strategies for mitigating risks and ethical considerations. The chapter explores
research limitations regarding working in the time of COVID, in a conflict context, with an outsider positionality.

Meanwhile, the contextual investigation is divided into two scales, a macro scale investigating structures of land
value within the Egyptian context and a micro scale investigating structures of land value within El-Warraq Island
redevelopment project. The contextual investigation on the macro scale in Chapter 4 relies on reviewing and
analysing relevant literature regarding the historical progression of the structures surrounding land value within
the Egyptian context. The investigation starts from the establishment of the Modern Egyptian State at the time of
Muhammed Ali until the current times, where the focus is on the geopolitical and socio-economic transformations
that influenced the understanding of land value, rights, and roles in the changing dynamics between the ruling
authority and the community. The contextual investigation on the micro scale in Chapters 5, 6, and 7 relies on
primary collected data from semi-structured interviews conducted on the scale of ElI-Warraq Island.

The three chapters cover the structures of land’s market, strategic, and social values respectively in the context of
the case study. Chapter 5 explores disputes between the inhabitants and officials/consultants around the island’s
market value creation, criterion, and capture. Chapter 6 explores disputes around land rights in the context of
nationalisation and autocratic centralised land governance where the strategic value of land is shaped by practices
of territoriality creating urban environments for social integration/segregation and social inclusion/dissolution.
The land social value is explored in Chapter 7, in terms of its relation to place identity, sense of belonging, and
citizenship, and their impact on promoting/limiting community resilience. Finally, Chapter 8 synthesises the
power of agents in shaping land value using the theory of “Four Planes of Social Being” and the Islamic modes
of reasoning. This chapter also synthesises the interaction between the different structures discussed in Chapters
4,5, 6, and 7 and how they influenced urban development/redevelopment practices and the creation of land/land-
use conflict. The chapter concludes with the research contribution and suggests further research topics.
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CHAPTER TWO

VALUE AND LAND VALUE IN THEORETICAL
DEBATES



Across different urban research domains, land has always held central position in theoretical debates, whether
within urban economics, urban politics, urban sociology, urban geography, urban religion, environmental studies,
or urban planning among many others. However, each of these research domains deals with specific features of
land and has different conceptualisation of their value depending on the lens and scope of their investigation. The
different conceptualisations of land value are not restricted to academic debates, but also manifested in
contestation around capturing the value of land, ranging from local feuds between different actors about land
development schemes, to international wars between nations fighting for sovereignty over territories (Boudreaux
and Abrahams, 2022; Lombard and Rakodi, 2016; UN, 2019; Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016).
Understanding the value of land across those different theories is integral to theorising and addressing land conflict
both on theoretical and practical levels. Despite the extensive research on land value across different research
domains, there is a lack of understanding how different conceptualisations and mobilisations of land value within
specific context affect one another, especially in the case of urban conflict.

This chapter aims to explore core concepts in literature shaping the theoretical framing of land value. The first
section focuses on the diverse ontological and epistemological understandings of the “value” concept. This section
discusses first dichotomies in value theories resulting from clashing ontologies and then the implications of those
dichotomies in theorising value in development and conflict theories. The discussion investigates the values which
are proclaimed to be created, regenerated, captured, and/or (re)distributed by means of urban development and
redevelopment processes, both in the formal and informal domains. The second section focuses on the different
theories of “land value”, firstly focusing on naturalistic and positivist approaches to conceptualising tangible
aspects of value within economic studies, then discussing the conceptualisation of intangible aspects of value
from the lens of “power” within political, social, and environmental studies. Finally, the third section in this
chapter summarises the key gaps in literature and the conceptual approach for addressing them.

2.1 Value Theories in Urban Practice

One of the main differences between epistemologies with natural science and those within social science is the
positionality of “value” in their arguments. Value-free theories developed within naturalistic approaches are
argued to be incompatible with subjective value-laden explanations and interpretations of the social world, which
are highly influenced by the judgemental rationality of researchers (Harding and Blokland, 2014; Hoddy, 2019).
Unlike natural science, social science cannot be investigated in a controlled environment, not only because social
phenomenon needs to be understood in its open system domain, but also because the researchers themselves are
affected by changes in social world, the domain of their investigation, their rationalisations, and their approaches
to study the social phenomenon which are not free of intended and/or unintended biases (Archer et al., 2013;
Cruickshank, 2002; Bhaskar, 2013). Accordingly, there are many approaches that were developed to address these
issues in social science and their main debates revolve around two main themes. The first is about the reality of
the social world — discussed on ontological levels - while the second is about how to study it objectively —
discussed on epistemological levels (Harding and Blokland, 2014; Archer et al., 2013; Bhaskar, 2013).

The aim of this section is to discuss the complexities between different understandings of “value” as a concept in
order to map a coherent conceptual framework for investigating land value conceptualisations and mobilisations
in urban practice without falling into reductionism or epistemic fallacy (Anderson, 1995; Lewis, 2000; Archer et
al., 2013; Bhaskar, 2013).

2.1.1 Value Theories and Underlying Dichotomies

Value theories aim to explain the reality of value and how it is created along with the evaluation processes and
how they are mobilised (Anderson, 1995; Bagley, Sawyerr and Abubaker, 2016; Brown, 2007). Across literature,
the concept of value is infused with a positive judgemental understanding, as value is usually perceived as
something good (Oddie, 2005; Anderson, 1995; Rokeach, 1973; Maslow, 1959). The first step in understanding
value is understanding debates around the reality of value. Primarily, there is a difference between human values
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and what humans value (Anderson, 1995; Rokeach, 1973). On the one hand, human values are moral principles/
ideals that shape individual and collective notions of what is considered righteous or virtuous, where those abstract
values become desirable end-states of existence, like justice, loyalty, etc. On the other hand, what humans value
are the things — whether they are substances, actions, status, people, or morals — that are perceived of worth and
are desirable to acquire/create, preserve/protect, and/or promote (Anderson, 1995; Bigger and Robertson, 2017;
Oddie, 2005). Humans value things (or give them worth) through the lens of their human values (morals/ideals)
(Poole, 2012; Lake, 2023; Rokeach, 1973). Ethics and moral philosophies are concerned with what can be
considered as moral values and how to develop and understand principles of morality. Understanding how these
philosophies historically progressed helps tracking how dichotomies evolved in value theories and how they are
affected by relevant epistemological debates within social science.

Before the Western Enlightenment in the 17th century, Divine Command theory was the most adopted theory in
explaining the source of morality, not just by philosophers but also by all who believed in the Divine and religious
commandments. Through this lens, the source of value is the Divine who determines what is ethical/moral, who
gives value to things, and who sets the hierarchy of these values (Quinn, 2013; Al-Attar, 2010). Despite being one
of the oldest theories about value, it is still adopted in many religious communities, especially Islamic ones. This
ethical philosophy was problematic for those who either did not believe in a “good” God or believed that our
knowledge of God and His value system is fallible, incomplete, or subjected to interpretation bias (Westerman,
2014). In the 17" century, Descartes planted seeds for methodological scepticism establishing rationalism against
empiricism. However, more secular philosophies in the Enlightenment period used this scepticism to refute and
protest against the control of the Church, aiming to liberate scientific knowledge from the confinement of religious
texts and religious values/value systems (Grayling, 2006; El-Messiri, 1994).

This transformation in understanding scientific knowledge — and the social world — brought multiple dichotomies
in value theories (De Monticelli, 2018). The first set of dichotomies in value theories was introduced by David
Hume in the 18" century through his “is/ought” problem, where he criticised grounding value (in terms of
goodness and morality) on believing that what “is” is what “ought to be”. In other words, he rejected grounding
morality and normativity of values in the description of observed and experienced moral attitudes adopted and
agreed upon by people (Harvey, 1969; Bhaskar, 2013). As a radical empiricist atheist, he argued that humans are
not born as moral beings who have innate instincts driving them to righteousness (Westerman, 2014; Entrican and
Denis, 2022). He argued that human values are based on what is perceived to be good by the collective, a mere
constructed description for the social norms accepted in a specific time and space. Thus, the first set of dichotomies
introduced to value theories was whether value is innate (has an independent worthiness for itself) or instrumental
(has dependent worthiness on its function, role, or purpose for humans); whether it is essential (has an independent
existence from human existence, perception, rationality, and experience) or constructed (has dependent existence
on these elements); and whether the collective conceptualisation and mobilisation of value is considered mere
description of common evaluative attitudes within society or reflection of underlying normative agreement by
essential moral beings who are transcendentally connected with a higher transcendent being.

These debates evoked the second set of dichotomies in value theories, between values being absolute and objective
— as in the case of Kantian and Divine ethics — or being relative and subjective as in case in utilitarian and Humean
ethics (De Monticelli, 2018). Essentialists argue that values have absolute nature; an objective truth that can be
found either by studying religious scriptures (religious realism) (Al-Attar, 2010; Chapra, 2008), collective
experimental accumulative knowledge (empiricism and positivism) (De Monticelli, 2018; Porpora, 1989;
Anderson, 1995), or rational thought devoid of emotions (rationalism and idealism) (Dewey, 1913; Oddie, 2005).
Existentialists, on the other hand, argue that values are socially constructed and do not have essential or innate
existence independent of human perception, knowledge, and experience. According to this argument, the
acknowledgment of moral relativism is essential in developing value-laden theories, where the positionality,
fallibility, and subjectivity make those theories less deterministic than the value-free theories adopted by most
essentialists (Harding and Blokland, 2014; De Monticelli, 2018). However, both camps faced challenges in
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developing value theories that are reflective of social phenomena without falling into reductionism, determinism,
absurdity, and/or epistemic fallacies.

From one hand, in Middle Eastern and Islamic philosophies, essentialism and moral realism were grounded in the
Divine. The absolute objective values were grounded in religious scriptures based on what conservative scholars
called el-oulom el-naglia [transfer science, as in knowledge transferred from God] which are different from el-
oulom el-a’qlia [rational science]. The later one represents the rational operations for interpretation, adaptation,
contextualization, and actualization of transferred knowledge (the doctrine) into practice, and which accordingly
is perceived as possibly affected by subjective biases and fallibility, unlike e/-oulom el-naglia (Chapra, 2008; El-
Messeri, 2012; Al-Attar, 2010). However, in Western philosophy, essentialists who believed in absolute value
and moral realism were divided between ideologies of empiricism and positivism and ideologies of rationalism
and idealism (Harding and Blokland, 2014; Harvey, 1969; Archer et al., 2013). The first group grounded values
in accumulated knowledge about the physical world and mostly fell into epistemic fallacies of naturalistic
reductionism (Bhaskar, 2013), while the second group had problems with grounding values in a universally
appealing formula without falling into subjective biases (Lane, 1996; Bagley, Sawyerr and Abubaker, 2016). Both
approaches incrementally rejected grounding values in religious scriptures, except for a few scholars attempting
to revive this thinking in Western studies (Peterson, 2002; Riipke, 2020).

The main epistemological problem in essentialism is the attempt to universalize moral ethics — and accordingly
values and valuation — which is challenging without a centralised unified unbiased source for grounding values.
As essentialist religious realists argue that this unbiased source of value is the Divine, they face the problem of
possibly biased subjective and fallible interpretation of religious texts which would lead to false conceptualisation
and mobilisation of the “absolute” value. On the other hand, secular realists are unable to properly ground this
unbiased centre of morality — neither in empirical experience, in the physical world, nor in rational thought —
without falling into epistemic fallacy or reductionism, which created a logical void in realist philosophies in
Western literature. Accordingly, essentialists (seculars and religious) rely heavily on hermeneutics; attempting to
unravel this objective reality about values by investigating the disparity of value meanings (Anderson, 1995; Lake,
2023) and then inductively argue a value theory identifying the subjective biases within interpretivists’ methods
by examining the collective understanding of value (Harding and Blokland, 2014). Although robust realists and
idealists believe that this actually could ultimately lead to unravelling the objective truth about value (Oddie,
2005), many Islamic scholars and critical realists acknowledge epistemological relativism (the inability to unravel
the absolute reality of value) while maintaining their belief in its existence and the ability to partially understand
it (Archer et al., 2013; Bhaskar, 2013; Bagley, Sawyerr and Abubaker, 2016; Sayer, 2011).

For the other camp, existentialists and relativists had different sets of challenges in theorising value, as framing it
as subjective and arbitrary made it difficult for their theories to be generalizable. Thus, those scholars had to be
deterministic about other aspects of social phenomena in order to avoid falling into absurdity and uncertainty. For
instance, utilitarian theories adopted mostly hedonistic approaches (Anderson, 1995), as in understanding values
in terms of what brings pleasure and prevents pain to the greatest number of people, and they relied on the idea
that a rational being is always capable of deciding what is best for oneself and community (Smith, 1776; Bagley,
Sawyerr and Abubaker, 2016). These theories were criticised for egoistic, individualistic, and materialistically
reductive ideologies (Harding and Blokland, 2014), as well as their alliance with rational choice theory, neglecting
emotions in value making (Anderson, 1995; Bigger and Robertson, 2017). However, the biggest challenge in
theorising values as constructed — rather than essential — is identifying how these values are constructed, and
whether value construction/creation happens through the influence of structures as in phenomenological and
structuralist approaches (De Monticelli, 2018; Giddens, 1984), the power of agents as in voluntarism and agency
theories (Kalberg, 1980), or the interaction between both as in social morphogenesis theory (Archer, 2013) and
theory of emergent structures (Elder-Vass, 2010).

The structure/agency dichotomy — the third set of dichotomies in value theories — is not restricted to social
constructivist debates, but also found within realist ones. For realists, if values are brought to the collective notion
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of this world, then it is either through the power of agents, who are perceived as moral agents at core, or through
the power of structures which are perceived as universally deterministic (Archer, 2013; Elder-Vass, 2010; Hay,
2002). The first view argues that the agents’ ideologies are grounded in their innate moral essence, and thus, they
shape structures by their reflexivity and responsiveness to serve their inner morality and align their environment
with their idealistic views (Archer, 2013). For instance, Kant attempted to defend the innate, essential, and
normative nature of value through his theory of categorical imperatives by introducing universalizability and
humanity principles to moral ethics (Entrican and Denis, 2022; Kant, 1797). However, the second view argues
for a cosmic metaphysical reality that shapes the universal truth, and accordingly structures are generated around
values without the conscious notion of agents or their active engagement (Giddens, 1984). Most Western
philosophies, as argued earlier, have problems in grounding this latter view without tapping into creationist
thought, but many Middle Eastern scholars ground their cosmic metaphysical reality that shape all structures in
their religious doctrine (Wilkinson, 2013; El-Messeri, 2012).

Regarding relativist perspectives, values are seen as relative, and their truth lies in the interpretation of the agents
who are adopting them. So, basically things are of value because those who adopt them think these values are real
(a mind-dependent reality) and not because these values have an independent reality for themselves (Margenau,
1959; Maslow, 1959; Oddie, 2005). Value accordingly could be constructed by rational agents who either have
utilitarian tendency as in Stuart Mill’s utilitarianism (Mill and Bentham, 1987), a communal responsibility as in
Hobbes’s contractarianism (Cudd and Eftekhari, 2021), or practical wisdom as in virtue theory (Al-Attar, 2010).
These theories do not argue that all agents have the same power in changing conventions about value, but only
those agents who have the freedom, information, wisdom, and willpower to convey change to the governing
structures, as discussed in Weberian voluntarism (Mayhew, 1980; Archer, 2009; Elder-Vass, 2022). Other
scholars argue that structures have more influence on constructing values where agents’ subconscious rationality
is affected by the power of those structures, and accordingly they are rarely able to make an informed rational
evaluation as they have bounded rationality. That gives advocates of Durkheim’s functionalism and environmental
determinism a macro-scale focus on relationships and causal power dynamics shaping the social phenomenon
rather than a focus on the power of its singular subset parts, the agents (Harvey, 1969; Elder-Vass, 2010)

The three dichotomies discussed within value theories are more complex than a simple binary categorization. In
other words, it cannot be argued that scholars who define value as innate, essential, absolute, objective, and
normative belong to one camp and those who define value as instrumental, existential/constructed, relative,
subjective, and descriptive belong to an opposite camp. As shown in the previous discussion of literature, scholars
tend not to be purists in their hypothesis of value theories and mostly they use different modes of explanations
where for example not all essentialists are structurally deterministic in their value theory hypothesis and not all
relativists reject normativity of values (Elder-Vass, 2022). In fact, theories explaining value can be thought of as
on a spectrum between those dichotomies. However, the common issue with most of these theories is that they
seek a monistic universal value theory that standardises valuation and evaluation of things that are essentially
different (Lake, 2023; Anderson, 1995). The three sets of dichotomies discussed above could be categorised into
dichotomies concerned with (1) ontologies of value, (2) epistemologies of value, and (3) position from the
structure/agency debate as illustrated in Figure 2.1. These dichotomies are overarched by the initial demarcation
between the human moral values (ideals of righteousness) and the worthiness attributed to what humans do value.

From the previous discussion, constructing a value theory that acts as if people, things, morals, and experiences
can be valued the same way is found to be problematic. Even within those categories there are different aspects
of valuation that need to be considered. For instance, the way human beings value substances that maintain their
existence (house as shelter) is different from their valuation of substances that maintain their identity (house as
home). Also, the way human beings value their relatives (people as family) is different from how they value their
idols (people as symbols). There is a qualitative difference between those sorts of values, beyond the quantitative
difference (Anderson, 1995). Value theorists’ different arguments could apply to one kind of value, in a specific
setup/context/situation, but not to another. In some cases, values are absolute and in others they are relative, in

27



some they are essential and in others they are instrumental, and in some they are intrinsic (independent of human
interference) and in other cases they are extrinsic (dependent on human interference). Theorising value needs to
acknowledge this diversity and enable a conceptual framing that supports examination of the different kinds of
value and the different ways/processes of valuation. A pluralistic pragmatic approach to understanding value
seems to offer this potential.
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Fig. (2- 1) Theorising Value between Ontologies, Epistemologies, and Structure/Agency Dichotomies
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On the one hand, a pluralistic value theory considers the multiple conceptualisations and mobilisations of value
across different fields and from different ontologies, without dismissing one of those theories or reducing one to
another. It deals with value as a system of different components where different scholars attempted to theorise
through their personal experience and research domains while being influenced by their context, spatially and
temporally (Daston, 2017; Shapin, 1982). A pluralistic value theory allows consolidating those different theorised
components and understanding how they affect one another in theory and practice. On the other hand, a pragmatic
value theory considers the aspects that make one understanding of value prevail over others in a specific context
(Lake, 2023). Thus, it allows analysing attribute values — like the attribute values of land — as a concept generated
by the dynamics between agents (valuing entity/entities), the objects of value (valued entity/entities), and the
context of valuation (valuation environment) (Dewey, 1913; Dewey and Boydston, 2008). The next subsection
addresses the conceptualisation of value — from a pluralistic pragmatic perspective — in urban theories and practice,
with specific focus on urban development and urban conflict in order to understand the development of land value
theories within these research domains.
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2.1.2 Value in Urban Theories and Practice

As established in the previous subsection, a pluralist approach to value theory conceptualises value as a concept
of different components theorised differently depending on the valuation object (whether it is a moral, substance,
person, relationship, attitude, possession, experience, ...etc). Furthermore, the pragmatic approach argues that
some of the constituting theoretical components of the value concept prevail upon others — giving the concept its
identifying character — depending on the objective(s) of valuation, subject/agent(s) making the valuation, and the
structure/environment of valuation. If values or things of value are desirable end-states (as argued by essentialists)
or instrumental in human welfare (as argued by existentialists), then they operate as motivations for human actions
(Turner, 1987). Accordingly, within contested urban contexts, the drivers of both development and conflict could
be tracked down to the underlying values that trigger them. In the case of development practices, values are
reflected in the objectives of strategies, policies, and action plans (Adams and Watkins, 2014). A development
strategy for example could have a social value like eliminating crime, reducing social exclusion, or promoting
social sustainability. That means the value of the adopted strategy is associated with its intent to achieve those
social objectives, and without those value rationalities and/or instrumental rationalities (Kalberg, 1980) those
strategies do not have moral and/or feasible justification. In the case of conflict, values are reflected in the rights
negotiated/disputed by different parties who justify their actions, and thus assign value to them, by their intentions
to defend these rights (Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016).

Accordingly, there is a small subtle difference in conceptualising value between development theories and conflict
theories. In most cases development is perceived as a planned/designed human activity (Weldeghebrael, 2020)
while conflict is perceived — although not in all cases (Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016) — as an unplanned
human phenomenon. Development practices aim to improve aspects perceived as valuable, and conflict in
development arises from having different ideas about what should be perceived as valuable and how these values
should be maintained, regenerated, amplified, promoted, and/or distributed. Thus, development theories are more
pragmatic in their conceptualisation of value as they aim to manifest these values as achievable targets; while
conflict theories focus more on the paradoxical and pluralistic nature of value on a more abstract level, i.e. the
intangible components of value and underlying causal structures triggering conflict. Since urban practice includes
all actions taken by different parties to create, change, and/or eradicate the urban environment (Harding and
Blokland, 2014), there is reciprocal relationship between urban development and urban conflict, as the latter could
be a consequence and/or a cause for the former, and vice versa. To understand this relationship, there is a need
first to discuss how urban development is conceptualised and mobilised in urban practice, and then how urban
conflict is theorised and associated with the same practices.

First, urban development could be categorised into formal and informal development. Formal urban development
relates to practices involved in planning, executing, and monitoring urban growth (or land development in urban
areas) to accommodate physical and socio-economic needs of populations within borders of a region/city by
authorised institutions (Davies, 2015; Adams and Watkins, 2014; UN-Habitat, 2007). There are different scales
for formal development which are supposedly integrative and coherent with socio-economic and political agendas
of governing authority (Goodfellow, 2018; Harding and Blokland, 2014). Meanwhile, informal urban
development is the planned and/or unplanned urban growth which adopts development processes not legally
recognized or approved. These processes are executed by unauthorised parties — whether individuals or informal
private developers — to fulfil the physical and socio-economic needs of (usually) a growing population who were
not able to access the formal market provided by official authorities or private actors for different reasons like
unaffordability, illegality of their residential status, unavailability of housing units, ...etc (Roy, 2005; Khalifa,
2011; Acioly Jr, 2010). Thus, conceptually, formal development is visioned and planned on a bigger scale than
informal development, because it links urban development with strategies of socio-economic development.

In practice, contestation dynamics and dispute over land between formal and informal development practices is
one of the triggers of urban land and/or land-use conflict (Lombard and Rakodi, 2016). Conflict in urban practice

29



may be triggered by incompatible goals and values of different stakeholders regarding the development process,
especially when these goals are mutually exclusive (Bartos and Wehr, 2002). The dispute in urban land conflict
is mostly over who owns the bundle of land rights (ownership, development, inheritance, use, trade, ...etc.)
(Boudreaux and Abrahams, 2022; UN-Habitat, 2012) while in urban land-use conflict the disagreement is over
which uses/activities should be developed (agriculture, commercial, residential, ...etc.) (Mann and Jeanneaux,
2009; El-Hefnawi, 2005). Thus, conceptualisation of conflict in urban theories associates its generative
mechanisms with scarcity of resources, where different parties negotiate and/or fight to have more, equal, or
exclusive rights over strategic and finite resources, like land, water, and raw materials. However, many scholars
argued that urban conflict is not completely reducible to (or determined by) scarcity of resources. There are many
underlying factors where contested resources play crucial role in their dynamics but are not the sole drivers of
conflict (Bartos and Wehr, 2002; Boudreaux and Abrahams, 2022; Lombard and Rakodi, 2016; UN-Habitat, 2012;
Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016). The arguments discussed by different scholars could be categorised into
three main themes based on rationality, tangibility, and intentionality of conflict production.

Within the first theme of rationality, scholars argued that conflict could be triggered by clashing rational objectives
of two or more parties or by irrational hostility towards those who belong to different identity groups (Bartos and
Wehr, 2002) as illustrated in Figure 2.2. The rationalisation process, according to Max Weber, could be
instrumental or value-driven, where the first is shaped by achievable goals like acquiring more wealth, power,
and/or prestige and the second is shaped by conforming identity and belonging to a set of moral values and/or
belief systems (Kalberg, 1980). Likewise, irrational conflict behaviour could be a result of an underlying complex
history between the disputing parties in which they use conflict instrumentally to express hostility and aggression
towards each other or to reaffirm and legitimise their superior identity by devaluing the opposition’s (Bartos and
Wehr, 2002). From a pluralistic perspective of value, it could be argued that within urban practices land value has
both instrumental and innate components as land conflict within societies is generated by both cognitive and
affective triggers (Lombard and Rakodi, 2016; Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016; Van de Vliert, 1997).
Reflecting on urban development practices, conflict between formal and informal development is probably
triggered by the incompatible goals and values of these two processes.

On the one hand, formal urban development could have different objectives and process mobilisations depending
on socio-economic political ideologies of the governing authority. For example, socialist orientation might mean
that the government prioritises urban development strategies serving vulnerable groups like rent-control, inclusive
housing policies, and subsidised housing (Shawkat, 2014; Brown and Kristiansen, 2009), while neo-liberals
prioritise free market urban strategies that promote real-estate competition via tax-exemptions, free zones, and
long-term usufruct contracts (Weber, 2002). Thus, the formal development practice is more shaped by what
Habermas identified as industrial system values (Habermas, 1987) which emerge when the governing structures
attempt to solve urban problems in an instrumental rational way (Bartos and Wehr, 2002). The rationalities behind
urban development strategies determine development priorities (shaped by conceptualisations of value); actors
involved and their power position (like private and public sectors); codes of practice; and success evaluation
criteria. When there are incoherent ideologies shaping governing structures (like in the case of political pluralism
or in poorly functioning governance systems), then there are potentially ineffective and/or inefficient formal urban
practices resulting from clashing conflicting rationalities in analysing and solving urban problems like informal
urbanism (Watson, 2003).

On the other hand, the rationalities behind the practices of informal urban development are incompatible with
those of the formal one (Watson, 2003) and possibly vary depending on the development dynamics of the informal
area and the nature of its community, even within the same region/city (Khalifa, 2011). Different typologies of
informal areas have different rationalities in their development, where for example a historic deteriorated inner-
city core that no longer aligns with the newly developed urban regulations develops differently than a peri-urban
area resulting from informal urban encroachment over private legally owned agricultural lands (Elsisy, 2018).
Furthermore, the rationalities behind perceptions of those different types of informal urbanism shape intervention
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policies meant to improve their living conditions. If informal urban development is perceived as a criminal activity
or rebellious antagonism challenging the vision of progress (Payne, 2022), then intervention policies would lean
towards eradication and forced displacement (Khalifa, 2015; UN-Habitat, 2014); while if informal practices are
perceived as “heroic entrepreneurship” (De Soto, 2000), then intervention policies would lean towards upgrading

and participatory redevelopment (Roy, 2005; Khalifa, 2015).

Rational

triggered by dispute over

Irrational and/or
Emotional

triggered by underlying

Instrumentally means to power, wealth, enmity resulting from
Driven and prestige historical oppressive or
aggressive behaviour
triggered by dispute over triggered by underlying
Value (Identity) norms, values, and belief racism and bigotry
Driven systems towards the other

Fig. (2- 2) Triggers of Conflict based on Rationality
Source: Designed by Author

Even when informal urbanism is perceived positively, there might be clashing rationalities between intervention
policy makers (who adopt industrial system values) and informal inhabitants (who according to Habermas
possibly adopt lifeworld or communal values) (Habermas, 1987; Bartos and Wehr, 2002) in how these areas
should be redeveloped or upgraded. However, conflict in processes of redevelopment or upgrading informal areas
could also have irrational/emotional triggers that are shaped by accumulation of exclusion, segregation, and
aggressive policies towards informal inhabitants affecting their trust in policy makers (Payne, 2022). The second
theme within conflict studies helps to understand this deeper layer of conflict as it focuses on differentiation
between tangible and intangible causes of conflict, as well as between real and perceived/imagined conflict.

Studies focusing on the tangibility factor in conflict production discuss observable causal mechanisms manifested
in the empirical domain and the instrumental values of disputed things — like land — as well as reflect upon latent
underlying causal mechanisms associated with group psychology, interpersonal relations, power dynamics, and
innate intangible values of disputed things (Jackson, 1993; Bartos and Wehr, 2002; Boudreaux and Abrahams,
2022). Accordingly, the focus here is on historical development of relationships between groups in dispute
incubating layers of unresolved prejudices, bigotries, and antagonism, and could potentially be provoked by any
tangible triggering event (Jackson, 1993; Van de Vliert, 1997). There is also a focus on the history of those
conflicts’ resolution and how they managed to eliminate or maintain injustices between different groups (UN,
2019). Thus, intangible value systems of different groups and their impact on perceptions of their rights,
entitlements, and positionality could put them in a state of perceived conflict with those who have different values
and ideologies, even with no tangible manifestation of this conflict (Jackson, 1993; Van de Vliert, 1997).

Reflecting on development theories, urbanisation for example is perceived as a reflection of modernity where
adopting cities/urban lifestyle and activities, rather than rural or nomadic ones, is considered progressive in some
contexts, compared to other lifestyles (Harding and Blokland, 2014; Harvey, 2012). This urban bias creates, in
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some contexts, latent bigotry between urban and rural dwellers, where the latter in this narrative are considered
as regressive and underdeveloped (Fox, 2014). This intangible cause of conflict might manifest in resistant
behaviour from rural dwellers towards urban intervention projects in their “underdeveloped” living environment
(Watson, 2003). Thus, the urban environment of different cities is shaped by dynamics of uneven power conflict
between formal and informal urban practices (Batty, 2007; Denis and Séjourné, 2002), where usually states and
governments support formal practices and use their power to undermine informality by outlawing vernacular or
unofficial practices.

However, there are still mechanisms for conflict within those formal practices resulting from clashing ideologies
influenced by historical, cultural, religious, economic, and political aspects such as colonial history and/or
racial/sexual/religious discrimination feeding latent antagonism and escalating in some cases into violent disputes
or civil wars (Hamadi, 2014). Thus, formal urbanism values processes imposing order to communities through
restricted laws, defined spatial and socio-activities zones, and geometrical controlled patterns of urbanisation
(Scott, 1998; Roy, 2005) while informal urbanism values processes establishing rights to the city through means
of self-expression and self-determination by imposing cultural norms and traditions in the built environment as
integral to overall urban identity (Harvey, 2012; d’Alencon et al., 2018; Roy, 2005).

Finally, in the third theme of conflict studies, arguments focus on the intentionality of creating conflict, where in
some cases conflict is triggered by intentional political production of scarcity, poverty, and exclusion, while in
others it is triggered by unintentional institutional failures in urban governance and (re)allocation of resources
(Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016). However, the intentionality factor in creating conflict is challenging to
investigate as it is associated with the motivations and intentions of agents involved in the conflict issue, and it
could be easily denied and/or explained in terms of ignorance, miscommunication, or incompetence rather than
deliberate negligence, corruption, or bias (Van de Vliert, 1997). There is also the structure/agency debate that
brings further complexity around the creation of conflict, and the role of powerful agents versus powerful
structures in shaping these processes. However, many studies have succumbed to the realisation that conflict is
probably triggered by the interaction of both deliberate and indeliberate actions reflecting agents’ and structures’
power respectively (Bartos and Wehr, 2002; Boudreaux and Abrahams, 2022; Jackson, 1993; UN, 2019; UN-
Habitat, 2012; Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar, 2016). Nevertheless, land conflict explanations which are
essentially structuralist or ecologically deterministic — especially in political ecology and legal anthropological
fields — are more dominant than those considering agency in the production of conflict (Van Leeuwen and Van
Der Haar, 2016).

According to the previous discussions, urban land/land-use conflict could be perceived as both a cause and an
effect of urban land development/redevelopment policies. From one hand, development practices incorporate
corrective and preventive policies, where the former aim to rectify existing conflict and the later aim to avoid
future ones (Elsisy et al., 2019). Yet, development/redevelopment practices could trigger conflict by either
accidently dismissing important aspects/agents from its overall vision or by deliberately favouring/disfavouring
certain aspects/agents (and their values) above others (Preston, 1999). Urban redevelopment supposedly considers
different aspects of urban sustainable development (like economic, social, environmental, political, ...etc.) by
means of redistribution of economic and social activities and regeneration of underused land values through land-
use replanning (UN-Habitat, 2009; UN-Habitat, 2007; Adams and Watkins, 2014; Harding and Blokland, 2014;
Kauko, 2015; OHCHR, 2015). However, urban redevelopment projects become causes for conflict when they
fail to balance profitable and non-profitable land uses (like low-income housing and services) or result in (or
maintain) unfair redistribution of power across different stakeholders, like undermining vulnerable groups in
informal areas (Sims, 2015; Payne, 2022; Boudreaux and Abrahams, 2022; Robinson, 2003).

On the other hand, existing conflict could cause failure of development/redevelopment practices. As mentioned
above, urban development/redevelopment processes are influenced by wider governance agendas and ideologies
— that may clash in a specific political environment — where the role of the state changes between democratic and

32



authoritarian regimes (Khalil and Dill, 2018), and changes according to the political socio-economic agenda,
whether socialism, capitalism, or neo-liberalism (Weber, 2002; Weber, 2010; De Soto, 2000; Amar, 2018;
Mokhtar, 2017). Furthermore, the role of the private sector, public participation and civic engagement, elites, and
academia changes dramatically based on the context and existing dynamics between those different stakeholders
(Cooksey and Kikula, 2005). Also, the drivers and mobilisation of the value of redevelopment projects are driven
by the social norms, cultures, and religious beliefs (if any) adopted by both top-level authority and bottom-level
beneficiaries (Healey and Barrett, 1990; UN-Habitat, 2012). Finally, within urban redevelopment and upgrading
practices, perception of informality impacts perception of the rights entitled to informal inhabitants (Payne, 2001;
Brown and Kristiansen, 2009; Payne, 1997; Robinson, 2003; UN-Habitat, 2014; Sims, 2015). Consequently, if
the ideologies within a specific context are conflicting between different stakeholders, it is more likely that urban
development/redevelopment projects would cause conflict due to their adoption of incommensurate values.

The power dynamic between those different ideologies in urban development practices is a determining factor for
which of them will shape development in a specific time and space. Thus, the strength of any of those ideologies
is manifested by (1) domination of the narratives and discourses promoting them; (2) the authority, legitimacy,
and efficiency of the institutions mobilising them; and finally, (3) the ability of those ideologies to cause
observable change on ground rather than just being theoretical. In the evaluation of urban development practices
for example, the value of tangible and observable impacts of development/redevelopment — like urban
environment transformations — are usually prioritised over the intangible implicit outcomes like social and human
development aspects (Arvidson et al., 2013; Rauscher, Schober and Millner, 2012; Watson et al., 2016).
Accordingly, value capture strategies have been highly focusing on monetary and quantitatively measurable
values, especially in discussions about reconfiguration of land uses within redevelopment projects. Critical
literature recognises that practices which focus primarily on urban and land monetary values in
development/redevelopment projects might have severe social and environmental costs (Fraser et al., 2018; Hall
and Millo, 2018; Mulgan et al., 2011; Pasha, 2002; Watson et al., 2016).

Within the urban field, there are attempts to quantify social and intangible values (Brown, 2013; Brown and
Brabyn, 2012; Watson et al., 2016), yet there are challenges explaining why social and intangible values are less
considered in feasibility studies despite being acknowledged as equally important as other aspects in
development/redevelopment schemes. First, social values are perceived as socially constructed, which makes
them relative, arbitrary, subjective, changing, and contextual. They are more difficult to standardise and measure,
as there is no common ground for quantifying social value because researchers, research institutions, public
agencies, and private sectors have developed different methods to measure social impact (Arvidson ef al., 2013;
Gargani, 2017; Maier et al., 2015). These methods for operationalising social and intangible values may address
these entities’ specific interests, but it is difficult to scale them up as a general method for evaluating social value
and impact in different fields (Bigger and Robertson, 2017). Secondly, to accurately investigate social values and
impacts, extensive qualitative research and data sets are required, which consumes plenty of resources and time
(Agyeman, 2005; Griggs et al., 2013). By measures of opportunity cost, economic appraisals usually gain priority
over social and political ones, which do not only require time and resources, but also accessibility to sensitive and
intrusive information.

Urban development/redevelopment schemes (particularly in the global South) therefore often focus on economic
and physical urban improvements (Roy, 2005), where regenerating and capturing land value usually neglects or
undermines social impacts on existing communities like their sense of security or belonging (Anton and Lawrence,
2014; Fernandes, 2006; UN-Habitat and GLTN, 2012) or/and environmental impacts such as natural habitat
preservation and ecological resilience (Callicott, 1989; Agyeman, 2005). Furthermore, formal urbanism appears
to have more merits, and accordingly more value than informal one, because its impacts can be empirically
discussed, observably manifested, and accurately quantified, measured, and documented. On the other hand,
informal practices’ values and impacts are undermined because they are more social or intangible (d’Alengon et
al., 2018; Roy, 2005), while the physical manifestation of these practices manifest many urban problems like

33



deteriorated and deprived built environments. It could be argued that the paradoxical nature of understanding
value is manifested in urban practice through different understandings of the value of urbanisation — presented in
formal and informal urban development — and the different understandings of the nature of urban conflict upon
rational/affective and tangible/intangible values. Land has been central in many of these debates as land is the
field and the cause of both development and conflict (Elden, 2013), and there is a conceptual relation between
land value, land/land-use conflict, and land development/redevelopment practices, as illustrated in Figure 2.3.
Different understandings of land value underlabours trajectories and visions of urban development/redevelopment
as well as triggers and mobilisations of urban conflict will be explored in the next section.

reciprocal causal
Reasons/Causes of relationship Reasons/Causes of
Urban Redevelopment Land/Land-Use Conflict

I underlies T

Conceptualisations and
Mobilisations of Land Value

Fig. (2- 3) The Conceptual Relationship between Urban Land (Re)development,
Urban Land/Land-use Conflict, and Land Value

Source: Designed by Author

2.2 Land Value Theories between Tangible and Intangible Values

In Bosselman’s discussion of land ethics introduced by Aldo Leopold (Leopold, 1949), he investigated the role —
or value — of land within different eras and regions across history, literature, and movements and associated land
with concepts of opportunity, reform, order, and responsibility (Bosselman, 1994). In his theory, land firstly
provides opportunity for investment and capital accumulation by giving access to natural resources, markets,
labour, and a bargaining privilege in development projects within competing municipalities. As a durable place-
bounded capital, land is perceived as a commodity in the real property market which has both use and exchange
values, but is not controlled by equal bargaining powers of supply and demand because of its scarcity (Von Wieser,
1928; Harvey, 1917). Furthermore, land as the grounding for housing and livelihoods provides access to job
opportunities, social cohesion, and community power; in other words, elements of a survival formula for lower
income and most vulnerable groups (Abdulai ef al., 2007; UN-Habitat and GLTN, 2012). Thus, land value within
socio-economic structures is shaped by its ability to give access to security — to some extent — from poverty and
inequality (De Soto, 2000).

Secondly, land gives access to power 