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The existing research on urban development has gradually changed from policy-led management to
multi-sector participation in co-design, aiming to create a more livable urban ecosystem. The goal of this
paper is to identify the main modes, focuses, and differences among multi-sector partnerships, as well as
analyzing the most promising areas of improvement in the existing partnerships modes in the urban
development context. The main research method is a scoping review. Five main modes of multi-sector
partnerships were identified. These are ‘multi-stakeholder partnership’, ‘public-private partnership’,
‘public-private-people partnership’, ‘community-organizational partnerships, and ‘end-user-oriented
partnership’. Most of them focus on four aspects, namely ‘factors affecting participation’, ‘relationship
between participants’, ‘engagement strategy’, as well as ‘influence of participation’. The analysis revealed
three main areas of improvement: Developing a systematic and effective way to classify the factors
affecting participation into a structural system, exploring an efficient method to balance the power of
different participants in the participation process, and finding an efficient means to reach a collaborative
agreement for different partners.
© 2020 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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1. Introduction

Urban planning research emphasizes sustainable development,
which aims to improve the quality of citizen well-being and envi-
ronmental health in a complex urban ecosystem by considering the
social, economic and environmental aspects (Panagopoulos et al.,
2016; Carmichael et al., 2019). The sustainable development of
the environment is typically concerned with natural green areas,
urban ecological landscapes, climate change, and levels of pollution
(Okeke and Ifeoma, 2019), while sustainable economic develop-
ment pays attention to job positions, affordability, and welfare for
citizens (Yan et al., 2018). Sustainable social development focuses
on urbanization rate, urban density, safety, accessibility, availability,
and equity (Li et al., 2019). The different aspects include, but are not
limited to, these factors.

However, in many large cities, urbanization has had a gradual
negative influence on sustainable development, such as reduced
air quality, rising house prices, and limited access to natural
areas. To cope with the complex challenges and respond to the
uncertainty of urban development, a wide range of knowledge
and resources are needed from multiple fields. Furthermore, this
knowledge and resources often require different types of part-
ners, such as governments, private companies, and citizens, to
support the investment, construction, and management of
related projects. To respond to this complexity, as well as mul-
tiple sciences in the urban developing process, several re-
searchers propose multi-sector partnerships as an efficient
approach, which can facilitate cooperation and combine re-
sources from different fields (Thabrew et al., 2009; Robinson and
Berkes, 2011).

Multi-sector partnerships are used to describe the participation
of multiple sectors (institutions, agencies, individuals), who share
resources towards a common goal in a specific project (Amadi and
Abdullah, 2011). The partners must originate from at least two
sectors, and the resources are generally financing, knowledge, and
people (Pittz and Adler, 2016). Multi-sector partnerships have been
built for decades, and their use have seen a large increase in recent
years, mainly due to the increasing complexity and diversity in
different types of areas (Pittz and Adler, 2016). The basic steps are
making people aware of common concerns, choosing and engaging
partners, as well as aligning and executing strategies (Warhurst,
2014). The partners are chosen according to the kinds of re-
sources they can provide, as well as their values and interests in the
project (Le Ber et al., 2010). The decision-making usually comes
from multiple sectors, both when forming the strategy and during
execution (Erickson et al., 2017).

Multi-sector partnerships can be used in a wide range of areas
requiring cooperation using multiple resources. This paper fo-
cuses on its use in urban development for deep analysis. For
multi-sector partnerships, there exist some differences between
the urban development area and other areas. First, the nature of
the main goal varies. In other areas, multi-sector partnerships
could be mainly focusing on business development, technological
innovation, or health problems (Chachoua and Whelan, 2019;
Bunn et al., 2009; Rowe, 2018), whereas in urban development
the main goal is to achieve a balanced development of social,
economic and environmental sustainability (Nel, 2017; Foth and
Adkinsor, 2005). Second, the scope of the involved sectors is
different. More sectors are required in urban development
compared to many other areas, due to its complexity and the
wide range of knowledge and resources required (Fernandez-
Anez et al., 2018). The relevant sectors include urban planning
institutions, urban development policy-making institutions, in-
vestors, developers, design companies, construction companies,
maintenance companies, residents, and so on from the urban
space to internal properties (Karatas and El-Rayes, 2015). Third,
the involvement and decision-making processes are more diffi-
cult to achieve than in other areas due to the citizens’ partici-
pation in multi-sector partnerships in urban development, which
aims to promote social sustainability with a bottom-up approach
(Li and de Jong, 2017). The main reasons include the citizens’ lack
of awareness, information, and related knowledge, whereas, in
other areas, most partners are related stakeholders with related
resources and knowledge (Swapan, 2016; Erickson et al., 2017).

According to existing studies, the benefits of multi-sector part-
nerships are demonstrated through achieving sustainable urban
development from three perspectives. First, it can utilize various
sectors’ resources. In particular, governments typically have a bet-
ter understanding of the existing regulations and have the power to
make policies to support urban development (Morsink et al., 2011).
Meanwhile, private companies have a good understanding of the
market (Ko�scielniak and G�orka, 2016), and residents can provide
knowledge about the building environment and their needs
(Kahila-Tani et al., 2019). Second, it facilitates the information flow
among different sectors, which results in new co-production of
knowledge and forms shared value (Delannon et al., 2016). Both
results are crucial for sustainable urban development decision-
making. Finally, it can increase opportunities for urban renewal,
as it allows the stakeholders to share the high costs of urban
development projects, making them more affordable and reducing
individual risk (Tang et al., 2018).

In the urban development process, the related sectors refer to
urban planning institutes, architecture designing companies,
financing institutions, building material providers, construction
companies, refurbishment consulting companies, policy-making
departments, management companies, and the residents (Alberg
Mosgaard et al., 2016). Choosing the most suitable partnerships
with the relevant sectors is crucial. However, there is a lack of
summaries of the typical modes concerning choice of sectors for a
multi-sector partnership, as well as analyses and comparative
studies among the various modes of partnerships, which makes it
difficult to choose an appropriate one for a specific project (Liu et al.
2016; Young and Brans, 2017; Knoeri et al., 2016; Li et al., 2018). To
solve this gap, this paper will identify the main modes of multi-
sector partnerships, and provide analysis concerning their appli-
cable sectors, level of maturity, suitable situations, as well as ad-
vantages and disadvantages.

In addition, some multi-sector partnership modes which
consider the citizens’ participation have not yet been widely
applied in the urban development area (Ahmed and Ali, 2006;
Knoeri et al., 2016; Delannon et al., 2016). In fact, the participation
of citizens is considered an indispensable part of urban
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sustainability as they can provide and discuss current issues and
needs related to their living environment, which can lead to social
sustainability through balancing community interests and creating
shared value (Clarke et al., 2019; Loh et al., 2020; Yigitcanlar et al.,
2019). Therefore, analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of these
modes, as well as proposing improvements, is crucial for the further
development of urban planning.

The objective of this study is to explore the main modes of
multi-sector partnerships, to analyze the current state, limitations,
differences of these modes in details, as well as finding the most
promising areas of improvements. This will be done through
reviewing the relevant theories and applications of multi-sector
partnerships in the urban development context.

The research questions this paper proposes are:

1. What is the current status of multi-sector partnerships research
in the urban development context?

2. What are the differences between the various modes of
partnerships?

3. What are the most promising areas for improvement in the
existing modes?

The remainder of the article is organized as follows: Section 1
demonstrates the definition, characteristics, and importance of
multi-sector partnerships for sustainable urban development and
the current state of the existing research, and presents the research
questions; Section 2 describes the research methodology; Section 3
presents the results of the review; Section 4 discusses the results
based on the three research questions; Section 5 concludes the
review.
2. Research methodology

This study adopted a scoping reviewmethodology, with the aim
of summarizing and analyzing the history and status of multi-
sector partnerships in the urban development context, as well as
indicating existing main modes and identifying the differences
between them. Furthermore, the most promising areas for
improvement were identified by comprehensively searching and
analyzing existing research.

Before undertaking the scoping review, a basic guideline was
set to ensure the correct direction of the review (see Table 1). The
guideline limited the scope, sources, and the information to
collect on each article. The scope contains timespan, access, and
language, while sources are mainly from Science Direct, Web of
Science, Google Scholar, Scopus, ACM Digital Library, and IEEE
Xplore. The collected information refers to the title, authors,
keywords, aim, methodology, results, and recommendation for
further study.

The relevant studies were identified through a three-step pro-
cess: The first step involves a structured search in academic data-
bases, the second step uses the snowballing technique and explores
the expanded keywords search and the third step narrows the
research down to a controllable scope.
Table 1
A scoping review guideline.

Scope Sour

� The Timespan for conducting the review: Six months
� Access to the full text
� English language

� Sc
� W
� G
� Sc
� AC
� IE
2.1. First, a structured search

First, according to the definition of multi-sector partnerships,
the keywords “multi-sector partnerships”, “different institutions
partnership”, and “multi agencies partnership” were used in the
databases of Web of Science, Science Direct, Google Scholar, Scopus,
ACM Digital Library, and IEEE Xplore. In addition, some newer
innovative partnership models use different terminologies, such as
co-design, co-creation, institutions, triple/quadruple helix innova-
tion models, and living labs. These keywords were also used for
conducting the literature review. To limit the research field, rele-
vant results also had to include the terms “urban ecosystem”, “ur-
ban development”, or “urban planning”. Furthermore, the year of
publishing was limited to the last five years. This limitation was
only applied in the first step for exploring the most important and
cutting-edge research on this topic.
2.2. Second, expanded keywords and snowballing search

To identify articles that were not found by the structured
approach described above, expanded keywords and snowballing
search (Wright and Stein, 2005) were conducted. The research
scope was extended by using the newly identified modes, such as
“multi-stakeholder partnership”, “public participation”, “commu-
nity engagement”, “public-private partnership”, “end-user-ori-
ented partnerships” and “public-private-people-partnerships” of
multi-sector partnerships as expanded keywords. At the same
time, backward and forward citations tracking of these articles
were conducted as a snowballing search.
2.3. Third, study selection

When implementing the two steps within the chosen databases,
more than 4300 articles emerged. To identify the most relevant
literature for the research, the following restrictions were applied:

- Studies before the year 2000 were excluded (important theo-
retical articles were not excluded). Based on this, relatively new
challenges in the related fields could be found.

- Only articles in the Science Citation Index (SCI) and Social Sciences
Citation Index (SSCI) journals were included (important theo-
retical articles were not excluded). This ensured that studies of
relatively high academic value could be found. This step nar-
rowed the study sample to 1300 articles.

- However, a study sample of 1300 articles was still perceived to
be too unspecified for providing relevant answers to the
research purpose. Therefore, a closer review of these studies was
necessary. The titles were assessed, narrowing the number of
articles down to 900. The sample was filtered down to 113
studies after assessing the keywords and abstracts.

The scoping process is summarized in Table 2.
ces Collected information

ience Direct
eb of Science
oogle Scholar
opus
M Digital Library
EE Xplore

� Title, author(s), year of publication
� Keywords
� Aim of the study
� Methodology
� Results
� Recommendation



Table 2
The scoping process.

Stage Process Number of the
identified papers

Method

1. Initial
structured
search

Search for “multi-sector partnership”, “different institutions participation partnership”,
“multi agencies participation partnership” AND “urban ecosystem”, “urban development”,
and “urban planning”

96 Bibliometric

2. Expanded
keywords
search

Search for “stakeholder participation partnership”, “public participation”, “community
engagement”, and “public-private partnership” AND “urban ecosystem”, “urban
development”, and “urban planning”

2130 Bibliometric

3. Snowballing A snowballing search of the identified papers before 4300 Bibliometric
4. Filtering Excluded studies before the year 2000 1300 Bibliometric
5. Specification Qualitative assessment of title 900 Bibliometric þ qualitative assessment

of title
6. Selection Qualitative assessment of title, keywords, and abstract 113 Bibliometric þ qualitative assessment

of title, keywords, and abstract
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3. Results

Following the proposed research questions, the final sample is
comprised of 113 articles.
3.1. The current status of multi-sector partnerships

The literature review identified five main modes of multi-sector
partnerships, namely:

- Multi-stakeholder partnerships
- Community-organizational partnerships
- End-user-oriented partnerships
- Public-private partnerships
- Public-private-people partnerships

The proportions of the main five modes of multi-sector part-
nerships in the research sample are shown in Fig. 1. ‘Multi-stake-
holder partnerships’ and ‘community-organizational partnerships’
both represent 30% of the sample, followed by ‘end-user-oriented
partnerships’with 18% and finally ‘public-private partnerships’ and
‘public-private-people partnerships’, which together represent
22%.

Fig. 2 shows the publishing year of the identified articles. By
observing the number of research articles per year, it can be seen
that the modes of multi-sector partnerships in urban sustainable
development were not widely developed before 2014. After that,
related studies steadily increase until 2018, which suggests that
multi-sector partnerships are becoming an increasingly important
approach for sustainable urban development. Only 3 articles from
2019 are in the sample, as the database search was conducted in
early 2019.

Fig. 3 shows the publishing journals of the sample papers. From
Fig. 1. Percentages of different modes of multi-sector partnerships in the sample.
the figure, we can observe that 37 of the sample articles are pub-
lished in The Journal of Cleaner Production, equaling 33% of the study
sample. The journal was found valuable for the further exploration
of related research, as it provided a means of identifying interre-
lated research. Results also show that other journals such as Cities
and Building and Environment have high value for further study.
Cities represents 17% and Building and Environment 14% of the study
sample.

Fig. 4 shows the most frequently used keywords in the sample
articles. ‘Obstacles and drivers’, ‘engagement’, ‘relationship’, and
‘influence’ are the most popular keywords and can help in deter-
mining the most important focus of the research. The ‘Obstacles
and drivers’ refers to the barriers and drivers to apply the modes,
‘engagement’ focuses on how to engage related sector to participate
in the partnership modes, ‘relationship’ emphasizes the relation-
ship between different sectors, and the influence refers to the
impact on the urban sustainable development. In the following, the
identified five modes will be analyzed concerning the differences
between these modes in terms of these four aspects.

3.2. Differences between various modes of partnerships

The following section corresponds to the second research
question, namely searching for differences between the various
modes of partnerships. The differences among them will be
explained through four main aspects. These are ‘engagement’,
‘relationship’, ‘barriers and drivers’ and ‘influence’, since they are
the most frequently observed keywords in the articles (see Fig. 4).
At the same time, the theoretical background, corresponding
applicable sectors, and methodology of each part will be explored.

Table 3 summarizes the basic characteristics between the five
modes concerning the concept, author, participants, and the po-
tential impact it can have on the urban sustainable development. In
the following, the detailed information will be analyzed
individually.

3.2.1. Multi-stakeholder partnerships (n ¼ 34)
The first mode is multi-stakeholder partnerships, which was

developed based on stakeholder theory introduced by Freeman
et al. (1984), who identified stakeholders as “any group or indi-
vidual who can affect, or is affected by, the achievement of the
organization’s objectives”. Therefore, the stakeholders include not
only the investors but also other groups related to the results.
Freeman’s theory stirred interest in multi-stakeholder partnerships
research and orientation (Le Feuvre et al., 2016; Bowen et al., 2017;
Bissonnette et al., 2018). The applicable sectors include the
following groups: financial institutions, governments, municipal-
ities, management companies, customers, employees, suppliers,



Fig. 2. Publishing year of identified articles.

Fig. 3. Publishing journals of sample papers.

Fig. 4. Research focus of articles in each mode.
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environmental institutions, local communities, the media, and
others. The research focuses on the papers on multi-stakeholder
partnerships are shown in Table 4.

In the literature sample, 35% of the articles focus on the theo-
retical framework, intending to develop new conceptual methods
of participation in urban development (Bissonnette et al., 2018;
Fernandez-Anez et al., 2018; Aoki, 2018). Twenty-five percent of the
papers use real case studies, relevant for their respective countries
and regions (Jung et al., 2015; Cousins, 2017; Aoki, 2018). Forty
percent focus on the application of new methods of stakeholders’
participation to urban ecosystem projects, such as the Delphi
technique, Q-methodology, network approach and statistical
analysis (Yang and Zou, 2014; AlbergMosgaard et al., 2016; Cousins,
2017; Li and Ng, 2018).

The relationship category represents the largest group with 12
papers (35.3%). Specifically, the papers explore the relationship
between different stakeholders (de Chazal et al., 2008; Jung et al.,
2015; Le Feuvre et al., 2016; Hein et al., 2017; Yang and Bentley,
2017) and the relationship between organizers and stakeholders
(Fernandez-Anez et al., 2018). In this part, the problem of balancing
the stakeholders’ power and involvement received much attention
in eight articles, through applying innovative models to real pro-
jects. Specifically, Yang and Bentley (2017) proposed a theoretical
model for moving away from a sender-centered pattern through
power, legitimacy and urgency aspects, to better balance the rela-
tionship. Furthermore, an integrated model combining politics,
knowledge, economy and social aspects with a set of internal and
external factors were proposed by Fernandez-Anez and Fern�andez-
Güell. At the same time, Hein (2017) attempted to balance the
relationship between different stakeholders by analyzing the flow
of power and value between them. The remaining four articles
discuss the impact of behavior and interactions on the relationship
of different stakeholders. For example, Le Feuvre et al. (2016) pro-
posed that the stakeholders’ cooperation will be affected by the
attitude and behavior of different participants.

Ten papers focus on the engagement aspect (29.4%) and are



Table 3
The basic characteristics of the five modes of multi-sector partnerships.

Modes Concepts Reference/year Participants in urban context Impact on urban sustainable
development

Multi-stakeholder
partnerships

Cooperation between any group or
individual who can affect, or is
affected by, the achievement of the
organization’s objectives

Freeman et al. (1984) Financial institutions,
municipalities, management
companies, customers,
employees, suppliers, local
communities, the media, and
others

Potential to create financial,
environmental, and social
sustainable development
depending on the project focus,
through receiving multiple
resources and reducing uncertainty
and administrative overhead
among stakeholders

Community-
organizational
partnerships

A group of people, whether they are
stakeholders, an interest group, or a
group of citizens in the same
geographic location

Silberberg et al. (2011) Stakeholders, interest groups,
or groups of citizens in the same
geographic location, with
similar interests or within a
small club

Creates mainly social sustainable
development through balancing
community interests and creating
shared value

End-user-oriented
partnerships

The person that receives and
ultimately uses the good, service, or
technology

U.S. Code § 8541 - Definitions
(2019)

Occupants, visitors, owners,
and tenants

Suitable for creating financial
sustainable development through
getting a good understanding of the
consumers’ desires and values

Public-private
partnerships

Formal cooperation between
enterprises and local government
officials to improve the city

Davis (2016) Government agencies and
private-sector companies

Mainly creates financial and
environment sustainable
development through combining
the political and financial resources
from the public sector with the
experience and expertise of the
private sector

Public-private-people
partnerships

A direct extension of public-private
partnerships, it adds the “people” to
supplement the missing links in the
PPP process

Ahmed and Ali (2006) Government agencies, private-
sector companies, and citizens

It can create financial, social, and
environment sustainable
development through involving all
resources from public, private, and
people, as well as satisfying their
needs
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mainly concerned with methods of recruitment (Tyl et al., 2015;
Alberg Mosgaard et al., 2016; Cousins, 2017; Aoki, 2018). Several
papers underline that the methods of engagement should be cho-
sen according to the participants’ values. Specifically, Tyl et al.
(2015) highlight different ways of engaging stakeholders by
analyzing their values. Based on this, the drivers for participating in
a cooperation process have been explored by Ferguson et al. (2017)
through statistical analysis. From this, he suggests suitable
recruitment methods based on the partners’ values, which can be
used as guidance in real projects. The way stakeholders form
preferences and perspectives is the focus of the article by Cousins
(2017), who explained how the circumstances, feelings, and
awareness can affect the performance of the Q-methodology.
Recently, a theoretical framework for tailoring methods of
recruitment to the different types of participants has been provided
(Aoki, 2018). Two articles explore dynamic involvement in the
participation process. Alberg Mosgaard et al. (2016) analyzed how
the participants’ education, overall ability, and interest in urban
development were linked to their level of engagement in a building
renovation process.

The influence category also includes 10 papers. Betts et al. (2015)
used quantitative confirmatory factor analysis to demonstrate that
multi-stakeholder partnerships can improve the environment.
Stakeholders’ influence is also quantitatively analyzed by Li et al.
(2018) in the context of the architectural, engineering and con-
struction industry. The results show that there was more social
acceptance of the building public space when created by multiple
partners. In addition, three other evaluation methods are used in
separate articles. Thabrew et al. (2009) recommended applying the
life cycle assessment to guide the decision in urban planning. de
Chazal et al. (2008) discussed how different values affect the re-
sults with respect to financial and environmental aspects through a
matrix approach. Finally, Li and Ng (2018) studied the influence of
various stakeholder groups, using the Delphi approach to quantify
the impact of sustainability. The results show that multi-
stakeholder partnerships can promote a more sustainable urban
development from a social, economic, or environmental aspect, but
the emphasis is different in different cases.

Only two papers (5.8%) discuss the barriers and drivers.
Bissonnette et al. (2018) suggest that prioritizing engagement can
improve the efficiency of cooperation at an early stage. In addition,
limited standards in the participation process make it difficult for
stakeholders with less power to impact the decision-making pro-
cess (Gan et al., 2018).

With respect to methodology, the most commonly used
methods in existing studies are literature reviews, case studies, and
statistical analyses. Recent multi-stakeholder articles use novel
approaches such as the Delphi technique, Q-methodology, and
network approach. The Delphi technique is a statistical method for
quantifying subjective evaluation. A large number of people score
their personal subjective preferences, and the average value is used
as the result (Hallowell, 2009; Chim-Miki and Batista-Canino,
2018). Q-methodology explores the viewpoints of people with
different opinions. The result of the method is a sum of these
opinions aggregated in a structured way (Buchel and Frantzeskaki,
2015). The last method is the stakeholder network approach, which
is grounded in social exchange and resource dependence theory. It
emphasizes the dynamic interaction among multiple stakeholders
instead of the relationship between only two stakeholders (Sciarelli
and Tani, 2013).
3.2.2. Community-organizational partnerships (n ¼ 34)
Community-organizational partnerships is another mode of

multi-sector partnerships. This mode is used by one or more



Table 4
Research focuses on multi-stakeholder partnerships.

Research
focus

Some criteria/keywords Main Methods Main references Weight
(%)

Barriers and
drivers

Obstacles, barriers,
baffle, encumbrance,
traverse

Data collection and analysis; focus groups Bissonnette et al. (2018); Gan et al. (2018) 5.8%

Relationship Relationship, relation,
connection, hypotaxis,
affect

Interviews; case studies; network approach; a Delphi
approach; semi-structured interviews; matrix
approach

Jung et al. (2015);
Le Feuvre et al. (2016); Hein et al. (2017); Yang and Bentley
(2017); de Chazal et al. (2008); Fernandez-Anez et al. (2018); Yang
and Zou (2014)

35.3%

Engagement Method, way, means of
engagement, how to
engage

Brainstorming; Q-methodology; interviews, surveys,
focus groups; scenario analysis; life cycle assessment
approach

Tyl et al. (2015); Alberg Mosgaard et al. (2016); Cousins (2017);
Aoki (2018); Ferguson et al. (2017)

29.4%

Influence Influence, affect, effect,
positive influence, value

Literature review; hypotheses; confirmatory factor
analysis (SPSS); IBM SPSS statistic; quantitative
method

Betts et al. (2015); Li and Ng (2018); Thabrew et al. (2009); de
Chazal et al.(2008); Wang et al. (2014)

29.4%
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organizations in projects that are closely related to the community.
A community commonly refers to a group of people, whether they
are stakeholders, an interest group, or a group of citizens. First, the
mode involves influential partners in the community. Then, the
initial partners mobilize resources, attempt to improve relation-
ships, promote cooperation, and ultimately achieve community
engagement (Esmaeilpoorarabi et al., 2020). Hence, the applicable
sectors would commonly include stakeholders, interest groups, or
groups of citizens in the same geographic location, with similar
interests or within a small club.

The research focus on community-organizational partnerships
is shown in Table 5. The number of identified articles is the same as
in multi-stakeholder partnerships. Twenty-three percent of the
papers focus on the theoretical framework, while the remaining
papers explore the development of community-organizational
partnerships with real case studies.

The barriers and drivers category represents the largest category
with 35.3%, while the engagement group accounts for 29.4%, fol-
lowed by research on the relationship which represents 23.5%, and
finally the influence category with 17.6%. The key objective of the
research in this cluster is identifying the barriers and drivers and
finding efficient methods of engaging the community in an urban
ecosystem.

The sample suggests that the main barriers and drivers for
community engagement are financial value and trust. Specifically,
five articles emphasize the importance of financial value and three
papers focus on the trust factor for engagement. Looking at sale &
lease-back and contracting models, Fleiß et al. (2017) claim that
monetary and not moral value makes the most important impact
on citizen participation. Furthermore, Swapan (2016) claimed that
awareness and trust are the main factors for engaging, based on a
field survey focusing on social, political and psychological factors. Li
and de Jong (2017) argued that distrust is the main barrier for
community engagement, by examining the actual performance of
citizen participation in eco-city development cases. In addition to
the financial value and trust, the geographical location and inclu-
siveness of decision-making were also considered important fac-
tors for engagement. For example, Bottini (2018) explored the
factors affecting community participation in the built environment
through questionnaires and regression analysis and found the
geographical location to be the most important factor. Finally,
Young and Brans (2017) analyzed a case study of a sustainable
energy community and proposed that inclusiveness in decision-
making and co-ownership are the most important factors in com-
munity engagement.

In the engagement category, the main focus is on engagement
approaches. Delannon et al. (2016) compared the community
engagement strategies of 17 companies. They argued that infor-
mation sharing, community consulting, corporate community joint
initiatives, and community relations managers’ participation are
efficient methods of engagement. At the same time, Ranger et al.
(2016) attempted to include the community voices through an
interpretive-deliberative-democratic approach. The results showed
that knowledge sharing, social learning, and deep communication
play crucial roles in the recruitment process. Furthermore, Gold
et al. (2018) used system dynamics modeling and real-time anal-
ysis for developing a model of collective action for community
involvement. In addition, Hu (2018) focused on the role of scientists
in the community and their degree of involvement in scientific
communication.

The relationship category consists of the interactions between
the organization and the community and the interaction among
different participants in the community. In particular, Robinson and
Berkes (2011) proposed that multi-level participation is necessary
to increase the interaction between the organization and the
community, as the different levels have more potential to adapt to
the real situation. Furthermore, social factors such as the level of
authority, trust, and social support were shown to affect the
interaction between participants (Boiral et al., 2019).

The influence group mainly focuses on the impact of
community-organizational partnerships on urban ecosystem
change. For example, Kithiia and Dowling (2010) used interviews,
focused group discussions, and a climate report review to show that
community-organizational partnerships can lead to reduced CO2
emissions. Similarly, Robinson and Berkes (2011) used a case study
to demonstrate how community-organizational partnerships can
increase the adaptive capacity of an ecosystem.

For this mode, the most widely used methods are regression
analysis models (Bottini, 2018) and business models (Fleiß et al.,
2017), combined with case studies and literature reviews. Regres-
sion analysis is a way of mathematically determining the impor-
tance of each variable. Namely, which factors matter the most,
which ones can be ignored, how they interact with each other and
their corresponding uncertainty (Iserbyt et al., 2015). The business
model typically focuses on the value proposition, activities design,
and profits acquisition (Madsen, 2019). The sustainable business
model is designing the business model according to the needs of
the community, which can attract multiple citizens to participate
(Bocken et al., 2019).
3.2.3. End-user-oriented partnerships (n ¼ 20)
The third mode is the end-user-oriented partnerships. It is

widely accepted that the main aspects of sustainable urban
development, such as built environment, energy, climate, and



Table 5
Research focuses on community-organizational partnerships.

Research
focus

Some criteria/keywords Main Methods Main references Weight
(%)

Barriers and
drivers

Obstacles, barriers, baffle,
encumbrance,traverse, longstop,
drivers, factors, opportunities

Case study, literature review, regression models,
sale & lease-back model, contracting model

Fleiß et al. (2017); Le�on-Fern�andez et al. (2018);
Swapan (2016); Li and de Jong (2017); Young and Brans
(2017); Bottini (2018)

35.3%

Relationship Interplay, interactions, effect on each
other

Case study, literature review, scenario methods Robinson and Berkes (2011); Robinson and Berkes
(2011); Boiral et al. (2019)

23.5%

Engagement Method, way, means for engagement,
how to engage

Case study, literature review, interpretive film-
based approach, retrospective, and real-time
analysis

Delannon et al. (2016); Ranger et al. (2016); Gold et al.
(2018); Hu (2018)

29.4%

Influence Influence, affect, effect, positive
influence, value

Interviews, one-on-one discussions with
relevant stakeholders, focused group discussions,
documentary review

Kithiia and Dowling (2010); Robinson and Berkes
(2011)

17.6%
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urban green infrastructure, are determined by their end-users
(Knoeri et al., 2016; Wood et al., 2016; Baldassarre et al., 2017a).
Consequently, there has been much research on the topic in recent
years. The Legal Information Institute defines “end-user” as: “the
person that receives and ultimately uses the good, service, or
technology” (U.S. Code § 8541 - Definitions, 2019). In the urban
development context, end-users typically refer to occupants, visi-
tors, owners and tenant organizations.

Twenty articles were identified and classified according to the
research focus given in Table 6. Eight papers focus on the theoret-
ical framework, with literature review as the main method, while
the remaining twelve papers conduct case studies to answer their
questions. The table shows that the barriers and drivers category
represents 45% of the papers, followed by the relationship and
engagement groups which account for 30% and 20%, respectively.
Only 5% of articles discuss the influence of end-user-oriented
partnerships.

In the barriers and drivers category, financial means, knowledge
sharing, and technologies used for communication represent the
main factors for end-user-oriented partnerships. Specifically, Beal
et al. (2013) performed a series of tests and claimed that a range
of variables can affect the participation of end-users, including age,
income, and education. Based on this, Knoeri et al. (2016) proposed
that the key drivers are financial benefits, business structure, and
communication technology through analyzing the performance of
participants. Furthermore, Nielsen et al. (2016) defined the concept
of sustainable end-user innovation (SEI), whereby innovation is
mainly end-user driven. They further proposed a set of policies to
accommodate better SEI, emphasizing that creating platforms for
knowledge sharing is an important factor. In a separate paper,
Bigerna et al. (2017) suggested technologies play an important role
in the end-users’ participation through a meta-analysis.

The relationship category mainly focuses on the relationship
between end-users and developers, as well as the relationship
between end-users and practitioners. The relationship between the
developers and end-users is studied by Qian et al. (2015), who used
a tree game to express how the dynamic relationship developed in
different scenarios. Heiskanen et al. (2013) claimed that there is a
shortage of approaches for formal and informal interaction be-
tween end-users and practitioners.

The engagement category mainly explores strategies for joining
different types of end-users. For example, Baldassarre et al. (2017a)
developed a framework for collecting information for making a
value proposition, which is related to business models. Further-
more, the method of door-to-door interviews was tested for pro-
moting end-users participation in three scenarios by Atlason et al.
(2017).

One article discusses the influence of end-user-oriented part-
nerships. In a case study of three European firms, Zimmerling et al.
(2017) claimed that constant end-user integration helps companies
overcome risks, and brings new opportunities to the market.

In this part, the most commonly used methods are meta-
analysis, business model and tree game model. A meta-analysis is
a survey in which the results of past studies are combined and
analyzed as if they were one study. A business model describes the
whole process of conducting business, which mainly contains a
value proposition, value transfer, and value acquisition
(Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). Business models are applied in this part
due to the end-user value being a crucial factor for participation.
The tree game model visualizes the decisions and expresses each
decision point and decision outcome (Huang et al., 2018).
3.2.4. Public-private partnerships (n ¼ 14)
The fourth mode is the public-private partnerships (PPP), which

was defined as “formal cooperation between enterprises, social
leaders and local government officials to improve the city” by Perry
Davis in 1986 (Davis, 2016). Most often, the main applicable sectors
are government agencies and private-sector companies. The private
partners mainly participate in financing, planning, and managing
the projects, while the public partners commonly focus on
launching and monitoring the projects.

Among the identifiedmodes of multi-sector partnerships, PPP is
the only one not directly involving citizens. However, according to
Arnstein (1969), including the citizens in decision-making is crucial
for attaining sustainable social development. Hence, only 14 arti-
cles concerning PPP projects were chosen. Table 7 shows the
research focus on public-private partnerships.

PPP papers are classified slightly differently than the other
multi-sector partnerships modes: It is relatively mature, and
engagement and barriers are no longer considered main issues.
This is very different from the other modes, where citizen
engagement is one of the main challenges. Instead, there is much
more focus on the application of PPP and its risks.

Eight papers discuss the application of PPP, mainly focusing on
governmental institutions and policies. For example, Chou et al.
(2015) developed sustainable PPP policy guidelines through a
strategic governance model, which is designed for increasing
adaptability in the event of a global financial crisis. At the same
time, Zhang et al. (2015) verified the institutional analysis and its
implications in a Chinese context, and argue that good policies can
lead to healthy PPP promotion. In addition, the negotiation be-
tween the public and private sectors has also received much
attention (Almarri and Blackwell, 2014; Liang et al., 2019). Liang
et al. (2019) proposed building a game model based on the initial
negotiation process, which can be used to guide the renegotiation
process.

Four of the papers focus on the risks related to PPP. Projects
using PPP generally require a high up-front investment, which



Table 6
Research focuses on end-user-oriented partnerships.

Research
focus

Some criteria/keywords Main Methods Main references Weight
(%)

Barriers and
drivers

Obstacles, barriers, baffle, encumbrance, traverse,
drivers, factors, opportunities

Meta-analysis, literature review, snowball
sampling, descriptive analysis

Beal et al. (2013); Knoeri et al. (2016); Nielsen
et al. (2016); Bigerna et al. (2017)

45%

Relationship Interplay, interactions, effect on each other Game mode, case study Qian et al. (2015); Heiskanen et al. (2013) 30%
Engagement Method, way, means for engagement, how to

engage
Design methodology, quantitative kano
analysis, End-of-Life scenarios

Baldassarre et al. (2017a); Atlason et al. (2017) 20%

Influence Influence, affect, effect, value Case study Zimmerling et al. (2017) 5%
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makes risk assessment very important. Risk realization and risk
evaluation in the process of cooperation between public and pri-
vate were examined by Keers and van Fenema (2018) through
cross-case analysis, qualitative studies and a multi-layered
approach. The results show that investing in the cooperation
structure before formal partnerships can reduce the risks.
Furthermore, De Schepper et al. (2015) claimed that efficient risk
management, improved methodology, and knowledge manage-
ment should be the aim of further studies after conducting a
literature review of PPP.

Two of the papers pay attention to the barriers and drivers of
PPP. The factors with higher impact were considered to be benefits
and risks sharing, institutional support, community support, stable
economic environment, and information sharing (Osei-Kyei and
Chan, 2015; Liu et al., 2016).

Literature reviews, case studies, the multi-layered approach,
and statistical methods are the main methods used. The multi-
layered method contains multiple levels, with each level
including different indicators, and the combination of different
levels forming a complex relationship (Li et al., 2018). The statistical
approach is based on a large amount of data and analyzes the
relationship between different types of data, as well as pointing out
further trends.
3.2.5. Public-private-people partnerships (n ¼ 11)
The last mode of multi-sector partnerships is public-private-

people partnerships (PPPP). A direct extension of PPP, it adds the
“people” to supplement the missing links in the PPP process
(Ahmed and Ali, 2006). In this model, “public” means government
departments, “private” refers to private for-profit enterprises, while
“people” represent citizens. The participation of the people makes
the existing cooperation more diverse and realistic, thus consid-
ering the social aspect, which brings it closer to the complexity of
real urban ecosystems (Nunbogu et al., 2018). In the process of
participation, the roles of the public, private, and people are usually
facilitators, providers, and end-users, respectively. Different
participating entities provide assets or services according to their
own characteristics.

After extensive searching, eleven related articles were identified
and classified by research focus, given in Table 8. Results show that
the barriers and drivers and engagement groups together account for
Table 7
Research focuses on public-private partnerships.

Research focus Some criteria/keywords Main Methods

Application Institution, policy,
incentives

Literature review, cross-case analysis, qu
layered approach

Barriers and
drivers

Application, adoption,
appliance

Systematic literature reviews, questionna

Risks Risks, hazard Statistical analysis
63%. Hence, the key objective of the research is to explore more
efficient methods for improving the application of PPPP. The main
methods used in this part are literature reviews, semi-structured
questionnaires, and case studies.

36% of the articles focus on the barriers and drivers for PPPP.
Marana et al. (2018) developed a framework exploring the suc-
cessful characteristics of PPPP in the resilience-building process.
Good relationships among partners, unobstructed information
flow, and efficient methods for solving conflicts were considered as
main drivers for PPPP. Conversely, the obstacles identified by
Ahmed and Ali (2006) are the costs of facilitation, urban services,
and feedback mechanisms by case studies. Lodato and DiSalvo
(2018) argue that institutions can produce constraints and bar-
riers for the application of PPPP. Shortly after, Foth and Turner
(2019) proposed a conceptual framework aiming to transfer the
policy-oriented institutions to more community active institutions.

The engagement is another important aspect of PPPP that con-
cerns ways of building an optimal process, involving all the part-
ners at different stages. Ng et al. (2013) visualized the participation
process to understand the conflict points and the different needs of
the partners. Hughes et al. (2018) try to foster digital participation
and informal learning among public, private, and people through
social living labs. The main participatory methods included sharing
information and experience, co-creation, and co-evaluation around
different social concerns. Baccarne et al. (2016) applied a quintuple
helix model to explore the innovative methods for applying PPPP
through urban living labs, which have been considered a method to
work with ad hoc collectives, lowering the barriers for
collaboration.

A study on relationship structures of PPPP was conducted by
Fontainha et al. (2017) using multiple research methods, such as
literature review, data collection, and data interpretation. A visual
representation of relationship structures was presented through
vertical/horizontal and centralized/decentralized aspects. Foth and
Adkinsor (2005) developed and tested a new ethnography research
method for understanding the value of citizens engaging in social
networks. Based on this, Foth (2017) analyzed the maturity of the
relationship between citizens and governments through a critical
review approach. The results were categorized into four classes,
namely, people as residents, consumers, participants, and co-
creators.
Main references Weight
(%)

alitative studies, multi- Chou et al. (2015); Zhang et al. (2015);
Liang et al. (2019); Almarri and Blackwell
(2014)

57.1%

ires, surveys Osei-Kyei and Chan (2015); T. Liu et al. (2016). 14.3%

Keers and van Fenema (2018); De Schepperv
et al. (2015)

28.6%
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Kuronen et al. (2010) examined the influence of PPPP by inves-
tigating the possibility of applying PPPP. In a case study, the
application of PPPP was shown to be able to reduce CO2 emissions
by 75% through new system design and newly proposed solution by
applying knowledge from three sectors.
4. Discussion

This section discusses the results of this study following the
three research questions proposed in the introduction.
4.1. What is the current status of multi-sector partnerships research
in urban development?

Five modes of multi-sector partnerships were identified. The
current status of each mode is different. The multi-stakeholder
partnerships category has the largest proportion of the selected
papers and employs a more diverse set of methods than the other
categories, such as the Delphi technique, Q-methodology, network
approach, and regression analysis model. One possible reason for
its success is that stakeholders are more willing to participate than
other participants since they are often directly affected financially
by the outcome of the project. Furthermore, there are more op-
portunities to conduct practical case studies. Finally, cooperation
and balancing of power are somewhat easier than for example
PPPP, as everyone has a voice in the decision-making process.

Although community-organizational partnerships is a new
concept in the urban development area, the results show that there
is much ongoing research. However, the fact that the research
mainly focuses on barriers and drivers of engagement indicates
that the current level of community participation is not high
enough or has not yet achieved effective participation and desired
goals.

End-user partnerships group in urban development has begun
to receive attention in recent years, however, it is still in its early
stages. Research is largely problem-oriented, focusing on identi-
fying barriers for engaging the participants.

Public-private partnerships category is developing well and has
a wide range of applications internationally. Different areas such as
risk management, relationship management, financial viabilities,
and procurement have been explored by researchers worldwide
since the late 1990s. In the total sample, only 12.5% of the articles
are about PPP projects, however, this is not due to limited research,
but to the fact that this paper pays more attention to the common
citizens’ participation.

The last form of multi-sector partnerships is public-private-
people partnerships (PPPP). Eleven related articles were found in
all the domains in the database. This is not surprising since it is
quite difficult to include people in the PPP models. Government
departments can provide corresponding institutional guarantees
and enforcement rights, and the private companies can provide
investment capital and operational management experience, but
Table 8
Research focuses on Public-Private-People partnership.

Research
focus

Some criteria/keywords Main Methods

Barriers and
drivers

Obstacles, barriers, baffle, encumbrance, traverse,
longstop, drivers, factors, opportunities

Literature review, se
questionnaires, obse

Engagement Method, way, means for engagement, how to
engage

Literature review, ca

Relationship Interplay, interactions, effect on each other Data analysis and sy

Influence Influence, affect,effect, positive influence, value Literature review, ca
citizens have neither the authority nor the money, making it
difficult for them to have an equal position. Moreover, ordinary
citizens rarely have enough knowledge to participate in the dis-
cussions, and often fail to provide effective strategies. It seems that
both the theory and the application of this mode are
underdeveloped.
4.2. What are the differences between the various modes of
partnerships?

Although all the modes are forms of multi-sector partnerships,
there are differences in several aspects. First, the applicable sectors
vary. The multi-stakeholder partnerships category is arguably the
most general mode. Unlike the other modes, it does not require
participants to have a specific background such as public and pri-
vate sectors but includes any participants who can affect or be
affected by the achievement of objectives in the project. Projects
based on multi-stakeholder partnerships generally aim to benefit
the stakeholders themselves. On the other hand, community-
organizational partnerships and PPPP are often formed to create
value formainly the citizens. The applicable sectors for community-
organizational partnerships commonly include organizations,
stakeholder communities, interest groups, or citizen groups in the
same geographic location. For PPPP, the applicable sectors are more
focused on the resources and differences between the public and
private sectors, as well as the opinions of the citizens. End-user-
oriented partnerships also emphasize the opinions of citizens;
however, the goal is commonly to make them prosumers. The
applicable sectors are the organizers and the people that ultimately
use the good, service, or technology. In the public-private part-
nerships (PPP) model, the main applicable sectors are government
agencies and private-sector companies. Unlike the other partner-
shipmodes, it does not include the citizens, which sometimes leads
to missing the actual need of the citizens.

Second, the level of maturity among the modes is different,
which in turn leads to a different research focus. The main research
focus for multi-stakeholder partnerships is the relationship be-
tween stakeholders, representing 41.2% of the studies in this cate-
gory. Among these, the majority focuses on how to balance the
power of the different stakeholders. This is a sign of maturity, as it
has moved beyond problems surrounding barriers and engage-
ment. The research on community-organizational partnerships
focuses on mainly the barriers and drivers of community engage-
ment, closely followed by engagement approaches. Furthermore,
the results show that financial value and trust are the main factors
affecting community engagement. Most papers explore the char-
acteristics of community engagement with case-studies from
different regions, due to the cultures in communities being highly
dependent on the location. For end-user-oriented partnerships,
most papers try to identify factors that affect end-user participa-
tion. The results show that financial compensation, knowledge
exchange, and technologies used for communicating are the most
References Weight
(%)

mi-structured
rvation

Marana et al. (2018); Ahmed and Ali (2006); Lodato and
DiSalvo (2018); Foth and Turner (2019)

36%

se study Ng et al. (2013); Baccarne et al. (2016); Huybrechts et al.
(2017)

27%

nthesis Fontainha (2017); Foth and Adkinsor (2005); Foth
(2017)

27%

se study Kuronen et al. (2010) 9%
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important factors in the participation process, with formal and
informal information exchange being crucial as well. For the PPP
mode, most of the research is centered on policymaking, rather
than problems surrounding engagement. Therefore, at present, the
projects in the relevant fields are mostly policy-oriented and the
related research mostly discusses how to avoid risks and create
benefits. PPPP is the least developed; since the termwas introduced
in 2006, only eleven research papers have been written on the
topic. Existing papers mainly focus on developing theoretical
frameworks. There are some theoretical participation strategies,
but since there are few corresponding cases, their effectiveness
cannot be fully proven.

Third, the modes are suitable for different situations. For pro-
jects with a clear objective and where the participants have already
been determined, multi-stakeholder partnerships are effective. If
the project puts more emphasis on the opinion of the community
and a willing suitable organization can be found, the community-
organizational partnerships will be a good choice. For projects
that aim to create new products or services, the end-user-oriented
partnerships should be considered. Projects organized by the public
sector can use PPP or PPPP to increase its total resources and reduce
risk.

Finally, each method has clear advantages and disadvantages.
The biggest advantage of stakeholder partnerships is its maturity
and efficiency. However, in an urban sustainable development
perspective, there is little emphasis on social sustainability.
Community-organizational partnership’s main advantage is that a
neighborhood community usually shares the same geographical
location, whichmeans that they likely have a shared culture and set
of values. This facilitates the balancing of their interests and the
creation of shared value. Second, the proximity between partici-
pants within the community makes it easier to arrange meetings
and workshops. However, the engagement process has a lot of
barriers, due to a lack of willingness to participate among citizens.
End-user-oriented partnerships typically get a good understanding
of the consumers’ desires and value, however, similarly to
community-organizational partnerships, engaging citizens is a big
challenge. The PPP has the potential for social welfare and eco-
nomic benefits, however, by excluding the citizens from the
decision-making process, they may not capture the real needs of
the citizens. The PPPP has the potential to solve all the previous
problems, however, no good method exists.

4.3. What are the most promising areas of improvements for the
existing modes?

All fivemodes of multi-sector partnerships share some common
problems related to partner relationship, engagement, barriers and
drivers, and influence. Identification of barriers and driving factors
can provide a better direction for the engagement strategy. The
relationships between different stakeholders play an important
role in the final decision-making process. The efficiency of the
engagement strategy can lead to the successful application of the
modes, and the influence and effects of the methods can help to
determine which modes to choose in projects.

First, the relationship between participants is a general issue, as
various sectors generally have different power in the decision-
making process, which can lead to disagreement and discontent
among the participants. Particularly, the power of citizens tends to
be quite low in PPPP and end-user-oriented partnerships, which in
turn leads to low levels of engagement. However, thus far there are
no methods in existing research to efficiently balance their power.
Although some studies are starting to explore the appropriate
sequencing and combining of participation by the various sectors,
which are designed to balance the power among them, the results
are not very clear. There are also papers which suggest that close
relationships are efficient for making agreements, but do not
mention how to build them. Furthermore, researchers are
exploring the relationships between different sectors, but the
micro-level classification is missing, such as relationships con-
cerning economic rights and resource sharing. To increase the cit-
izens’ participation, as well as improving their role in decision-
making, it is clear that further research is needed on managing
relationships in multi-sector partnerships.

Second, an efficient approach to engage different sectors is a
premise to form multi-sector partnerships. Some researchers
discuss various modes of recruitment, from coercive to voluntary
ones, and the respective types of participants. However, they do not
mention how to combine modes of recruitment with specific sec-
tors, which needs to be further explored. In addition, an approach
to make an agreement between participants is key in the engage-
ment process of multi-sector partnerships, as different sectors
regularly have different opinions and priorities. Some methods, for
example, the Delphi technique, can be used to obtain the collective
opinion of the participants in a well-structured and academically
rigorous process. However, the path to reach this agreement is
quite a time and energy-consuming. For further study, more effi-
cient methods to reach an agreement are needed.

Third, for determining barriers and drivers, the Q-methodology
is used to reveal different social perspectives, attitudes, and un-
derstandings during the participation process. It is an efficient way
to find the factors which affect the willingness of participants.
However, investigation reveals that there is no effective way to
systematically classify these factors, as well as determine their
relative importance.

Finally, with regard to the influence of multi-sector partner-
ships, the results show that multi-sector partnerships can promote
sustainable urban development from social, economic, and envi-
ronmental aspects. However, most studies only measure the effect
at the end of the process, without addressing the influence of the
participants in the different stages. Further research in this area
may improve understanding of the strengths and weaknesses at
each stage of the process.

In addition, there are some specific problems in each mode. For
the multi-stakeholder partnerships, its methods are relatively
mature and efficient, and in theory, everyone who can affect or
have been affected by the objectives of the project are included.
However, in real cases, the stakeholders usually do not include all
affected parties, especially the citizens, which leads to less value
gained in terms of social sustainability. The issue of citizens’
engagement should be emphasized in future research.

For community-organizational partnerships, the main issue is
engagement. As financial value and trust are considered the most
important factors, research on business models could potentially
solve the problem. As for trust, more efficient approaches are
needed for improving trust between partners. While several
theoretical frameworks for engagement strategies exist, they still
need to be put into practice to determine their efficiency.

For the end-user-oriented partnerships, the most important
factors for participation are financial value, knowledge exchange
and use of technology for communication. The development of
business models that bring more immediate value to the end-user,
as well as digital tools that common citizens can adopt are two
possible solutions. Moreover, the interaction between end-users
and organizers needs both formal and informal methods, which
means that both formal documents and informal communication
should be designed.

The PPP has developed well in terms of the application and
providing risk guarantees. However, as it does not consider the real
needs of citizens, its direct top-down approach may not have the
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competitive strength for the increasingly complex urban develop-
ment. Involving the citizens to share benefits and risks will need
further study, in order to achieve higher social acceptance.

PPPP is a good concept that can get support through policies
made by the public sector, financial and operational support from
the private sector, and an accurate portrayal of the needs of citizens.
However, it is still underdeveloped. For further development of this
mode, the barriers should first be identified, an efficient engage-
ment method is needed, and a cooperation model should be
designed.

5. Conclusion

To cope with the complex challenges and respond to the un-
certainty of urban development, multi-sector partnerships, which
can facilitate cooperation and combine resources from different
fields, are regarded as an efficient approach. The paper conducted a
scoping review on multi-sector partnerships in the urban devel-
opment area, to answer the following research questions:

1. What is the current status of multi-sector partnerships research
in the urban development context?

2. What are the differences between the various modes of
partnerships?

3. What are the most promising areas for improvement in the
existing modes?

Three steps were conducted to determine the sample papers:
structured searching, expanded keywords and snowballing search,
and filtering selection. Finally, 113 papers were selected, which
were used for analyzing the research questions.

The results show that multi-sector partnerships can be classified
into five modes, namely multi-stakeholder partnerships,
community-organizational partnerships, end-user-oriented part-
nerships, public-private partnerships, and public-private-people
partnerships. According to existing research, multi-stakeholder
partnerships established itself early and has developed to a rela-
tively mature level with many types of innovative approaches.
Community-organizational partnerships is a newer concept in the
urban development area, but there is much ongoing research in the
field. End-user partnerships in urban development has begun to
receive attention in recent years, however, it is still in its early
stages. Public-private partnerships is developing well and has a
wide range of applications internationally. Public-private-people
partnerships is underdeveloped in both theory and application.

Although the five modes of multi-sector partnerships all focus
on the success of multiple participation for sustainable urban
development, several aspects differ. First, the applicable sectors
vary according to the partners in each method. Second, the level of
maturity among the modes is different, which in turn leads to a
different research focus. Third, the modes are suitable for different
situations. Finally, each method has clear advantages and disad-
vantages. A more detailed description is given in the discussion
section.

Areas for improvement have also been identified for each of the
modes. Research shows that multi-stakeholder partnerships rarely
include citizens, which can lead to reduced end-user value and
fewer benefits in terms of social sustainability. This can be
improved by emphasizing the citizens’ role in multi-stakeholder
partnerships in future research. The main issue in community-
organizational partnerships is engagement, for which the most
important factors are financial value and trust. Research on new
business models can improve the financial value aspect, whereas
more efficient methods are needed for establishing trust. End-user-
oriented partnerships also struggle with the engagement of
citizens, with the main factors being financial value, exchange of
knowledge and choice of technology for communication. The
development of bettermethods of communication, both formal and
informal, are needed. Public-private partnerships’ top-down
approach sometimes makes it difficult to capture the real needs
of citizens. A possible solution is including citizens in the decision-
making process, i.e. public-private-people partnerships. However,
PPPP is currently underdeveloped in both theory and application;
its barriers need to be fully identified, and an efficient engagement
approach is needed, and a cooperation model should be designed.

Finally, there are some limitations to this research. First, the
scoping approach is less rigorous than a systematic review, as its
main purpose is to identify the research gaps. Second, it only
identifies articles written after the year 2000, as its purpose is to
find the latest research questions, but the content of the selected
materials could be incomplete. Third, only articles written in En-
glish from acknowledged journals were included.

In summary, three main contributions were made for the multi-
sector partnerships for sustainable urban development. First, this
paper identified and compared five modes of multi-sector part-
nerships, which is the first time in an urban development context.
Second, the paper explained the history, current state, and limita-
tions of these modes. Third and most importantly, it determined
gaps in the research of eachmode, which can direct further study in
this area.
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