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Abstract
Public spaces have a significant impact on social interactions and community dynamics, particularly during times of disrup-
tion and change. This study investigates the role of public space in fostering community resilience. It introduces a conceptual 
framework to identify the attributes and characteristics of public space that support or hinder the social environment, in 
the context of community resilience. Through an interdisciplinary narrative literature review, the research examines how 
social dynamics—particularly communal interactions and activities—are influenced by spatial features and how these con-
tribute to a community’s adaptive capacity during crises. The findings highlight that public spaces act as vital community 
infrastructure, facilitating community networks and fostering connections between people and place, all of which are key 
components of community resilience. As such, the research highlights the importance of recognizing various spaces within 
the public domain with these attributes, while emphasizing the significance of diverse public spaces to nurture communities 
and support their resilience. More so, by integrating public spaces into broader networks, the study suggests that foster-
ing belonging, identification, and reinforcing essential structures enhance community resilience, transcending the role of 
conventional public spaces concepts.
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Introduction

Urbanization is reshaping public life by influencing social 
interactions and community dynamics through factors such 
as density and diversity. These shifts underscore the sig-
nificance of social infrastructures in fostering cohesion 
within urban settings and highlight the critical role of public 
space networks in cities (Florida 2017; Klinenberg 2018). 
However, rapid urbanization also amplifies uncertainty and 
increases vulnerability to crises such as natural hazards 
and displacement in densely populated areas (UNDP 2018; 
Chirisa and Mabeza 2019; European Commission 2019).

Adapting to these rapid, crisis-driven changes is essential 
for urban communities. Public spaces, as vital elements of 
the built environment, have significant socio-spatial roles 
in supporting resilience at the community level. Resilience 
in this context refers to a community’s capacity to endure, 

adapt, and thrive amidst challenges, embodying both the 
ability to “bounce back” and “bounce forward” following a 
crisis (Richardson 1980; Lamson 1982).

Despite growing attention to community resilience, exist-
ing research often overlooks the role of built environments, 
particularly public spaces, as critical components for sus-
taining social networks and environments. Most studies 
emphasize theoretical discussions rather than practical 
frameworks, leaving a gap in understanding the interplay 
between public space qualities and community resilience 
(Matarrita-Cascante et al.  2017). This paper aims to address 
this knowledge gap by exploring how public spaces influ-
ence community resilience. It investigates the types and 
qualities of public spaces that foster durable social relation-
ships, contribute to adaptive capacity, and enhance resilience 
against future challenges.

Public spaces serve as hubs for social interaction, identity 
formation, and mutual support, making them essential in 
reducing risks faced by urban communities. Their design 
and integration into urban environments can strengthen 
local identity, enhance social connections, and provide 
critical infrastructure during crises (Madanipour 2014). 
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Therefore, understanding their role in community resilience 
is paramount.

This paper examines the socio-spatial conditions under 
which public spaces contribute to resilience. It identifies key 
attributes—community networks, people–place connections, 
and community infrastructure—that emerge as significant 
when studying resilience in urban settings. Through this 
lens, the study seeks to clarify and model the relationship 
between public space quality and the social environment to 
better facilitate community resilience. This means that the 
community not only recovers but also improves and becomes 
more resilient to future challenges (Manyena et al., 2011). 
It focuses on the role of public space in enhancing the resil-
ience of communities within the human system, which also 
includes the ability to adapt and transform. Hence, acknowl-
edges that community resilience is not static, nor merely 
given. (Patel et al.  2017). Especially in the context of strate-
gic plan-making and design, crafting initiatives for enhanced 
community resilience is a social endeavor that commences 
with fostering networks and collaboration among individuals 
to safeguard valued aspects within their community (Lerch 
2017).

The emphasis is on community resilience resulting from 
a social undertaking within a spatial context, highlighting 
the importance of interconnectivity between people and 
spaces. Metrics used to measure resilience levels often rely 
on comparative studies involving communities, locations, 
and the aftermath of unexpected and significant events (Saja 
et al.  2018). Still, the socio-spatial conditions, and conse-
quently, the role public spaces play in community resilience, 
are rarely centered in research. This perspective is guided by 
the general understanding that community networks, peo-
ple–place connections, and community infrastructure are 
prominent attributes that distinctly emerge when studying 
community resilience in the face of change events (Cutter 
et al.  2008; Elliott et al.  2010; Magis 2010; Reser and 
Swim, 2011; Wilson 2012; Maclean et al.  2014; Patel et al.  
2017). In other words, the analysis of these three attributes 
in public space leads to a better understanding of how pub-
lic spaces contribute to community resilience through their 
social and spatial interconnectivity, and thus which public 
spaces, in particular, play a significant role.

This paper examines, through a literature review, the rela-
tionship between the qualities of public space and the social 
environment in fostering community formation, which in 
turn contributes to community resilience. However, specific 
built environment qualities that support the formation and 
sustainability of communities, particularly within the con-
text of community resilience, remain unclear. Addressing 
this knowledge gap, the paper raises the key question: How 
can the relationship between the quality of public spaces 
and the social environment be clarified to better facilitate 
community resilience?

Research approach

This paper seeks to identify the capabilities within pub-
lic spaces associated with their responsiveness and char-
acteristics by considering the interrelationship of social 
and spatial factors that influence community resilience. 
The paper emphasizes the significance of public spaces 
in shaping the quality of the social environment and their 
role in fostering community resilience. To accomplish this 
objective, the study draws insights from various discipli-
nary and interdisciplinary perspectives to attain a compre-
hensive understanding of public spaces in relation to the 
social environment. This goal includes the consideration 
of the distinct attributes of different public spaces.

Therefore, this article represents a narrative literature 
review to identify and analyze the multiplicity of interdis-
ciplinary viewpoints on the contribution of public space to 
community resilience. Within its delineation by academic 
literature, the review has considered literature across dis-
ciplinary boundaries of fields, including urban studies, 
urban community studies, urban sociology, urban ethnog-
raphy/anthropology, and design disciplines such as urban 
design, environmental design, landscape architecture, 
and interior architecture. This narrative literature review 
emphasizes that concepts should evolve beyond discipli-
nary boundaries, allowing for the exploration of merg-
ing viewpoints and the diversification of distinctions that 
contribute to critical expression (Spivak 2003). By engag-
ing with key authors across a broad range of fields—each 
contributing paradigmatic shifts relevant to contemporary 
thought—this review aims to explore intertextuality as a 
theme within the narrative literature, emphasizing critical 
analysis of the literature to highlight the theoretical and 
contextual insights that shape our understanding of the 
topic (Rother 2007).

The review explores the socio-spatial dimensions of 
public space and their roles in fostering resilient com-
munities by particularly zooming in on the appropriation 
as well as the parallel emergence of ideas. For this, we 
used closely related navigating conceptions including 
“public space”, “public places”, or “public interiors” on 
the one hand, and “community resilience”, “social resil-
ience”, and “resilience” combined with “community” on 
the other. Subsequently, as part of our narrative literature 
review, we qualitatively assessed key studies to identify 
nuanced relationships and themes. This is supported by 
a search strategy that leveraged multiple academic data-
bases, including Web of Science, Scopus, and Google 
Scholar. Furthermore, a grey literature review on public 
space and community resilience assessed diverse materi-
als like magazines, newsletters, reports, policy documents, 
urban plans, and websites in similar ways, aiming to spot 
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ongoing programs, policies, initiatives, and relevant loca-
tions that strengthen community resilience and give insight 
in the relations between the role or form of public space 
and the social environment facilitating community resil-
ience. This latter review assists in obtaining and relating 
the diverse range of perspectives and insights, unravelling 
the attributes and traits of public space that contribute to 
community resilience, and ultimately coming to a concep-
tual framework for general theoretical understanding and 
specific application as presented in this paper.

Public space: interdisciplinary advocacy 
for community life

The significance of public space and its role in urban life 
is addressed in literature across various disciplines and 
by scholars with diverse viewpoints. Public space within 
the city is broadly considered to refer to areas of the urban 
environment associated with public meanings and functions. 
Being “public” implies belonging to or being accessible to 
the people and relates to or impacts a nation, state, or com-
munity (Harteveld 2014). As emphasized in Lofland’s work 
(2017), the concept of public space generally centers on the 
connection between the public and space, and more specifi-
cally, as seen in the works of Madanipour (2003) and Kent 
(2019), on the dynamics between community and place. 
Such understandings are aligned with recognizing that pub-
lic spaces are essential for framing social life in cities as 
places where socio-spatial transformations have become 
observable (Zukin 1995; Harteveld 2014).

The distinction between public and private space is 
often recognized as blurred, with various spaces existing 
between these two categories. This understanding is com-
monly referenced in scholarly discussions, particularly in 
the years just before the 1990s. For example, Lofland (1989) 
has described the concept of ‘third place,’ which refers to 
places that are neither fully public nor private, but rather 
serve as social gathering places for communities. Similarly, 
Oldenburg (1989) has argued that there are ‘third places,’ 
which are informal public gathering places such as cafes, 
coffee shops, bookstores, bars, hair salons, and other hang-
outs at the heart of a community. This concept resonates 
in Bhabha’s (1994) work, where “third spaces” represent 
space of negotiation, cultural interaction, and hybridity, and 
in Soja’s (1996) application of this notion to overcome the 
binary understanding of spaces as either a physical material 
world or places of meaning. In a similar line, Solà-Morales 
(1992) proposed the idea of “collective spaces”—collective 
commons important for communities, alongside the grand 
design of public spaces.

In parallel, and more from a planning perspective, 
the concept of “privately owned public spaces” has been 

introduced to describe spaces similarly relevant for social-
izing, such as arcades, atria, plazas, and concourses, which 
serve as public amenities. These spaces are open to the 
public but owned and maintained by private individuals or 
corporations (Kayden 2000). This understanding of public 
space, shifting the focus from publicly owned to publicly 
used places, while highlighting that design efforts in urbani-
zation are not limited to specific types of spaces, namely 
outdoors. A holistic approach to urban design is proposed, 
one that acknowledges the interconnectedness of all public 
spaces in shaping the broader social environment, particu-
larly in relation to communities. Subsequently, the question 
of difference in habitation – how communities inhabit their 
urban living environment, with an eye on diversity as seen 
in informal eating and small bars by Attiwill – underlines 
a fundamental interrelation between the spatial environ-
ment and experience. By referring to Soja, she continues to 
define spaces as subject to change, domains of experiences 
and interactions, in contrast to seeing space as static archi-
tectural objects only, being permanent, thus supporting a 
plea for third spaces implicitly (Attiwill 2021). Establishing 
connections between different lines of reasoning serves as 
a foundation for reviewing literature that contributes to the 
development of an interdisciplinary framework, which can 
inform the design of public spaces for communities.

Public space: facilitating community 
resilience

The recent crises, such as COVID-19, climate-related disas-
ters, and social inequality, have highlighted the significance 
of public spaces in supporting communities during times of 
stress. This underscores the importance of studying public 
spaces in facilitating community resilience. In this context, a 
broader range of public spaces plays a significant role in the 
daily life and experience of communities and should be rec-
ognized as key places where communities’ ability to bounce 
back and forward is helped. In line with the broader defini-
tion, public spaces are perceived to play integral roles in the 
daily lives of various communities, transcending distinctions 
between public and private entities.

Community gathering spaces, which hold significance 
for communities and their members, support them during 
various forms of stress (individual, social, and environmen-
tal). These spaces are crucial to what is termed “community 
resilience.” In general, this approach to resilience focuses 
on the ability of communities to tolerate, absorb, cope with, 
and adjust to various environmental and social threats at 
community levels.

Community resilience adapts the concept of resilience as 
originated in ecology, describing the ability of ecosystems 
to absorb changes and disturbances while maintaining core 
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functions and relationships (Holling 1973). Resilience has 
since been broadened and integrated into various disciplines, 
including the study of socio-ecological systems. Social-eco-
logical resilience in a broader sense is defined as the ability 
of complex socio-ecological systems to change, adapt, and 
transform in response to stresses and strains (Davoudi et al.  
2012).

This underscores the interconnectedness of social and 
ecological components and their collective capacity for 
adaptive change, highlighting that resilience is not limited 
to economic and environmental factors, but also society 
and culture. Moreover, resilience involves more than just 
preparedness for sudden disruptions or isolated events; it 
requires long-term strategies aimed at mitigating and adapt-
ing to both socio-economic and environmental challenges 
(Mehmood 2016).

Urban resilience emphasizes the ability of urban areas 
to maintain or rapidly return to desired functions in the 
face of disturbances, adapt to change, and transform sys-
tems that limit current or future adaptive capacity (Mee-
row et al.  2016). This urban-focused resilience framework 
addresses the unique challenges and complexities of urban 
environments.

A key component of urban resilience is the ability to 
respond to sudden, unanticipated disruptions. Equally 
important, however, is its role in guiding responses to more 
gradual, foreseeable transformations. Resilience offers a val-
uable framework for navigating long-term challenges, such 
as deindustrialization and urban shrinkage, by helping cities 
anticipate and adapt to these predictable shifts (Vale 2014).

Social-ecological resilience has gained attention within 
urban studies. Within the broader discourse on resilience, 
the importance of social resilience has also become more 
prominent (Sherrieb et al.  2010; Moser and Stein 2011; 
Satterthwaite 2011; Walker and Salt 2012). While social 
resilience is a people-centered concept that encompasses 
individuals, households, communities, and societal levels, 
community resilience specifically emphasizes the commu-
nity aspect. This study focuses on community resilience and 
acknowledges its overlap with social resilience, especially 
when the discussion pertains to communities.

When it comes to community resilience, there is signifi-
cant variation in definitions and approaches, as highlighted 
by Doff (2017), who conducted structured literature research 
on the topic. This underscores the complexity of the con-
cept and its applications. This complexity is reflected in the 
understanding that community resilience involves a commu-
nity’s ability to rely on strong, trust-based relationships and 
networks to identify risks, prevent negative outcomes such as 
radicalization, and recover through learning and adaptability. 
It encompasses the mobilization of local resources that ena-
ble communities to thrive in the face of change, uncertainty, 
and unpredictability. Additionally, this resilience includes 

the capacity to cope with and adjust to social, political, and 
environmental stresses, using these resources not only to 
overcome adversity but also to embrace new opportunities. 
At its core, community resilience is defined by collective 
efficacy—the ability of community members to take action, 
respond to threats, and learn from challenges to strengthen 
their community (Magis 2010; Dalgaard-Nielsen and Schack 
2016; Waters 2016; Wickes et al.  2017).

Consequently, community resilience as a specialized 
aspect of social resilience that specifically addresses the 
dynamics within communities, is the key to the concep-
tual framework specifically related to the capacities and 
resources of its members as collective actors (Keck and 
Sakdapolrak 2013; Maclean et al.  2014; Saja et al.  2018). 
Public spaces play a significant role in community resil-
ience, as communities are dynamic components of social-
urban and socio-ecological systems. (Longstaff et al.  2010). 
Various definitions of community as found in the literature 
emphasize the significance of social connections, shared 
values, and a sense of belonging in the formation of such a 
community. Additionally, definitions recognize the role of 
physical and spatial elements in shaping social relationships 
within the community. This highlights the dynamic and mul-
tidimensional nature of communities, which involves both 
social and spatial dimensions (Castells 1983; McMillan and 
Chavis 1986; Pretty 2003; Blokland 2017). Accordingly, 
researchers have paid increasing attention to community 
resilience in social and urban development (Chaskin 2008; 
Cutter et al.  2008; Maguire and Cartwright, 2008; Berkes 
and Ross 2013). This brings community resilience close 
to the design of public spaces in terms of facilitating net-
works, thus social connections, physical gathering spaces, 
and places of belonging.

The study underlying this paper is grounded in a review 
of the theoretical bases and frameworks suggested for inves-
tigating community resilience in the face of crises-driven 
changes by Maclean et al.  (2014). Their comprehensive 
study underpins the definition of community resilience as a 
branch of social resilience (Kulig et al.  2005; Norris et al.  
2008; Magis 2010; Buikstra et al.  2010; Berkes and Ross 
2013). From the point of designing public spaces, it par-
ticularly defines three attributes reoccurring in the frame-
works, which “match well to both the wider literature on 
social aspects of development” as well as “the emerging 
literature on community resilience” (Maclean et al.  2014) 
and which are explicitly spatialized: community networks, 
people–place connections, and community infrastructure 
(Fig. 1).

Community networks facilitated by public spaces

Public spaces play a crucial role in facilitating community 
networks, serving as places where community members 
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collaborate with other groups and organizations. These 
spaces support the formation of networks both within and 
between communities, which are essential for accessing 
resources and establishing processes during a crisis (Berkes 
and Ross 2013; Linnell 2014; Ley, 2019). It is important to 
evaluate public spaces for their ability to accommodate and 
support these interactions. In comprehending this necessity 
for community resilience, the concept of a sense of com-
munity becomes evident. Concepts like a sense of commu-
nity or belonging stem from the recognition that they are 
essential prerequisites for fostering community resilience. 
Indeed, before a community can develop resilience, it must 
first establish a cohesive sense of identity. Public spaces play 
a role in this process by providing platforms for social inter-
action, collective activities, and the cultivation of shared 
experiences. By fostering a sense of community and belong-
ing through design, public spaces lay the foundation upon 
which community resilience can be built. Individuals need 
a “sense of belongingness, fellowship, ‘we-ness,’ identity, 
etc., experienced in the context of a [geographically based] 
collective” (Buckner 1988, p.773), before networking or 
connecting with others.

Geographical space is added as a factor of importance 
to the research of Cartwright and Zander (1968), who have 
argued that various social-environmental factors deter-
mine how strongly group members experience this sense 
of community, such as group size, having common goals, 
well-defined membership principles, collective values, and 
potential external threats. Spatial factors and social-environ-
mental factors relate substantively and extent to the sense of 
community. Building upon the initial empirical discoveries 
of Chavis and Wandersman, the qualities of the physical 
environment and the social environment in urban settings 

are a driving force for engagement and community advance-
ment. (McMillan and Chavis 1986; Chavis and Wandersman 
1990). According to Francis et al, (2012) public spaces are 
important settings for enhancing such a sense of commu-
nity. Various communities, ranging from those ingrained in 
neighborhood organizations, professional associations, civic 
institutions like churches, etc., employ processes to enhance 
the quality of community life, thus community involvement 
and networks. Since the 1970s, active involvement in such 
communities has been regarded as a significant approach to 
enhancing the quality of the physical environment (Yates 
1973; Morris and Hess 1975; Yin 1975; Mayer 1984; Chavis 
and Wandersman 1990).

Yet, community building and development are embedded 
within the context of each community’s physical and social 
environment. McMillan and Chavis, (1986) have argued that 
there is a reciprocal relationship between a sense of commu-
nity, thus being part of the larger community network, and 
how much community members believe they can influence 
their immediate environment. Therefore, cultivating a sense 
of community can contribute to the development of both 
individuals within the community and the community itself.

Neighborhood-focused community organizations are 
closely tied to the attributes of the public spaces. In other 
words, there are substantive relationships between the qual-
ities of the physical environment, the social environment 
(e.g., social interaction and sense of belonging), and resi-
dential satisfaction (Rohe 1985; Weidemann and Anderson 
1985).

The notion that the physical environment, especially pub-
lic spaces within a particular geographic area, can facilitate 
the attitudes and behaviors of its residents, thereby contrib-
uting to a sense of community (Kingston et al.  1999), is 
intricately connected to a more profound comprehension 
of designing public space. In cultivating community con-
nections, the significance of strategically locating public 
spaces is underscored by theorists within the urban design 
tradition. According to the conventional perspective, public 
spaces, like pedestrian and natural areas, play a crucial role 
in fostering social interaction as a foundation for a sense of 
community (Talen 2000; Lund 2002; Bow and Buys 2003; 
Kim and Kaplan 2004). Whereas interaction facilitated by 
the use of the physical environment is linked to a sense of 
community (Brower 1980), highlighting the role of physical 
aspects in facilitating community resilience.

These places, referred to as public spaces or spaces for 
public use, include a diverse range that is conducive to social 
interaction and facilitates incidental social contact, includ-
ing privately owned spaces that are open to the public and 
accessible (Carmona et al.  2003; Fugmann et al.  2017). By 
contributing to the development of a sense of community, 
these spaces support the establishment and growth of com-
munity networks. For example, libraries can play a pivotal 

Fig. 1   Attributes of community resilience enabled by public spaces 
(created by the authors, 2022)
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role in cultivating community resilience. Serving as a center 
within the community, libraries offer spaces for community 
networking, access to computer terminals, training services, 
or simply serve as a place for people to connect (Bajjaly 
1999).

To enhance community resilience, the (re)design of all 
public spaces relevant to communities should be viewed as a 
deliberate response to accommodate the needs of community 
networks, integrating these spaces within larger networks of 
social environment.

Public spaces as community infrastructures

Public spaces serve as indispensable community infrastruc-
tures. Indeed, infrastructures, encompassing basic facili-
ties, services, and installations, are essential for the proper 
functioning of a community. Even small-scale structures 
hold critical importance. In line with response and recov-
ery approaches to community infrastructures, redesigning, 
revitalizing, and enhancing public spaces becomes a fun-
damental element in constructing socially integrated urban 
environments (Bagnall et al.  2023). Community access 
road networks, along with other connective infrastructure, 
and, notably, common urban spaces, must be integrated into 
plans to foster community resilience (GFDRR, 2014). Com-
munities require well-designed public spaces that nurture a 
vibrant sense of community. Schools, vocational institutes, 
organizations, and clubs have historically garnered public 
recognition and governmental support for their roles as com-
munity centers. For more than a century, governments have 
urged these institutions to provide opportunities for com-
munity members to enhance their preparation for responsible 
citizenship (e.g., Jackson 1918).

The premise is that for social networks to thrive, there 
must be opportunities for them to form and develop. Public 
spaces provide a physical setting where people can gather, 
interact, and build relationships, which are essential for 
fostering community networks (Lofland 1989; Oldenburg 
1989; Bhabha 1994; et seq). Thus, whereas the ability of 
public spaces to facilitate social interactions plays a crucial 
role in strengthening community resilience, the offering 
of places for people to connect and collaborate helps com-
munities better withstand challenges and adapt to changing 
circumstances.

In contemporary times, this role has expanded to encom-
pass the provision of various spaces for community gather-
ings and sharing, ranging from tool libraries, and community 
kitchens, to swap meets (PPG Buffalo 2021). Community 
infrastructures now encompass diverse environments, 
including abandoned buildings, public libraries, and com-
munity gardens, whether located in parks or vacant city lots 
(Cooper 2017, p. 268–269). Building on this perspective, it 
includes designing public spaces like cafes, coffee shops, 

and community centers, as well as public spaces like com-
munity gardens or temporarily appropriated spaces within 
neighborhoods. In a broader definition, where in public 
spaces transcend a dichotomic relation with private space 
and are recognized as existing both inside and outside build-
ings, interiors as well as exteriors play integral roles in the 
daily lives of both larger and smaller communities.

Place attachment cultivated through public spaces

Public spaces play a crucial role in fostering connections 
between individuals and the places they inhabit, contributing 
to the development of place attachment which enhances the 
significance and meaning attributed to these spaces (Mantey 
2015). In the realm of human geography, Ted Relph intro-
duced a phenomenological perspective on places within 
urban contexts. According to Relph, emotional bonds are 
intensified when communities establish a meaningful rela-
tionship with a particular place. This connection reinforces 
the identity of both individuals and the collective, fostering 
the sharing of communal beliefs and values through inter-
personal engagements (Relph 1976). Using a place-based 
approach, community resilience is primarily associated with 
the state or quality of the design of public spaces, function-
ing as environments that encourage social interactions.

Phenomena like collective actions and the informal use of 
public spaces through temporary appropriation are closely 
tied to the concept of community resilience. The focus on 
community resilience emphasizes a community’s ability 
to respond and adapt to challenges, with particular atten-
tion given to the role of liminal zones—transitional spaces 
that blur the boundaries between private and public realms. 
These liminal zones become critical in fostering resilience, 
as they often enable informal interactions and collective 
practices that strengthen communal bonds and adaptive 
capacities (Turner 1974; Melis et al.  2020). Therefore, 
strengthening community resilience through the enhance-
ment of people–place connections involves implementing 
interventions that allow for informal and spontaneous events, 
even if they are temporary, creating opportunities for com-
munities to gather, engage, and build resilience in everyday 
spaces.

In this context, informal use primarily pertains to the 
spontaneous undertaking of unplanned activities in public 
spaces as part of urban practices. The regular engagement 
of communities in these activities leads to appropriation 
(Rodríguez 2014). Essentially, communal engagement with 
public space—regardless of its initial intent—for a brief 
period to partake in individual or collective activities is cru-
cial for cultivating connections between people and places. 
This is due to the ability of people to rearrange and redefine 
urban space according to their preferences and desires. Lara-
Hernandez et al.  (2020, p. 65) propose an interpretation of 
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temporal appropriation as “the interaction between citizens 
and their city expressed through certain kinds of activi-
ties occurring in public spaces.” Ultimately, this interplay 
between social activities and spatial dynamics reinforces 
the community’s capacity to respond collectively to crises, 
ensuring that residents feel supported and connected in both 
everyday situations and times of need.

This aligns closely with Oldenburg’s aforementioned 
observations concerning community places. These informal 
gathering places cultivate socially binding connections that 
form the foundation of community life (Oldenburg 1989). 
Architects and urban designers also underscore the sig-
nificance of such places (de Solà-Morales 1992; Carr et al.  
1992). According to Hayden’s perspective, urban spaces 
should meet standards of amenity and safety to create inclu-
sive environments. Modest yet practical enhancements in 
urban design can be linked to broader concepts aimed at cul-
tivating connections that bridge the gap between the private 
and public spheres of life. By thoughtfully designing these 
transitional spaces in various environments, communities 
can promote social interaction and accessibility, ultimately 
enriching the urban experience for all residents (Hayden, 
1984).

This perspective is endorsed and broadened by various 
disciplines, exemplified by established community gardens, 
spontaneously appropriated no man’s land, to courtyards 
functioning as living rooms (Armstrong, 2000; Groth & 
Corijn, 2005; Amin, 2009). The United Nations Human 
Settlement Programme places particular emphasis on the 
concept that “public space provides a ‘living room’ that 
allows for social interaction and encourages identification 
and feelings of belonging along with the associated social 
and economic benefits for vulnerable communities in dense 
living environments” (Habitat, 2015).

Facilitating community resilience requires a thoughtful 
approach to the (re)design of all public spaces that hold 
significance for communities. These spaces are essential to 
the social environment, serving as vital nodes of interac-
tion, connection, and identity within and between commu-
nities. By prioritizing this essence in design, it is possible 
to strengthen the response-related capacities that foster 
place-based human relationships. Ultimately, enhancing 
the significance of public spaces cultivates a deeper sense 
of belonging and ownership among community members, 
empowering them to respond collaboratively to challenges 
and changes within their environment.

To summarize, the conceptual framework introduced in 
this study highlights how public spaces can facilitate and 
contribute to community resilience. The adopted three 
attributes: community networks, community infrastructure, 
and place attachment, assist in examining in what ways 
socio-spatial environments, as manifested in public space, 
collectively contribute to the resilience of communities.

Community networks, representing the social ties among 
individuals and communities, are crucial for enhancing col-
lective action and support. Public spaces play a vital role 
in facilitating the formation of these networks and promot-
ing a sense of belonging. They provide important platforms 
for organizing partnerships within and between communi-
ties, enabling effective processes and access to necessary 
resources during challenging times. Additionally, these net-
works foster a sense of community and encourage active 
participation, further strengthening community resilience.

Community infrastructure encompasses the spatial 
aspects of public spaces that facilitate these interactions. 
The physical characteristics of public spaces, such as their 
design and accessibility, have a significant impact on social 
interaction and the relationships among community mem-
bers, thereby strengthening community bonds. By recogniz-
ing the importance of public spaces and incorporating them 
into the (re)design process, communities can enhance their 
resilience within broader support networks. Furthermore, 
public spaces serve as critical community infrastructure, 
providing necessary facilities and services for effective com-
munity functioning.

Place attachment emerges as an outcome of the two pre-
viously discussed elements: community networks, which 
represent the social ties among individuals (people), and 
community infrastructure, which encompasses the physical 
spaces that facilitate these interactions (space). The human 
experience of this social and spatial environment defines the 
place of attachment. Public spaces play a crucial role in fos-
tering these connections, allowing for meaningful relation-
ships between people and the places they inhabit. Informal 
use and temporary appropriation of public spaces by com-
munities encourage casual, spontaneous events, empowering 
them to shape urban spaces according to their needs and 
desires.

By examining the interplay between these attributes, the 
framework elucidates how public spaces enable community 
resilience. This understanding underscores the significance 
of nurturing social ties, investing in spatial infrastructure, 
and fostering place attachment to the environments people 
inhabit, ultimately facilitating a more resilient community.

Conclusions

In this paper, we examined the relationship between public 
spaces and the quality of the social environment in facilitat-
ing community resilience. We used a conceptual framework, 
we explored the complex interplay between public spaces, 
their role in social interaction, and contribution to com-
munity resilience. The literature review and the framework 
demonstrate the intricate interconnections between social 
and spatial factors in shaping community resilience. Social 
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factors refer to relationships, interactions, and social dynam-
ics within a community, while spatial factors pertain to the 
physical attributes of public spaces in which these social 
processes unfold.

The capacity of communities to adapt and respond to 
crisis-induced changes is essential for their resilience. The 
framework developed in this study emphasizes the impor-
tance of community networks, people–place connections, 
and community infrastructure. The framework serves as a 
guide for researchers and designers, helping them enhance 
community resilience by identifying and addressing key 
factors that influence the performance of public spaces. 
Public spaces are shown to play a pivotal role in shaping 
the quality of the social environment and contributing to 
community resilience. They actively support the creation, 
facilitation, and strengthening of community networks and 
people–place connections, which are not only vital for com-
munity resilience but also form integral parts of community 
infrastructure.

Future research should continue to investigate the impact 
and performance of public spaces on community resilience, 
particularly during crises. The research focused on pub-
lic space in general, including formal public spaces (e.g., 
parks), informal meeting spaces, and indoor public envi-
ronments. However, a more specific focus is recommended 
for future research to deepen our understanding of public 
space dynamics within the context of social interactions 
and community resilience. A logical next step would be 
to concentrate on types of public spaces where communi-
ties already play a significant role, as opposed to formal 
spaces managed by a single actor, such as the government. 
For example, neighborhood centers managed by and for 
residents, with minimal governmental presence, could pro-
vide valuable insights into the strength and independence of 
social networks. This approach could shift the focus from the 
influence of formal actors to the intrinsic resilience-building 
potential within communities themselves.
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