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Abstract
In this essay, we develop a typology of spaces. We highlight the broader dynamics at play in the
structuring of space and its role in marketing and propose that spaces can be characterized as
either public, market, emancipating, or segregating. These four types of space are structured along
two main dynamics: a contradiction between contestation and consensus and a contrariety
opposing participation to privatization. For each type, we map out existing literature and research
opportunities in the study of consumption, markets, and space. We also analyze the possible
transitions between the spatial types following the transformations in the arrangement of forces in
society. We offer a template of how to devise novel research opportunities by providing a detailed
account of the dynamics at the center of the transition from public to market spaces.
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Introduction

Space has been of concern for marketers for at least 60 years (e.g. Martineau, 1958). However,

marketing research addressing the “more nuanced and sophisticated understandings of the con-

cept” (Chatzidakis et al., 2015: 1) has been scarce. This paucity of research is partly the result of

the taken-for-grantedness of space (Castilhos et al., 2017). Yet, we also contend that the hidden

dynamics at the very core of the consumption of and in space require a more thorough under-

standing of the different spaces consumers, marketers, and stakeholders construct, negotiate, and

evolve in. Although marketing scholars have studied a variety of spaces, such as households (Dion

et al., 2014), shopping malls (Maclaran and Brown, 2005), neighborhoods (Chatzidakis et al.,
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2012), and cities (Lucarelli and Berg, 2011), there has not yet been an effort to understand how

they relate to one another, what characteristics differentiate them, and especially how these

characteristics affect consumers’ experiences in and of places.

To address this shortcoming and foster research efforts catering to the dynamics animating

space, we develop a typology of four major types of space where lives unfold: public spaces,

market spaces, segregating spaces, and emancipating spaces. This is important for marketing

researchers for the following reasons. First, our conceptualization allows for the identification of

the main characteristics of each type of space as well as their main dynamics (participation vs.

subjugation and negotiation vs. consensus), which structure the behavior of consumers in these

spaces and the role of these spaces in society. This provides conceptual clarity and theoretical

usefulness for the study of different kinds of space, how consumers experience these, and how

these spaces shape society and can be shaped and marketed by an array of actors. Second, we

provide examples of how these characteristics and main dynamics have been leveraged in

existing research and then offer a number of research avenues pertinent to marketing researchers.

These research avenues are not exhaustive and serve as a template of how to devise novel

research projects using our conceptualization. Lastly, we explain a transition between one type

of space to another. The typological movement of spaces also offers novel research avenues. We

exemplify this through a short analysis of the marketization of space. Marketers are one of the

primary actors of what we term the “nexus of marketization” and we argue that further research is

needed to understand the role of marketing in such a process and the tools at the disposition of

marketers to enact it.

Why study the production of space?

We conceptualize space as the cumulative product of the ongoing forces of society (Lefebvre,

1991). However, beyond being the passive reflection of social dynamics, space is also an active

participant in social phenomena (Castilhos et al., 2017; Warf and Arias, 2009). It mediates the

social relations of reproduction (biological, familial, cultural, social) and the relations of pro-

duction (division of labor and its organization in the form of hierarchical social functions;

Lefebvre, 1991). It does so through the stabilization and crystallization of sociostructural cate-

gories, differences, and hierarchies; the arrangement of patterns of interaction between people and

groups; and the materialization of otherwise intangible cultural constructions (Gieryn, 2000).

Every society produces its space and collection of spaces (Lefebvre, 1991). In capitalist soci-

eties, space acquires an “exchange value.” That is, space not only supports the capitalist mode of

production (e.g. spaces facilitate production and consumption) but it is also itself turned into a

commodity (Botelho, 2007) and is embedded in the circuits of capital reproduction and accu-

mulation (Harvey, 1982).

Acknowledging such simultaneous complexities—space as product-producer of society and

space as a function of the capital—allows for the identification of some important drivers of the

production of space in contemporary life. First, the deindustrialization of cities and the growth of

the service sector contributed to reshaping the patterns of urban occupation. The relocation of

industrial production away from urban areas originated a rent gap that fostered the reappropriation

of former industrial buildings by the “creative class” (Florida, 2005), creating the conditions for the

gentrification of such areas (Smith, 2007) and fostering new urban dynamics (Lloyd, 2002; Sassen,

2011). Second, following the loss of industrial jobs, city planners and officials needed to find

new strategies to boost the city economy (Lloyd, 2002), inaugurating a period of “urban
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entrepreneurialism” (Harvey, 1989) in which cities started to compete against one another for the

attraction of capital (Sassen, 2011). Third, especially in periods of crises and declining profits in

the primary circuits of the economy, the built environment traditionally becomes a safe harbor for

capitalist investment (Harvey, 1982).

Not only have these dynamics led to the emergence of growing conflictual relationships

between the interests of a wide range of actors, but they have also complexified the very spatial

fabric of our environment. As a result of these three processes, cities have undergone dramatic

changes that have transformed the urban tissue, fostering the emergence of new types of dwelling

spaces such as condominiums and lofts (Zwick and Ozalp, 2011), novel corporate spaces such as

high-rise office buildings (Sassen, 2012), increasingly sophisticated servicescapes such as flagship

(Kozinets et al., 2002) and pop-up stores (Surchi, 2011), spectacularized public spaces such as

waterfronts and city centers (Cooper, 1993), and fast changing city areas such as gentrifying

neighborhoods (Ilkucan and Sandikci, 2005). These changes have also led to new types of con-

sumer subjects and transformed how consumers interact with their environment (e.g. Rosen and

Walks, 2013).

The role of market dynamics and marketing processes in the constitution and management of

spaces in contemporary life and the impact of the characteristics of different types of space make

their study central for marketing researchers. Hence, a conceptualization of space that takes into

account the complexities of its contemporary production contributes to marketing theory on space

and place.

Four types of space

The spatiality of the city can be divided into four types of space: public, market, segregating, and

emancipating. We identify two main dynamics through which these types of space are orche-

strated: participation versus subjugation and negotiation versus consensus (see Figure 1). Public

and market spaces are characterized by a logic of negotiation. In public space, negotiations happen

between consumers as they negotiate between consumption styles, behaviors, norms, and styles of

etiquette inherent to their social differences (e.g. Freeman, 2002; Visconti et al., 2010). In market

spaces, these negotiations unfold against the discursive and material authority of market actors

(e.g. Üstüner and Holt, 2007; Varman and Belk, 2011). By opposition, emancipating and segre-

gating spaces are characterized by their main orienting logic of consensus. Both types of space

favor cohesion and consensus toward the achievement of social reproduction in the case of

Figure 1. Four types of space.
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segregating space (e.g. Üstüner and Holt, 2007), and resistance and subversion in the case of

emancipating space (e.g. Kozinets, 2002). The other main dynamic concerns an opposition

between participation and subjugation. Public and emancipating spaces are governed by a logic of

participation. This participation is fostered by the inclusive nature of these spaces. In public space,

the participation of individuals is organized around the negotiation of space with others. In

emancipating space, this participation favors the consensus that organizes the space. In opposition

to the participatory nature of public and emancipating spaces, market and segregating spaces are

governed by a logic of subjugation: They aim at creating particular types of subjects. In market

spaces, this logic of subjugation animates the creation of subjects that favors who devised the

space. In segregating spaces, the construction of subjects favors whichever social consensus has

been established. We now specify the characteristics of each type of space. We explain how they

have been studied in marketing and present avenues for research that have yet to be addressed.

Public space

Public space is a space “by and on behalf of the public” (Wong, 2002: 163 in Visconti et al., 2010).

It is a public good governed by public authority. Public authority is enacted through codified rules

and regulations and enforced by diverse branches of the government, such as municipal and state

police. Public spaces include streets, squares and parks, waterfronts, beaches, and neighborhoods,

among others. Public space is inclusive of all social groups and individuals who are legally allowed

to interact in society. As such, participation to public space is nondiscriminatory, potentially

accessible to all, regardless of their social origin, gender, sexual orientation, race, or culture (see

Chua and Edwards, 1992; Zukin, 1995). Despite being accessible to all, public space is neither

democratic nor egalitarian (Freeman, 2002). We see the use of public spaces as laden with

dynamics of contestation and negotiation (e.g. Visconti et al., 2010). As such, different social

groups continuously negotiate the consumption of public space and contest the uses they perceive

as unfit to the space. This contrasts with segregating spaces, which are policed based on overt and

established social rules, and with market spaces, where participation is dependent on consumers’

responses to the material and symbolic discourse of the market actor who structured the space. In

public spaces, negotiation is performed based on social markers such as taste in fashion, respect for

etiquette, and behavior (e.g. knowing “how to act” in a certain public setting; (Freeman, 2002).

Identifying these characteristics of public space is useful for marketing researchers because it

helps in both analyzing existing marketing problematics and devising new avenues for research.

Some existing research in marketing has already leveraged the characteristics of public space to

inquire about consumption-related phenomena and as such offers examples of how to use public

space as a context of study for marketing research. For example, Visconti et al. (2010) investigated

the active negotiation of the meanings associated with public space that emerged from the tensions

between different ideologies of public space consumption opposing dwellers and artists. Their

findings highlighted the need for a common understanding of the consumption of the street. They

explain how the negotiations between different actors participating in public space were tied to the

inclusiveness and free access associated with public space. The work of these authors brings to the

forefront the tensions emerging from the negotiations between actors of the uses of public space

and the practices that have been deemed illegal by the authorities.

Yet, there are some underexplored avenues for research where a focus on the characteristics of

public space could yield novel theoretical contributions to marketing and consumer research. For

example, the consumption-based negotiation of space is a relatively underresearched area in our
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field. Üstüner and Holt (2007) and Varman and Belk (2011) have both provided us with

enlightening accounts of the role-play necessary for dominated consumers to interact in market

spaces where they do not possess the adequate cultural and/or economic capital. The charac-

teristics of market spaces demand that consumers obey to implicit symbolic norms and

discourse-based rules established by whoever devised the space. In public space, however, these

rules are constantly negotiated between consumers. Hence, inquiring about the dynamics that

emerge from the negotiation of the tensions that oppose groups of consumers, such as consumers

from different social classes, could shed light on the consumption of public spaces as well as

inform how patterns of consumption in public spaces are affected by such tensions. How groups

of consumers manage to include (or exclude) others could shed light on the role of consumption

communities in structuring both public space and public consumption. Another avenue for

research could address the tensions emerging from the use of public spaces by consumers and

their intended use by public authority. Nolan (2003), for example, examines the restriction on

skateboarding in public spaces, highlighting how local authorities use laws and the material

affordances of the built environment to limit certain types of consumption of public space. These

research avenues are not encompassing, but point to how marketing researchers could leverage

the characteristics of this first type of space.

Market space

Market space is space owned and governed by one or multiple market actors. Market spaces follow

the logic of the market and are characterized by privatization, competition, commodification, and

individualization (see Amable, 2011). Typical market spaces include shops, shopping centers, and

entertainment venues, among others. Market spaces are increasingly dominant in the contemporary

urban landscape (Chatel and Hunt, 2003). The authority in market spaces is discursively and

materially asserted, socially constructed, symbolic, and responsibilizing (e.g. Zukin, 1998).

Behavior is encouraged through specific material affordances of the built environment which

provide opportunities for “scripted role-play” where consumers perform assigned consumption

roles (Sherry et al., 2001: 502) as well as through the interactions with the paid personnel and other

consumers who consume these spaces (Debenedetti et al., 2013; Üstüner and Holt, 2007). This kind

of spaces “engenders a process of internalized, self-disciplining [that] excludes those who don’t fit

the landscape [ . . . ] regulated from [ . . . ] within as individuals absorb the symbolic languages of

exclusion and entitlement” (Mitchell, 2000: 444). Market spaces are exclusionary, available to

those who can afford to be there or who have the proper cultural capital to participate adequately

(e.g. Üstüner and Holt, 2007; Varman and Belk, 2011). Contrary to public spaces, which are

heterogeneous and open to diversity, market spaces are homogeneous spaces, concerned with

keeping out unwanted elements that don’t fit in the definition constructed by the market space

owners (Malone, 2002). Only those who belong and behave accordingly are welcomed. The

experience in such spaces is strongly mediated by consumption, as market spaces materialize

ideals and cultural narratives of market actors which are then interpreted by consumers. If

negotiation in public spaces happens between groups of consumers, negotiation in market spaces

opposes the material and symbolic narrative contained in the market space with the reactions of

contumacious actors (Maclaran and Brown, 2005).

Market spaces are perhaps the most studied type of space in marketing. The study of

“servicescapes” (Sherry, 1998) has typically looked at the dynamic relations between the dis-

cursive and material narratives produced by market space authorities and consumer experience
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(Borghini et al., 2009; Kozinets et al., 2004). More, brand stores and flagships have been studied as

places of education about brands and lifestyles, and of brand-mediated socialization (Borghini

et al., 2009; Kozinets et al., 2002). Studies have also shown how consumers negotiate marketers’

attempts to design and control consumer experience: Even in the face of the most structured

environment, complex “dialectics of compliance-resistance, control-license, self-other, reality-

unreality, and even work-play” mediate the relation between consumers and market spaces

(Kozinets et al., 2004: 669).

Although this is the most studied type of space we have identified, there exist underexplored

avenues for research. The core processes of consumers’ play, resistance, and acceptance of the

discursively created normative system that aims at shaping their behaviors deserve further scrutiny

(see Sherry et al., 2001). Future studies can analyze the discursive and material ways that are

available for marketers to segment consumers in market spaces. This research orientation could

focus on the tensions that emerge as segmentation attempts are interpreted as ways to exclude

undesirable groups from such spaces. Especially in contexts of strong class differences or ethnic

diversity where differences between consumer groups are visible, such a research avenue may

highlight the complex and increasingly political roles of market spaces in contemporary society

(e.g. Zukin, 1995). Another avenue for research could explore how servicescapes can be used to

cleanse undesirable meaning-based associations with a specific place. For example, Veresiu and

Giesler (2012) have examined how a hospitality chain is using elements of the servicescape to cleanse

one of their locations from associations with Hitler-era Germany. This approach could be broadened to

see how areas associated with tragedies (e.g. the One World Trade Center) or crime (e.g. New York

subway in the 90s) can be reframed as emotionally positive and safe spaces (Greenberg, 2008).

Segregating space

Segregating spaces are spaces defined by one or multiple actors for the benefit of a cohesive group

or community. Segregating spaces are characterized by privacy, identity, security, and control

(Atkinson and Blandy, 2005; Putnam and Newton, 1990). Typical segregating spaces include

houses, residential enclaves, and private clubs and neighborhoods. We differentiate between the

marketization of space, where market actors define space to fit their commercial interests, and the

privatization of space, where social actors, not necessarily central to the market, define space

consensually to fit their private interests. For this reason, we also include group-controlled spaces,

such as ghettos and favelas into this category. As with market spaces, segregating spaces are

exclusionary. Rather than being based on the logic of the market, exclusions are based on social

affiliation: Individuals can be part of a segregating space because of their social affiliation with

other members, such as in the case of families and homes. Such spaces contain and facilitate social

and biological reproduction and favor the creation of specific types of subjects (Grusec and

Kuczynski, 1997). Segregating spaces are designed to be “cultural enclaves” and ensure a certain

homogeneity regarding “class and cultural background,” lifestyle, and taste (Tanulku, 2012: 518).

They aim at mitigating the tensions arising from the diversity felt in public spaces by offering a

space organized around shared and codified attributes (Goheen, 1998). As such, the forms of

control exerted on actors are recognized and accepted (Kirby, 2008). Internal homogeneity is

assured through explicit rules of conduct as well as consensually agreed-upon implicit rules. These

spaces are policed by those who inhabit them (Kirby, 2008).

So far, segregating spaces have received little attention from marketing scholarship, with

exception to the domestic space (e.g. Bardhi and Askegaard, 2009; Epp and Price, 2010). This
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might be because of a lack of conceptual clarity for their usefulness in marketing research or

because some contexts of studies such as the ones we introduce below are fairly recent in the

consumption landscape. Yet, segregating spaces are central to consumption and marketing: They

favor consensus by enclosing communal consumption practices, actively performing distinctions

between market actors (e.g. insiders vs. outsiders), as well as foster the creation and reproduction

of consumption practices and types of subjects (Saatcioglu and Ozanne, 2013; Üstüner and Holt,

2010). We identify a diversity of contextual research opportunities based on less studied types of

segregating spaces, such as residential enclaves (for an exception, see Zwick and Ozalp, 2011).

These enclaves can take the form of condominiums or gated communities, which are increasingly

becoming prominent in consumers’ lives and are transforming their social and cultural environ-

ments (Rosen and Walks, 2013). As Üstüner and Holt (2010) exemplify, consumers are “concerned

about the kind of people who are [their] neighbors” who “must use the right manners and sensi-

bilities towards one another and toward their shared living space in order to create a ‘civilized’

social environment” with “self-enforced social norms” (Üstüner and Holt, 2010: 47–48). Hence,

these places are organized around a socially defined consensus and offer the possibility, for

example, to inquire about how the management of space by consumption communities (such as

High Cultural Capital [HCC] consumers favoring a Western lifestyle) structure consumption and

dynamics of subjectification. In the same vein, the study of such places might also shed light on

their very role as actors that facilitate class differences, which produces a variety of effects on the

urban tissue (Roitman and Phelps, 2011; Tanulku, 2012). Researchers in marketing could extend

existing research in this area by focusing on the role of consumption in such processes. Finally,

residential enclaves are at the same time secured units that limit the influx of nonresidents as well

as self-sufficient leisure and entertainment complexes with an increasing number of common

amenities that target dwellers. These characteristics make it a privileged context for the study of

new modes of managed sociability and community making, advancing the understandings on the

intertwined character of domestic and public spheres (Bradford and Sherry, 2015) as well as

complexifying concepts such as brand communities (Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001) and subcultures

of consumption (Schouten and McAlexander, 1995).

Emancipating space

Emancipating spaces are created by communities as spaces of subversion that allow for the

challenging of hegemonies. They serve as spaces of safe expression for communities defending

marginalized positions, such as noncommercialism (Kozinets, 2002), white power supremacy

(Futrell and Simi, 2004), and the Black civil rights movement (Morris, 1984). Examples of

emancipating spaces include temporary festivals (e.g. Kozinets, 2002), carnivals (e.g. Weinberger

and Wallendorf, 2012), and public spaces temporarily reappropriated by a cohesive and often

ideologically centered community (e.g. Morris, 1984). As such, emancipating spaces, like seg-

regating spaces, are spaces of consensus. If the consensus achieved in segregating spaces serves to

reproduce the social order, consensus in emancipating spaces is used to subvert it. Although

anybody can be included in public spaces, for emancipating spaces, inclusion is based on voluntary

participation and adherence to the prevailing ideology (Polletta, 1999). Emancipating spaces

structurally isolate communities from hierarchical control (Morris, 1984) and by doing so facilitate

participation, identity work (Polletta, 1999), and foster social solidarity (Weinberger and Wal-

lendorf, 2012). They enable the turning of power structures upside down and can have elements of

reversal of roles and social status (Bradford and Sherry, 2015). Emancipating spaces are zones of
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societal critique and temporary liberation from the social order (e.g. Kozinets, 2002). They

sometimes accompany or predate political mobilization (Futrell and Simi, 2004; Morris, 1984).

They can also channel changes in personal and collective identity (Kozinets, 2002). Compared to

the three previous categories of spaces which can be physically instantiated for an extensive period

of time, emancipating spaces are typically temporary in their existence as they are often opposing

hegemonic forces. They also vary greatly in their physical manifestation. The temporary creation

of emancipating spaces such as carnivals and staged protests allows “to destabilize the hierarchy of

spatial dominance” (Malone, 2002: 160) as it “can’t be organized into neatness”: These events are

crowded, uncontrollable, and unpredictable, and as such they question “the façade of normality”

(Jach, 1999: 91).

Emancipating spaces have somewhat been researched in marketing. Kozinets’ (2002) treatment

of the Burning Man festival is perhaps one of the best examples of the use of the characteristics of

an emancipating space. According to his analysis, consumers were able to temporarily escape the

market through the festival’s ethos, creative disorder, self-expression as a communal gift, and the

creation of a hypercommunity. In their brief review of carnivals and festivals in consumer research,

Bradford and Sherry (2015: 133) also point toward short-lived events such as gay pride and “Goth”

festivals as temporary emancipating spaces that help “challenge the legitimacy of dominant or

mainstream cultural contexts.” Chatzidakis and colleagues (2012) offered an account that delib-

erately contrasted with Kozinets’ notion of temporary escape. The authors showed how, through

practices of solidarity, sharing, and self-organization, the Athenian neighborhood of Exarcheia was

constituted as a “heterotopia of resistance” by its community, becoming a “permanent site of

antagonism” of mainstream politics and consumer culture.

We identify various avenues for research on emancipating spaces. Since the hegemony of the

market might make escapism only temporarily possible (Kozinets, 2002), a possible avenue for

research concerns new types of temporary events, such as flash mobs, smart mobs, and playful,

forms of consumer resistance. These events are integrated into the daily lives of urban dwellers and

are at much more ordinary scales than other types of emancipating spaces such as carnivals (e.g.

Weinberger and Wallendorf, 2012). Yet, they are characteristic of emancipating spaces: They are

inclusive, participative, and are “highly visible forms of resistance [ . . . ] instrumental in mobi-

lizing publics” and creating “new links between participants and uninformed bystanders who are

then invited to take part in the event impromptu, through playing” (Ozalp et al., 2011: 56). They

have “the potential to attain political goals” (Kaulingfreks and Warren, 2010: 244). These new

temporal events can foster participation and cooperation between strangers (Ozalp et al., 2011),

overcoming the barrier of the other and mitigating the fear of the public (Kirby, 2008). As such, they

represent a fruitful site of study for interested researchers and could extend existing understanding of

consumer resistance (Izberk-Bilgin, 2012; Kozinets, 2002), temporary escapism (Kozinets, 2002),

and the creation of social solidarity formed at the border of, or outside dominant norms and ideol-

ogies (Weinberger and Wallendorf, 2012). Also, future research could look into other instances of

more permanent emancipating spaces (see Chatzidakis et al., 2012), especially aiming at under-

standing the conditions under which the long-term crystallization of such spaces is possible.

Concluding remarks: Research opportunities at the transition of spatial types

In this essay, we developed a typology of spaces. Taking as a starting analytical point a contra-

diction between contestation and consensus and a contrariety opposing participation to subjuga-

tion, we identified how consumers, marketers, regulators, and other stakeholders consume,
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produce, and appropriate four types of space: public, market, segregating, and emancipating. Our

model allowed us to map out existing literature and to envision research opportunities to further

enhance our understanding of the role of space in consumption. Moreover, this typology provides a

better understanding of the roles that different market actors play in the production of different

types of space. For instance, marketers are central actors in the production of market spaces, while

regulators are key gatekeepers in public spaces, where they, for example, negotiate and supervise

the contestations between different ideologies of public space consumption (Visconti et al., 2010)

and enforce a balance between the appropriation and privatization of public space. Consumers,

both individually and in groups, are protagonists in the organization of emancipating and segre-

gating spaces as they define the consensus around which such spaces are constructed.

Our typology and the four spaces, taken as ideal types, is a useful heuristic device that mar-

keting theorists can use to understand the intertwined relationship between space, actors, markets,

and consumption. However, these four types are not isolated instances in the city nor are the places

that constitute them immutable ones. Rather, they interact and influence one another. Furthermore,

as the arrangement of forces in society changes, so does the prevalence of particular categories of

space and their meanings. Our model is also dynamic and brings to the forefront the possible

analysis of the transitions between these four types. Today’s cities are undergoing an intensifi-

cation of the three main drivers of production of space that we previously identified: the service

economy is increasingly prevalent, shaping the patterns of urban occupation (Zukin, 1998); cities

are increasingly competing for external investments, taken as economic panacea for the post-

industrial city (Engelen et al., 2014); and recent years have witnessed an unprecedented sharpening

of investments in urban land and property from rich countries, corporations, and investors through

financial instruments (Sassen, 2012). The intensification of such trends empowers dominant

market actors, contributing to what we name the nexus of marketization.

The nexus of marketization refers to the confluence of different forces in the production of

urban space increasingly embedded in the logic of the market. In such a process, the state and

market actors (e.g. architects, real estate developers, investors, realtors), supported by specialist

knowledge in areas such as economic geography and urbanism, align to promote a model of city

development based on public–private partnerships. Such partnerships privilege particular types of

urban interventions over others (e.g. museum quarters, renewed historic areas, office parks;

Sassen, 2012). In this process, consumers can be enrolled as contributors (e.g. Zwick and Ozalp,

2011) or resist the marketization of space (e.g. Newman and Wyly, 2006).

In our model, three specific transitions between the spatial types emerge from the nexus of mar-

ketization. First, the transition from public to market spaces follows the revitalization of specific city

areas developed to be commercially viable in order to grant shareholder value to private investors that

partner with the state (e.g. Rotenberg and McDonogh, 1993). In such a transition, participation is

increasingly mediated through consumption practices that are promoted by commercial developers and

marketers (Miles, 2011). Second, the transition from segregating to market spaces takes place in the

marketization of private life, associated with lifestyle branding of certain urban amenities and types of

dwelling, such as “condo-ism” (Rosen and Walks, 2013). Third, emancipating spaces can be trans-

formed into market spaces following commoditization processes, such as in cases of the transformation

of folk festivals to promote touristic destinations by public and private parties, reshaping former cultural

manifestations into spectacularized consumption ones (Gotham, 2002; Scher, 2002).

We now conclude with a discussion of the implications of the nexus of marketization for

marketing and consumer researchers through an extended analysis of one specific transition, from

public to market spaces.
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The transition from public to market spaces entails a shift from a logic of public participation to

a logic of market subjugation. This transforms a public space (e.g. park, square, waterfront, street,

beach) opened to diverse appropriations to one in which the flows of activities are market con-

trolled and the possibilities of appropriations are restricted and controlled by commercial interests.

Such a process is usually preceded by a discourse that frames public areas as decadent, empty, and

dangerous, opening the possibilities for a particular type of “revitalization” (McDonogh, 1993) that

often reflects the interests of specific elite groups (Rotenberg and McDonogh, 1993). These

dynamics displace social groups who cannot compete under the logic of the market and favor

homogenization of the population interacting in this kind of space (Atkinson, 2003), and are

accompanied by “an abandonment of public institutions” and a move of sociability away from

public spaces such as streets into market spaces such as commercial venues (Zukin, 1998: 832).

The renovation of Boston’s waterfront provides an illustrative example: since the mid-60s the

area has been extensively rezoned away from industrial and toward mixed-use development. In its

renovation, which took an estimate of 40 billion US dollars of public and private investment

(Sieber, 1999), the waterfront was carefully designed to privilege the kinds of leisure activities

enjoyed by the middle classes, such as picnics, walking, and water contemplation, while actively

dematerializing and restricting previously existing “noisy” forms of leisure from the working-

classes (Sieber, 1993). Most importantly, the renovation privileged an ecosystem of hotels, offices,

luxury housing, upscale retail services, marinas, museums, bars, and restaurants, which contributed

to “make it more amenable to the corporate, business, and professional activities linked to the

city’s growing service economy” (Sieber, 1993: 3). Such a space is conceived to be experienced

similarly to traditional servicescapes like flagship stores and theme parks. The discursive and

material resources discourage pure flânerie, favoring instead consumption-oriented activities in

line with the assumed aim of the place, which is at the core of the brand narrative of Boston’s

Waterfront, a self-proclaimed place to “eat, stay, play, shop, work!” (Boston Area Branding, 2015).

As we have argued, the dynamics animating public and market spaces are partly centered on

processes of negotiation. As private interests invest in public space, resistance can come from

groups that are directly impacted as well as from citizens who oppose the marketization of the city.

Several opportunities to further advance marketing scholarship arise from the analysis of the

tensions involving the transitions from public to market spaces.

First, the analysis of the underlying tensions in the production of such places might shed a new

light on debates on co-creation and co-destruction of value (Echeverri and Skalen, 2011). As we

have briefly showed, the differentiation of spatial types is particularly helpful in highlighting the

roles and interests of different market actors in the production of space. Since the marketization of

public space entails the favoring of some groups over others, it leads to the creation of value for

some actors and the destruction of value for others. Hence, the spatial dynamics at the very heart of

the transition from public to market spaces offers a novel site of study to extend current findings

and examine the political nature of co-creation and co-destruction processes more broadly. For

example, how marketers use discursive and material resources in places to support these processes

could lead to novel findings for the management of servicescapes and the role of materiality in

processes of co-creation and co-destruction of value.

Second, the marketization of public space entails the increasing dominance of the logic of the

market over public participation. As such, it can further our understanding of processes of legit-

imation in markets (Giesler, 2012; Humphreys, 2010). If legitimacy of a given consumption

practice “occurs through [historical] shifts in semantic associations” (Humphreys, 2010: 490) and

if legitimation involves “contestations among opposing groups of stakeholders” (Giesler, 2012:
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56), the questions that arise are: how do actors assemble different material and discursive resources

and use them in space to build legitimacy overtime? How do such actors use space to silence

resistance from opposing groups? The transition from public to market space can be highly con-

tested, especially when it denies participation of legitimate-yet-less-fortunate consumers. A

fruitful avenue for research emerges from the analysis of the ways different actors mobilize to

realize their interests in such places. For example, it can shed a novel light to dynamics of brand

contestation (Thompson et al., 2006), which emerge as “multifaceted social actors” oppose official

place branding narratives (Maiello and Pasquinelli, 2015). It can also deepen our understanding of

the alliances created between consumers and producers to erect and protect certain identity

investments linked to places (Debenedetti et al., 2013), possibly informing group dynamics behind

demythologizing strategies (see Arsel and Thompson, 2011).

Moreover, place and city branding are fast-growing bodies in the marketing literature (Gio-

vanardi et al., 2013; Lucarelli and Berg, 2011). In the construction of places as products and brands,

market actors engage (1) in managerial processes of space-brand conceptualizations, such as mar-

keting research, targeting, spatial design, and communications (Kavaratzis and Hatch, 2013) and

(2) in processes of spatial governance, which include stakeholders negotiation and the daily

management of the place and its activities (Braun et al., 2013; Warnaby and Medway, 2013).

From a managerial perspective, the analysis of the processes underlying the marketization of

space can help answer questions such as: what and how are different marketing technologies

used in these processes? Under which conditions of spatial governance authenticity becomes

contested (e.g. Maclaran and Brown, 2005)? How can marketers integrate the diversity inherent

to public spaces to their brand narratives? How do marketers manage multiple place brand

perceptions of different target groups (Zenker and Beckmann, 2013)? From a critical standpoint,

the analysis of the social consequences of these processes for vulnerable groups might contribute

to the debate on the role of certain types of space in promoting social inequality (Rognlie, 2015).

Another stream of the space-oriented literature in marketing involves the discussions of the

ideologies of public space consumption (Bradford and Sherry, 2015; Visconti et al., 2010). Here,

our framework can inform questions such as: how do hegemonic actors gradually impose a

specific ideology on a public space? How does the marketization of public spaces contribute to

shape consumer subjectivities around specific ideologies? Transitions from public to market

spaces provide an extreme context that offers a novel vantage point to analyze such questions

highlighting the negotiations, participation, and subjugation of multiple stakeholders.

A full understanding of the role of space and place will require the accumulation of studies not

only addressing all four types of space but also how they move from one type to another. These two

approaches to the study of space and marketing can yield novel theories on the role of space in the

structuring of consumers and how space, as an active social category, both reinforces and inter-

rogates the structuring and systemic influences that orient consumers in their daily lives.
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