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ABSTRACT

Land governance and land-use planning are often treated separately, yet in practice they
meet wherever land rights, institutional decisions and spatial regulations shape actual
places. This study develops a five-dimensional analytical framework for reading the
Governance-Planning Nexus. To build it, the relevant literature was identified, synthesized
and analyzed through a systematic scoping review conducted and reported following the
PRISMA-ScR guidelines. Grounded in institutional planning theory and drawn from four
international references (FAO-VGGT, World Bank-LGAF, UN-Habitat-IGUTP and GLTN), the
framework works through five dimensions: legal, institutional, social, technical and
planning. Five databases (Scopus, Web of Science, ScienceDirect, SpringerLink and Taylor &
Francis Online) were searched for peer-reviewed studies published between 2015 and 2025.
After three-stage screening, 30 studies were retained and coded on a three-level engagement
scheme (0 = absent, 1 = implicit/instrumental, 2 = explicit/analytical). The results show
clear but uneven architecture. The institutional dimension appears in all 30 studies, followed
by planning (29/30), social (27/30) and legal (27/30); the technical dimension is weakest,
present in 19 studies but analytically integrated in only 6. African studies cluster on
institutional and legal questions, European and North American studies emphasize multi-
level strategy and community-based planning, and only a few integrate all five in one
explanatory frame. The study's main outcome is a replicable five-dimensional framework
with its operational coding scheme. The evidence shows the central gap lies not in the
absence of governance or planning, but in the partial, uneven integration of their legal, social,
technical and institutional components.

Keywords: Governance-planning nexus, Analytical framework, Land governance, Land-use
planning, Scoping review.

1. INTRODUCTION

Land underpins almost every form of human activity, from housing and food production to
infrastructure and ecological services (FAO, 2012; UN-Habitat, 2018; Duran-Diaz, 2023).
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The way land is governed and the way its uses are spatially organized therefore shape both
the everyday functioning of cities and their long-term sustainability (OECD, 2017). Land
governance provides the institutional and regulatory framework through which decisions
on land rights, responsibilities and resource allocation are made, while land-use planning
(LUP) is the spatial mechanism that translates those decisions into zoning, regulations and
development controls (FAO, 2012; Deininger, 2013; UN-Habitat, 2015). The intersection
of these two domains is increasingly described as the Governance-Planning Nexus (OECD,
2017; Krawchenko and Tomaney, 2023).

Yet this interdependence is not always visible in the way the literature is organized. Legal,
institutional, social, technical and planning questions are frequently examined in separate
conversations, even when they describe different sides of the same land-use problem. This
separation leaves the analytical architecture of the Governance-Planning Nexus only partly
visible: some dimensions dominate the debate, others remain underdeveloped, and the
actual connections among them are often assumed rather than examined.

This study addresses two interrelated questions about the international peer-reviewed
literature published between 2015 and 2025. RQ1: How are the five analytical dimensions
of the Governance-Planning Nexus—Ilegal, institutional, social, technical and planning—
conceptualized in this literature? RQ2: Which dimensions and geographical regions are most
visible, and which remain under-represented?

This research puts forth the five-dimensional analytical framework of the Land Governance-
Planning Nexus. It was developed by conducting and reporting systematic scoping review
(PRISMA-ScR) to ensure methodological rigor, transparency and reproducibility. The main
contribution of this study is the proposed analytical framework and its operational coding
scheme, which can be replicated in future empirical and comparative research.

Against this background, the study does more than list themes. It aims to make the structure
of the debate itself visible. First, it consolidates a five-dimensional analytical framework
from established international references. Second, it applies that framework systematically
to recent peer-reviewed evidence. Third, it identifies the analytical and geographical gaps
that limit the current understanding of the Governance-Planning Nexus. Its contribution is
therefore both conceptual and empirical: it offers a replicable way to study the nexus and, at
the same time, maps where the literature is concentrated and where future research is still
needed.

2. CONCEPTUAL AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
2.1 Land Governance and Land-Use Planning as an Institutional Nexus

In international references, land governance is consistently defined as the rules, processes
and structures through which decisions on access to, use of and control over land are made,
implemented and monitored (FAO, 2012; Deininger, 2013; Mitchell and McEvoy, 2019).
Effective governance is associated with tenure security, transparency, accountability,
stakeholder participation, institutional capacity and sound spatial-data management (FAO,
2012; Deininger, 2013; UN-Habitat, 2018). Land-use planning, in turn, is the spatial-
regulatory instrument through which these governance principles are operationalized in
zoning schemes, growth-management policies and development controls (UN-Habitat,
2015; OECD, 2017).

From a planning-theory perspective, this relationship is best understood not as a simple
procedural sequence but as an institutional nexus. Spatial planning systems do not operate
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in a vacuum; they are embedded in governance arrangements shaped by institutional
structures, power relations, administrative mandates and modes of coordination among
actors. The form of governance whether hierarchical, decentralized or collaborative affects
how plans are prepared, how decisions gain legitimacy and how implementation actually
unfolds. (Krawchenko and Tomaney, 2023) extend this view by proposing a multi-scalar
framework in which planning is shaped by institutions, social and cultural values,
environmental conditions and structural factors working across nested governance scales
Fig. 1.

INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS
Spatial and Land-use planning Geography and land base
Building code regulations Buift environment
Environmental regufations Resource endowments
Regulatory governance Soil, water, air
Public finance and taxation Climate factors
Sectoral policies Natural habitats
Supranational
National

THE
GOVERNANCE

OF LAND USE
Public, private

and civic actors

SOCIAL/CULTURAL FACTORS STRUCTURAL FACTORS
Environmental values Industry
Public attitudes Economy
Saocial values Infrastructure
Belief systems Transportation
Cufture Population and demography

Accessibility and connectivity
Figure 1. Land-use planning within a multi-scalar governance system shaped by
institutional, socio-cultural, environmental and structural factors. Adapted from
(Krawchenko and Tomaney, 2023).

To keep institutional planning theory as an active part of the analysis, rather than only a
background reference, three concepts guide the synthesis in Sections 4 and 5. Institutional
embedding refers to the extent to which planning rules, plans and decisions are connected
to the broader institutional architecture of the state. Multi-scalar governance captures the
vertical and horizontal coordination of land-use decisions across national, regional, local
and sectoral arenas. Actor coordination refers to the formal and informal mechanisms
through which state agencies, non-state actors and communities align, negotiate or fail to
align around land decisions. Together, these concepts allow the review to interpret not only
what the literature covers, but how governance and planning are made to work together in
different contexts.
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2.2 Five Analytical Dimensions of the Governance-Planning Nexus

Although the conceptual model in Fig. 1 clarifies the institutional embeddedness of planning,
it does not by itself provide an operational structure for systematic literature analysis. To
bridge this gap, the review draws on four widely cited international frameworks—FAO-
VGGT (FAO, 2012), World Bank-LGAF (Deininger, 2013), UN-Habitat-IGUTP (UN-Habitat,
2015; UN-Habitat, 2018) and GLTN (Mitchell and McEvoy, 2019)—and translates their
overlapping concerns into five recurring analytical dimensions. Table 1 shows that each of
the five dimensions is anchored in identifiable sections or principles of all four international
references rather than being a post-hoc analytical convenience. The legal, institutional and
social dimensions appear with comparable emphasis across the references. The technical
dimension is most strongly developed in World Bank-LGAF and GLTN, particularly through
land information and fit-for-purpose land administration, while the planning dimension is
most strongly developed in UN-Habitat-IGUTP and, in a more procedural form, in FAO-VGGT
Section 20. The relative weight assigned to each dimension across these references is itself
an explanatory variable in the synthesis.

Table 1. Source-to-dimension mapping. The five analytical dimensions are derived from the most
relevant chapters and principles of the four international references that underpin the framework

based on (FAO, 2012; Deininger, 2013; UN-Habitat, 2015; Mitchell and McEvoy, 2019)

Dimension | FAO-VGGT (2012) | World Bank UN-Habitat IGUTP | GLTN (2008-
LGAF (2013) (2015) present)

Legal Sections 4, 7-10: Panel 1: Legal Principle 6, 8: legal | Continuum of land
tenure rights, and institutional | frameworks, rights; pro-poor
recognition, framework (LGI- | regulatory clarity | and gender-
transfer, dispute 1, LGI-2) responsive law
resolution

Institutional | Sections 6, 8, 17: Panels 1, 5: Principles 5,7, 11: | Land governance
institutional institutional integrated arrangements;
capacity, framework; governance, multi-actor land
coordination, institutional vertical/horizontal | administration
monitoring performance coordination

Social Sections 3B, 4.6, 9: | Panel 6: public Principles 3,9, 10: | Pro-poor, gender-
consultation, provision of equity, inclusion, | responsive and
participation, information; public participation| participatory land
vulnerable groups | transparency tools

Technical Sections 17, 18: Panel 4: land Principle 6: spatial | Fit-for-purpose
spatial information; data, ICT, land
information, quality and monitoring; administration;
recording systems | accessibility of geospatial STDM, digital tools

land records information

Planning Section 20: Panel 3: Core focus: Spatial planning
regulated spatial management of integrated urban instruments;
planning; balancing | public land; land- | and territorial participatory land-
land uses use planning planning; zoning use planning

indicators
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The five dimensions summarized in Table 1 are outlined below, each in terms of the scope
of governance and planning elements it covers:
- Legal: Legislative frameworks, tenure rights, planning law, registration procedures and
dispute resolution.
- Institutional: Government structures, administrative responsibilities, coordination
mechanisms and implementation capacities.
- Social: Public participation, transparency, spatial equity and the inclusion of vulnerable
groups.
- Technical: Spatial data, GIS, digital cadasters, spatial-data infrastructures (SDI) and data-
driven planning.
- Planning: Zoning, spatial allocation, development controls, urban-growth management
and strategic planning.
Taken as a whole, the five dimensions should not be read as a checklist or as a fixed
hierarchy. They work more like interacting lenses. Law defines the formal scope of action;
institutions shape who acts and with what authority; social processes influence legitimacy,
equity and the distribution of outcomes; technical systems make land information visible
and auditable; and planning is where these relationships become spatially observable. The
direction of influence may also shift technology can reshape institutions, social mobilization
can challenge law, and planning practice can expose legal or institutional gaps. The value of
the framework lies in tracing these shifting relationships rather than forcing them into a
linear order Fig. 2.
The full operational coding rules for each dimension are provided in Table 2.
Disambiguation rules were used for two overlapping pairs of dimensions. First, participation
was coded as social when it was community- or civil-society-led, such as participatory
mapping or indigenous consultation, and as institutional when it was state-mandated,
embedded in formal procedural rules and analyzed primarily as a governance mechanism.
Second, GIS, SDI and digital cadasters were coded as technical when discussed as
information-infrastructure components, such as data quality, interoperability or geospatial
monitoring, and as planning when they were integrated into zoning, spatial strategies or
land-use regulation. When a study clearly engaged both sides of a pair, both dimensions were
coded, with the relative score reflecting the observed depth of engagement.
The five-dimensional framework offers a systematic reading of the reviewed literature, but
it is not presented as an exhaustive account of every lens through which land governance
and land-use planning can be studied. Several strands of scholarship that have gained
prominence since the four founding references were issued sit at the edges of the framework
rather than inside any single dimension. The political economy of land benefits from a given
governance arrangement, and through what distributional mechanisms — cuts across the
institutional and legal dimensions without being reduced to either. Digital land governance
and algorithmic land administration push the technical dimension into questions of platform
power and data ownership that FAO-VGGT, LGAF, IGUTP and GLTN, drafted before the
recent expansion of digital cadastral systems, could not fully anticipate. Spatial justice,
related to but analytically narrower than the social dimension as coded here, foregrounds
distributional outcomes rather than procedural participation, and data governance — who
controls, curates and has the right to access land-related data — is only partially captured
by the technical dimension’s emphasis on infrastructure. These perspectives are not absent
from the field; they are simply not yet organized into a sixth analytical dimension, and their
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omission here should be read as a boundary of the present framework rather than a
judgement on their importance.

s N\ £ 2
LAND GOVERNANCE LAND-USE PLANNING
(Normative - Institutional Framework) (Spatial - Regulatory Instrument)
Laws & regulations Maps & zoning
Institutions Land-use allocation
Accountability Development control
Rights & tenure Urban guidance
Spatial data Spatial strategies
who owns land, who uses it, and Translates decisions into spatial
under what rule plans & policies
\ J Q y,
P - Dynamic —>
— interdependence o=

GOVERNANCE - PLANNING NEXUS

Governance shapes planning decisions
Planning outcomes reinforce governance effectiveness

ANALYTICAL DIMENSIONS OF THE NEXUS

Legal * Institutional » Social * Technical * Planning

EFFECTIVE LAND MANAGEMENT & SUSTAINABLE URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

Efficient land use * Reduced informality « Spatial justice
Resource protection * Reduced corruption * Controlled urban growth

. J/

Figure 2. Five-dimensional analytical framework of the Governance-Planning Nexus.
Synthesized from (FAO ,2012; Deininger ,2013; UN-Habitat,2015; Mitchell and
McEvoy 2019)
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Table 2. Operational coding rules for the five dimensions: inclusion indicators, exclusion
indicators/boundary cases and the distinction between Score 1 (implicit/instrumental) and Score 2
(explicit/analytical) engagement. The same rules were applied to all 30 included studies.

Dimension | Inclusion indicators Exclusion indicators / | Score 1 (implicit /

(counts as engagement) | boundary cases (do instrumental)
not count) vs. Score 2 (explicit /
analytical)

Legal Discussion of tenure law, | Generic legal references | Score 1: a statute is
zoning regulations, with no analytical use named to justify a policy
planning law, registration | (e.g. one sentence citing | choice. Score 2: legal
rules, dispute-resolution “the Land Act” without framework is itself an
mechanisms, or analysis); private analytical object (e.g.
constitutional /property- | contract or commercial- | comparing zoning law
rights frameworks. law issues unrelated to regimes).

land governance.

Institutional | Analysis of government Mere mention of an Score 1: institutions
structures, multi-level institution as an actor appear as background
coordination, planning (e.g. “the ministry actors. Score 2:
agencies, ministries, approved the plan”) institutional
intergovernmental without analysis of its configurations are the
relations, mandates and capacity, mandate or explanatory variable (e.g.
accountability coordination. multi-level governance
mechanisms. arrangements).

Social Public participation, Demographic Score 1: participation is
transparency, spatial descriptors alone (e.g. reported as procedural
justice, inclusion of population size); “the step. Score 2:
vulnerable or indigenous | community” mentioned | participation/justice is
groups, perceived only as setting; user treated as a determinant
legitimacy of decisions, satisfaction surveys not | of planning outcomes.
contested land claims. linked to governance or

planning.

Technical GIS, spatial-data Software-only Score 1: GIS/SDI is used
infrastructures (SDI), descriptions (e.g. only as a
digital cadastres, “ArcGIS was used to visualisation/illustration
geospatial monitoring, 3D | draw the map”) without | tool. Score 2: technology
land administration, fit- analytical role; pure is treated as a structural
for-purpose tools, smart- | remote-sensing component of
city data systems treated | accuracy assessments governance (e.g. SDI as
as governance/planning | without governance link. | institutional
components. infrastructure).

Planning Master plans, zoning, Architectural or Score 1: planning

spatial strategies, growth
management, regulatory
development controls,
integrated spatial
planning, land-use change
analysis.

building-design
discussions without
spatial regulation;
economic land valuation
without spatial-policy
implications.

instruments are
mentioned descriptively.
Score 2: planning
instruments are the
analytical lens through
which governance is
examined.
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3. MATERIALS AND METHOD
3.1 Study Design and Reporting Standard

It should be emphasized that the systematic scoping review is the research methodology of
this study, whereas its scientific contribution is the analytical framework itself. A systematic
scoping review was selected because the literature on land governance and land-use
planning is broad, conceptually fragmented and methodologically diverse. A narrowly
framed systematic review or a quantitative meta-analysis would not fit this evidence base
(Kusters et al., 2020; Entwistle and Nyantakyi-Frimpong, 2025). The scoping design is
appropriate for three reasons. First, the field does not lend itself to a single PICO-style
question. Second, the studies use heterogeneous methods and do not report comparable
outcome measures. Third, the purpose of this article is to map how the governance-planning
relationship is conceptualized across five dimensions, rather than to estimate a pooled effect
size. The review was reported according to PRISMA-ScR, informed by PRISMA 2020 flow-
reporting principles. The review protocol was not prospectively registered.

3.2 Search Strategy and Information Sources

A systematic search was conducted across five international databases 10-14 November
2025: Scopus, Web of Science (Clarivate), ScienceDirect (Elsevier), SpringerLink and Taylor
& Francis Online. The search combined controlled vocabulary and free-text terms covering
both governance and planning concepts. The Scopus and Web of Science strings were used
as master strings; equivalent searches were adapted for ScienceDirect, SpringerLink and
Taylor & Francis Online according to each platform's syntax, field codes and Boolean-depth
limits while preserving the same conceptual coverage. The exact strings used in each
database are reported in Table 3.

Table 3. Exact search strings used in each database (date of search: 10-14 November 2025).

Database Search string

Scopus TITLE-ABS-KEY(("land governance" OR "land tenure governance" OR "land
administration") AND ("land-use planning” OR "spatial planning" OR "land
development controls" OR "urban planning"))

Web of TS=(("land governance" OR "tenure governance") AND ("land-use planning"
Science OR "spatial planning"))

ScienceDirect | Title, abstract, keywords: ("land governance" OR "land tenure governance" OR
"land administration") AND ("land-use planning" OR "spatial planning" OR
"urban planning"). Filters: Research articles; 2015-2025; subject areas: Social
Sciences, Environmental Science, Earth and Planetary Sciences.
SpringerLink | Title and abstract: ("land governance" OR "land administration") AND ("land-
use planning” OR "spatial planning"). Filters: Article; Discipline = Earth
Sciences, Geography, Political Science; Date range 2015-2025; English

language.
Taylor & [Abstract] OR [Title] OR [Keywords]: ("land governance" OR "land
Francis administration") AND ("land-use planning" OR "spatial planning” OR "urban

planning"). Filters: Article; 2015-2025; subjects: Urban Studies, Geography,
Environmental Studies.
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Filters were applied for three criteria: (i) English language; (ii) peer-reviewed journal
article; and (iii) publication year between 2015 and 2025. The 2015 lower bound was
selected because it marks the post-SDGs and IGUTP period and the growth of digital and
spatial-governance literature, while 2025 was the most recent complete publication year at
the time of the search.

3.3 Eligibility Criteria

Studies were included if they met four criteria: (i) they explicitly examined the relationship
or interaction between land governance and land-use or spatial planning, rather than
discussing only one field in isolation; (ii) they engaged at least one of the five analytical
dimensions defined in Section 2; (iii) they were peer-reviewed journal articles indexed in at
least one of the five selected databases; and (iv) they provided sufficient conceptual,
empirical or policy-oriented content for dimensional coding.

Journal quartile rank (SJR/Scimago Q-rank) was not used as an inclusion criterion because
such a rule could introduce selection bias and is not required by PRISMA-ScR. Inclusion was
based on topical relevance and the four content criteria above. The Q-rank of each included
study is reported in Table 6 only as a descriptive characteristic of the sample, not as a filter.

3.4 Selection Process

Records were retrieved from five bibliographic databases between 10 and 14 November

2025. The per-database breakdown of the 185 records identified is reported in Table 4,

which reflects platform-specific coverage and the relative distribution of publishers

represented in the final sample. It should be noted that these counts were obtained from a

verification re-count conducted during manuscript preparation using the same search

strings and date filters.

All retrieved records were imported into Mendeley, where duplicate entries were removed

automatically and subsequently verified manually. The deduplicated pool of 142 records

was then subjected to three sequential screening stages:

1. Title screening excluded records clearly outside the scope of the review, including
purely agronomic, economic-modelling or environmental-impact studies that contained
no governance-planning dimension.

2. Abstract screening retained only records that explicitly addressed land governance,
land-use planning, tenure arrangements or spatial regulation.

3. Full-text screening confirmed the analytical relevance of each retained record and
assessed the feasibility of dimensional coding against the five-dimension framework.

Table 4. Per-database breakdown of the 185 records identified during the search (10-14
November 2025). The total matches the identification row in Table 5. Based on a verification re-
count during manuscript preparation.

Database Records identified (n) % of total
Scopus 72 38.9%
Web of Science (Clarivate) 48 25.9%
ScienceDirect (Elsevier) 32 17.3%
SpringerLink 18 9.7%
Taylor & Francis Online 15 8.1%
Total identified 185 100%
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Screening was conducted independently by the first author (HM) and the co-author (MR).
Any disagreements arising at each stage were resolved through structured discussion until
consensus was reached. The complete selection process, including the number of records
retrieved, duplicates removed, and records excluded at each stage with reasons, is
summarized numerically in Table 5 and presented visually in the PRISMA-ScR flow diagram
as in Fig. 3.

Table 5. Numerical summary of the PRISMA-ScR study selection.

Stage Description n

Identification Records identified through database searching 185

Screening (title) Records screened after duplicate removal and title check 142

Screening Abstracts assessed for relevance to land governance and land-use 78

(abstract) planning

Eligibility Full-text articles assessed for analytical relevance and dimensional | 46
codability

Exclusions (full Excluded for lack of analytical content or non-codable focus 16

text)

Included Studies retained in the final scoping review and dimensional 30
analysis

The 30 included studies constitute the residual sample after the eligibility criteria were
applied. The sample size was determined by the screening process rather than by a
predefined cap.

PRISMA-ScR Flow Diagram
(informed by PRISMA 2020 flow-reporting principles)

s ~
Records identified through database
o . searching (n = 185):
el i Scopus 72; WoS 48; ScienceDirect 32;
SpringerLink 18; Taylor & Francis 15
L -
] - N
- ~ Excluded:
Records screened after duplicate Duplicates and
removal and title screening (n = 142) -»> off-topic title
. J (n =43)
l . J
s )
( h Excl t
Records assessed at abstract eligibility SR .
i =p | abstract screening
(n=78) _
L ) (n = 64)

l \_ W,
I ~

( . ) Excluded at
Full-text articles assessed for eligibility .
Eligibility (n = 46) - first-pass full-text
_ y review (n = 32)

\ S
| - S

Excluded at full-text

Studies included in the (detailed review):
five-dimensional analytical synthesis - no analytical
(n = 30) content or not
7 codable (n = 16)
& J

Figure 3. PRISMA-ScR flow diagram of the selection process. Numbers indicate the records
carried forward to each stage and the records excluded at each step. Following PRISMA-
ScR of (Tricco et al., 2018) and PRISMA-ScR (Page et al., 2021) flow-reporting principles.
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3.5 Data Extraction and Coding

To make the reading of each article transparent, a standardized coding form was prepared
before analysis. For each study, the form recorded bibliographic details, year of publication,
journal, descriptive Q-rank, geographical scope, study design, data type and a three-level
analytical engagement score for each dimension: 0 = absent/not addressed; 1 = implicit or
instrumental, meaning that the dimension was mentioned or used as a tool but not analyzed;
and 2 = explicit and analytical, meaning that the dimension was treated as part of the study's
explanation. This three-level scheme was used because a simple binary code would hide an
important distinction: some studies only use a dimension in passing, while others make it
central to the argument. This distinction is conceptual as much as procedural: a Score of 1
record that a dimension is present in a study, whereas a Score of 2 records that the
dimension carries explanatory weight in the study’s own account of governance or planning
outcomes. The coverage figures reported in Section 4 therefore indicate where a dimension
is discussed at all, while the integration figures indicate where it does interpretive work; the
two should not be read interchangeably.

The coding scheme was operationalized from the institutional planning perspective
developed in Section 2: each dimension was treated as an analytical lens for examining how
governance structures condition planning systems. Operational coding rules were defined a
priori for each dimension, with inclusion and exclusion indicators and worked examples
provided in Table 2. Coding was performed by the first author (HM), and ambiguous cases
were discussed with the co-author (MR) until consensus on a 0/1/2 score was reached. The
single-coder design is acknowledged as a limitation of the review. The full coding matrix is
provided in Table 9.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 Study Selection and Characteristics

The PRISMA-based search retrieved 185 records. After duplicate removal and three
screening stages, 30 studies were retained for analysis Fig. 3; Table 5. The general
characteristics of the included studies are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6. Characteristics of the 30 included studies (S1-S30). Based on the 30 included peer-
reviewed journal articles.

ID | Reference Geographical scope Method Q

S1 | (Duran-Diaz, 2023) Global South (multi- Mixed methods Q1
country)

S2 | (Chen etal., 2025) China (national) Policy-text analysis Q1

S$3 | (Dingkuhn et al., 2025) Multi-region (Ireland, Systematic review + cross- Q1
USA, Philippines) case analysis

S4 | (Kalogianni etal.,, 2020) | Global Conceptual / system design | Q1

S5 | (Childress et al., 2021) Brazil Case study Q1

S6 | (Azadietal., 2023) Iran & Ethiopia Conceptual comparative Q1

S7 | (Sofianopoulos et al,, Global Systematic review Q1

2025)

S8 | (Costaetal., 2024) Global Structured review Q1

S9 | (Alemie etal., 2015) Ethiopia Case study Q1

$10 | (Nowaketal,, 2021) Global / EU Comparative legal Q1
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S11 |(Udessaetal., 2023) Ethiopia (Gelan, Lega Tafo) Qualitative case study Q1
S12 |(Hersperger etal.,, 2018) [Global Comparative qualitative Q1
S13 |(Azadi, 2020) Global Conceptual review Q1
S14 |(Entwistle and NyantaKkyi- Liberia Qualitative case study Q1

Frimpong, 2025)
S15 |(Liu and Zhou, 2021) China [nstitutional analysis Q1
S16 |(Ramezanietal,, 2023) [ran Conceptual review Q1
S17 |(Cobbinah etal., 2020) Ghana Qualitative case study Q1
S18 |(Kusters etal., 2020) Global Participatory workshops Q1
S19 |(Bah and Dossa, 2025) Francophone Africa Comparative qualitative Q1
S20 |(Slobodnikova and Téth, Slovakia Multi-case qualitative Q1
2025)
S21 |(Van Assche etal., 2022) Alberta, Canada (8 Comparative qualitative case | Q1
communities) study (96 interviews + focus
groups + plan/policy analysis)
S22 |(Fengetal., 2024) China (Shanghai) Policy analysis Q1
S23 |(Babalola, 2023) Ibadan, Nigeria Quantitative survey Q1
S24 |(Asadzadehetal, 2023) [Europe &Iran Mixed methods Q1
S25 |(Hersperger etal., 2024) [Global / EU Comparative qualitative Q1
S26 |(Boulton and Dedekorkut- Australia Multi-case qualitative Q1
Howes, 2024)
S27 |(Hoddy etal., 2025) Mozambique Socio-legal qualitative Q1
S28 |(Bozkurt etal., 2025) Global Review Q1
S29 |(Kassa and Mussa, 2024) [Ethiopia (Borena) Qualitative case study Q1
S30 |(Nuhu, 2019) Tanzania (peri-urban) Qualitative case study Q2

Note on the peer-reviewed status of the 30 included studies. All 30 studies listed in Table 6
are peer-reviewed journal articles, identifiable through their journal titles in the reference
list (e.g. Land, Land Use Policy, Cities, Sustainability, Sustainable Cities and Society,
Landscape and Urban Planning, Global Environmental Change, World Development, ISPRS
International Journal of Geo-Information, Urban Forum). Institutional references such as
FAO-VGGT, World Bank-LGAF, UN-Habitat IGUTP, GLTN, OECD and (Enemark, 2015) are
used only as theoretical/framework sources in Section 2 and are not included in the
analyzed sample. The reference numbers used in the S1-S30 identifiers map to the
publication metadata in the reference list; a full DOI cross-check has been performed for all
reference list entries

4.2 Geographical Distribution

Although the sample is international, it is not geographically even. The 30 studies cover five
world regions and a substantial global or multi-regional cluster as shown in Table 7 and
Fig. 4. African studies form the largest regional group (n = 9), followed by Asian studies (n
= 5, mostly from China and Iran). European studies (n = 2), North American studies (n = 1,
Canada with eight Alberta communities) and Latin American studies (n = 1, Brazil) are
markedly under-represented, while one-third of the sample is global or multi-regional.

This pattern matters because the geography of the literature also shapes the geography of
the concepts: some dimensions are developed through African tenure and institutional
debates, while others are more visible in Global North planning and digital-governance
studies. Regional dimension profiles per world region are compared in Table 8 and Fig. 5.
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Table 7. Geographical distribution of the 30 included studies by region. Based on the 30 included

N

2

1
H

Europe North
America

Region

Africa Asia

America

studies.
Region n | Study codes Comment
Africa 9 S9,S11,S14,S17,S19, S23, Strong representation
S27,529,S30
Asia 5 |S2,S6,515,S16,S22 China and Iran only
Europe 2 | S20,S25 Slovakia and one multi-region EU paper
North America |1 | S21 Canada only (Alberta, 8 communities)
Latin America |1 | S5 Brazil only
Global / Multi- | 12 | S1,S3,S4,S7,S8, 510, S12, Cross-cutting analyses; specific countries
region S13,S18,S24,S526,S28 covered include USA (S3), Ireland and
Philippines (S3), and EU-wide cases (525)
14
12
12
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2 4
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Latin Global /
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Figure 4. Geographical distribution of the 30 included studies based on Table 7.

Table 8. Regional patterns in the reviewed sample: dominant theoretical orientation and most-
engaged analytical dimensions per region. Synthesizing regional patterns identified across the 30

included studies.

Region Studies | Dominant theoretical pattern Most-engaged dimensions
(n) (sample studies)

Africa 9 Institutional fragmentation + Institutional & Legal (59, S11, S14,
customary-statutory legal pluralism; | S17,S19, S23, 527,529, S30)
tenure-security framing

Asia (China] 5 Centralized state-led reform; vertical | Institutional & Planning (52, S6,
Iran) institutional integration S15,S16,S22)

Europe 2 Multi-level / strategic planning; Planning, Institutional & Social
networks of plans (520, S25)

North 1 Adaptive governance; community- Institutional, Planning & Social

America strategy integration with land-use (S21)
tools

Latin 1 Private-sector-led formalization; Institutional, Legal & Planning (S5)

America informality and tenure

Global / | 12 Conceptual-framework All five dimensions; Technical-

Multi- consolidation; comparative cross- structural concentrated here (S4,

region context analysis (incl. USA in S3) S7, 58, 528)
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Figure 5. Regional engagement profile heatmap. Average score (0-2) per region: (0=
absent, 1= implicit/instrumental, 2= explicit/analytical) for each of the five analytical
dimensions, computed from the three-level coding matrix (Table 9). Green =
explicit/analytical engagement; yellow = implicit/instrumental; orange = absent. Regional
averages were computed from the three-level engagement scores of the 30 included
studies.

4.3 Dimensional Coverage Across Studies

Three-level coding of the studies is reported in Table 9, and the aggregate pattern is shown
in Figs. 6 and 7. The institutional dimension is engaged in all 30 studies (coverage 100%),
followed by planning (29/30; 97%), social (27/30; 90%) and legal (27/30; 90%). The
technical dimension is the weakest part of the nexus: it appears in 19 studies (63%) but
reaches full analytical integration (Score 2) in only 6 studies (20%). This distinction is
important. The issue is not that technology is completely absent, but that it is often treated
as a support tool rather than as a structural component of land governance and planning.

Table 9. Three-level analytical engagement coding matrix of the 30 included studies across the five

analytical dimensions. 0 = absent/not addressed; 1 = implicit/instrumental; 2 = explicit/analytical.

Per-column “Coverage” counts studies with Score 1 or 2; “Integration” counts only Score 2. Cells are
colour-coded (green = 2, yellow = 1, orange = 0). Following the coding rules in Table 2.

Study Institutional | Legal | Social | Technical | Planning
S1 2 2 2 1 2
S2 2 2 2 1 2
S3 2 0 2 0 2
S4 2 2 2 2 2
S5 2 2 2 0 2
N& 2 2 2 2 2
S7 2 2 2 2 2
S8 2 0 2 2 2
S9 2 2 2 2 2
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Study Institutional | Legal | Social | Technical | Planning
S10 2 2 2 0 2
S11 2 2 2 1 2
S12 2 0 2 1 2
S13 2 2 2 1 2
S14 2 2 2 0 2
S15 2 2 0 0 2
S16 2 2 2 1 2
S17 2 2 0 0 2
S18 2 2 2 1 2
S19 2 2 2 0 0
S20 2 2 2 1 2
S21 2 1 2 0 2
S22 2 2 0 0 2
S23 2 2 2 1 2
S24 2 2 2 1 2
S25 2 2 2 1 2
S26 2 2 2 1 2
S27 2 2 2 0 2
S28 2 2 2 2 2
S29 2 2 2 0 2
S30 2 2 2 1 2

Coverage (n) — Score 1 or 2 30 27 27 19 29
Integration (n) — Score 2 only 30 26 27 6 29

Institutional

Planning

Legal

Social

Technical

19

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Number of Studies (n = 30)

Bl Coverage (Score 1 or 2) I Integration (Score 2 only)

Figure 6. Coverage (Score 1 or 2) and analytical integration (Score 2 only) of the five
dimensions across the 30 included studies. Based on Table 9.
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Coverage vs analytical Integration of the five dimensions

(n = 30 studies) = Coverage (Score 1 or 2)

= |ntegration (Score 2 only)
___Legal

27

Social

Technical

o Planning

Figure 7. Radar chart comparing coverage (Score 1 or 2) and analytical integration (Score
2 only) across the five dimensions. Institutional and planning dimensions dominate, while
the technical dimension is the least integrated. Based on Table 9.

4.4 Dominant Analytical Patterns

Three patterns emerge from the cross-tabulation of dimensional coverage with geographical

scope as shown in Table 10:

1. Institutional and legal emphasis in Africa. African studies (S9, S11, S14, S17,S19, S23,S27,
S29 and S30) cluster around fragmented institutional structures, overlapping mandates
and tenure-related legal questions.

2. Strategic spatial planning in the Global North. European studies (520, S21 and S25) and
Australia (S26) emphasize multi-level strategic planning, participatory approaches and
evidence-based planning in relatively stable institutional environments.

3. State-led reform in Asia. Chinese and Iranian studies (S2, S6, S15, S16 and S22) describe
centralized national reforms in which planning and governance are reshaped jointly
through large-scale modernization programmes.
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Table 10. Cross-cutting trends and patterns identified in the reviewed literature. Based on the 30

included studies.

Trend

Brief description and exemplar studies

specific legal emphasis (Africa)

Institutional dominance with context-

Fragmented governance, tenure rights, overlapping
mandates (S9, S11, S14, S17, S29, S30).

North)

Multi-level strategic planning (Global

Evidence-based, multi-scalar strategic planning (S20,
S21,S25).

Centralised national reforms (Asia)

State-led integration of planning and governance (S2,
S15,S22,S16).

integration

4 Centrality of social distance (Latin Spatial justice, participation, planning legitimacy (527,
America / Global South) S5, §18).

5 [Uneven technical integration GIS/SDI/3D-LAS treated as a structural component in S4,
S6, S7, S8, S9, S28; treated only as an instrumental tool
or absent in most Asian and several European studies
(e.g. S15, 522, S25).

6 Multidimensional but partial Most studies engage three or four dimensions

analytically; only 5 studies (S4, S6, S7, S9, S28) reach full
analytical Integration (Score 2) on all five dimensions.

4.5 Identified Research Gaps

The gaps that emerge from the coding matrix are not merely numerical. They point to weak
connections inside the nexus itself. The most consequential gaps are the under-developed
analytical role of the technical dimension, the limited translation of social participation into
formal planning outcomes, the weak linkage between legal reform and social equity,
persistent geographical gaps in the Middle East outside Iran, Central Asia and large parts of
South America, and the absence of a fully integrated five-dimension model. These gaps are
summarized in Table 11.

Table 11. Research gaps identified across the 30 included studies. Based on the 30 included studies

and Tables 9 and 10.
Gap [Brief description Where it appears in the sample
G1 |Imbalanced representation of th¢Technical Coverage 19/30 and Integration only 6/30
five dimensions vs. institutional 30/30, planning 29/30.
G2 |Limited analytical integration of |In the majority of studies, GIS/SDI is used as an instrumental
the technical dimension tool rather than as a structural analytical component
(Score 1in §20, S25, S26 vs. Score 2 in S4, S6, S7, S8, S9, S28)
G3 |Weak translation of social Social participation reported as a procedural step rather
considerations into formal than analyzed as a determinant of planning outcomes in
planning several studies (e.g. S5, S18, S27).
G4 |Limited legal-social linkage Studies analyzing legal reform without explicit social-equity
or participation analysis (S15, 517, S22).
G5 |Persistent geographical gaps Middle East outside Iran; Central Asia; much of South
America.
G6 |Over-emphasis on the Institutions used as dominant explanatory lens across the
institutional dimension sample.
G7 |Absence of a fully integrated five|No study integrates all five dimensions in a single model.
dimension Nexus model
G8 |Limited assessment of long-term| Technical studies focus on tools, not on state-society
effects of digital transformation | implications.
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Taken together, these descriptive and gap-analysis findings establish what the reviewed
literature covers and where it falls short; the following section turns to why these patterns
emerge and what they imply for future research on the Governance-Planning Nexus. The
dimensional pattern documented above raises three interrelated analytical observations.
Together, they show that the Governance-Planning Nexus is not absent from the literature
but is unevenly assembled.

4.6 The Dominance of the Institutional Dimension

Institutions dominate not because other dimensions are unimportant, but because
institutions are easier to see, name and compare. Ministries, cadastral agencies, planning
departments and formal mandates are visible units of analysis, and they fit comfortably
within qualitative case-study designs, which are common in the sample Table 6. This
visibility, however, can become an analytical bias. When institutions become the default
explanation, legal, social and technical dimensions risk being pushed into the background,
even though they may independently shape land-use outcomes. Future research should
therefore treat institutions as one part of the nexus, not as a substitute for the nexus as a
whole (Healey, 2006; Feng et al., 2024).

4.7 The Relative Weakness of the Technical Dimension

The technical dimension tells a different story. It is present, but often in a quiet and
supporting role. The under-representation of this dimension (coverage 63%; analytical
integration 20%) is striking in a period when policy discourse increasingly emphasizes data-
driven planning, digital cadasters and 3D land administration (Ramezani et al., 2023; Costa
et al.,, 2024; Hoddy et al., 2025). Three explanations emerge from the sample. Digital
infrastructures are unevenly distributed, especially between well-resourced and resource-
constrained contexts. In many Global South studies, tools such as GIS are used to illustrate
or support analysis rather than to explain governance arrangements. Finally, the field still
tends to privilege qualitative-institutional reasoning over data-infrastructure analysis. This
means that the technical dimension is not simply missing; it is under-theorized.

Each of these three explanations deserves closer inspection, because they operate through
different mechanisms and therefore call for different remedies. The infrastructural
explanation is not simply a matter of resources. A digital cadaster or a spatial data
infrastructure presupposes institutional preconditions — near-complete parcel registration,
mandates for inter-agency data sharing, and recurrent maintenance budgets — that many
land administration systems in the Global South do not yet meet, which is precisely why the
fit-for-purpose land administration agenda emerged as a pragmatic alternative to full
cadastral digitization (Enemark, 2015). Where the underlying infrastructure is partial, the
technical dimension can only ever appear in an instrumental role, because there is no stable
data layer for scholarship to treat as an object of governance analysis in its own right. The
methodological explanation follows a different logic: when spatial tools are used to map
outcomes rather than to interrogate how land information is produced, standardized, owned
and exchanged, the resulting studies register technical presence without technical
integration — exactly the Score 1 pattern that dominates the coding matrix. Questions of
data interoperability, platform dependency and the standardization of land-administration
domain models are raised in the reviewed sample almost exclusively by the system-design
studies (Kalogianni et al., 2020; Sofianopoulos et al., 2025), and hardly at all by the case-
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study literature, which suggests that the gap is one of research design rather than of
empirical opportunity.

The third, disciplinary explanation may be the most consequential, because it shapes the
other two. Land governance scholarship has largely inherited its analytical vocabulary from
institutional and planning theory, in which technical systems are conventionally treated as
neutral instruments that implement decisions made elsewhere. Yet digital land
infrastructures are not neutral: their data standards, access rules and updating protocols
allocate informational advantage among state agencies, private intermediaries and
landholders, and in that sense, they function as institutions in their own right. Reading them
this way would move the technical dimension from the periphery of the Nexus to a position
where its couplings with the legal and social dimensions — currently the weakest links
identified in Section 4.9 — become empirically tractable. Until the field makes that move, the
under-representation documented here (gaps G2 and G8) is likely to persist regardless of
how quickly digital land administration expands in practice.

4.8 Implications for the Governance-Planning Nexus

The broader message is that the Governance-Planning Nexus is unevenly built. It has two
strong components, institutional and planning; two intermediate components, legal and
social; and one structurally underdeveloped component, technical. The integration among
these components is weaker than the visibility of any one component on its own. This finding
is consistent with Healey's argument that planning systems cannot be understood outside
governance arrangements (Healey, 2006), and it extends Krawchenko and Tomaney's
multi-scalar framework (Krawchenko and Tomaney, 2023) by showing where
multidimensional integration is currently strongest and weakest.

This unevenness is not distributed randomly across the sample; it tracks the governance
context in which each body of scholarship is situated, and that context deserves to be treated
as an explanatory variable in its own right rather than as background information. The
African cluster (n=9), the largest in the sample, converges overwhelmingly on the
institutional and legal dimensions as in Table 8, a pattern that reflects the enduring
coexistence of customary and statutory tenure systems across much of the continent. Where
colonial-era statutory law was superimposed on pre-existing customary regimes rather than
replacing them, land governance research has little choice but to foreground institutional
fragmentation and legal pluralism as analytical entry points, because these are the terms in
which land conflicts and reforms are actually negotiated on the ground (Chimhowu, 2019).
The Asian cluster (n=5, concentrated in China and Iran) shows a comparably strong
institutional dimension, but for a structurally different reason: centralized, state-led reform
produces land governance systems in which institutional and planning instruments are
deliberately, rather than incidentally, coupled, so that studies of Chinese and Iranian land
policy tend to read planning outcomes directly off institutional design (Ho, 2001). European
studies (n = 2), by contrast, engage all five dimensions more evenly, which is consistent with
a planning tradition that has long theorized itself as multi-level and path-dependent,
embedded in national social models that constrain how far governance instruments can be
transferred or standardized across contexts (Nadin and Stead, 2008). The single North
American study in the sample (521, eight Alberta communities) foregrounds institutional,
planning and social dimensions together, mirroring a collaborative-governance tradition in
which legitimacy is built through negotiated, multi-actor planning processes rather than
through statutory instruments alone (Innes and Booher, 2010). The Latin American case
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(S5, Brazil) shows a narrower institutional-legal-planning triad, which fits a regional
literature more concerned with regularizing informality through private-sector-led
formalization than with elaborating participatory or technical infrastructure (Fernandes,
2011).

Read together, these regional profiles indicate that the same five-dimensional framework
surfaces different couplings depending on the governance tradition it is applied to, and that
this is a feature of the evidence rather than an artefact of the coding scheme. A framework
built primarily on African and Asian material, in other words, would foreground different
dimensions than one built on European or Latin American material, simply because the
underlying governance systems make different dimensions analytically visible. This has a
direct bearing on the geographical gap identified as G5: because Europe, North America,
Latin America, the Middle East outside Iran and Central Asia remain thinly represented,
several plausible dimensional couplings, particularly those involving multi-level European
governance and Latin American informality, are still underspecified in the literature, and
closing this gap is as much a theoretical priority as a geographical one.

4.9 From Classification to Interaction: Reading the Nexus as a Complex Configuration

The five-dimensional framework was designed, in the first instance, as a classificatory
instrument, and the results above applied it in that spirit. Classification, however, is only the
first analytical step. The harder question is how the five dimensions act upon one another,
because governance and planning outcomes are rarely produced by any single dimension
working alone. Systems-oriented scholarship offers useful vocabulary for this move. Land
governance can be read as a social-ecological system in Ostrom’s sense, in which legal rules,
organizational mandates, social practices and technical infrastructures operate as
interacting subsystems rather than as separate variables (Ostrom, 2009). Governance
theory reaches a similar conclusion from a different starting point: complex governance
settings behave adaptively, and their outcomes cannot be traced back to a single institutional
lever (Folke et al., 2005; Duit and Galaz, 2008). Planning theory recognized this condition
much earlier. Land-use problems are “wicked” precisely because their legal, social and
technical components are entangled (Rittel and Webber, 1973), and collaborative and
complexity-informed planning scholarship has since treated planning systems as networks
of interdependent actors rather than hierarchies of decisions (de Roo and Silva, 2010;
Innes and Booher, 2010; Klijn and Koppenjan, 2016).

Read through this lens, the coding results reported above acquire a second meaning. Fig. 8
translates the coding matrix of Table 9 into an interaction map, in which the weight of each
link reflects how frequently two dimensions were analytically integrated within the same
study. Three structural properties stand out. First, the institutional-planning and
institutional-legal couplings carry most of the analytical load in the literature; they are the
connections through which authors most often explain land-use outcomes. Second, every
link involving the technical dimension is weak. This is a more precise diagnosis than simply
noting that the technical dimension is under-represented: even where digital tools appear,
they are rarely coupled analytically to legal frameworks or social practices, so their
governance effects remain untraced. Third, and most importantly, the Nexus behaves as an
emergent configuration. Its explanatory power lies in the pattern of couplings rather than in
the presence of any individual dimension, which is why studies that score highly on several
dimensions in isolation can still fail to integrate them into a single explanatory frame, as gap
G7 records.
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This reading carries a practical consequence for how the framework should be used. Coding
for the presence of dimensions, as in this review, is a necessary first pass; a second pass
should assess the couplings between dimensions, asking not only “is the legal dimension
addressed?” but “is the legal dimension connected, in the author’s own argument, to social
practice, to technical infrastructure, or to planning outcomes?” Treating the Nexus as a
configuration of couplings converts the framework from a descriptive checklist into an
explanatory device, and it aligns the study of land governance with the broader adaptive-
systems tradition in governance research (Folke et al., 2005; Duit and Galaz, 2008).

Institutional
(2.00)

Planning
(1.93)

Governance-
Planning
Nexus

emergent
configuration

Social Technical

(1.83) (0.83)

Link weight reflects the frequency of joint analytical integration in the reviewed studies
=== Strong coupling (e.g. institutional-planning)

- === Weak coupling (all links involving the technical dimension)

Node size and value = average analytical integration score (0-2) across the 30 studies

Outer cycle = adaptive feedback: planning outcomes reshape institutional, legal, social
and technical conditions

Figure 8. Interaction map of the five analytical dimensions of the Governance-Planning Nexus. Link
weight reflects the frequency with which two dimensions were analytically integrated within the
same study; dashed links denote weak coupling. Node size and the value in parentheses show each
dimension’s average analytical integration score (0-2) across the 30 reviewed studies. The outer
cycle represents adaptive feedback from planning outcomes to governance conditions (Table 9).

Future research therefore needs to move beyond asking whether governance and planning
are connected. The more important question is how that connection is assembled, through
which dimensions, and with what consequences. Three directions follow. First, technical
infrastructures such as GIS, SDI and digital cadasters should be analyzed as governance
structures, not only as mapping tools. Second, nexus studies should expand to under-
represented regions, particularly the Middle East outside Iran, Central Asia and South
America. Third, the field needs explicit and replicable five-dimensional models that connect
legal frameworks, social practices, technical systems and planning outcomes within the
same analytical design.

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the review covered five major databases
but did not include grey literature, non-peer-reviewed reports by international agencies or

54



H. Musa et al. Journal of Engineering, 2026, 32(8)

non-English publications; this may have biased the sample toward English-language
scholarly conventions and better-indexed regions. Second, the three-level coding scheme
(0/1/2), although more sensitive than the original binary scheme, still relies on the
judgement of a single main coder. Ambiguous cases were discussed with the co-author until
consensus was reached, but fully independent dual coding and an inter-rater agreement
statistic, such as Cohen's kappa, were not used. Third, the search cut-off date of 14 November
2025 means that later publications are not represented. Fourth, neither backward /forward
citation chasing nor formal quality appraisal of individual studies was undertaken. This is
acceptable for a scoping review, but it limits the depth of the synthesis. Finally, the review
maps analytical patterns; it does not aggregate effect sizes or quantitative outcomes. Future
reviews of this literature would benefit from a fully independent double-coding protocol
accompanied by a formal inter-rater agreement statistic such as Cohen’s kappa, together
with a structured quality-appraisal instrument such as the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool
(Hong et al., 2018), both of which were beyond the resource scope of the present single-
institution review but would strengthen the evidentiary basis of future syntheses of this
literature.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Overall, this study sets out to develop a five-dimensional analytical framework for the
Governance-Planning Nexus, and the systematic scoping review conducted for this purpose
shows that the Governance-Planning Nexus has become an important but still uneven field
of inquiry. By applying a theory-informed five-dimensional framework to 30 peer-reviewed
studies published between 2015 and 2025, the review shows that institutional and planning
dimensions are strongly represented, legal and social dimensions are present but not always
well connected, and the technical dimension remains the least integrated. Geographically,
the reviewed literature is concentrated in Africa, China and Iran, with much weaker
representation from Europe, North America, Latin America, the Middle East outside Iran and
Central Asia.

The main contribution of the article is the five-dimensional analytical framework and its
operational coding scheme, which make this uneven architecture visible. Conceptually, it
translates institutional planning theory and multi-scalar governance into a usable five-
dimensional analytical lens. Empirically, it shows where literature is strong, where it is
partial and where future research can produce more integrated knowledge. The study
therefore offers a framework not only for describing the existing literature, but also for
designing the next generation of studies on land governance and land-use planning. Beyond
its descriptive and conceptual contribution, the five-dimensional lens is intended as a
working instrument for future empirical research, not only as a device for synthesizing
existing literature. A natural next step is to apply the framework to single-city or single-
region case studies in contexts that remain thinly represented in the reviewed sample — the
Middle East outside Iran being one such context — where it could be used to diagnose, rather
than merely classify, which of the five dimensions are weakly coupled in a specific
governance setting and where reform effort might therefore be most productively directed.
Used this way, the framework shifts from an analytical map of literature to a diagnostic tool
for practice, capable of informing land-governance reform priorities in rapidly urbanizing
contexts where institutional, legal, social and technical arrangements have evolved
unevenly.
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