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Abstract:  Market-based car parking policy is increasingly recognised as one of key fulcrums of 
transformational change towards sustainable and ethical urban futures. The physical, regulatory and 
cultural manifestations of parking policy are now deeply embedded in the make-up of most Western cities 
after the auto-centric design and planning of the 20th century. Following changes in US cities, parking policy 
discourse within Australia is now looking to the promise of market-based parking approaches, emerging in 
both formal and informal spheres. The complex political challenges this presents for overcoming car 
dominance within an urgent ecological timeframe are exacerbated by widespread public misunderstandings 
of parking, but also limited academic and practice-based imaginations of available approaches. 
Furthermore, academic literature on parking policy rarely engages explicitly with critical urban and radical 
socialist theorisations on power, commoning, public ownership and capital relations while promoting 
market-based policy approaches as best practice. At this critical juncture, there is a need to broaden the 
Australian discourse on alternative market approaches, and their implications for just futures. This paper 
discusses how a critical examination of the system of parking policy approaches in Japanese cities can 
broaden imaginations of the possibilities of parking approaches and the urban relations they (re)produce. 
This historical case study of Tokyo draws together a range of empirical methods to build a narrative of the 
development of a unique Japanese market-based approach to parking from the 1950s. A critical 
interpretation of these approaches examines the socio-political and governance implications for post-capital 
21st century futures, and considers the potential for re-shaping the politics of parking in Australian cities, 
contrasting Japan's model with Australian status quo, and existing market-based models. This involves 
reflection upon some of the complex tensions between material redistribution, symbolic collectivism, and 
socialised urban spaces. 
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Introduction: A socialist framework for considering parking approaches  
Market-based car parking policy is increasingly recognised as one of the key fulcrums of transformational 
change towards sustainable, just and ethical urban futures. Movements in traditionally car-dominant cities 
championing the market-based reforms advocated by Donald Shoup and other parking policy 
contemporaries have successfully begun to spread throughout cities in the US (Shoup, 2018; Strong 
Towns, 2019), and are now beginning to make substantial waves through sustainable transport and 
affordable housing advocacy in Australian cities (Sheko, 2019; Edraki, 2019). These approaches, based 
largely on unbundling parking from housing and charging for parking, turn conventional parking policy 
approaches in car-centric urban areas on their head, challenging the spatial arrangements and policy 
mechanisms that have failed to adequately curb car dominance (and often further entrenched it). Market-
based approaches are transformational in their change potential, in many cases offering the potential to 
"unlock" vast urban space for more desirable uses such as housing, reduce car usage, and help cities shed 
existing and inequitably distributed "hidden costs" of parking (Shoup, 2015). Australian cities, still mired in 
stubborn car dominance and discredited parking approaches, need to engage with transformational parking 
alternatives and refreshed imaginations of non-car-dominated cities in order to facilitate sustainable and 
just mobility (Agyeman, 2013; Sheller, 2018). However, the complex and frustrating politics surrounding 
parking reform (Taylor, 2019), the urgency of ecological timeframes, and concurrent demands for more 
radical, 'Right to the City' alternatives (Purcell, 2014) raises the need for expanded parking perspectives 
connected to a broader political-economic discourse. 
 
The growing legitimacy and popularisation of Shoupian parking reforms over the past two decades is 
welcome, having established itself as a new "best practice" just beginning real implementation and shifting 
norms (Clements, 2019). This popularisation is doubtlessly due to the persuasive strength of Shoup's 
arguments, the success of initial exemplars, and the resonance with sustainable transport and parking 
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policy communities ('Shoupistas') who advocate for the reforms (Shoup, 2018). It is therefore during this 
political moment that I am interested in broadening the analysis and critique of these approaches, and 
experimenting with frameworks that can tease out new dimensions of the theories, and expand their 
interaction with other fields. Similarly, the literature and policy discourse through this "championing" phase 
has so far tended to concentrate on particular economic-rationalist notions of value and common sense, 
and utilitarian or even "market socialist" ethical foundations. As parking reform narratives spread alongside 
other radical urban struggles and political movements resisting neoliberal and capitalist dominance, market-
based approaches are being subjected to new forms of criticism while they still work to overcome the 
traditional forms of parking reform opposition. Furthermore, existing reform narratives rely heavily on US 
and European examples, where market-based reform narratives are often only partially enacted, still 
minority cases in their wider urban areas. As Barter (2018) has pointed out, many of the longer term and 
more broadly implemented market-based systems occur in Asian cities, with Japanese cities likely 
exemplars, where unique forms of parking markets have existing nationally since the 1950s. There is great 
benefit in analysing these cases as exemplars of at least one form of market-based parking approach, and 
interpreting the findings through a more radical analytical framework to ask questions about the potential 
for transformational Australian urbanist futures. 
 
This paper deploys a post-capital socialist lens to analyse and develop theory from a comparison of 
Australian and Japanese urban parking approaches. It draws from a range of research strands, 
predominantly my doctoral research on Japanese parking approaches throughout the period of Japan’s 
mass motorisation, my broader research on urban transport and parking and in Australian cities, and 
research on ethical governance, and contemporary post-capital political movements. This paper will first 
outline the rationale for the socialist framework, and describe the framework developed and the relevance 
of the chosen foci. After a brief explanation of the relevant parking theory underlying the major policy 
approaches, the Australian and Japanese cases will be described. Following this, the discussion will focus 
on what an interpretation of the Japanese parking approach offers socialist urban framings, and what 
Australian parking policy discourse might take from the findings, concluding briefly with final thoughts about 
further research and advocacy endeavours. The case study work itself draws from a range of largely 
qualitative methods, including interviews with policy experts and practitioners, literature reviews, historical 
and contemporary spatial mapping, textual analysis of newspaper articles and other cultural artefacts, policy 
analysis of government plans and reports, and observational techniques. While my Japanese case study 
work has been predominantly conducted since 2016, it is also informed by many years of living and working 
in Japanese cities. My Australian research is informed by many years of focusing on parking policy and 
transport research, undertaking a range of case studies, predominantly in Melbourne but also including 
comparative work on Perth (March & Clements, 2018).  
 
The need for socialist futures in urban discourse 
In my work, I take an explicitly anti-capitalist normative perspective to urban analysis and politics. This 
paper is situated within my political position that capitalism is incapable of providing meaningful and 
universal wellbeing and equity. Instead, I advocate that we must seek to explore and enact more ethical 
systems via building new political movements around alternative institutions and organising logics. In the 
face of vast structural inequalities (Harvey, 2017) and the existential crisis of climate emergencies (Klein, 
2015), there is growing resistance to the impacts and trajectories of neoliberal capitalism, and invigorated 
movements looking towards building a new kind of 21st century democratic socialism as a more ethical 
alternative system (Sunkara, 2019). I am interested in exploring the possibilities of building these 
movements through urban discourse and analysis. This is in the hopeful spirit of both Gibson-Graham's 
(2006) "politics of possibility", and Osborne's (2019) notion of "still possible cities", seeking to build a new 
politics for moving forward. Socialist movements offer a way embracing post-capital futures, developing 
alternative relations of power, and empowering communities with belief in their capacity to construct 
alternative systems. In the long term, socialist political development needs to involve transformative 
changes such as mass consciousness building, growth of alternative forms of production and ownership 
that can challenge the most problematic private property relations, and disruption of exploitative capitalist 
work relations. I am interested in what inherent urban characteristics and relations might align with and 
support actual socialist transitions in post-capital western cities. The development of a socialist politics and 
belief in alternative social and economic relations can be explored in everyday urban matters. This requires 
going beyond traditional Marxist analyses which have tended to focus on class, labour movements, capital 
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and property relations. Instead I have developed a theoretical framework that can have more immediate 
relevance to everyday urban transport and land use realms. 
 
The relationship between urban planning theory, and socialist theory is often quite unclear. With the 
neoliberalisation of education and devalorisation of humanities and social sciences subjects in favour of 
industry-oriented training (Au, 2018), general knowledge of critical Marxist political theory among planning 
students and educators has arguably degraded. Furthermore, explicit references to socialist politics 
(outside of historical state socialism references) throughout planning theory can be 'thin', or obscured. The 
strains of neo-Marxist work in the spirit of David Harvey (2012; 2014; 2018; Berry, 1986; Merrifield, 2013) 
that discuss radical socialism as an explicit normative prospect tend to focus on anti-capitalist critique, 
rather than how to build new futures. There is excellent research framed around post-capital and degrowth-
based futures (particularly in sustainability fields) (Alexander & Gleeson, 2019), however references to 
possible socialist alternatives are usually brief. Planning and urban fields often appear to use codes for 
socialism (such as "transition", "Right to the City", "transformation", "alternative", "degrowth", even 
"differential space" (Lefebvre, 2003)) where it is unclear if or in what way the authors might support socialist 
politics. There is still much work to do framing an urban role in an actually possible 21st century socialism 
(Chatterton, 2016; Baer, 2017; Sunkara, 2019). The lens in this paper is deployed explicitly to provoke 
discourse around these alternative futures, specifically by legitimising ideas that problematise otherwise 
assumed status quo systems (as is the case in much parking literature). Knowledge of alternatives is a 
prerequisite to believing in their potential, so a start is framing urban struggles in socialist alternatives. 
 
Constructing a post-capital socialist framework 
The socialist framework developed is based on imagining the possibilities of actual post-capital transitions, 
guided by many of the notions central to radical twenty-first century democratic socialist movements. To 
construct a workable framework, I focus on several major concepts that align with contemporary socialist 
urban imaginings, particularly commoning and cooperative governance and ownership (particularly as 
applied to streets and urban space production), the inherent value of "public things" and public 
infrastructure, and problematising car dominance. Central to this framework is analysing the capitalist (and 
neoliberal) or socialist logics embedded in everyday life, and thus in the urban parking systems examined. 
It is important to understand neoliberalism as Dardot and Laval (2014) explain; not only a political ideology 
or a suite of free market economic reforms and the retreat of the state, but a new global rationality that has 
produced social relations and subjectivities underpinning political consciousness. The work of neo-Marxist 
urban scholars such as Harvey (2012) identifies normative logic inherent to neoliberal capitalism (such as 
the logic of competition) embedded in new subjectivities as new norms and values continually reproduced 
in, and through the urban realm, and in the production of urban space. Substituting and transforming these 
logics can be a vehicle for disrupting capitalist reproduction and growing socialist possibilities. 
 
The "common", and the act of commoning, are presented as an alternative logic and reason to neoliberalism 
(Dardot & Laval, 2019). Commoning is an idea founded in pre-capitalist and continuing practices throughout 
the world, but experiencing a renewal and reinvention as an important political principle through recent 
scholarship and radical practices (Ostrum, 1990; Gibson-Graham, 2006; 2013; Linebaugh, 2014; 
Dellenbaugh et al, 2015; Chatterton, 2016; Osborne, 2018; Dardot & Laval, 2019). While commoning can 
be conceptualised as a collective form of governance outside of the market or state involving a self-defined 
social group or community (Purcell, 2014; Harvey, 2012), commons often co-exist successfully with public 
and private forms of ownership and governance (Chatterton, 2016; Yanagihara, 2015), involving co-
developed protocols of access and care (Ostrom, 1999). Commoning projects often involve collective 
appropriation and regulation of shared, everyday matters such as housing and goods distribution. It aligns 
with the 'Right to the city' notion of "the freedom to make and remake our cities" (Harvey, 2008, pp 23), 
coupled with responsibility that re-activates and engages subjects in urban production, rather than passive 
consumers of governance. Developing, fostering, and privileging commons and commoning practices are 
frequently championed as central to post-capitalist transitions, with the capacity to replace market 
rationalities and atomisation with new forms of collective engagement and governance that fosters new 
subjectivities and empowers subjects with the capacity to self-cultivate ethical practices (Gibson-Graham, 
2006). A complementary notion is that of "publicness", or "public things" (Honig, 2017) as standing in direct 
contrast with privatisation. It aligns well with socialist theory, as they relate to action in concert rather than 
differential advantage, and are thus necessary for public and democratic life (Honig, 2017). Public 
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infrastructure therefore must be politicised, as it is central to democracy as the collective symbol that turns 
diverse people into a community. 
 
While these principles and logics may apply to many aspects of parking systems, I pay particular attention 
to the importance of renewing the publicness of our urban street spaces. Streets cannot simply be 
conceptualised as 'blank-slate mobility tunnels' or even as sites for enacting progressive urban aims such 
as walkability. They are also symbolic and social spaces, dynamic and fluid sites of democracy and political 
relations, and places continually reproducing urban meaning (Lefebvre, 1976; Gehl, 2011). Their physical 
arrangements, norms, and rights narratives can reproduce or challenge neoliberal foundations and logics. 
Zavestosky and Agyeman (2015, pg 4) suggest the political role of street relations, positing that decentring 
the motorist and "[problematising] the auto-normative paradigm" can not only create new coalitions of 
"previously disconnected social groups", but "fundamentally rewire our brains, affecting the way we think". 
Additionally, problematising urban car dominance is important to an anti-capitalist framing of urban 
relations. Car-dominated urban transport systems have a strong assistive relationship with the reproduction 
of capitalist relations through the systems of automobility (Urry, 2004; Baer, 2016). This includes their 
relationship with global capital and dependence on harmful industries such as oil, and their reproduction of 
individualised mobility and private ownership, their tendency towards urban dominance geographically, 
economically and socially, and many other aspects well expressed throughout the literature. Therefore, this 
paper's framework focuses on the opportunities to foster urban commons and disrupt rigid private property 
relations, to reclaim the "publicness" of urban streets, to overcome car dominance and foster alternative 
mobility systems. In as much as remaking place can be conceptualised as a struggle between different 
historical narratives (Blokland, 2009), we can explore the possibilities of remaking our streets, transport 
systems, and urban relations as a way of challenging capitalist hegemony, and experimenting with and co-
producing new ways of being. More specifically, can the streets, systems and urban relations of the 
capitalist 20th century be remade into something that supports and introduces new logics and subjectivities 
for alternative 21st century socialist cities?  
 
The difference of market-based parking approaches 
To understand the emerging movements of parking policy, it is useful to consider the three broad 
approaches to parking supply outlined by Dr Paul Barter; conventional, management and market-based 
approaches (Barter, 2010). The first two can be classified as emblematic of 20th century parking 
approaches, and both are deeply problematised within Shoup's famous thesis. Conventional approaches 
are auto-centric in nature, focused on boosting parking supply and minimising any perceived scarcity to 
facilitate the mobility of car drivers. They primarily rely on minimum parking requirements (MPRs) to ensure 
parking is delivered on a site-by-site basis through private development, with little to no substantial 
restriction on parking supply or use. MPRs "bundle" parking and housing/land together, both physically, 
creating onerous resource constraints for development and problems of adaptability, as well as financially, 
as parking and housing are owned and sold as a package (difficult or impossible to deal with separately). 
Shoup (2005) likens MPRs to a 'pseudoscience' of unnecessary micromanagement within planning that 
has "severed the link between the cost of providing parking and the price that drivers pay for it" (Shoup, 
2018, pp 10), creating its own demand and encouraging car use with devastating cumulative effects. The 
conventional approach to parking, based on a passive "predict and provide" mindset, has been significantly 
discredited (Shoup, 2005), having resulted in the iconic pattern of US cities filled with masses of surface 
parking, housing rigidly bundled with large garage spaces, supremely inefficient usage of parking spaces 
that are unresponsive to demand changes over time, and contributing to sprawling land uses that lock in 
auto-centric urban patterns. From a sociocultural perspective, conventional approaches have deeply 
entrenched senses of entitlement to free and plentiful parking that frame parking as a public good - urban 
infrastructure that the public sector is responsible for ensuring ubiquitously throughout cities. By contrast, 
management-based approaches involve more active government initiatives to manage demand and curb 
the excesses of conventional approaches. They involve various tools, such as time limits, zoning, permits, 
taxes, pricing, and parking plans to align parking goals with other transport objectives (Litman, 2018). While 
useful tools, the approach is criticised as largely unable to overcome the core issues of conventional 
approaches (Shoup, 2017; Barter, 2010), tending towards "weaker", less politically-contentious measures 
that don't fundamentally challenge the "roots and branches" of car dominance, attempting to "balance" 
competing objectives (Barter, 2010). They also tend to be complex and resource intensive for minimal 
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gains, with local governments wholly responsible for onerous management work, strategic only in narrow, 
managerialist and politically-limited conceptions, and with a high burden of proof for change (Barter, 2010). 
 
What Donald Shoup and his contemporaries champion is a turn towards market-based (or "responsive") 
approaches, centred around charging "the right price" for parking, the complete removal of MPRs 
(unbundling parking from housing), and where possible, the return of revenue to the local community 
(Shoup, 2017). Pricing is the active mechanism here, switching the focus of the approach from boosting 
supply or managing demand, towards constraining supply and keeping it as efficient and responsive to 
"actual demand" as possible. The rationale is that free and unrestricted parking creates a false notion of 
real demand, and that starting to make the real costs of parking supply known (and felt through paying for 
it) is a fundamental step in reversing the hidden subsidy to car drivers. Shoup particularly advocates for 
dynamic performance-based pricing for on-street parking, where metered prices are set at levels reflecting 
the given demand at which a small portion of spaces always remain, thus removing any effective "shortage" 
of parking. This pricing substantially reduces cruising for parking, and thus large portions of local traffic (van 
Ommeren et al, 2012). The exemplar for Shoup's dynamic pricing is SFpark, a program adopted in San 
Francisco in 2011 that adjusts hourly pricing based on the block-by-block performance, aiming for 80% 
occupancy rates (Shoup, 2018, pp 30). It has been considered broadly successful, meeting pricing, 
occupancy and efficiency goals, and reducing the net vehicle miles travelled by around one third (Primus, 
2018). A market-based approach shifts the conception of parking from "public infrastructure" to a "real 
estate-based service", significantly disrupting the place of parking culturally and functionally as a ubiquitous 
"right" (Barter, 2010). 
 
Parking in Australian cities 
Parking policy approaches in Australian cities can overall be characterised as variously between 
conventional and management approaches to parking (Taylor & van Bemmel-Misrachi; March & Clements, 
2018). Traditionally, Australian cities have used conventional approaches to parking, relying on MPRs and 
boosting supply to meet perceived demand. Throughout the 1990s onwards, adopting more management-
based approaches, with councils increasingly attempting to manage perceived parking demand with tools 
such as timing restrictions, permits, design changes, clearways, and by enforcing more fines on on-street 
parking. Off-street, there have been minor incremental reductions to MPRs in some (typically inner-city) 
locations through zoning, typically to better accommodate medium-density developments. Similar to many 
cities internationally, the exception has been CBD areas that have adopted substantial market-based 
parking reforms, typically through a series of more restrictive measures since the 1990s (March & Clements, 
2018). The City of Melbourne, for example, replaced MPRs with parking maximums throughout most of 
their zoning, introduced parking levies, and strategically restricted and removed swathes of on-street 
parking spaces, and metering much of the existing supply. As in many similar CBD locations, these 
restrictive reforms have created the conditions for a private parking market, whereby much of the parking 
supply is delivered through off-street parking facilities, charging market prices. While far from complete, 
and with tricky exceptions such as large corporate offices that self-subsidise free parking for their 
employees, these inner-city reforms have proven over the decades that parking markets can be sustained 
over time, help to facilitate the growth of sustainable transport by providing more space and priority for 
walking, cycling and public transport, and make car ownership and use relatively challenging and 
unattractive. In the case of the City of Melbourne (CBD area), it remains one of the only municipalities that 
has experienced substantial shifts towards reducing car ownership and use rates (Loader, 2017). The rest 
of the metropolitan area is another matter. 
 
Outside of the CBD, MPRs typically remain the central mechanism of parking supply, complemented with 
various management approaches such as time limits and permits (Taylor & van Bemmel-Misrachi, 2017). 
Deeply resistant and divisive politics typically surround parking reform, making governments hesitant to 
propose reforms beyond small MPR reductions. In 2019, two neighbouring inner-suburban municipalities 
in Melbourne Australia offer striking illustrative contrasts of the politics of parking in Australian cities. In 
what is perhaps a first for an Australian city suburban municipality, the removal of MPRs in key activity 
centres was approved by Moreland City Council (currently subject to planning scheme amendment) through 
the creation of a bold transport strategy that coupled significant moves towards car mobility constraints with 
relatively strong community consultation processes (Sheko, 2019). By contrast, councillors in the 
neighbouring municipality, Darebin, completely withdrew their recent draft parking strategy suddenly in the 
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face of strong community opposition, without taking it to the planned consultation phase (Pearce, 2019). 
The latter represents a deeply troubling planning failure, with reactionary politics dismissing an urgent 
opportunity for critical reflection and deeper political discourse, with parking and mobility challenges 
remaining. However, preliminary research by myself and Dr Liz Taylor reveals that informal parking markets 
are emerging in Melbourne where conditions are facilitative. In recent years, more real estate firms and 
owners are selling or leasing parking spaces individually under monthly or annual contracts, and 
commercial parking firms have begun renting spaces hourly within apartment complexes, previously 
bundled to apartment owners but now marketed to local area visitors as on-street spaces have been 
reduced. Disruption from share economy operators plays a role, as new platforms allow individuals to offer 
their home parking space for hire, and many apartment residents do so informally via notices in common 
spaces or letterboxing neighbours. Parking markets more successfully emerge in inner city areas with 
existing restrictions on car use and ownership, however data from parking share apps demonstrates 
significant uptake reaching out even into more car dependent outer suburbs. While this emergence signals 
that parking markets may also be fostered in suburban locations, this is still marginal and emerging. 
 
Japanese regulated market approach 
Japanese cities can be highly illustrative of long-standing and successfully regulated market-based parking 
approaches. A range of unique policies function as a system that facilitates what is effectively an entirely 
off-street parking market, with almost no on-street parking (Barter, 2018). Conditions were created for the 
emergence of a market-based system as Japan faced mass motorisation in the 1950s, and banned 
overnight on-street parking nationally with the 1958 Parking Law. Off-street parking garages became the 
norm, and streets were largely left free of parking outside of temporary stops (defined within legislation as 
under five minutes) used for brief stops. While strict enforcement has been integral to protecting streets 
from serious encroachment, parking needs have been met in a range of effective off-street typologies, 
including small "coin parking" lots for hourly parking, and monthly parking lots for longer term parking. A 
key policy is the proof-of-parking regulation that began in the 1960s, whereby a car cannot be registered 
without certification that a parking space has been secured by the owner, usually within several kilometres 
of the home, which shifts responsibility for securing parking to the individual driver, rather than the wider 
public/government, and also facilitates more walkable neighbourhoods with the space separated from the 
 
Figure 1: Monthly parking lots (red) within a typical Japanese urban neighbourhood (Nada, Kobe) 

 

 
Photo Source: Google maps (2016). Marking Source: Author (2016). 
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residence by a short walk (or cycle). MPRs exist but are very low, with exemptions for small buildings (most 
dwellings) typically only appling to larger commercial buildings. A parking space in the home is typically at 
the discretion of owners, and many residents therefore have no parking space at all, or lease a local monthly 
space, usually managed by a local real estate firm or sometimes collectively owned by local residents. This 
means that not only is most parking in cities like Tokyo paid parking, much more responsive to changes in 
demand, and unbundled. This system is more adaptable over time, with spaces easily changing owners 
and parking lot managers able to convert monthly spaces to hourly spaces, and vice-versa. 
 

Figure 2: A typical Tokyo street with no street parking, people casually using the whole street 
space, and a brief truck delivery parked informally 

 

 
Source: Author (2017). 

 
 

Figure 3: Conceptual role of parking in Japanese cities in terms of planning realm (top left), 
management responsibility (bottom left), and the parking market's place within public life (right). 

 

 
Source: Author (2017). 
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Discussion 
 
What does the Japanese approach bring to socialist urban framings? 
In the context of this research, one of the most important notions for theorising a socialist urbanism are the 
different relations we see on the suburban street in Japanese cities. Japan's case shows how parking 
markets can be effectively regulated, even in indirect ways, to protect public spaces and interests, but still 
facilitate accessible parking for those who rely on driving, with far less lock-in effect. Parking can operate 
effectively and more equitably without rigid street parking, in a model strikingly different to the US Shoupian 
model. This parking system contributes to the shared and low traffic streets common within Japanese 
residential neighbourhoods and urban centres, where it is clear cars are the visitors, not the masters. By 
no means is the lack of parking the only or even the major factor in producing these gentler, more shared, 
and more human-centred streets. There are many contributing factors, including the restrictive suite of 
energy and transport policies that tend to make car ownership and use relatively more expensive, largely 
uninterrupted historical legacies normalising off-street parking, the norm of narrow streets without curbs 
symbolically separating cars and people, and many others (Sorensen, 2009; Roth, 2016). However, it is 
clear that having streets that aren't lined with rows of large vehicles makes such a great contribution to the 
potential of more human streets that it could be argued as a prerequisite. Sorensen (2009, pp 209) writes 
of Tokyo, "the streets themselves function as did the sidewalks in Jacobs’ example of Greenwich Village in 
New York, as the primary space of community interaction, shared activities, and every-day life", true to my 
own experiences in Japanese cities. This not only physically opens-up space in the street, but symbolically 
removes the dominance of private property/vehicles and reclaims street space for more human-scale 
urbanism, and the potentiality of public life. These streets are physically and symbolically more public, 
collectively-oriented, shared, and people-centred, and parking-free streets greatly facilitates that 
"publicness". 
 
Removing masses of parked cars from the street space also removes a major barrier to implementing 
alternative mobility options, such as priority lanes for buses, safer cycling infrastructure, or wider pedestrian 
areas. Urban mobility and private vehicle storage are largely separated realms in the Japanese case, 
meaning streets can far better foster alternative transport, and alternative community uses. Using a socialist 
framing allows us to interpret this as a key characteristic for facilitating a system transition away from a 
more "capitalistic" street/transport system based on accommodating/reproducing the permanence and 
dominance of private vehicle ownership (subordinating all other forms of mobility and public life). Transition 
is facilitated towards a more post-capital or "socialistic" street system, more open to opportunity and the 
evolving needs of diverse communities, and that nurtures public and collective forms of mobility. Improving 
mobility alternatives via reclaiming street space flexibility is essential to overcoming car-dominant urbanism 
while improving equity and access for all. 
 
The Japanese case also shows that separating parking from the public street doesn't have to come at the 
expense of access for reliant on driving. As opposed to the off-street parking norm of conventional parking 
approaches (such as the cities filled with surface parking lots in the US, or Australian suburbs centred 
around bundled private garages and large-scale public parking facilities), this alternative shows that an off-
street system can sit relatively gently in the urban fabric: the urban fabric can rule the form of parking, rather 
than vice-versa. This is far more adaptable in terms of land use over time, as the small scale of the lots and 
spaces fits into a suitably dense and active urban fabric, rather than prohibiting or discouraging vibrant 
urban community formation via creating parking "dead zones". This spatial pattern is the key access 
characteristics here (rather than the notion of profit-driven market delivery), so theoretically this could be 
done through many different ownership and management models, such as more "co-op" style lots owned 
and managed by local communities. Off-street community lots can disrupt traditional and speculative land 
ownership dynamics. While current research doesn't reveal how common this ownership model is in 
Japanese cities, it is nevertheless theoretically compelling for future reform proposals, to nurture 
commoning activity and empower communities through active co-production of urban amenities. 
 
What might Australian cities take from this case? 
Far from recommending direct adoption of a "Japanese model" of parking policy, or even specific policies 
in a vacuum, there is nevertheless much value and inspiration Australian cities can take from exploring the 
Japanese parking narrative. Firstly, exploring Japanese cases can contribute to a certain confidence that 
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market-based approaches to parking can be successful and adaptive over long periods of time, while being 
associated with positive urban liveability outcomes, and high levels of accessibility. The Japanese case is 
not exemplified by giving cities over to market rationality, but by preserving key aspects of urban 
"publicness", effectively protecting urban streets from the vicious cycles of car dominance, relegating the 
market for car storage only into certain spheres of life (or at least substantively attempting to keep them in 
check). Unbundling through removing MPRs and shifting more parking supply from streets into small-scale 
off-street market-based forms (directly and indirectly regulated) could substantially subvert the current 
layers of subsidies to drivers entrenched in Australian mobility approaches. In the face of criticisms that 
market-based parking is a form of "deregulation", it is essential to examine the outcomes of the whole 
parking system, and recognise these less apparent aspects of the narrative. I encourage urban movements 
in Australian cities to aim higher in advocating for human-scale, liveable streets on a large scale by renewing 
interest in reimagining streets without masses of on-street parking. Removing on-street parking can be a 
central lever for growing high quality and equitably distributed alternatives that provide transformational 
urban access. Once car traffic, speed, dominance and legitimacy are lowered significantly, rigidly 
separating modes is not the only alternative. We need to renew the very possible stories of more ambitious 
long-term visions for neighbourhood streets as places for all kinds of mixing and social life, with cars as 
humble visitors.  
 
The Japanese case also suggests that perhaps in places where local Australian politics is too resistant to 
radically reduce on-street parking supply as is, it may be possible to focus on shifting more supply into 
various low-impact off-street forms. This could involve making use of existing underused off-street supplies 
via the aforementioned informal parking markets (such as via online sharing platforms), or creating low 
impact, small-footprint, and adaptable lots such as those in Japanese neighbourhoods. If so, this must be 
done strategically, ensuring that desired principles such as walkable land use fabric can be met. A 
particularly fascinating model to investigate in the Australian context is the possibility of cooperative forms 
of community-owned and planned parking lots that involve drivers in the responsibility of managing parking. 
Furthermore, this socialist interpretation suggests theoretical opportunities for disrupting and shifting 
political debates around parking and mobility, connecting them with transformation towards more radical 
urban futures, and creating opportunities for new political alliances. Parking approaches/systems have an 
intimate relationship with urban patterns and norms beyond mobility and infrastructure, reproducing and 
legitimising ideas, characterisations, logics and norms. Challenging existing norms with the Japanese 
parking narrative can help to disrupt the associated assumptions, rules, power dynamics and binaries that 
characterise the current hegemony, such as rights to street space and access claims. Opposition to parking 
reform justified with driver 'access' arguments may be subverted by guaranteeing access in off-street forms, 
politicising instead driver 'convenience'. This regulated market also enriches often stale "market vs state" 
debates in transport by provoking questions of which kinds of access, power, ownership and governance 
arrangements matter.  
 
Conclusion 
Car parking transformation is a fundamental lever for twenty-first century Australian urban futures, not just 
in terms of facilitating sustainable transport networks and more human-scale streets, but for disrupting and 
challenging the everyday reproduction of capitalist logics. I hope the political framing of this paper 
contributes to a critical extension of the notions of equity in parking discourse and theory. Transformational 
urban and community equity requires a broader and more radical discussion about power, redistribution, 
welfare and political economy, not simply contained to the realm of parking and transport. The socialist 
framework is this paper is a small part of a work in progress, to be finessed through ongoing research 
endeavours as I (and others) exploring what 21st century socialist possibilities might mean for Australian 
cities. It is important to experiment theoretically, to challenge political resignations and conceptual patterns 
and assumptions, and open-up pathways to new possibilities and connections. Japanese parking systems 
also serve as a critical alternative for market-based reforms, demonstrating that Australian reforms need 
not be limited to US or European models, and can in fact be radically different, with unique locally 
appropriate contours. Perhaps drawing from a range of alternatives can help local politics move beyond 
oppositional politics towards asking, "what kind of transformational reform can we build?". 
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