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Abstract

By 2030, we should have universal access to safe, inclusive, and accessible green and public plac-
es, especially for women and children, the elderly, and people with disabilities, according to the
Sustainable Development Goals. However, the increasing privatisation of land and gentrification
of the urban landscape is putting a limit on the amount of public space available for people to
express themselves and use the city as they desire. This paper investigates and reviews the litera-
ture on defensive architecture, as well as its historical foundations, definitions, implementation,
and reason for existence. The findings provide a clear reflection on the growing awareness of ex-
treme defensive landscape architecture typologies such as spikes and other aggressive measures.
Finally, the paper offers worldwide best-practice examples and recommendations for ensuring
inclusion and safety in public spaces. We argue that in order to design sustainable public spaces,
a holistic approach that considers both intangible values and social inclusion is required.

Keywords
Defensive design, urban space, gentrification, inclusive design, unpleasant design

Received: June 2021/ October: Decernber 2021 | © 2021 Author(s). Open Access issue/article(s) edited by QULSO,
distributed under the terms of the CC-BY-4.0 and published by Firenze University Press. Licence for metadata: CC01.0
DOI:10.36253/rv-11421- www.fupress.net/index.php/ri-vista/



Introduction

There is an agreement in the literature about the
functions and benefits of modern public spaces
(Mandeli, 2019). The Habitat Il Conference in Qui-
to (October 2016) established a New Urban Agenda
that recognised the importance of public spaces as
a component of urban development, calling them
“drivers of social and economic growth” (Mandeli,
2019; Mehaffyetal., 2019).

However, from its roots in Ancient Greece, pub-
lic space was founded on social interactions, trad-
ing and politics, exclusion of social groups was al-
so a feature of the time, with this space exclusive-
ly being reflective and accepting of the popular sta-
tus quo (Minton, 2006, p. 9). Since ancient times,
it appears not much has changed, with the major-
ity overruling the minority through consumer sup-
ply, fulfilled by private investors and stakeholders,
and consumption, demands from middle- and up-
per-class society outweighing the needs of those
who hold a higher dependence on the utilisation of
public space (Collins and Shantz, 2009).

Recently, Honey-Roses, et al. (2020, p. 14) hypothe-
sise that due to COVID-19, the privatisation of pub-
lic spaces could be accelerated through the acquisi-
tionand closure of open public spaces, transforming
them into exclusive and closed spaces.
Bicquelet-Lock (2020) and Honey-Roses, et al.
(2020) when investigating planning for post-

COVID-19 urban areas, theorise that hyperlocalism
and homeworking will increase, this will have a det-
rimental effect on traditional high-street retail with
anincreasing trend in online shopping, which in turn,
will require these public spaces to adapt, repurpos-
ing urban spaces from being consumer-centric land-
scapes potentially into social or entertainment spac-
es. COVID-19 would also exacerbate implications for
the most vulnerable in society, toughening access
to good quality open public space which is especially
tough on highly dependent spatial users such as the
homeless (Honey-Roses, et al. 2020, p. 14).

The COVID-19 pandemic should serve as an oppor-
tunity to rethink places and spaces, to create more
liveable cities for all, while also increasing their
healthy use (Sepe, 2021). However, as pointed out
by Low et al., (2005), nowadays, we face a distinct
kind of threat to public space: patterns of design
and management that exclude some individuals
and limit socioeconomic and cultural variety, rath-
er than one of disuse. This exclusion is the outcome
of a purposeful program to minimize the number
of undesirables in certain circumstances, and is the
effect of privatization, commercialization, historic
preservation, and specialized design and planning
techniques in others (Low et al., 2005). Nonethe-
less, these methods have the potential to deplete
the space’s vitality and vibrancy or reorganize it in
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such a way that only one type of visitor - typically a
tourist or middle-class visitor - feels welcome (Low
etal., 2005).

Therefore, the objectives of this paper are:

1. To explore the concept and design approaches of
defensive landscape architecture in public spaces.

2. Todiscuss the effects caused by defensive land-
scape architecture.

3. To illustrate examples of defensive landscape ar-
chitecture in Bristol, UK.

4. To provide best-practice examples and recom-
mendations for ensuring inclusion and safety in
public spaces.

Defensive landscape architecture

Defensive landscape architecture is studied by a
plethora of academics specialising in a variety of pro-
fessional disciplines. What is described as defensive
architecture in this paper has varying descriptive ti-
tles within the differing disciplines, such examples
are defensive or unpleasant design as well as hos-
tile, defensive or exclusionary architecture (Rosen-
berger, 2020; Chellew, 2019). Research utilising these
defensive landscape architecture terms often refer-
ence specific literature, prominent examples include
Oscar Newman’s 1972 publication titled ‘Defensible
Space, People and Design in the Violent City’ (Carr,
2020; Ceccato, 2020; Rosenberger, 2020; Chellew,
2018; Cozens, 2018; Smith and Walters, 2018; Kitch-
en and Schneider, 2017; Cozens and Love 2015; Rey-
nald, 2015; Ratnayake, 2013; Thorpe and Gamman,
2013; Katyal, 2002; Howell, 2001; Gold and Revill,
2000; Merry, 1981; Saarinen, 1976) and Henri Lefeb-
vre's 1974 publication ‘The Production of Space’ (Bor-
den, 2019; Fuchs, 2018; Smith and Walters, 2018;
Collins and Shantz, 2009; Wakefield, 2003; Howell,
2007; Gottdiener, 1993).

Even with these common foundations in research
and literature, academics still have no clear binding,
definitive definition of what constitutes defensive

architecture/landscape architecture/design, which
has been found to, and remains to, differ from author
to author (Chellew, 2019; Rosenberger, 2020). Across
these differing definitions, however, some common
traits can be found throughout research and litera-
ture (Chellew, 2013; Cozens, 2018; Smith and Walters,
2018; Kitchen and Schneider, 2017). Newman (1973) is
often used as a basis for defining and exploring the
physical use and reasoning behind the implementa-
tion of defensive design. He first described it as de-
fensive space when he explored the concept of spa-
tial security through environmental design and res-
idential community surveillance, based off of Ja-
cobs’ (1961) work, The Death and Life of Great Amer-
ican Cities (Cozens and Love, 2015, p. 394). The im-
pact of private, semi-public, and public zoning, along
with the pedestrianisation of vehicular dominated
space, and its influence on reducing crime rates are
also researched in Newman's work. Exploring their
effects towards controlling human activities and be-
haviour, subsequently improving residents’ quality of
life. When researching zoning, two varieties of bar-
rier were identified, real barriers, consisting of locks
and other physical defensive elements, and symbolic
barriers, indicated by a change in texture or height to
define achange in zone typology. These barriers help
to define zones, illustrating the transition from one
space into anather, whilst simultaneously forbidding
specific activities in particular zones (Newman, 1973,
pp. 60- 66). Based on Newman'’s (1973, p. 64) descrip-
tion of literal barriers being a “component of a hier-
archy of means of defining space which also includes
a wide range of suggestive and persuasive symbol-
ic elements”. This suggests that modern defensive
landscape architecture design elements are a compo-
nent within this hierarchy. Attempting to remove the
need for human intervention in controlling space and
those who occupy it through the application of physi-
cal and symbolic measures. Thisis an attempt to sub-
liminally indicate the landscapes range of acceptable
functions, together with identification of ownership.
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Figg. 1-4 — Examples of defensive landscape architecture in
public space, Bristol (Images taken by Chris Binnington)

Defensive landscape architecture typologies

Although Newman’s (1973) publication was
ground-breaking for its time, advancements in
technology and defensive measures have rendered
some areas outdated (Fine Licht, 2017). New sub-
cultures such as skateboarders, who some consider
to be disruptive, together with the creation of new
policies which have inevitably morphed the original
‘defensive space’ definition. Examples of measures
introduced post-1972 being mass use of closed-cir-
cuit television cameras (CCTV) in public space, which
were introduced in 1994 and the instillation of phys-
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ical deterrents against undesired activities, such as
skateboarding and rough sleeping. Skate-stoppers,
homeless spikes and the introduction of the Crime
and Disorder Act 1998 are a handful of measuresin-
troduced to deter these activities and communities
(Chellew, 2019; Williams et al., 2000; Oc and Ties-
dell, 2000). Further examples of these defensive
deterrents can also be seen in Fig. 1-5, which are tar-
geted towards a singular or collective of acts, such
as skateboarding, unhoused looking in bins for food,
ball games, and even lying down.
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Fig. 5 — Defensive landscape architecture in Brussels, Belgium (Image taken by Alessio Russo).

With these measures becoming commonplace in
the evolving urban landscape, and an increasingly
debated topic in politics, design, and on news and
social media, they have become increasingly notice-
able to the non-targeted (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 20).
Itis argued that defensive landscape architecture
elements are being redesigned to become seam-
lessly integrated within public space, becoming ar-
tistic features within the landscape attempting to
mask their intended purpose (Borden, 2019, p. 232).

Rational for utilising defensive

landscape architecture

The use of defensive landscape architecture mea-
sures are often justified to improve safety and re-
duce opportunities for crime. Both the maintenance
of safety and reduction of crime evolves around
feelings or emotions regarding a potentially com-

mitted or previously committed act, impacting the
victim and/or offender. When appraising the driv-
ers for criminal acts within the landscape, eliminat-
ing the opportunity of a potential crime taking place
breaks a metaphorical chain consisting of a moti-
vated offender, an opportunity, and a target or vic-
tim (Oc and Tiesdell, 2000, pp. 188-190). Mitiga-
tion measures, in place to disrupt this chain of crime
opportunity, can also be applied to acts that are
deemed undesirable but are legal, rather than illegal
within public space (Oc and Tiesdell, 2000). It has al-
so been assessed previously, that people’s tolerance
towards those, committing no crime, but have the
potential to be classed as undesirable within space,
are impacted by environmental conditioning. This is
through prolonged exposure to urban environments,
affecting who they class as undesirables within
landscape settings (Persak and Di Ronco, 2018).



Skateboarding, in the 1990s, was classed as illegal
within areas of the UK, due to factors such as safety
concerns, damage inflicted to landscape features,
and their visual contrast compared to the status
quo (Borden, 2019 pp. 230-231). Kelling and Wilsan's
‘broken windows' theory, as deconstructed by How-
ell (2001, p. 16), proposes that minor scale damages
caused to landscape features actively encourages
further damages, which, in turn, encourages higher,
mare severe crime through escalation (Kelling and
Wilson, 1982). Newman (1972, in Reynald, 2015, pp.
31-32) and Hunter (1978, in Reynald, 2015, pp. 31-32)
emphasise the negative effects that dilapidation
of physical features, combined with sacial incivility,
has on anindividual’s sense of security and safety,
due to fears of increased crime potential in compar-
ison to well maintained and managed landscapes.
The presence of skateboarders however, could be
used to discourage and reduce crimes such as drug
use and theft (Borden, 2019; Howell, 2001, p. 16).
Within Love Park, located in Philadelphia, skate-
boarders deterred acts of drug dealing and violence
through the forming of a community, together with
the occupation and natural surveillance of the land-
scape (Howell, 2005, p. 40). By embracing skate-
boarding, a range of benefits, such as natural sur-
veillance, community building, and youth develop-
ment can be encouraged by “positively designing
for and managing such activities [skateboarding],
which, seen positively, build social skills and physical
strength in teenagers, and can help to animate pub-
lic spaces” (Woolley and Johns, 2001, pp. 227-228
in Carmona and Wunderlich, 2012, p. 171). Other es-
sential and positive skills that are nurtured through
the practice of skateboarding are problem-solving,
determination, and career guidance, among other
benefits (Borden, 2019).

Driving factors behind the relocation of homeless in-
dividuals are often founded on the potential to in-
crease economical yield, through the encouragement
of tourism and middle to upper-class spatial users.

This is achieved through displacement, making the
urban centre appear safer, cleaner, and more desir-
able to spend time in. Presence of the homeless can
also have implications on peoples feelings of safe-
ty. When investigating physical and social attri-
butes that affected park users experience in Cytadela
Park, Ponzan, Bogacka (2020) uncovered that out of
507 survey participants, 51.2 percent, found that the
presence of homeless individuals encroached on their
feelings of safety, and negatively impacted their spa-
tial experience.

Existing excluding design approaches to utilising
defensive landscape architecture

Urban areas can consist of either an individual, or
combination of, four varying safer city approaches.
These being the fortress, panoptic, regulatory and
animated. Each approach consists of features that
mitigate the opportunity for specific crimes and un-
wanted actions to occur (Oc and Tiesdell, 2000, pp.
192-208). Physical defensive landscape architec-
ture interventions, are a culmination of safercity ap-
proaches, features, and opportunity reducing mea-
sures. Chellew (2019) and Smith and Walters (2018,
pp. 2983-2986) reflect this in their review of defen-
sive urban design, noting target hardening, control
and privatisation of public space, exclusion, deflec-
tion, rules, regulation and management of space.
This is further supported when viewed in conjunc-
tion with Oc and Tiesdell's (2000, p.193) table '11.2
key features of urban design approached to urban cit-
ies’ Another form of excluding behaviour, consists of
creating zones, to redirect those who intend to com-
mit undesirable activities from high-end public and
private space, into another less desirable space, cre-
ating what are labelled as ‘hot and cold spots’ (Car-
mona and Wunderlich, 2012, pp.171-172). This is en-
forced through the growing use of private security, to
increase the financial prospects of private business-
es situated within public space, indicating a growing
trend of privatisation within the public realm.

0ssny ‘uoisuluulg

243



RIeVISTA

02

2021

244

This view of growing privatisation is supported by
Collins and Shantz (2009), who concluded that

“the broad trend toward increasing regulation and
surveillance, much of it undertaken by, or on behalf
of, private commercial interests, is thought to be
compromising its public character... What is being
prioritized, in many instances, is the economic val-
ue of public spaces: their potential to facilitate con-
sumer activity, attract tourists and investors, and
encourage private investment” (Collins and Shantz,
2009, p. 521).

Excluding behaviours also operate in public space
through policies constructed by politicians, ban-
ishing what they deem as undesirable activities.
Policies are not always influenced by public inter-
ests, due to their distrust in the general public’s
ability to manage themselves, resulting in the hy-
per-regulation of space (Carmona and Wunderlich,
2012, pp.171-172).

Controls that are used to discourage undesired ac-
tions within space come in two forms. Soft con-
trols, which consist of signs and symbolic enforce-
ment without direct intervention, and hard con-
trols which are forms of direct intervention (Car-
mona and Wunderlich, 2012, pp. 172-174). Increas-
ing common use of hard controls, in urban public
and private space, have been found to suggest an
imbalance between different social groups rights
to space, highlighting a failure of appropriate man-
agement (Carmona and Wunderlich, 2012, pp. 172-
174). These controls, that are branded as defensive
landscape architecture, are progressively becom-
ing best practice for practicioners, within the land-
scape architecture, design and construction indus-
tries. It has been argued, that something with the
potential to cause such an impact requires regu-
lation, until it has been researched further to un-
cover any detrimental effects toits use (Smith and
Walters, 2018, p. 2992).

Effects caused by defensive landscape
architecture

Increasing privatisation of the public domain is be-
ing secured through the implementation of Busi-
ness Improvement Districts (BID). These agreements
made between private investors and governing bod-
ies, encourage the formation of pseudo-public space.
Itis further recognised, that urban public space, is be-
coming increasingly focused on capitalist consumer-
ism gains. This has had a detrimental effect on the
accessibility of space for individuals, who, unless
fit the desired image, or are considered a contrib-
utor to society, no longer become welcome in these
spaces (Shenker, 2017). As a result, individuals who
are more dependent on public space (homeless, the
young, etc) struggle to find space to occupy, and of-
ten feel outcast from mainstream society. Negative
connotations, resulting from the integration of de-
fensive landscape architecture continue, as its utili-
sation can have repercussions on the visual allure and
aesthetic quality of the urban landscape (Oc and Ties-
dell, 2000, pp. 191-192). Citing Fine Licht (2017, p. 30)
“Mildly defensive measures... will probably be used
more widely than more conspicuous defensive land-
scape architecture in the future, because most liber-
al, middle-class individuals react negatively to spikes
and similar designs”. This, therefore, reveals a level
of awareness displayed by a particular demographi-
cal group within saciety, stating they react negative-
ly, but with noindication as to what extent. For exam-
ple, with awareness of defensive principles growing,
would defensive features deter middle-class liberals
from spending time and money in an urban private, or
public landscape which features defensive landscape
architecture, compared to a less defensive one?
Defensive measures also have the potential to
cause displacement, questioning the ethics of its
effects, resulting in the shifting of undesired activi-
ties and crime, to already disadvantaged areas. The
occurrence of displacement is also argued as an oc-
casional phenomenon.



Hesselings’ (1994) study in Schneider and Kitch-
en, (2017, pp. 113-114) highlighted no evidence of
displacement in 22 out of 55 study areas, featur-
ing situational crime prevention applications, and
found other occurrences of displacement to be ir-
regular and circumstantial. Some researchers al-
so claim that displacement can be beneficial, driv-
ing crime and undesired activities from a wider ar-
ea than originally intended to a singular, monitor-
able location (Schneider and Kitchen, 2017, pp. 113-
14). This effect goes by various titles, however, for
this paper Clark and Weisburd'’s (1994) term 'dif-
fusion of benefits’ as mentioned in Schneider and
Kitchen, (2017, pp. 113-114) is used. Some research-
ers state, that displacement is immeasurable due
to its countless forms, and is only evident due to
the nature of opportunity, motivation and other
crime generating factors. Displacement transpires
in two forms, ‘benign displacement, which miti-
gates the severity of the crime once the potential
offender has moved into another zone, and ‘ma-
lign displacement’, which involves the severity of
the crime increasing once moved into a new zone.
Displacement however, is more supportive of, rath-
er than against, the use of defensive landscape ar-
chitecture (Oc and Tiesdell, 2000, p. 191-192). When
critiquing exclusionary practices as a by-product
of historical infrastructure, landscape design, and
management practices Carmona and Wunderlich
(2012) highlighted the bias against varying com-
munity demographics, such as ability and age. The
percentage of people who struggle with mobili-
ty-based issues is growing, due to prolonging life
expectancy, making this an increasing landscape
design issue that needs to be addressed. The hy-
pocrisy directed towards the young, elderly and
ability-based groups, who are excluded from pub-
lic space through defensive landscape design. Their
safety, often being used as the premise forit's im-
plementation becoming a hinderance to their abili-
ty to use, access and experience landscapes.

They particularly express the effects against skate-
boarders (particularly younger practitioners) and un-
housed individuals, who are heavy spatial users.
These groups are considered undesirable due to their
contrasting character compared to the majority of
spatial users, particularly in the case of skateboard-
ers causing damage to landscape features (Carmona
and Wunderlich, 2012, pp. 163-171).

Examples of defensive landscape architecture
and peoples growing awareness in Bristol

Historically, Bristol City Council has attempted to
prohibit skateboarding, through the introduction
of bylaws in 2014, intended to protect peoples “civ-
il liberties” and tackle “antisocial and nuisance be-
haviours” that adversely affected their communi-
ties (Morris 2014). These bylaws were later dropped
as they needed further analysis (Caulfield and Wil-
son, 2019). More recently, there were calls to pro-
hibit skateboarding in specific areas of the city, with
split opinions from the general public, some finding
them annoying whilst others acknowledging it has
their right to inhabit public space (Caulfield and Wil-
son, 2019). In 2015, it was found that defensive mea-
sures targeted towards skateboarders were becom-
ing growingly popular within Bristol. Although dis-
covered to be against the desires of the local opin-
ion, the implementation of measures against skate-
boarding continued to grow. This seemed to further
increase the creative resistance through the con-
struction of Do It Yourself (DIY) skateparks, along
with encouragement to find solutions, and invent
manoeuvres to be able to skate these defensive fea-
tures, resulting in skateboarders adapting and em-
bracing the increase in difficulty (Mersom, 2015).
The growing trend in the implementation of defen-
sive design (Fig. 6-9) further targets the homeless
and skateboarding population, becoming particular-
ly damaging to the increasing homeless population,
which currently stands at a ten-year high. The broad
opinions and viewpoints from individuals within the
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Figg. 6-7 — Features examples of defensive landscape features within the semi-privately owned space of Glass Wharf in Bristol.
Pedestrians are free to pass through this space, however, it is privately owned, those classed as undesirable to the image of the
area are actively displaced through the use of defensive features. Defensive landscape architecture fixings in Bristol (Images taken
by Chris Binnington)

‘comments’ section of the article highlight the con-
flicting views of Bristalians, which revolve around
fear of crime and understanding of defensive mea-
sures discussed, with others showing levels of com-
passion and sympathy towards the plight of Bris-
tol's homeless communities (Grubb, 2020).

The installation of tree spikes were reported in the
Clifton area of Bristol, targeted towards controlling
birds inhabiting the area which were defecating on
expensive residents’ vehicles. Others in the area
protested for their removal, even approaching Bris-
tol County Council, who were found to be power-
less against the spikes due to land ownership rights
(Wood, 2017). This presents evidence of the contrast
between private land ownership consumerist ideolo-
gy against the liberal, further emphasising its need
far research and regulation of use.

Considering intangible values and social inclusion
in the design of public spaces: worldwide best
practices

To design successful inclusive public spaces, we
need a holistic approach that considers intangible
values. Inclusive design means a “cultural space”
that is “accessible, inviting and exciting to use”
(CABE, 2008). It means: a place that is affordable;
a place that is not even stuffy; a place that citizens
can use with dignity and without anxiety; a place

where people are not verbally abused; a place where
people can linger if they want to; a place that peo-
ple can safely get home from (CABE, 2008). These
tangible and intangible values must be incorpo-
rated in the masterplanning process. For example,
the Coin Street Community Builders’ work on Lon-
don’s South Bank presents a perfect attempt to es-
tablish a sustainable community in all senses, from
tangible environmental objectives like sourcing con-
struction materials from sustainable sources to the
more intangible and challenging provision of a so-
cially mixed and engaged community with associat-
ed local work opportunities (Carmona et al., 2010).
This was achieved through a combination of fine-
grained masterplanning over time, rather than a
single ‘big-bang’ vision, the provision of afford-
able housing through a cooperative structure, and
cross-subsiding accommodation, light industrial
space, public spaces, and community programmes
through commercial components like shops and
restaurants (Carmona et al., 2010).

At the global level, multiple projects are attempting
to integrate skateboarding into the design of urban
space to encourage various benefits, such as eco-
nomic improvement, gender equality, natural sur-
veillance and security, animation of space, social,
physical, and mental health. Within the city of Mel-
bourne for example, provision of skateboarding fa-



Figg. 8-9 — Various defensive landscape architecture elements within Castle Park, Bristol (Images taken by Chris Binnington).

cilities within urban environments is being active-
ly encouraged where judged to be safe, this is be-
ing integrated through the use of a policy document
(Fig.10)- that outlines foundations for safe spatial
requirements (City of Melbourne, 2017). This is now
taking shape in the UK, with plans to transform Hull
in the north of England into the UK's first skate city,
following the principle set by Melbourne and oth-
er successful projects in Malmo, Sweden (Mersom,
2017). Through consideration of all varying groups
requirements, design solutions can be identified
and implemented to formulate a balanced space
that negates the need for defensive landscape ar-
chitecture, and instead encourages coexistence of
groups within shared public space.

Huttenhoff (2021) outlines a set of guiding princi-
ples for homeless integration into the mainstream
community to form coexistence between differ-
ent social groups, together with the enhancements
being made along the Guadalupe River Park with-
in San José. Four identified facets were outlined,
which revolved primarily around the design and
management of the landscape, setting out drivers
forengagement between different social groups to
encourage understanding and promote inclusion.
Exercises which assess housed and unhoused in-
dividuals' priorities within public spaces were con-
cluded, these encompass personal values, identi-

fication of acceptable behaviours and use of public
servants and stakeholders to nurture social cohe-
sion and would be able to act as wardens to monitor,
maintain and encourage the progress coexistence
within the space (Huttenhoff, 2021). This empha-
sises the importance of understanding the values
of different social and community groups when de-
signing public space, providing an example of how
open communication between such collectives can
overcome the need for the implementation of de-
fensive landscape architecture.

In Europe, Parc Central de Nou Barris in Barcelo-
na was revitalised through the integration of im-
migrant settlers which produced new businesses
and introduced scattered settlements to the ar-
ea. This integration of the immigrant community
was a great success as it brought new life into a
declining area, with this came the enhancement of
the green space within the landscape which later
became an award-winning landscape, it now fea-
tures the second-largest urban park in Barcelona
(Cities of Migration, 2011). In Copenhagen, Folkets
Park (the People’s Park) represents an excellent
example of socio-environmental justice. Since the
late 1970s, this small park has been defined by dis-
putes over distributive justice between economi-
cally vulnerable people and city managers (Rutt
and Loveless, 2018).
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Fig. 10 — Challenges and design solutions to integrating skateboarding into public space (City of Melbourne, 2017, p.19).

Vector files designed by macrovector/Freepik.

It was the epicentre of a gang battle, as well as a
hotbed of violence and vandalism directed against
the homeless, who were by far the most vulnerable
users. Kenneth Balfelt, an artist who has focused
his work on community inclusion for many years,
led the inclusion renewal between 2013-2015 (Fig.
11). During the citizen involvement process, the
Kenneth Balfelt Team met with a total of 175 peo-
ple. Projects gradually took shape as a result of in-
teractions with local stakehalders. In particular,
Kenneth Balfelt and his colleagues in collaboration
with Spektrum Arkitekter, worked hard to satisfy
everyone, with certain decisions that were praised
by all, such as reusing the bridge compaonents to
create avivid new playground (Fig. 12,13) (Rutt and
Loveless, 2018).

Other decisions made by the team were more con-
tentious, such as the installation of anti-defensive
architectural benches, such as armless benches built
for persons seeking sleeping space (Fig. 14), or the
new ‘zoned' track lighting (Rutt and Loveless, 2018).
The city stated that a fully lit park would be more se-
cure, but the team’s discussions with park users re-
vealed that for some, darkness provides security.

For the homeless, the design team obtained light-
ing that kept a core path relatively illuminated while
leaving some portions of the park in shadow (Rutt
and Loveless, 2018) (Fig. 15).

In North America, Kingery-Page and Brown (2019)
have provided several examples of efforts to create
inclusive public spaces that recognise the wicked is-
sue of homelessness.



Fig. 11 — Folkets Park before the renovation (Image taken by Kenneth A. Balfelt).

For example, Oppenheimer Park in Vancouver de-
signed by Space2Place has become a successful
project of a public park that care for the homeless
rather than attempting to isolate them from the
community. The design firm Space2Place aimed to
emphasise the park's historical significance while
also welcoming the disadvantaged and homeless
(Kingery-Page and Brown, 2013). The design team
began by constructing a layout that allowed for
clear sightlines. Open sightlines, which follow the
concept of defensible space, mean that individuals
are more likely to notice and report problems, con-
tributing to a stronger sense of safety (Kingery-
Page and Brown, 2019). In New Zealand (Auckland)
the Griffiths Gardens offer a novel strategy for
constructing inner-city public areas.

The gardens, which were first opened in late 2016,
are the vision of Activate Auckland and serve as a
multi-functional location where local office work-
ers can eat lunch, children can play, and a variety
of educational events are held each week. Because
the Criffith Gardens are close to the City Mission,
significant consideration was paid to ensuring
that the space also included the experience of the
homeless who would be using it. The gardens in-
clude common planting boxes, but the presence of
a community fridge characterises the space. Any-
one can give ar receive food from the fridge, but
it is especially useful to the Central Business Dis-
tricts (CBD) homeless population (Auckland De-
sign Office, 2017).
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Figg. 12-13 — New playground at Folkets Park, Copenhagen (Image taken by Simone Cecilie Grytter).
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Fig. 15 — After park visitors raised concerns about bright lights making them feel unsafe, Kenneth Balfelt and his colleagues imple-
mented zone lighting as part of the renovation (Tholl, 2017) (Image taken by Kenneth A. Balfelt).
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Conclusion

Due to public spaces growth towards gentrifica-
tion, urban spaces are becoming increasingly restric-
tive, not just towards the unhoused and skateboard-
ing communities but also to other groups who are
deemed to counter the modern image and econom-
ical demands of these new urban capitalist spaces.
This has resulted in groups such as the elderly, those
with disabilities, the young and those who are on the
lower economic end of society finding it increasingly
challenging to find public spaces to occupy.

On the premise of safety, that these defensive land-
scape architecture mechanisms are in place to pro-
tect individuals from harm, the literature has raised
countering arguments for its utilisation in these cas-
es. The use of defensive landscape architecture in
some cases can affect the perception of the securi-
ty of space and it can instead imply that crime oc-
curs within the very area which it is implemented,
therefore impeding on an individual’s ability to feel
secure within the space. In this article, we have illus-
trated several worldwide examples of urban spaces
that have been transformed to make them inclusive.
The above examples together form a positive solu-
tion to the inclusion of varying sacial groups into
public space and negate the need for the use of de-
fensive landscape architecture (Inclusion Through
Access to Public Space | United Nations Education-
al, Scientific and Cultural Organization, 2017).

Inclusive public space does not have to be a utopi-
an dream in the eyes of landscape architects and
urban designers. As this study demonstrates, de-
spite numerous obstacles, it is possible to achieve
it to some extent, either temporarily or permanent-
ly (Landman, 2020). Therefore, moving from de-
fensive landscape architecture to inclusive design
modes necessitates a shift in thinking among peo-
ple who create and manage the built environment
(Carmonaetal., 2010).
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