
Vibrant space / Problem spaceVibrant space / Problem space
Improvement of public spaces in Dutch underprivileged housing areas to increase social cohesion and Improvement of public spaces in Dutch underprivileged housing areas to increase social cohesion and safety. safety. 

AR4U010 Thesis      A.Schoo 1257978    MSc4 Urbanism Urban RegeneraƟ onAR4U010 Thesis      A.Schoo 1257978    MSc4 Urbanism Urban RegeneraƟ on



Vibrant space / Problem space
Improvement of public spaces in Dutch 
underprivileged housing areas to increase social 
cohesion and safety.
AR4U010 Thesis

Alicia Schoo 1257978
a.j.schoo@student.tudelŌ .nl

First mentor: Maurice Harteveld
Second mentor: Machiel van Dorst
External commiƩ ee member: Frank Koopman

Date: 22 - 06 - 2012

DelŌ  University of Technology
Faculty of Architecture
Department of Urbanism

Colophon



IntroducƟ on
Problem statement
Relevance 
Aims
Research quesƟ ons
Methodology
Phasing
Expected products

Research
TheoreƟ cal framework
Social cohesion and safety
Visitors and use
Typologies and qualiƟ es of public space
Conclusion

History of Den Haag, StaƟ onsbuurt and   
 Schilderswijk
Analysis neighbourhood and area
Strategy on management of the public space
RaƟ o inhabitants - passers-by
Example of a street with urban publicness:   
 HoeŅ ade
Examples of public space where social cohesion  
 could be strengthend
Levels of publicness
 
Design
Refl ecƟ on
References
Appendices

Content

5
6
7
8
9

10
13
14

17
19

  22
25
26
27

28

32
37
40
41

44

46

55
87
89
95



44



55

 In this Thesis the approach for the graduaƟ on 
project Vibrant space / Problem space will be 
explained.
In the problem statement the reason for the choice 
of public space in underprivileged housing areas 
will be given, followed by the relevance. The fi nal 
goal of the research and design will be made clear 
in the aims. 
The research quesƟ ons will be made explicit, aŌ er 
which the methodology for answering for these 
research quesƟ ons will be explained. For this 
project several theories will be used as background, 
those will be shown in the theoreƟ cal framework. 
All this will result in a design and research, specifi ed 
in the expected products secƟ on at the end.

 The project focuses on public space and the 
percepƟ on of humans of this public space. 
We are constantly surrounded by public space, it 
greatly infl uences us. But when is a public space 
great, another terrible, or scary? What makes it 
great, or scary? 
In this project I hope to fi nd (some) answers for 
these quesƟ ons.

IntroducƟ on
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 When underprivileged neighbourhoods need 
regeneraƟ on the current approach in the 
Netherlands is to (partly) demolish the buildings, 
and build new blocks. Or renovate one street and 
then another one somewhere else in the area. 
(Stouten, 2010).
The majority of the houses in those areas are 
owned by housing associaƟ ons who do not want to 
take the risk and be the only paying party for the 
regeneraƟ on. This forces municipaliƟ es to invest 
in the regeneraƟ on as well. Plus, they will also 
have to buy the properƟ es which are in private 
hands, because the owners of those properƟ es 
are (usually) not at all willing to invest in the plans. 
(Marlet, Poort, Woerkens, 2010).

Economical and poliƟ cal climate
 Because of the economic crisis currently happening 
in Europe, municipaliƟ es in the Netherlands have 
less funds. And, since they have limited infl uence 
on housing associaƟ ons and owners, and no funds 
to subsidise the regeneraƟ on, they will have to 
think of other ways to regenerate underprivileged 
housing areas (NICIS, 2011; KEI kenniscentrum 
stedelijke vernieuwing, 2011). 
 Furthermore, a recent study on regeneraƟ on 
in underprivileged neighbourhoods shows that 
restructuring of a neighbourhood, with mainly 
demoliƟ on and rebuilding or renovaƟ on of the 
buildings, did have a posiƟ ve eff ect on the livability 
in the areas, but that was due to the change 

Problem statement

in the composiƟ on of the inhabitants. Because 
they increased the value of part of the houses, 
the people who could not aff ord to return to the 
neighbourhood, the least privileged, had to move 
to another neighbourhood; usually with the same 
problems as the old one, because that is what they 
could aff ord. 
 The same study also shows that investments 
in neighbourhood common faciliƟ es such 
as barbecues, playgrounds, neighbourhood 
coordinators, etcetera, to enhance the social 

cohesion in the area have no measurable eff ect on 
the livability, because of changes in society (Marlet, 
Poort, Woerkens, 2010). This of course does not 
mean that these investments should not be done, 
but they should not be the only, or main investment 
be in the area. 

Socio-spaƟ al 
 Since several years the Dutch society is very 
focused on safety and livability. This is shown in the 
rise of poliƟ cal parƟ es like ‘Leeĩ aar RoƩ erdam’ 



Den Haag design area, made by author
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Academic relevance:
 Most urban regeneraƟ on plans in the Netherlands 
are starƟ ng with demoliƟ on-rebuild or combining 
demoliƟ on-rebuild and public space development 
when addressing the problems in underprivileged 
housing areas, and funding fesƟ viƟ es and 
neighbourhood coordinators. But a resent study 
has shown no measurable eff ect of the laƩ er and 
demoliƟ on-rebuild does lead to improvement, but 
at the cost of the inhabitants, therefore moving the 
problem. (Marlet, Poort, Woerkens, 2010).

“Currently it is es  mated that 80 percent of public 
open space within urban areas is in the form of 
streets. Yet the fact that streets impinge upon urban 
life as routes, loca  ons for services, frontages to 
both residen  al and business proper  es and o  en 
are the boundary between public and private life 
is o  en ignored by professionals, poli  cians and 
decision makers.” (Woolley, 2003, p.79)

The academic relevance of the project will be 
adding to the knowledge of what the possibiliƟ es 
and necessiƟ es are when only public space is 
used to improve social cohesion and safety in 
underprivileged housing areas, or in any other 
housing area where the inhabitants are content 
with their houses but not with the neighbourhood.

(Livable RoƩ erdam) and the cry for more police 
on the streets. People feel unsafe in their own 
neighbourhoods, and feel that it is degeneraƟ ng. 
Newspapers and magazines are regularly placing 
poll-results, research results and opinion arƟ cles on 
the topics.
One of the more recent arƟ cles showed that safety 
is the second worry of the inhabitants of the 
Netherlands, before the economic crisis, but aŌ er 
norms and values.
 Therefore the societal relevance is looking in on 
the issues of safety and livability and see how urban 
design can contribute in addressing the problems.
 According to a research done by the Ministry 
of VROM, Public housing, SpaƟ al planning and 
Environment (translated by author), from 2004, 
the inhabitants of an underprivileged street are the 
least happy with their living environment. They are 
also the biggest group of inhabitants in a city with 
an underprivileged housing area, that want to see 
improvement in their living environment and social 
safety. The same research shows that in those 
streets the quality of the public space is the least. 
MunicipaliƟ es should therefore focus on improving 
the public space in these areas, since they are also 
the only responsible party for the maintenance 
and improvement of this public space. Public space 
which the current inhabitants can use, and want to 
use, in order to break the vicious spiral in which less 
use leads to more decline, which leads to less use 
(Carmona, 2010). The main problem this research 

and design will invesƟ gate is that the inhabitants 
do not feel connected with each other and the 
neighbourhood, others do not want, or are afraid 
to go there, because of the bad public space for 
which nobody feels responsible, and is therefore 
neglected.

To test the found theories and hypotheses  an 
underprivileged housing area in the Netherlands 
is chosen. This is the area of the StaƟ onsbuurt and 
part of the Schilderswijk. They are underprivileged 
housing areas in Den Haag, with problems typical for 
an underprivileged housing area in the Netherlands 
(orange). They have been intensively studied and 
because of that there is a lot of informaƟ on available 
about the areas. Together with the fact that they 
are next to the vibrant city centre (green), they are 
therefore chosen as design area for the project.
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 From the problem statement the aim of the 
project is to reformulate strategies for the public 
space, conform the changes in society, and given 
the poliƟ cal-economic alteraƟ on to fi nd how public 
space can be used as an approach to regenerate 
urban living areas in underprivileged housing areas 
in the Netherlands. The eff ect of this approach 
should generate neighbourhoods where people 
feel safe and which they fi nd livable. The main 
concern in this approach are the inhabitants. It is 
the intenƟ on to regenerate areas for the current 
inhabitants and not to force them to move, or 
accidentally make them have to move because of 
changes in the housing stock.

 The design of the public space should result in one 
in which the inhabitants of the neighbourhood feel 
safe and want to be, but also one in which visitors 
of the area want to be and feel safe. This will be 
done not just by applying a lick of paint but by 
making public spaces that support the needs of 
the inhabitants for these spaces. This will therefore 
produce the feeling of connectedness for the 
inhabitants with the area and with the rest of the 
city.

 The research for this design is focussed on how 
people use, or would want to use the public space, 
and how this translates into spaƟ al condiƟ ons for 
the public space in order to increase the social 
cohesion and safety in the neighbourhood.

Aims

 Another part of the research of this project is to 
fi nd out how public spaces can be made easily 
adaptable for the inhabitants. 
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Research quesƟ ons

The research has two main themes: use of public 
space and public space in Den Haag. For these two 
themes there are accompanying research quesƟ ons 
and sub quesƟ ons.

The use of public space in the Netherlands.
1. Which diff erent roles in terms of social cohesion 
can diff erent types of public spaces have?
 a. What kind of public spaces are there?
 b. What are the spaƟ al condiƟ ons for these  
 roles?
2. How can public space be made easily adaptable 
to the inhabitants, but without great costs for the 
municipaliƟ es?
 a. Which elements of the public space  
 can be easily adapted by inhabitants?
 b. Which elements of the public space will  
 have to be adapted by the municipality?

 These research quesƟ ons will be answered by 
using literature on topics of social cohesion and 
its relaƟ on with public space and case studies on 
policies of comparable municipaliƟ es regarding the 
public space in housing areas. 
 
Public space in Den Haag.
1. What are the plans of the municipality for the 
design area and its surroundings?
 a. How do these plans infl uence the area?
 b. What has already been executed?
 c. What is lacking in the plans?

2. What is the role of aƩ ractors in and near the 
design area?
 a. What aƩ ractors are there in and near the  
 area?
 b. How can these aƩ ractors play a posiƟ ve  
 role in the use of the public space of the  
 area?
 c. What kind of public space is there in the  
 design area?
 d. What is the quality of the public space?
 e. What kind of public space does the area  
 need?

 These research quesƟ ons will be answered by 
mainly using analysis of the design area and its 
surroundings, but observaƟ ons, case studies, 
policies and literature will also be used.
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Methodology

 Several methods are used during the research 
for the project. For each research quesƟ on one or 
more methods will be used. The fi ndings from these 
methods will be used to draw conclusions which in 
turn will support the design. This is made visible in 
scheme 1.    

 The diff erent methods used are:
- Literature; in the form of books, arƟ cles, surveys, 
government reports and papers. 
The literature research done for the use and safety 
of public space will result in the Theory paper, 
which is a part of the graduaƟ on track of the MSc 
Urbanism. The fi ndings from the literature research 
on the design area and the city of Den Haag will 
produce facts about the history of the cite and the 
area, and what plans there already are.
- Case studies; compare streets or areas which 
have one or more comparable element or desirable 
element for the design area. Looked for in case 
studies are answers for the research quesƟ ons 
on the topic of the use of public space: What is 
diff erent, what is the same? Which elements can 
be implemented in the design area? Which are 
not suitable in the design area? The Via del Corso 
in Roma, the Gerard Doustraat and the Gerard 
Douplein in Amsterdam will be used as case 
studies. The Via del Corso because it is a historical 
line in the street paƩ ern of Roma and one of the 
main shopping streets and well used. The Gerard 
Doustraat and Gerard Douplein are used as case 

study because they are not in the main shopping 
or catering area, but they are sƟ ll very popular. 
The fi ndings from the case studies will be part of 
the theory on which the design will be based. Case 
studies also include observaƟ ons and site analysis 
of Den Haag.
 ObservaƟ ons; photo’s and mapping of the current 
state of the public space in the area will provide the 
most up to date informaƟ on on the public space in 
Den Haag. Looked at will be: What types of public 
space are there? How do the inhabitants use the 

public space? Which public spaces are not being 
used? These facts will complete the analysis of the 
area.
 Site analysis; this will be done in the form of 
mapping, and drawings. From the analysis facts 
about the design area will be discovered. These facts 
will be in the nature of the locaƟ on of ameniƟ es, 
like playgrounds, shops and cafés, and fi nd the 
strong and weak spots in the area.  
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 As menƟ oned before the research results in facts 
and theories which are useful for the design.
The Oxford DicƟ onary (2011) defi nes facts as :
“a thing that is known or proved to be true.” 
Facts in this case are the height of the buildings, 
locaƟ on of the neighbourhood centre, etcetera. 
These facts can be translated in spaƟ al factors 
which infl uence the design possibiliƟ es. 
For theory the Oxford DicƟ onary (2011) gives the 
defi niƟ on:
“a supposiƟ on or a system of ideas intended to 

explain something, especially one based on general 
principles independent of the thing to be explained.”
The system of ideas resulƟ ng from the research 
will have topics such as how people use public 
space. These theories can be converted into spaƟ al 
condiƟ ons needed to improve the area. These are 
generic elements of theories and will be used in 
the specifi c design case of this graduaƟ on project. 
This specifi c design case might produce generic 
elements  that could be used in other design cases.

 Thirdly, tesƟ ng and experimenƟ ng of designs 
within the defi ned framework of spaƟ al factors 
and condiƟ ons provide possibiliƟ es to create 
alternaƟ ves for the design. Each alternaƟ ve has 
to be checked with the theory and facts, and 
someƟ mes new problems will arise, because the 
factors and condiƟ on are in confl ict. The alternaƟ ves 
will be constantly verifi ed unƟ l the moment comes 
when the design has the least possible confl icts; 
this alternaƟ ve will be used to produce the fi nal 
product. This process can be seen in scheme 2.
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 The design and research process evolves around 
creaƟ ng a beƩ er soluƟ on for the stated problems, 
where the research fuels the alternaƟ ve and 
discission making process for the soluƟ on.
 This can be seen in the research and design spiral in 
scheme 3. At the start of the project more research  
on the social aspects of the subject is done (purple), 
and near the end of the year, the spaƟ al aspects and 
the design (blue) are more prominent. At the points 
where they cross, the design and research infl uence 
each other. The research leads to a design soluƟ on, 
or the design raises more quesƟ ons, for which more 
research is needed to produce an answer. 
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 As in scheme 3, scheme 4 shows that research is 
being done right from the start, and is the main 
focus. As the fourth midterm presentaƟ on, P4, 
nears, the research is less and less the focus, and 
the design more and more the main subject of 
acƟ vity.  Some methods are sooner fi nished, for 
instance the observaƟ ons and site analysis, then 
others. Case studies for example can help fi nd 
soluƟ ons for confl icts found while designing, thus 
this method of research is used longer in the design 

and research process.
 Designing starts as soon as some research results 
are found. Even with minimal results, ideas for the 
design area can be formed, and the then formed 
design might help to fi nd other underlying problems 
and confl icts between spaƟ al factors and desired 
condiƟ ons, which then can be studied, and can help 
focus the research quesƟ ons. 
 The designing by forming alternaƟ ves conƟ nues 
unƟ l shortly before the P4. Then the decision has 

to be made on what the fi nal design is going to be 
in order to be able to produce the proper products 
to show at the fourth midterm and eventually the 
fi nal, P5, presentaƟ on.

Phasing
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Expected products

 The expected products will be:
1. A theoreƟ c reviewpaper about how people in 
general experience public spaces in terms of safety 
and use.  It also reviews wether people of other 
ethincity use public space in a diff erent way, in order 
to fi nd the spaƟ al condiƟ ons that are needed for 
the design area of which the majority of inhabitants 
are immigrants.
2. A report in which the research results on the 
topics of the use of public space and the public 
space in Den Haag will be described.
3. A design intervenƟ on in the chosen area where 
the fi ndings of the research will be implemented in 
order to achieve the regeneraƟ on of the area.
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TheoreƟ cal framework

The theorecƟ cal framework on social safety for this 
project consisƟ s of several aspects: human needs, 
placelessness, and livability. These aspects will play 
a large role in the project and infl uence each other, 
and have a connecƟ on with public space.   

 The public space used in the project is best defi ned 
by Carmona:
“Public space (narrowly defi ned) relates to all those 
parts of the built environment where the public has 
free access. It encompasses: all the streets, squares 
and other rights of way, whether predominantly 
in residen  al, commercial or community civic 
uses; the open spaces and parks; and the public/
private spaces where people access is unrestricted 
(at least during daylight hours). It includes the 
interfaces with key internal and external and 
private spaces to which the public normally has 
free access.”(Carmona, Magalhães, Hammond, 
2008, p.5) thus the project will not include public 
spaces that are not allways accessible, for instance 
restaurants, musea, etcetera.

Human needs
 At the widest end of the pyramid is the most 
wanted of the human needs. At the highest end, 
the need with the least importance is located. Basic 
human needs are ordered in hierarchy according 
to personal (cultural) factors. This means that the 
hierarchy in the pyramid can assume a diff erent 
order for diff erent people and/or in diff erent 
circumstances (Maslow, 1970). 
 Two out of the fi ve needs in the Pyramid of human 
needs are infl uenced by the living environment: 
safety and security needs, and affi  liaƟ on needs 
(Carmona, 2010).
Affi  liaƟ on needs in this project consists of having a 
sense of place, or negaƟ ng placelessness, and have 
great infl uence on the livability.  Both the needs 
are underrepresented in underpriviledged housing 
areas, and are therefore main themes when 
improving the housing area and its public space. 



Montgomery 1998 in Carmona, 2010. 
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Placelessness 
 Placelessness means a lack of place disƟ ncƟ veness 
or the absence of environments that people care 
about. 
Crang (Carmona, 2010) argues that fewer cultures 
are ‘place bound’ because of the increase of 
communicaƟ on and transportaƟ on methods. 
Placelessness is therefore not a problem any more, 
having a place is not needed. 
But in underprivileged housing areas, inhabitants 
have very liƩ le money, and therefore less possibiliƟ es 
for communicaƟ on and transportaƟ on to people 
and goods not available in their direct vicinity. They 
are, because of this shortage, involuntary very 
placebound. Therefore it is important to create 
places which they actually care about, create a 
sense of place. 

“(...) without conscious concern for urban design 
as a process of restoring or giving quali  es of 
coherence and con  nuity to individual, (...) overall 
place quality is inevitably neglected.” 
Carmona 2010, p 14



Percieved livability

Image by Dorst, 2005, 
Translated by author
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Livability
 “Livability refers to the quality of the interac  on 
between people and surroundings. The apparent 
livability focuses the a  en  on on this interac  on, 
the perceived livability approaches this interac  on 
from the point of the people and the supposed 
livability approaches this interac  on from the point 
of the surroundings.” (Dorst, 2005, p. 81)

Since in the Netherlands the pracƟ ce is to focus on 
the perceived and the supposed livability (Dorst, 
2005), the focus of the project will be on the 
apparent livability, and enhancing the livability in 
the neighbourhood with the apparent livability as 
approach.
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 In ancient Ɵ mes the use of the local public realm 
was associated with parƟ cipaƟ on in public life. The 
market square and the church used to be places 
in the city with a social funcƟ on, and it was there 
that social life of the community took place (Aalst 
and Ennen, 2002). Nowadays people do not need 
to go to the market square for public life; internet 
and other mulƟ media provide the locale for many 
in which their social life happens, and the car 
and internet make distances less important: the 
community is where one chooses it to be (Mitchell, 
1995 in Carmona, 2010).
But it is sƟ ll important to have a sense of 
community, social cohesion, in the neighbourhood 
to feel safe (Luten, 2008). Casual interacƟ on in 
the neighbourhood through siƫ  ng-out areas, 
residenƟ al squares, or journeys on foot to school 
strengthens the sense of belonging to a community 
(Blokland, 2008; CaƩ ell et al., 2008).
These kind of outdoor acƟ viƟ es can be divided in 
three types: necessary, opƟ onal and social acƟ viƟ es 
(Gehl, 2001). 
 Necessary acƟ viƟ es are those like going to work or 
waiƟ ng for the bus, in short all everyday tasks and 
pasƟ mes. They will occur in all circumstances and 
are more or less independent of the surroundings, 
and since the majority of the acƟ viƟ es is linked to 
walking, they do provide some social control (Gehl, 
2001).  But in bad public spaces people will try to 
avoid being in them as much as possible, someƟ mes 
even taking a detour to not have to go through that 

scary place (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2009). 
 OpƟ onal acƟ viƟ es include those for which there 
is opportunity, and a wish to do so, like taking a 
stroll. These acƟ viƟ es will only occur when the 
surroundings are appropriate and the weather is 
good. These acƟ viƟ es are highly infl uenced by the 
physical qualiƟ es of the public space. Public spaces 
of very low quality will have liƩ le to no people 
using it for opƟ onal acƟ viƟ es. Public spaces with a 
high quality will aƩ ract a wide variaƟ on of opƟ onal 
acƟ viƟ es, and will make people who are coming 
there for necessary acƟ viƟ es spend more Ɵ me 
(Gehl, 2001).
 Social acƟ viƟ es are varied; they include things like 
children playing, simply greeƟ ng people, or just 
passively seeing or hearing other people. Because 
of this wide spread variety they can occur on many 
diff erent places like gardens, public buildings, or at 
work. Social acƟ viƟ es are also linked to necessary 
and opƟ onal acƟ viƟ es, they occur because people 
are in the same place, they are dependent on 
the other two types of acƟ viƟ es. Therefore when 
necessary and opƟ onal acƟ viƟ es are beƩ er 
supported, more social acƟ viƟ es will happen (Gehl, 
2001). 

 Good public space is where people mix and 
encounter, it thrives on density and diversity 
(Stevens, 2007). This density and diversity is 
obtained through the creaƟ on of mulƟ funcƟ onal 
spaces, that meet the needs of several groups (Aalst 

and Ennen, 2002). But people use spaces in ways as 
they see fi t, which means that someƟ mes uses will 
overlap. Planters, or steps in front of buildings will 
oŌ en be used by people to sit on and look at others 
(Stevens, 2007). The result of these various uses can 
be that they are in the way of others, for instance 
people having to use the steps to go into a building. 
This can be avoided by taking these several kinds 
of uses of the same feature in consideraƟ on when 
designing and making the feature more robust or 
more spacious (Luten, 2008).

 The use of public space and safety are connected.  
A large part of feeling safe has to do with whether 
there are people in the public space (Gehl, 2001). 
But not knowing what others are doing, not 
recognising other customs, creates uncertainty 
and in the worst case, fear. Leisure acƟ viƟ es in the 
public space off er the possibility to geƫ  ng to know, 
and to a certain degree respect, the behaviour of 
others (Jókövi, 2000).
 Social safety is part of livability, or the relaƟ on 
between a subject, person, and its surroundings 
(Dorst, 2005). It means protecƟ on against human 
caused threats and criminality, like violence, graffi  Ɵ , 
robbery, vandalism, and polluƟ on.
There are two kinds of safety: objecƟ ve and 
subjecƟ ve safety. ObjecƟ ve safety means that 
surroundings are free of above menƟ oned threats 
and criminality. SubjecƟ ve safety means whether 
or not a person is feeling safe (Luten, 2008; Voordt 

Social cohesion and safety
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and Wegen, 1990)
Fear of being a vicƟ m causes exclusion from the 
public realm. Certain seƫ  ngs in this public realm 
cause more exclusion than others, like a dark alley, 
wrong crowd, or too liƩ le people (Carmona, 2010).
 Social safety can be infl uenced by the design 
of the public space. This design has to integrate 
a combinaƟ on of four guidelines: accessibility, 
aƩ racƟ veness, legibility and visibility (Luten, 2008).

Accessibility
 Accessibility means that the public space has to be 
designed in such a way that the intended users, but 
also emergency services can access it, but if needed 
are inaccessible for unwanted and unintended use 
(Luten, 2008).
Physically excluding certain groups by the use of 
gates is someƟ mes preferred at communal gardens.
But exclusion because of old age, handicaps, 
people with pushchairs, etcetera should of course 
be avoided. This means designing places where 
there are no slippery surfaces, that provide enough 
room to manoeuvre and where low physical eff ort 
is needed (Carmona, 2010).

AƩ racƟ veness
 AestheƟ c qualiƟ es
There are some things that are very personal or 
culturally related when talking about aestheƟ c 
qualiƟ es. But large-scale surroundings like La 
Defence in Paris can make people feel puny, and 

because of that unsafe (Luten, 2008).
How we arrive defi nes how we perceive a public 
space; wide urban squares feel even wider when 
arriving through a narrow street. (Carmona, 2010).
 FuncƟ on off er
People need a reason to go to a certain public space. 
It can be something formal like an appointment, or 
the presence of a public building, or just being able 
to look at other people (Luten, 2008).
Good public spaces off er various possibiliƟ es and 
funcƟ ons, like walking, siƫ  ng, standing/staying, 
see, hear/talk, play/unfolding acƟ viƟ es which also 
provide the possibility to experience the posiƟ ve 
aspects of the climate: sun/shade, warmth/cool, 
breeze/wind protecƟ on (Carmona, 2010).
CreaƟ ng the possibility to meet and observe others 
is creaƟ ng mulƟ - funcƟ onal spaces, that meet the 
needs of several groups. But it is important to keep 
in mind that funcƟ on is not so much the central 
issue, as is the experience and percepƟ on of the 
acƟ viƟ es and areas (Aalst and Ennen, 2002).
 Maintenance and management
Clean and intact is more aƩ racƟ ve than fi lthy and 
broken. Unclean leads to unused, a no-man’s-land, 
used for unwanted acƟ viƟ es. But lively and loved 
places have a certain messiness about them, and 
are subject to a lot of wear and tear (Luten, 2008).
Proper maintenance shows people care about a 
place (Carmona, 2010). In some municipaliƟ es 
some parts of the public space have been “adopted” 
by the inhabitants of the street or neighbourhood, 

in which they are responsible for the maintenance 
and care (Gemeente Zoetermeer, 2008).
 AestheƟ c sustainability
Making places too fashionable leads to aging of 
aestheƟ cs. It is important to make public spaces 
adaptable to new demands, therefore reducing 
costs (Luten, 2008). Carmona (2008) adds 
disƟ ncƟ veness to this. He pleads for preservaƟ on 
and enhancing of what is special about places and 
avoiding homogenizaƟ on and standardisaƟ on. This 
creates a sense of place, making it meaningful, and 
therefore beƩ er used. 
 Technical sustainability
In short technical sustainability means using the 
right materials in the right place. This involves 
making objects weather and vandalism proof, 
especially in busy public spaces, although there 
are claims that beauƟ ful design and subtle use of 
materials discourages vandalism (Luten, 2008).
 Social sustainability
Feeling safe is greatly linked to social cohesion in 
a neighbourhood. Whether your neighbours are 
willing to help each other, know each other or do 
things together enhances the feeling of cohesion. 
Even loose contact is enough to create a feeling 
of safety, people just need to know they have 
neighbours that will support them (Luten, 2008).
This means that the public realm should provide 
space in which neighbours can engage with each 
other, either through sharing a cup of tea on the 
doorstep, working in the same garden or walking 
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the dog (Blokland, 2008; CaƩ ell et al., 2008). 
Legibility
 One part of legibility is that it is clear for users and 
inhabitants what is private, semi-private, semi-
public or public space. Clear defi niƟ on of the space 
means that people can ‘understand’ the space. This 
in term avoids no-man’s-land for which no one feels 
responsible (Luten, 2008). Actual physical borders 
can even off er a clear structure in social relaƟ ons 
(Stevens, 2007).
But it is important to avoid a hard transiƟ on; not 
all private acƟ viƟ es are so private that nobody else 
is allowed to see it. CreaƟ ng transiƟ on zones, like 
verandas or front gardens for houses, and cafés 
with terraces are such transiƟ ons (Carmona, 2010; 
Dorst, 2005).
 The other part of legibility is that the funcƟ on of the 
public space should be clear as well. For instance, 
no benches in walking routes, or making busy traffi  c 
routes in places which should be for sojourning. 
Clear routes with orientaƟ on points, especially for 
new visitors, makes sure people do not feel lost 
and insecure. It also creates a joining of pedestrian 
streams, which creates more people in one place, 
increasing the feeling of safety (Luten, 2008).

Visibility
 Visibility revolves around seeing and being seen.
LighƟ ng is an important aspect of visibility. Most 
places marked as unsafe are badly lightened. But 
burglars are also more disabled when there is good 

lighƟ ng, and the risk to be seen higher, thus making 
their job harder (Voordt and Wegen, 1990).
Semblance of safety is to be avoided. A very well lit 
park might seem safe, but that does not have to be 
true. Without something like social control, lighƟ ng 
alone is not adequate to ensure social safety, and 
subjecƟ ve safety might be secured but objecƟ ve 
safety is not.
This social control can be gained by creaƟ ng 
places where there are enough people, or social 
eyes, to be seen, but also to be heard by creaƟ ng 
mulƟ funcƟ onal spaces in which the chance to meet 
people on mulƟ ple Ɵ mes of the day will be bigger, 
or where there are a lot of houses and/or shops 
looking on the public space (Luten, 2008).
There are three types of social control (Carmona, 
2010; Luten, 2008; Voordt and Wegen, 1990):
- Formal, by means of a security guard or 
police offi  cer.
- Semi-formal, by means of a train Ɵ cket 
collector or caretaker.
- Informal, by means of inhabitants or  
passers-by. 
For informal control, the most preferred form of 
control,  it is important to have public spaces in 
which inhabitants and passers-by feel comfortable. 
If people feel unsafe, fear, they will avoid being 
there, which results in less people in that place, and 
more perceived danger (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2009).

Luten (2008) describes for these four guidelines 

which possible measurements can be taken. 
They can be found in the last pages of the book 
“Handleiding veilig beheer en ontwerp”
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 As concluded in the previous secƟ on, it is important 
to increase the use of the public space by inhabitants 
and visitors of the area. Visitors play a role in the 
observaƟ on of group acƟ vity; they provide vital 
sƟ mulaƟ on, especially if there is a good mix of local 
inhabitants and visitors of the area (Jacobs, 1995).
Visitors (sub)consciously choose a route through an 
area to go from one point to another desƟ naƟ on, or 
when they are simple walking around for recreaƟ on 
(Carmona, 2010). Through this movement they 
experience the city, and these sequences of 
pictures give a vital impression of an area. The kind 
of impression people receive varies with the speed 
with which they go through the area (Jacobs, 1995). 
At the heart of the public space is pedestrian 
movement, and it is therefore important to enhance 
and support this movement (Salingaros, 2005).
To guide people through the area a route can be 
helpful; it also provides understanding of the area 
(Carmona, 2010).
 In this route it is important to maintain a smooth 
line, without blocks. But a straight line is not 
necessary, clearly having to go around or through 
a parƟ al block can even add interest. It provides 
variety and rhythm (Jacobs, 1995; Luten, 2008). 
 Because of the possible danger, dominant noise and 
moƟ on, traffi  c is the main concern of pedestrians. It  
can even prevent other observaƟ ons and obstruct 
people from noƟ cing the, possible, delighƞ ul 
surroundings. But complete segregaƟ on creates a 
lack of contact, orientaƟ on and sƟ mulus, and makes 

people feel isolated. A possible soluƟ on for this 
problem is creaƟ ng a route with alternately mixed 
and segregated networks and cores (Jacobs, 1995).

Visitors and use
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 There are two typologies of publicness in public 
space: urban publicness and neighbourhood 
publicness. Urban publicness is aƩ racƟ ve because 
of the anonymity it off ers. This means that you 
are less, and in some cases, not, restricted in your 
movements and the people you meet, than in public 
spaces in the neighbourhood. But because of its 
anonymity you will not meet somebody parƟ cular. 
In the neighbourhood the public space off ers room 
for certain groups to meet, and has therefor a 
diff erent atmosphere: it is clearly public space for 
the inhabitants and has restricted use (Duyvendak 
and Boonstra, 2002).
 This publicness has three qualiƟ es: ownership, 
access and use. Ownership depends wether public 
space is public or private, and wether it is neutral 
ground or not. Access defi nes wether everyone can  
enter, in the sense of if people have to pay a fee, e.g. 
a museum. But it also is about wether handicapped 
or elderly can enter the public space. Use is the 
measure on how acƟ vely used it is by diff erent 
individuals or groups. SomeƟ mes more publicness 
is desired and someƟ mes less publicness is desired. 
This depends on the locaƟ on and the funcƟ on of 
the public space (Carmona, 2010). 
 The level of publicness can vary in diff erent 
situaƟ ons; someƟ mes a semi-public space for 
an individual can be a private area of a group of 
inhabitants. This semi-public space can then be 
the private space of the nieghbourhood. This way a 
system of lodged areas is developed (Dorst, 2005). 

Typologies and qualiƟ es of public space

 In this system it is important to arrage funcƟ ons in  a 
logical way and to make it possible that some areas 
can be closed down in the night. This will ensure 
clarity in ownership, and improves the feeling of 
safety (VROM, 2005).
 There is a large trasiƟ on from the private residence 
to a public outdoor area. This transiƟ on can be 
soŌ ened by a hybrid zone, which will prevent a 
sudden transiƟ on, and ensure that the inhabitant 
can feel safe. This zone can be a frontgarden, or 
even a hight diff erence in the pavement. It is also 
a means for the inhabitants to diplay thier idenƟ ty, 
and a buff er against people looking in, but also 
ensures openness to make informal social control 
from the residence possible (Dorst, 2005).
 The hierarchical posiƟ on of a street in the network 
of the city and the neighbourhood defi nes the level 
of publicness and use. The street is the front space 
of a building. For a shop it is the space where one 
can display and invite people to entre; this kind of 
street has a high level of publicness. For a house 
it is where the inhabitant can dispay the house by 
placing benches or fl owerpots; here it shows the 
closed character and cohesion in a neighbourhood, 
and has therefor a low level of publicness (Meyer, 
2009).
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Conclusion

 Main issue in the project is the social cohesion in 
the neighbourhood and the percieved safety of the 
people on the street. Scheme fi ve shows how the 
several theories relate to and infl uence each other. 
 There are two groupes of people in this 
project, the inhabitants and the visitors of the 
neighbourhood. For the inhabitants the percieved 
safety will be achieved through social cohesion in 
the neighbourhood. For the visitors the percieved 
safety is achiever through the legibility of the public 
space in the neighbourhood.
 Legibility of a plublic space is indirectly connected 
to the social cohesion of a neighbourhood.
In order to improve the legibiliy, the diff erence in 
levels of publicness in the neighbourhood will be 
enhanced. For the inhabitants this means creaƟ ng 
more enclosed, collecƟ ve spaces where they can 
acƟ vely infl uence the appearance of the space. 
This, in turn, will enhance the social cohesion als 
well. 
 The visitors on the other hand also need to be able 
to use certain parts of the public space, because of 
the proximity of the neighbourhood to the staƟ on 
and the other ameniƟ es in and around it. 
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 The oldest part of Den Haag was build on the 
higher beach barriers which run parallel to the 
coast. Because the city was the most important 
residence of the ruling, and future royal, family of 
the Netherlands, it aƩ racted the nobility and the 
rich bourgeoisie. The lower parts were where the 
fi rst working-class areas were build, because there 
the soil was less suitable for building as it is peaty. 
This diff erence in soil produced the spaƟ al division 
in higher and lower-class residenƟ al areas (Meyer, 
2009). 

 With the instalment of Willem I as king in 
1815, and with the arrival of industries and the 
opening of the Hollandsche IJzeren Spoorweg 
Maatschappij staƟ on, currently Hollands Spoor, in 
1843, the populaƟ on experienced a rapid growth 
(Erfgoedhuis-ZH, 2010). The city itself, however,  
did not expand, which meant that the populaƟ on 
density went from 220 to 500 people per hectare. 
Hygienic condiƟ ons worsened, which was not 
benefi cial for the living condiƟ ons; the canals were 
highly polluted and slow-moving, the stench must 
have been unbearable and diseases spread easily. 
The result was that from 1825 and onwards mulƟ ple 
canals were closed up. But it did not stop the rich 
moving away from the city centre, and living in the 
much more representaƟ ve northern part of the 
town (Gemeente Den Haag, 2011). This part was 
again on a beach barrier; the  bigger  expansions 
were mainly in the peaty soil and desƟ ned for the 

History of Den Haag, the StaƟ onsbuurt and 
Schilderswijk

working class (Meyer, 2009). 

 The building of the staƟ on also lead to the exchange 
of ownership of the grounds between the HoeŅ ade 
and Laak from Rijswijk to Den Haag. This went 
without any quarrel since the lands were mainly 
pastures, in fact nearly all the lands around the 
HoeŅ ade were. This situaƟ on remained unƟ l well 
into the 19th century. 
 The iniƟ aƟ ve to build a neighbourhood was taken 
by the municipality in 1862. A square with a public 
garden, surrounded by stately houses was build, the 
Oranjeplein. The rest of the new area was build by 

private iniƟ aƟ ve, which lead to speculaƟ ve building. 
Even though the Oranjeplein was meant for the 
well-to-do, the lower classes seƩ led in the streets 
around it. The formal building style only conƟ nued 
in one part of the Van Limburg SƟ rumstraat. In 
another part close by 112 working class houses in 
blocks of four were build from 1863 to 1866 and 
again 56 from 1868 to 1869. This typology was 
naƟ onally and internaƟ onally renowned for its 
economical use of space, while every house sƟ ll had 
two façades with windows. More and more working 
class houses were build, which lead to the decrease 
of appeal of the Oranjeplein for the well-to-do. The 

LocaƟ on of Den Haag in the Netherlands. www.juł o.nl, 
adapted by author. Current size of Den Haag, image by author
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The area of the StaƟ onsbuurt in 1868. 
hƩ p://anemaa.home.xs4all.nl/ges/wijken/geschiedenis_staƟ onsbuurt.htm

The HoeŅ ade in 1930. 
hƩ p://w
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Den Haag, around 1545, by Jacob van Deventer. hƩ p://hagg.home.xs4all.nl/
porƞ olio_richardhagg/Content/NieuweHaagseSchool_scripƟ e.htm

Den Haag ca. 1870.
 hƩ p://w

w
w

.plaatsengids.nl/den-haag

municipality only interfered with the houses along 
the main street, but what happened on the grounds 
behind the fi rst row of buildings was of no concern, 
leading to the build of many courts of almshouses. 
Only aŌ er 1892 it became prohibited to build this 
type of housing, but by then the larger part of the 
neighbourhood was already build. SƟ ll the aim of 

the private investors was to make the most profi t, 
so the available space in between or behind the 
houses was used to develop extensions or industrial 
buildings.
 Apart from private investments, council housing was 
also constructed, for example the Van Ostadehouses 
and the Fort in the Jacob van Campenstraat. These 

houses were relaƟ vely favourable in quality and 
rental price compared to the rest of the area. 
 The living condiƟ ons in the area were also bad 
because of the lack of green space; only the 
Oranjeplein had public gardens. SƟ ll the municipality  
did not develop any in the beginning of the twenƟ eth 
century.  This meant that as soon as people could 
aff ord it, they leŌ  the area and it turned more and 
more into a working class neighbourhood, leading 
to vacancy in the 1930s. 

 It took unƟ l 1924 before the municipality started 
to reorganised the centre, choosing the slum area 
to be replaced by a new route to give room for the 
increased traffi  c movement (Gemeente Den Haag, 
2011). Despite the spacious layout of Den Haag, 
which already existed since the beginning because 
it was never forƟ fi ed, the city centre lacked a lot 
of appeal in the sevenƟ es of the twenƟ eth century. 
This was because of overdue maintenance and 
the increasing presence of the car, which formed 
a barrier for the shopping audience. Therefor the 
municipality made an integrated plan, ‘De Kern 
Gezond’ (The Heart Healthy, translated by author), 
to address the problems and set standards for the 
public space in 1988. This plan is sƟ ll the guiding 
theme when the municipality needs to revitalise an 
area in the centre, and was expanded even outside 
the main shopping district (Meyer, 2009).   

  In the StaƟ onsbuurt and Schilderswijk the situaƟ on 



hƩ p://geoplaza.ubvu.vu.nl/cdm/singleitem/collecƟ on/gpz/id/238/rec/1hƩ p://geoplaza.ubvu.vu.nl/cdm/singleitem/collecƟ on/gpz/id/238/rec/1
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of vacancy changed due to the housing shortage in 
and aŌ er the Second World War, which meant that 
even the worst houses became occupied again. 
The large scale lack of maintenance on the houses 
that were all ready of bad quality eventually led to 
clearance and redevelopment from the 1980s and 
onwards (Gemeente Den Haag, 2010; 2011).

 ‘De Kern Gezond’ developed even further into 
the ‘Ruimte voor Kwaliteit’ (Space for Quality, 
translated by author) memorandum, with a latest 
version of 2004, which includes plans for the whole 
city (Gemeente Den Haag, 2004).

 A policy issued in 2007 from the government 
concerns neighbourhoods in which problems like 
living, working, learning, growing up, integraƟ on 
and safety are very large and need extra aƩ enƟ on 
from the government. This policy concerns 40 
neighbourhoods, called the ‘Krachtwijken’, in 
The Netherlands, from which four are in Den 
Haag: Transvaal, Schilderswijk, Zuidwest and 
the StaƟ onsbuurt/Rivierenbuurt (Rijksoverheid, 
n.d.). In this thesis these neighbourhoods will be 
addressed as underprivileged housing areas, where  
underprivileged means: not enjoying the same 
standard of living or rights as the majority of people 
in a society  (Oxford DicƟ onary, 2011).
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 Two of the four underprivileged housing areas 
of Den Haag are next to the city centre, they are 
the StaƟ onsbuurt and Schilderswijk. The centre 
has good public spaces, which are much used. The 
underprivileged housing areas have bad public 
spaces. This is a shame because for most of the 
inhabitants in this neighbourhood, their life plays 
on the street. They want to use the public space 
as an extension of their home. Some of the public 
spaces in the area have been used for criminal 
acƟ viƟ es, but with the instalment of cameras on 
several locaƟ ons, this changed posiƟ vely. The area 
has very liƩ le tramps; there is one boardinghouse, 
but the tramps that stay there are not causing any 
trouble. The overall reputaƟ on of the area also 
plays a role in the percepƟ on of the public space 
and unknown behaviour by immigrants leads to a 
negaƟ ve judgement by the indigenous.  Immigrants 
and the older inhabitants of the neighbourhood 
stay separate from each other, they each have their 
own meeƟ ng places (Nus, 2012, pers. comm).

Well used public space in the centre of Den Haag. 
hƩ p://www.jongez.nl/?p=924

Burned public space in one of the underprivileged housing areas.
http://denhaagtekijk.blog-city.com/vernielingen_aan_het_newtonplein_
haags_hopje_verwoest.htm

Centre next to underprivileged housing area, image by author
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 Next to the underprivileged housing area is the 
staƟ on Den Haag Hollands Spoor. This is one of the 
staƟ ons used by people to reach the city centre 
(C). This means that many people, bicyclists and 
pedestrians, move through, visit, the area, and 
in that way make a claim on the use of the public 
space.
 This claim is reinforced by other public ameniƟ es 
in the area. Close by are several shopping streets: 
Hobbemastraat (1), Paul Krugerlaan (2), and more 
local stores in the HoeŅ ade (3) and Koningstraat 
(4). Bigger shopping centres that also aƩ ract people 
that are not from the area are Bazaar shopping 
centre (5) with some cafés and the Haagse Markt 
(6).

2

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4) (5)

(6)

City centre
1
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StaƟ on Den Haag Hollands Spoor
StaƟ on Den Haag Centraal

Railway
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(C)

Analysis neighbourhood and area
Public ameniƟ es

DesƟ naƟ on
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DesƟ naƟ ons in and around the area, image by author
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Parks and squares

 The majority of public spaces in and around the 
area are small parks and play areas. There are only 
three squares and those are located along the 
HoeŅ ade.

Parks and squares in and around the area, image by author
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Plans from the Municipality

 The municipality has a number of plans in and 
around the area that are in line with the ‘Ruimte 
voor Kwaliteit’ and the ‘Krachtwijken’ policies.
There is a Masterplan Lijn 11-zone, Gebiedsvisie 
Holland Spoor en omgeving, Structuurvisie Den 
Haag 2020, Parkeren in de Haagse Binnenstad and 
a bicycle research and planning memorandum 
of 2009. These plans combined with the already 
executed plans, give an impression of what and 
where the improvements will be. 
For the StaƟ onsbuurt it means that some small 
streets in the area, the StaƟ onsplein and the 
StaƟ onsstraat/Wagenstraat the public space will 
be improved, together with the plan to make the 
HoeŅ ade more bicycle friendly. But most of the 
improvements are mainly on the edge of the area.

 The Masterplan Lijn 11-zone is now on hold due to 
the fi nancial crisis. The municipality also developed 
plans for inside the design area, in which they want 
to demolish and rebuild parts of the neighbourhood, 
but for these plans as well counts that they cannot 
be executed because of the fi nancial crisis. 
All plans work with the same way of fi nancing: 
by the municipality. But the policital-economical 
situaƟ on has changed, and demands a diff erent 
aproach.

StaƟ on area plan

Bicycle plan
Rearranged street

Lijn 11 Masterplan

Plans in and around the area, image by author
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Lijn 11 Masterplan
StaƟ on area plan

Bicycle plan
Rearranged street

DesƟ naƟ on
InteresƟ ng architecture
Park / play area

 The majority of the desƟ naƟ ons and plans are at 
the edge or outside of the area. Inside the area 
there are a lot of  small parks and play areas, but 
very few squares. 

Conclusions

Parking route centre
Parking route staƟ on
StaƟ on

Square

Overview of the area, image by author
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 The rest of the neighbourhood is a living area with 
public spaces mainly intended for the inhabitants. 
Because the main user will be the inhabitant, the 
typology of the public space will be neighbourhood 
publicness. The design of the public space has its 
basis in the Shared Space theory, thus creaƟ ng a 
more inƟ mate atmosphere. 

 The HoeŅ ade will be the introducƟ on of the 
neighbourhood to the visitors. On this axis the 
inhabitants and the visitors will see each other, 
which will ensure indirect contact. This indirect 
contact is important for the visitor to understand 
what kind of area it is and who lives in the area.  
There are a lot of small parks, public greens and play 
areas in the area, therefore the squares along the 
HoeŅ ade will funcƟ on as neighbourhood squares.
 The axis will have a more city centre public space 
atmosphere, and is more anonymous. The typology 
the axis will have is urban publicness. 

 Currently there are two axes going along sides of 
the area. This is the axis going form the staƟ on to 
the city centre on the east, and the axis following 
the line 11 on the west. These axes are highly used 
and have a lot of ameniƟ es. 
 The area itself does not have a clear axis. Because 
the HoeŅ ade runs from the staƟ on to the Haagse 
Markt, and the fact that there are already some 
ameniƟ es and squares, it lends itself to become the 
axis of the neighbourhood. The aim of this axis is to 
create a link between the neighbourhood and the 
visitors and connect the area into the network of 
the city.
 The visitor moves in the public space, but is not 
welcome all the Ɵ me and everywhere in the 
neighbourhood; it should therefore be clear for 
inhabitants and visitors of the area what is more 
public, and what is more private. 

Strategy on management of the public space



3838

 UnƟ l 1995 the general management of the public 
space in the Netherlands had very liƩ le interacƟ on 
with its ciƟ zens, it was defensive and introverted due 
to cutbacks. It mostly focussed on the seƩ lement of 
complaints. 
 The new form of management is aimed at 
sƟ mulaƟ ng involvement of the ciƟ zens and making 
processes more transparent to enhance support. 
This means more involvement in the organisaƟ onal 
and fi nancial structure, through interacƟ ve design,  
neighbourhood/area orientated management with 
fi ƫ  ng budgets where users take part in the decision 
making process. But it also means involving users 
though adopƟ on contracts, cleanup campaigns, 
public inquiry evenings and plan formaƟ on (CROW, 
2002).
 One of the municipaliƟ es that used the adopƟ on 
contracts is Zoetermeer. The aim was to sƟ mulate 
the people involved to help think and parƟ cipate 
in the public space. This was done by having a 
street or neighbourhood adopt a public park where 
they will be responsible for the maintenance. 
Companies were also asked to contribute in the 
costs, in exchange of more input in the plan making 
and realisaƟ on. But places that are much used 
or have other values e.g. environmental, have 
other qualiƟ es and are therefore managed by the 
municipality itself  (Gemeente Zoetermeer, 2008). 
 In Enschede the municipality issued the 
management of the grounds of one project, including 
the wadies. These wadies are essenƟ al elements in 

the water management, but the municipality now 
lacks the possibility to preserve the system. This 
is an example where the municipality went a bit 
too far with parƟ cipaƟ on of the inhabitants. It is 
essenƟ al for these types of infrastructure to keep 
the management in the hands of municipaliƟ es 
(VROM, 2005). 
 An example where maintenance was easily 
transferred to the inhabitants is in RoƩ erdam in 
the borough Feijenoord. There the municipality 
let part of the sidewalks be removed in order to 
create façade gardens. The inhabitants where from 
then the ones responsible for the maintenance of 
these strips. In another part of the neighbourhood 
a neighbourhood garden was realised (KEI, n.d.).
 In Amsterdam two housing assosiaƟ ons gave away 
the ‘decoraƟ ve greenery’ between three buildings 
for inhabitants to start a kitchen garden. The kitchen 
garden was the project of an arƟ st and aimed to 
create beƩ er social cohesion in the neighbourhood. 
In the kitchen garden, produce is culƟ vated of 
which half is for the inhabitant and the other half 
for communal use in a fesƟ val, run by themselves 
(Boeijenga, et al., 2010). 
 In RoƩ erdam and in Den Haag the municipality   is 
in charge of the management of the public space in 
the city centre. This ensures that the municipality 
has full control over the public space, which is 
important, because the funcƟ on of this public space 
is much more formal and representaƟ ve (Gemeente 
Den Haag, 2004; VROM, 2005)

Façade gardens in RoƩ erdam. Image from hƩ p://www.creaƟ eĩ eheer.nl/
cache/600x338_85_site78_7_20110511135752_sƟ ll_geveltuintjes.jpg

Kitchen garden project in Amsterdam. Image from hƩ p://www.stedelij-
kindestad.nl/projects/in_west/posts/stedelijk_in_west_de_kok_de_kweker_
zijn_vrouw_en_hun_buurman
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 Introducing experiences from inhabitants ensures 
that changes in use are anƟ cipated. It also leads 
to more support from inhabitants for plans from 
the municipality. And it greatly improves the 
involvement of inhabitants with the neighbourhood 
and their neighbours (CROW, 2002; VROM, 2005). 
This involvement enhances the internal social 
engagement with the neighbours and creates 
a bond between the inhabitants and the 
neighbourhood, and therefor increases the social 
cohesion (Marissing, Bolt and Kempen, 2004).
 How much infl uence can be issued depends on 
the goal of the parƟ cipaƟ on and the kind of public 
space. 
The lowest level is simply handing out informaƟ on 
to inhabitants , they are solely receivers. This can be 
done by informaƟ on meeƟ ngs, leafl ets or websites. 
Inhabitants do feel involved, but they do not have 
any infl uence. 
In the next level inhabitants can also bring in ideas. 
This will improve plans. The municipaliƟ es are free 
to decide what to do with these ideas, but the aim 
is to make the management of specifi c parts of 
the public space beƩ er suited to the needs of the 
inhabitants. 
A further level is when municipaliƟ es together with 
the users make the precondiƟ ons and dived the 
responsibiliƟ es. Inhabitants are acƟ vely involved in 
their living environment, which can lead to beƩ er 
use of the public space and improved social safety. 
The communal aim is most important, and in this 

aim municipaliƟ es can issue some responsibiliƟ es 
to for instance residents’ associaƟ ons. 
The highest level of involvement is when inhabitants 
themselves take the iniƟ aƟ ve for development, 
execuƟ on and maintenance. The municipality 
only off ers faciliƟ es and sets precondiƟ ons on the 
accessibility of uƟ liƟ es or water management. 
Handing over the management to the inhabitants is 
best done in a growth model, where responsibiliƟ es 
and budget can be assessed yearly. For instance, 
inhabitants can be used as subsidised employee for 
supervision and maintenance (CROW, 2002; VROM, 
2005). 

 Public spaces have many funcƟ ons, and those 
funcƟ ons require matching management. Therefore 
it is important to fi rst defi ne the funcƟ on and then 
the kind of management. Since the design area has 
two types of public space there will also be two types 
of management. In the part where the funcƟ on of 
the public space is more formal and should have an 
urban publicness, the management will be in hands 
of municipality alone. In the area where the public 
space will  have an atmosphere of neighbourhood 
publicness it will be important to give a sense of 
belonging. Therefore the management will be on 
the level where municipality and the inhabitants 
make the precondiƟ ons and plans together. Some 
parts may be even on the level that the inhabitants 
adopt the public space, but that is locaƟ on specifi c.

Level of involvement

Inhabitants take iniƟ aƟ ve

Municipality + Inhabitants

Inhabitants give input to 
Municipality 

Municipality only gives 
informaƟ on

Top down

BoƩ om up
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Park
Park in care of inhabitants

Loitering area

Children’s farm 

Play area
Football pitch

School

Football pitch also used by community centre

High amount of passer-by
Lower amount of passer-by 

Highest amount of passer-by

Low amount of passer-by

 To be able to defi ne which streets can be managed 
on what level, it is important to defi ne how the 
public spaces are used and by whom. 
 The map shows where the passers-by and the 
inhabitants meet and what the funcƟ on of the 
public spaces are. 
 Two streets in the area are of great importance 
to the general public, and have potenƟ al for high 
publicness. Streets that have a school in them are 
of reasonable importance to the general public, 
because not only inhabitants of the street will use 
the public space but also passers-by. 
 One of the football pitches is also used for acƟ viƟ es 
organised by the community centre. This means 
that a wider range of people will use the space. 
 One of the parks is in the care of the inhabitants, 
this means that this park has more importance for 
the inhabitants of the surrounding building blocks, 
but it can sƟ ll be used by others. 

 Some of these public places are badly used because 
they are badly, or even, illegible, and it is not clear if 
the space is intended for inhabitants or passers-by, 
or both.
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Example of a street with possibillity of high 
publicness:  HoeŅ ade

 The squares along the HoeŅ ade are not lively. They 
do not have a lot of furniture. They do have parts 
with display windows, but other parts only have 
entrances for houses. Cars have the tendency to 
load and unload on the bicycle path, which is in the 
way of the cyclists. The bus stop is on the bicycle 
path as well. 
 Some parts feel dark because there can be too 

much trees, keeping away daylight. Some parts feel 
neglected because it has a blind wall, with a lot of 
graffi  Ɵ . 

Images taken from Google StreetviewImages taken from Google Streetview
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Zuiderpark HoeŅ ade from Haagse Markt to StaƟ onsplein, image by authorHoeŅ ade from Haagse Markt to StaƟ onsplein, image by author

 The HoeŅ ade is a historic line in the street paƩ ern 
of Den Haag and runs even further on the west and 
east side. It is the fastest way from the staƟ on to the 
Haagse Markt. The length between these points is 
about 1600 meters, which will take a pedestrian 26 
minutes. This means that pedestrians will be mainly 
local traffi  c using shorter pieces of the HoeŅ ade, 

and bicyclists will be mainly transient, and use 
longer pieces. Because of its length, and plans from 
the municipality to make the street more bicycle 
friendly the design should also take bicyclist in 
consideraƟ on.
 The width of the HoeŅ ade varies between 10 to 15 
meters, this means that the smaller pieces are one 

way traffi  c, and the wider pieces are two way, with 
even a bus line going through the most western and 
widest part.

 There is one main cluster of shops in the centre of 
the HoeŅ ade, and one main cluster of catering at 
the east side. There is also a community centre, a 

DirecƟ on of the traffi  c

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview Image made by authorImage made by author Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview
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Rijswijkseplein

library and a police staƟ on.

 A comparison has been made with the Via del Corso 
in Roma and the Gerard Doustraat in Amsterdam 
(see appendix 1). The HoeŅ ade is also a street 
with some squares, widenings and narrowings like 
the Via del Corso, but because one block is one 

Shops

Catering

Community centre

Library

Police staƟ on

building with one façade, it does not have many 
indents. It also has fewer display windows, but they 
are clustered. This means that at least part of the 
HoeŅ ade can have the same liveliness as the Via 
del Corso.
The clustering of faciliƟ es in the Gerard Doustraat 
is the same as on the HoeŅ ade, but this street is 

smaller and has one way traffi  c. The squares in this 
street are popular and well used, because of the ca-
tering and shops that are located alongside of them.

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview Image made by authorImage made by author



11 22

4 5

3

4444

Examples of public space where social cohesion 
could be strengthend

 The public space in the neighbourhood is varied in 
quality and typology. Some are just normal streets, 
others are squares or public green. In this example 
(1) of a street there is some public green, which is 
unused, because it is next to a large play area. It is 
not clear for whom the green is intended. The same 
goes for the public green in the second example, 
but in this place the high and impenetrable fence 

makes it even more a no-man’s-land, and provides 
space for criminal acƟ viƟ es (Nus, 2012, pers. comm). 
The square in the third example has no furniture, 
and is therefor not used, even though there are 
shops around it. The street directly coming out on 
the square, in example four, has no windows, and 
mainly garages. This makes the street very badly 
overlooked, which creates the feeling of unsafety. 

 The last example (5) shows a street with a lot of 
windows looking out on it, but because nobody 
has a front garden of some kind, nobody feels 
responsible for the cluƩ er and weeds, which makes 
it look rundown. 
 The next page shows more examples of the diverse 
street scenery in the neighbourhood of varied 
quality.

Image made by authorImage made by authorImage taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview



4545

Image made by authorImage made by authorImage made by authorImage made by author Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview
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Levels of publicness
Current diff erence in levels of publicness
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Images by authorImages by authorImage taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google StreetviewImages taken from Google StreetviewImages taken from Google Streetview
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 The publicness of a street depends of the locaƟ on 
of the street, and should have appropriate design 
and furnishings. If a street has a lot of ameniƟ es 
and is used by a lot of people to pass through to go 
from one point to another desƟ naƟ on, it should be 
visible in the design and furnishings of the street. 
The row of panels on the leŌ  shows the current 
situaƟ on of a street with high publicness and the 
lack of legibility and usability. 
 The second row of panels shows a street in which a 
school is located. This is one of the streets in which 
an amenity of such kind is located. The publicness 
of this kind of street is reasonably high, and its 
publicness should be visible, but it is not. The design 
and furnishings give no indicaƟ on that an amenity 
of this kind is located in the street.
 The next row of panels shows a street in which 
only houses are located. The design and furnishings 
are the same as the street with high publicness. 
This makes the legibility in the housing street very 
bad, and does not give any possibiliƟ es for the 
inhabitants to lay a claim on the public space. The 
transiƟ on from street to home is immediate and 
therefor not benefi cial for the social safety.
 Only in some very small parts of the area is the 
legibility very good. This is in the areas where the 
inhabitants can lay a large claim on the public space 
and the publicness is meant to be low because of 
its locaƟ on in the neighbourhood. These housing 
blocks form an assembly, not only through their 
architecture, but also through the public space. 

 The streets in these four examples are in four 
diff erent kinds of locaƟ on, and should therefor 
have four diff erent kinds of design and furnishings.
Only the last example clearly shows its publicness, 
the others show very liƩ le diff erence.

Images taken from Google StreetviewImages taken from Google Streetview

Images by authorImages by author
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Desired diff erence in levels of publicness

Image taken from Google StreetviewImage taken from Google Streetview Image from hƩ p://Image from hƩ p:// www.creaƟ eĩ eheer.nlwww.creaƟ eĩ eheer.nlImage from hƩ p://hetonbekendefl orence.blogspot.com/Image from hƩ p://hetonbekendefl orence.blogspot.com/
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 In the highest level of publicness, adding places to 
sit is an example of improvement; giving the people 
on the street the opportunity to see and be seen 
and thereby increasing the social security. 
 One level lower, an example is to slow down the 
traffi  c and show that the school is located in this 
street, will increase the legibility and therefor the 
social safety. 
 The next level provides inhabitants to make a 
small claim on the public space. The streets with 
this kind of improvement connect the higher levels 
of publicness with the lowest levels of publicness. 
Giving inhabitants the possibility to lay some claim 
on the public space increases the social cohesion 
between the inhabitants in the street and of the 
inhabitants with the street they live in.  
 The lowest level of publicness should be in 
streets that can form an assembly through their 
architecture and locaƟ on in the neighbourhood. In 
this level, the inhabitants should be sƟ mulated to 
acƟ vely use the public space and claim it. In these 
kinds of streets, the social cohesion is improved 
through giving public space to the inhabitants and 
giving them the say in the design and furnishing of 
the public space. 

 

 The desired situaƟ on is one in which the levels of 
publicness is clearly visible in all the streets. This 
means adding certain furnishings and providing the 
possibility for inhabitants to lay a claim on the public 
space. This depends on the level of publicness of a 
street.

Image from hƩ p://seventhoughts.blogspot.com/Image from hƩ p://seventhoughts.blogspot.com/

Images by authorImages by author
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Comparison current level and desired level

 In the current situaƟ on the diff erence between 
the upper three levels is very low. The amount of 
streets with the possibility for the inhabitants to lay 
a claim on the public space is too low, and there 
are too liƩ le assemblies in which the inhabitants 
can acƟ vely use the public space. In the uppermost 
level of publicness the presence of people on the 
street is not supported.
 

Image by authorImage by author
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 In the neighbourhood there are a lot of streets and 
other types of public space that need redesigning 
in order to increase the social safety and enhance 
the social cohesion. Some public spaces need more 
aƩ enƟ on than others, and some need a diff erent 
kind of intervenƟ on. 

 

Image by authorImage by author
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Great diff erence
Large diff erence

No diff erence 
LiƩ le diff erence

Public gardens
Private inner court

Community centre

AmeniƟ es

 The overall legibility of the neighbourhood does 
not sƟ mulate social cohesion and safety. To 
improve the social cohesion and safety in the area 
the legible  diff erence in the levels of publicness is 
to be enhanced. 
 Two areas in the neighbourhood have a great 
diff erence in the desired level of publicness and 
the current level. These places are illegible. The 
areas where there is a large diff erence between the 
current level of publicness and the desired level are 
marked in orange. These are also the places which 
are currently badly legible. The orange areas are 
the spaces which have liƩ le diff erence between 
the current and desired level of publicness, but 
could benefi t from some adjustments to improve 
the legibility. In general, the legible diff erence 
between public space with public funcƟ ons and 
public space without should be enhanced, the 
transiƟ on from home to street improved, and the 
possibility for inhabitants to ‘claim’ the public space 
should be strengthened. What kind of intervenƟ on 
is needed varies per  locaƟ on. Even though the 
neighbourhood has a bad reputaƟ on, there are 
areas where the public space is legible, and therefor 
have no diff erence between the current and the 
desired level of publicness. These areas need no 
intervenƟ on.

Image by author
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 Because of the diversity in the architecture of 
the buildings and the dimension of the spaces, 
large variaƟ ons in soluƟ ons are possible which 
strengthens the possibility to create a sense of 
place.
 This process does not have to start in all streets 
at once, but can be implemented every Ɵ me the 
municipality has to open up the pavement, because 
of maintenance on sewage, or when a new cable 
needs to be put in place.
 
 In the next part of this thesis, Design, several 
examples of intervenƟ ons on the diff erent types of 
publicness are shown.
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Design
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Design for the highest level of publicness

 The long line which is the HoeŅ ade has two basic 
designs for the street layout, because of the variaƟ on 
in width. Several special points along the street also 
have a specifi c design. These are the squares, the 
shopping cluster, the quiet area around the church 
and the crossing point with the two axes and the 
wide street.
 

Image by authorImage by author

Image by authorImage by author
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Example secƟ ons HoeŅ ade

 The HoeŅ ade should, according to the plans of the 
municipality be a bicycle friendly street. Currently 
the cyclists share the space with the car, which in 
some places creates confl icts with cars trying to 
park and trucks unloading. In the smaller part of 
the street the many large trees take away a lot of 
the light. 

 To enable cyclists to go through the street a 
separate lane is introduced. In the smallest part 
the HoeŅ ade the lane is on one side of the street, 
but used in both direcƟ ons. The needed space is 
created by removing the parking spaces on one side 
of the street. In the wider part it is not needed to 
sacrifi ce the parking spaces. 

Image by authorImage by author

Image taken from Google Streetview, adapted by authorImage taken from Google Streetview, adapted by author
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Image by authorImage by author

Image taken from Google Streetview, adapted by authorImage taken from Google Streetview, adapted by author
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Example HoeŅ ade square 1

 At the moment the square does not provide for the 
desired high level of publicness. The façade of the 
building is not inacƟ ve, but there are only houses, 
which provide some eyes on the street. The rest of 
the square is basically empty.

Image taken from Google Streetview, adapted by authorImage taken from Google Streetview, adapted by author
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Image taken from Google Streetview, adapted by authorImage taken from Google Streetview, adapted by author

Image by authorImage by author
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Image by authorImage by author

Impressions of the new design
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 By adding a street theatre a connecƟ on with the 
library (1) and the neighbourhood centre (2) to 
the square will be established. The neighbourhood 
centre now uses a schoolyard  away from the 
street, which is suitable for sporƟ ng event and 
such, but some events like singing, dancing or other 
performances could benefi t from a theatre on the 
main street. Thus giving the possibility to show to 
the neighbourhood and the passerby what they 
do. Introducing the small cafeteria (4) with a raised 

terrace (5) to link the shopping area more to the 
west, the shopping area in the Koningstraat (6), and 
the shop on the corner (7). This will give direcƟ on 
and the adding of program will increase the usability 
of the square. 
 The east side of the square is designed for the 
inhabitants. This is an area where they can meet in  a 
more quiet seƫ  ng (8). This side is greener to form a 
link with the Oranjeplein, which is a neighbourhood 
park. The parts of the plantaƟ on at the side of the 

building will be in maintenance and ownership of 
the inhabitants of the block, to enable them to lay a 
small claim in this otherwise very public space.
 The brick paving (10) is elaborate to compensate for 
the otherwise unevenƞ ul square. Because of this 
paƩ ern in the pavement, elements lend themselves 
as features, like a water guƩ er or a bicycle rack, or 
an element to sit on.
 The municipality is the investor in this square, 
comparable to the ‘Ruimte voor Kwaliteit’ plans.

Image by authorImage by author
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Image by authorImage by author

Image from hƩ p://www.santenco.nl/index.php?page=linde-roosters Image from hƩ p://www.santenco.nl/index.php?page=linde-roosters 
&foto=Foto_8&foto=Foto_8

Images from hƩ p://www.jvanapeldoornverhuur.Images from hƩ p://www.jvanapeldoornverhuur.
nl/, hƩ p://nl.123rf.com/nl/, hƩ p://nl.123rf.com/

Image from hƩ p://www.poliƟ ekdelŌ .nl/in-Image from hƩ p://www.poliƟ ekdelŌ .nl/in-
dex_2009_08_31.htmldex_2009_08_31.html

Image from hƩ p://www.architectures.nl/pa-Image from hƩ p://www.architectures.nl/pa-
viljoen.phpviljoen.php



6666

Impressions of the model
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 The street in this example is a street with housing 
and a primary school. The school is separated by 
a brick wall. Because of this wall the fact that the 
school is located in the street is very badly visible. 
Furthermore, the wall is a blind wall, which produces  
the feeling of unsafety. 
 The housing at the other side has no transiƟ on zone,  
and inhabitants cannot claim the public space.  

Example lower scale of publicness

Image taken from Google Streetview, adapted by authorImage taken from Google Streetview, adapted by author
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 Because of the security of the school the wall along 
the street has to remain. But in order to make it 
legible that there is a school located behind it, a 
small play area is introduced. This area can be used 
by the parents that pick up their kids at the end 
of the day, and the kids can play there when the 
parents have a liƩ le chat with each other. 
 This play area can also be used by the kids that live 
in the street in the weekend, or in holidays, because 
it is not closed of. 
 In this design the transiƟ on zone in front of 
the houses is formed by a small strip of façade 
gardens. The inhabitants of the street can give the  
municipality input on the amount of façade gardens 
and the type of playground equipment. 
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Example higher level of claim by inhabitants

 In this street there are only houses, but it is not part 
of an assembly, and it connects a busy street with 
a  small neighbourhood park. In the current design 
of the street there is no transiƟ on zone from the 
home to the street; there is no place for inhabitants 
to claim the public space and showcase their house 
and idenƟ ty. There is however space for small trees.

 In the proposed design for the street, on the 
opposite page, there is space for façade gardens; 
because of the width of the streets and the amount 
of parking space that is probably needed, real front 
gardens are not possible. This design is a proposed 
design because the inhabitants should be consulted 
for their wishes in the design of the street. It could 
be that they would not mind less parking space, and 
would prefer more space for plants. In this type of 
street the municipality and the housing associaƟ on 
and inhabitants work together to realise and 
maintain the plan.

Image taken from Google Streetview, adapted by authorImage taken from Google Streetview, adapted by author



Façade gardens in RoƩ erdam. hƩ p://www.creaƟ eĩ eheer.nl/
cache/600x338_85_site78_7_20110511135752_sƟ ll_geveltuintjes.jpg
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Example highest level of claim by inhabitants

 The buildings in this locaƟ on form an assembly with 
a lot of space in between them.  Currently the street 
is rather empty, there is no possibility to do anything, 
it is badly used, and the lack of furniture causes 
the tree to be used as bicycle stand. The transiƟ on 
from street to home is very hard, there is no zone 
in between. Also, the possibility for inhabitants to 
claim the public space is very restricted. 

Image by authorImage by author
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Image taken from Google Streetview, adapted by authorImage taken from Google Streetview, adapted by author
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  By introducing a play area (1), chess area (2) and 
a teahouse/folly (3) the leŌ over space is used to 
provide the inhabitants the possibility to sit, play 
and meet with neighbours in their own housing 
block. Other siƫ  ng areas (4) in the middle of the 
street enable mothers with children, toddlers too 
small to go to the park, to play outside in a safe 
environment. Heightened planters (5), cared for by 
the inhabitants, provide the necessary transiƟ on 
and display zone between the home and the street.  
Heightened steps (6) create an extra in between 
zone that can also be used by inhabitants to sit 
on. The whole of the area is designed with the 
shared space principle (7); level pavement where 
the parking spaces and roads are marked by a 
diff erent stone and not a height diff erence. In the 
shared space principle the car is not the main user 
of the road, the street is designed is such a way that 
driving fast is not possible, and this enables children 
to run and play freely. The areas surrounded by the 
buildings (8), are currently publicly accessible, and 
used for criminal acƟ viƟ es. In the design proposal 
these areas will be closed of and the maintenance 
handed over to the inhabitants.
 This design is a proposal, the actual design might 
diff er because the inhabitants should be the ones 
defi ning how much space for plants is needed and 
what kind of other furniture is desired. The principle 
is thus that the inhabitants will play an acƟ ve role 
in the designing and management of their public 
space. 

Image by authorImage by author
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Image from hƩ p://www.freakingnews.com/Street-Chess-Pictures--2797.aspImage from hƩ p://www.freakingnews.com/Street-Chess-Pictures--2797.asp

Image from hƩ p://www.bergden.nl/index.php?cat_id=832&subcat_id=1077Image from hƩ p://www.bergden.nl/index.php?cat_id=832&subcat_id=1077
Image from hƩ p://ucdesustainability.blogspot.nl/2011/07/wonderful-world-Image from hƩ p://ucdesustainability.blogspot.nl/2011/07/wonderful-world-
of-woonerfs.htmlof-woonerfs.html

Image by authorImage by author
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Design for area with mixed publicness

 This area is along the Koningstraat, a street with 
high publicness because local shops and other 
faciliƟ es are located in it. 
 At a right angle from the shopping street a play area 
is located which stretches out for approximately 
100 meters. Because of this length there is a lack 
of overview, which is bad for the feeling of security.  
Also, because a play area is not a high public 
funcƟ on, and it is along a road with high publicness, 
it breaks the line of the shops apart and makes the 
area illegible. This causes the play the area to be 
badly used, and a sort of on-man’s land.
 Opposite of this area there is a small square. This 
square has no furniture and therefor does not 
support the high public funcƟ on. Because it is 
opposite of the overly large play, it is also not clear 
for whom it is intended. Another element which   
negaƟ vely infl uences the square is the fact that a 
street with only garage doors runs of it. Because 
of the garage doors at street level, it is a poorly 
overlook street, and badly maintained. 
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Impressions of the new design
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  In the line of the street an extra block (1) is added 
to improve the legibility of the public space and 
strengthen the shopping street. This block should 
have ameniƟ es on the ground fl oor level, and 
housing on the levels above. Plus, by closing of the 
street with the garages for public access (2), and 
adding a small cafeteria with raised terrace (3), the 
square now has a clear funcƟ on, as meeƟ ng place 
along the shopping street.
 In order to prevent blind walls, extra housing blocks 
of two stories high are placed, intended for starters 

in the housing market. The interior area created 
by this placement will be private gardens (5) and a 
communal garden (6). The communal garden is to 
be used and maintained by the inhabitants of the 
housing above the shops (1).
 The new and surveyable play area (7) will be in the 
care of the inhabitants of the surrounding, new and 
exisƟ ng, housing blocks. For the older kids a football 
pitch (8) is created. 

Image by authorImage by author
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Image by authorImage by author

 The closed off  street (2) will be covered, which 
creates outdoor space for the exisƟ ng fl ats. By 
covering the street the social safety for the people 
living in the building next to it will be improved.
 The inhabitants of the exisƟ ng houses along the 
side street will have the opportunity to create 
façade gardens (9). 

Image from hƩ p://Image from hƩ p:// www.creaƟ eĩ eheer.nlwww.creaƟ eĩ eheer.nl
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Conclusion

 In this project the answer was searched on the 
research quesƟ on how the perceived safety in Dutch 
underprivileged housing areas can be improved 
through the enlargement of the social cohesion by 
means of the design of the public space. 
 In most underprivileged housing areas the socio-
spaƟ al problem is that the inhabitants do not feel 
connected with the neighbourhood and with each 
other. Furthermore, they are unhappy with their 
living environment, and in parƟ cular the public 
space. Visitors of the neighbourhood fi nd the public 
space bad as well, and in some cases do not even 
dare to go to the housing areas. 
 Currently the method used by municipaliƟ es and 
housing corporaƟ ons to tackle the socio-spaƟ al 
problems of underprivileged housing areas, is to 
demolish (part of) the housing area, and build new 
housing blocks. This forces inhabitants to move, 
and in a lot of cases they will not be able to return 
to the newly build houses, because they are more 
expensive. This method has been proven ineff ecƟ ve 
because it only moves the problem from one area 
to another. The main problem, inhabitants being 
unhappy with their living environment, and passers-
by someƟ mes even afraid to go in the housing area, 
is not addressed with the current inhabitants in 
mind. 
 To answer the research quesƟ on two sub research 
quesƟ ons on the use of public space were relevant. 
The fi rst sub research quesƟ on on  which diff erent 
roles in terms of social cohesion can diff erent 

types of public spaces have produced the following 
answers. 
 In underprivileged housing areas a large part of 
the leisure Ɵ me is spent outside, on the street. It is 
therefor important that the inhabitants have places 
in the public space where they can meet. Secondly, 
to increase social safety, it is important for passers-
by to understand what kind of neighbourhood they 
are in, who is living in the neighbourhood. This can 
be done by providing space in the public realm 
where indirect contact between passers-by and 
inhabitants can be established. 
 But, more importantly, in order to enhance the 
social cohesion it is important that the inhabitants 
can acƟ vely claim the public space. Laying a claim 
on the public space can be achieved through 
having a front garden, or facade garden, but also 
in communal outdoor areas. This claim can be 
strengthened by handing over the management 
of (parts of) the public space to the inhabitants. 
In some streets, handing over the management is 
not advisable, because they are also used by other 
groups than the inhabitants, for shopping, school, 
or going from one important locaƟ on to another. 
In these kinds of streets the management cannot 
be totally transferred to inhabitants, but leƫ  ng 
inhabitants have a say in the design of the public 
space is already benefi cial for the social cohesion. 
This means that in the neighbourhood the 
publicness of a street has to be defi ned according 
to the presence of public faciliƟ es and are therefor 

of public interest, or whether it is a street in which 
only inhabitants need to be. This results in a division 
of four levels of publicness.
 The second sub research quesƟ on, how can public 
space be made easily adaptable to the users, but 
without great costs for the municipaliƟ es, was 
inspired by that fact that due to the current economic 
crisis municipaliƟ es and housing corporaƟ ons have 
less funds to spend on revitalising urban living 
areas. 
 In order to achieve the two goals, adapƟ ng the 
public space to the wishes of the inhabitants and 
without great costs for municipaliƟ es, cooperaƟ on 
with the inhabitants can be used. This cooperaƟ on 
can be in the form of leƫ  ng inhabitants have a say 
in the design, which creates beƩ er support for the 
design. Another possibility is to let the inhabitants 
contribute in the execuƟ on of the public space. 
This can be done in the form of funds, but also, 
and  perhaps more important in underprivileged 
housing areas where the inhabitants have liƩ le 
money, in the form of labour. When inhabitants 
have invested in the public space, this creates a 
bond between inhabitants and the space, and they 
will take beƩ er care of their public space. Therefor 
not only money in the short-term is saved, but 
also in the long-term. This also benefi ts the social 
cohesion between the inhabitants themselves and 
between the inhabitants and their living area. The 
locaƟ on and the funcƟ on of the street, the level of 
publicness, defi nes how much the inhabitants can 
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be involved in the management of the public space.
 To test the found answers to the research 
quesƟ on, the underprivileged housing area of the 
Schilderswijk and StaƟ onsbuurt has been used. 
 This is a housing area which was from the start build 
for the working-class. In fi rst instance the building 
quality was deplorable, and from the eighƟ es 
onwards many parts have been demolished and 
rebuild, but without one general plan. This created 
a living area with many diff erent architectural styles.
At the moment the quality of the buildings is 
adequate, but here as well people are not happy 
with their living environment. 
 The neighbourhood has been analysed and the 
public space defi ned on its level of publicness, 
according to its funcƟ on.  
 For each level of publicness a design was made to 
show how the public space will look if designed in a 
manner that improves the social cohesion and the 
perceived safety. 
 The combined designs create a network in which 
streets are legible and support the intended 
funcƟ on, thereby increasing the perceived safety 
of the inhabitants of the neighbourhood and the 
passers-by.
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Refl ecƟ on

  The studio Urban RegeneraƟ on focuses on how 
to develop urban areas that are in decline. This is 
also the case in the neighbourhood Schilderswijk-
StaƟ onsbuurt in Den Haag, which was chosen as 
case in this graduaƟ on project.
 For further research it would be recommended 
to hold surveys amongst the inhabitants of the 
neighbourhood about the exact locaƟ ons of the 
areas they are unhappy about, fi nd out what their 
whishes for the public space are, and how much 
money/Ɵ me they could invest. 
 Another angle to research would be to fi nd out how 
much money would be saved with the proposed 
method. But, it should be noted that the benefi t of 
great social cohesion and perceived safety are hard 
to express in terms of money. 
 It is interesƟ ng to see that, although some of the 
theories and researches used for this project are 
not very recent, there are sƟ ll municipaliƟ es that 
use the method of demoliƟ on and rebuilding of 
(parts of) neighbourhoods in need of regeneraƟ on. 
Including the municipality of Den Haag. Further 
research for the reason(s) why could be done, 
and the fi ndings used to further improve the 
possibiliƟ es of cooperaƟ on between inhabitants 
and municipaliƟ es when addressing problems with 
the public space.
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Appendix 1
Comparison Via del Corso, Roma

 The Via del Corso is 1625 meters long, and is 11 
meters wide. It is a shopping street, nearly all the 
façades are display windows, which creates a lot of 
liveliness on the street. It is a small street, with very 
small sidewalks, and two way traffi  c, this adds to 
the liveliness of the street. 
 The street is not a long line, it has squares, 
widenings, narrowings and indentaƟ ons. One 
building block has mulƟ ple properƟ es, and is about 
fi ve or six fl oors high. These properƟ es of the street 
make sure that it is not monotonous.

 

Piazza del Popolo Piazza Venezia

N

Half of the via (drawing by author)

SecƟ on of Via del Corso. Meyer, 2009



9797

 The Gerard Doustraat is six meters wide on the 
west side and ten meters wide on the east. The 
street is 825 meters long, with buildings four or fi ve 
stories high.  
 The street has clusters of catering around squares, 
and most of the shops are in the middle part. The 
rest of the street has residences. 
 The clustering of faciliƟ es is the same as on the 
HoeŅ ade, but this street is smaller and has one way 
traffi  c. The squares in this street are popular and 
well used, because of the catering and shops that 
are located alongside of them.

Comparison Gerard Doustraat, Amsterdam
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Analysis Gerard Douplein, Amsterdam

 The Gerard Douplein is a popular square. It has 
several bars and restaurants, which ensures a lot 
of liveliness during the whole day. There is some 
art, which funcƟ ons as a meeƟ ng point. There are 
places designated to park bicycles, but apparently 
not enough, because people tend to place them 
anywhere, which makes the square a bit cluƩ ered.  
Because the surface is level, the square looks more 
as a whole. 
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