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Abstract 
Those experiencing homelessness exist in a precarious position in society; these individuals are simultaneously 
sites of vulnerability and criminogenic risk. For the street-sleeping homeless population, these citizens occupy a 
position of constant risk, requiring management and consideration of ethical obligations that arise from these 
environments (Killander, 2019). For as long as this social problem has persisted, politicians, policymakers and 
those involved in the criminal justice system have struggled to identify the appropriate means to grapple with 
this problematic dichotomy, which as a result has led to a continued criminalisation instead of other, more 
holistic approaches to tackling homelessness. This article explores two statutory instruments that have been 
used to tackle the issue of homeless in England and Wales: The Vagrancy Act 1824 and Public Spaces Protection 
Orders, introduced through the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014. These measures, it is argued 
here, stimulate further the punishment and degradation of homeless people in society. Using co-production as 
a methodological framework, we argue that concerted efforts can and should be made to include and engage 
people experiencing homelessness in the utilisation of these measures. 

Keywords 
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Introduction 

Homelessness continues to be an important issue of social policy, regardless of the political party or affiliation. 
According to the UK Government's own figures, between the 1st April and 30th of June 2021 over 32,210 
households were assessed as being at risk of homelessness in England alone – an 18% increase from the previous 
year (GOV, 2021). Despite such a high figure, only 9,600 homeless people were accepted as ‘entitled’ to the most 
basic statutory assistance by local authorities. For many in society, the presence of those experiencing 
homelessness in public space represent and are perceived as a threat to the social order (Baker, 2009). This 
article addresses the contested nature of public space through England and Wales’ criminological response to 
the phenomena of homelessness - it explores how this perceived ‘threat’ of social disorder i.e., rough sleeping, 
is criminalised in the community justice setting. 

Following this introduction, the next section of the article begins by explaining the context of homelessness, 
particularly concerning the street-sleeping homeless community. We then establish an analytical framework and 
methodology for exploring the Vagrancy Act 1824 and Public Spaces Protection Orders (PSPOs), using a lens of 
co-production. In turn, each of these punitive measures are explored through this framework, highlighting 
opportunities for experiences of co-production to be utilised. Finally, we conclude by providing policy 
recommendations for future implementation; highlight the problematic and further punishment of people 
confronting homelessness arising from the recently-announced repeal of the Vagrancy Act 1824 as substantiated 
law it’s replacement through PSPO. 

https://doi.org/10.48411/jp74-nn80
mailto:a.roberts@mmu.ac.uk
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Understanding homelessness 

Whilst there is no globally agreed definition of homelessness, broad categories exist that provide a wider context 
for academics, practitioners, and the general public (Thom & Aceijas, 2016). For example, one of the largest 
categories is the insecurely housed, seen as citizens at risk of homelessness for several reasons, such as escaping 
domestic violence or facing economic difficulties (Watson, Crawley & Kane, 2016). Further categories of 
homelessness include those deemed as the 'hidden homeless', thought to be individuals who often do not 
present themselves to local authorities for assistance and often engage in couch-surfing (Crawley et al., 2013). 
However, previous research has highlighted the difficulty in quantifying this category of homelessness due to 
the low levels of engagement and poor visibility on census data (Fitzpatrick et al., 2012). The final category of 
homelessness is the street-sleeping homeless and is the source of this paper’s focus (hereafter referred to as 
'homeless/rough sleeper'). Stereotypical in their presentation in public spaces and often possessing a high and 
complex level of need (Cloke, Milbourne & Widdowfield, 2001), this category is exposed to the highest degree 
of risk and abuse from a variety of sources (Ministry of Housing, 2018). Such exposure includes criminalisation 
from the Vagrancy Act 1824 and potentially, it is emerging, through the imposition of PSPOs. 

The contested nature of public spaces 

Alongside these measures, those experiencing homelessness are often stigmatised in almost pathological terms 
because, as Goffman (1990) suggests, for many individuals, this population represents the spoiling of the 
landscape through their transgressions of cultural norms. In the field of homelessness research, the 
stigmatisation and punishment of homelessness represents a form of 'revanchism', the systematic punishment 
inflicted against those who are deemed poor, undesirable, or marginalised and is particularly present in 
urbanised areas (DeVerteuil, 2006). A model consistent with hostility, emotive moralising language, and punitive 
measures has been termed a '... sanitation of public space' (Johnsen & Fitzpatrick, 2010, p. 1). The reason for 
the recurrence of revanchist-based exclusion of homeless individuals, in particular, is to attract more 'desirable' 
groups, such as affluent consumers, deemed to be those of a higher social class who better stimulate the 
economic landscape of public spaces such as high streets i.e., systems of gentrification (Sue-Ching, Clark, & 
Hsiao-Wei, 2016). 

The intersection of homelessness in public spaces envelops several disciplines, such as urban and legal 
geography, criminology and urban sociology (to mention but a few). All these disciplines address and theorise 
on the contestation of public spaces and there have been various attempts by numerous parties and policies to 
encourage regulation of this population. For example, the human geographer Ruddick (1990) presents influential 
ideas on the notion of placemaking as crucial within any homelessness strategy. They argue that space itself is 
never neutral, and as such, is in a continual (and at times subversive) negotiation of meaning, demonstrated in 
the tactical use of this space by citizens experiencing homeless, such as through begging. This challenge could 
be as simple as converting a public car park into a place of occupation or using a bus stop for activities unrelated 
to waiting for public transport. Through the actions of those facing homeless, rough sleepers perform micro and 
macro resistance by inverting behaviours taken for granted within the meanings of public spaces (Amster, 2008). 
Homeless populations challenge the identity, values, and social norms of various spaces through their mere 
existence in these public spaces, which always imply a presumed use. This assertion leads to 'violations' of space, 
where, as Ruddick (1990) suggests, these acts can become inherently political by resisting the assigned societal 
symbolic meanings of that space. 

The contested nature of public spaces is particularly prevalent in commercialised areas, such as town and city 
centres, dubbed to be the '... privatisation of the public realm' (Doherty et al, 2003, p. 2). Going further, it is 
suggested that the presence of homelessness within public spaces represents: '... the body of decay, the 
degenerate body, a body that is constantly rejected by the public as sick, scary, dirty and smelly' (Rainey, 2017, 
p. 57). An understanding of the contested nature of public space regarding the presence of homeless people 
would not be possible without reference to the 'Broken Windows' theory of policing (Wilson & Kelling, 1982). 
This theory suggests that signs of decline within a public space, seen here through the presence of those seen 
as homeless, act as an accelerator to continued decline and criminality. Further, the rough sleeper 'response' to 
homelessness in a community justice setting is often referred to as 'quality of life' or 'zero tolerance' policing 
(Beckett & Godoy, 2010), notions which reflect the lasting impact of the 'Broken Windows theory’(BWT), despite 
BWT being heavily criticised and questions raised over its predictive and methodological validity (See O’Brien, 
Farrell & Welsh, 2019; Davis, H. E., 2017). In tackling homelessness, this means that the focus is transposed onto 
the maintenance of social order and the removal of any behaviours disruptive to this subjective 'ideal' space. 
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Existing methods of punishment 

It is well recognised that policing can be outwardly hostile and discriminatory towards specific groups, 
particularly ethnic minority communities and other vulnerable populations (Howell, 2016). Further, Howell 
(2016) comments that such a system privileges wealthier communities and penalises poverty; this disparity is 
exemplified with the discriminatory use of controversial 'stop and search' powers (Gov, 2021). Throughout time, 
and regardless of the proven failures of these approaches, these policies continue to propagate in various 
approaches (Brown, 2020; Robinson, 2019). These notions of community justice have, and still are, being used 
to justify the punishment of people experiencing homeless for minor criminal infractions, such as vandalism, 
unauthorised settlements and begging (Young & Petty, 2019).  

Johnsen, Fitzpatrick and Watts (2018) establish a framework for understanding the methods used to seek 
behaviour change in those suffering from homeless (Table 1). Punitive strategies both explicitly and implicitly 
seek to change the behaviour of perceived homeless individuals; clear examples include legal prohibitions, 

such as the commonplace imposition of anti-vagrancy and anti-begging laws (Lynch, 2002). This is 
combined with implicit strategies, such as noise pollution devices to disrupt rough sleepers and the 
'wetting down' or archways, rendering these spaces uninhabitable (Whiteford, 2013). These techniques 
are furthered with the imposition of hostile architecture, which promotes a liquid-modern use of public 
spaces (Bauman, 2000). The latter is illustrated frequently as, for example, metal spikes introduced 
under bridges or seemingly intuitive designs that prevent an individual from lying/sleeping on a public 
bench (Johnsen, Fitzpatrick & Watts, 2018).  

Modes of 
power 

Definition Examples 

Force Remove possibility of non-compliance Enforced administrative removal 
Arrest, imprisonment 
Anti-Social Behaviour Order (ASBO)/Criminal 
Behaviour Order (CBO) 
Designated Public Places Order (DPPO) 
Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) 
Dispersal Order 
Some forms of 'defensive architecture' 

Coercive Secures behaviour change via the 
threat of 'deprivations' 

Single Service Officer (SSO) 

Bargaining Incentivises behaviour change via the 
use/promise of an exchange of gains or 
losses 

Personalised budget 
Conditional welfare assistance  

Influencing Promotes behaviour change via 
persuasion (use of speech of other 
symbols) or 'nudge' (modification of 
'framing' of a decision) to shape beliefs 
and behaviours 

Assertive outreach 
Motivational interviewing 
Anti-begging campaign 
Some forms of 'defensive architecture'  

Tolerance No active/deliberate attempt made to 
promote behaviour change 

Traditional/low threshold night shelters, soup 
kitchens, soup runs, (some) day centre 

Table 1. Typology of social control (Johnsen, Ftizpatrick & Watts, 2018). 

Coercive techniques represent elements of conditionality, through which those experiencing homelessness are 
guided towards service providers, whereby the assistance offered can become punitive if refused (Reeve, 2017). 
Within England and Wales, this is also highly dependent upon the support services available within the 
municipality, as service providers typically represent independent charities with insecure revenue streams 
(Buckingham, 2009). This notion of conditionality suggests that assistance offered from the welfare state to 
homelessness sector is predicated on the assumption of their compliance and social control (Veasey & Parker, 
2021). 

Although it is well understood that those experiencing homelessness are particularly vulnerable, with individual 
circumstances often disregarded in discourse, such individuals face continued criminalisation which, in turn, can 
lower the tolerance levels from the general public (Johnsen & Fitzpatrick, 2010). For instance, research by the 
Homeless Link (2014) has highlighted that, typically, 80% of this group reported they had a mental health 
condition of some form, 73% reported physical health problems through prolonged inability to access medical 
treatment, and 39% suffered from a form of substance abuse. All these factors can be said to cumulatively force 
this population to engage with informal and potentially illegal economies, which vastly increases their 
vulnerability to punishment, such as monetary sanctions. When combined with the inability to pay such 
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sanctions, as will be discussed throughout this article, the outcome for those afflicted with homelessness 
inevitably leads to criminalisation. However, as the following section begins to establish, a co-productive method 
could avoid this continued criminalisation. 

Methodology 

In this section, we establish our understanding and use of co-production and outline how it will be used as an 
analytical framework to explore the issues deriving from the punishment of rough sleepers under the soon-to-
be repealed Vagrancy Act 1824 and continuing through PSPOs. 

Co-production is a diverse concept that operates in several situations, from social care to municipal 
management, sharing many commonalities in implementation regardless of its environmental setting 
(Rademacher, Cadenasso, & Pickett, 2019). Typically framed between the state (or other similar institution) and 
a collection of citizens with a vested local interest (Joshi & Moore, 2004). Co-production is a method of 
distributing resources and sharing power, popularised initially by Ostrom (1996) in her seminal Crossing the 
great divide: Co-production, synergy, and development. At its core, co-production focuses on producing goods 
and services as individuals and organisations work collectively to obtain shared goals, such as the participatory 
budgeting scheme found in the Porto Alegre approach (Santos & Boaventura, 1998). The theory was developed 
in opposition to the established state-run bureaucracies that bear the continued structural trappings of 
centralised controlled power, with policies that typically demonstrate structural inequality (Bevir, Needham & 
Waring, 2019). 

Since its initial and perhaps more literal conception as a system used to obtain goods and services, the definition 
of co-production continues to evolve, with some arguing co-production is now used as a political tool, a method 
to democratically obtain rights through active participation (Dryzek, 2000). Through this new understanding, co-
production involves a range of actors with various levels of need and creates connections with both individuals 
and organisations that otherwise would not exist, suggesting the growth in collective community governance 
and engagement with issues pertinent to local communities (Goodwin, 2019). Furthermore, when used in this 
democratic way, empowering co-productive processes can have powerful effects on engaging disenfranchised 
groups such as people experiencing homelessness (Tisdall, 2017). 

Building upon this, co-production has a long history of public service provision as a method of empowerment 
that grants the ability to redefine unequal power relations (Holt, Jeffries, Hall, & Power, 2019). For instance, we 
highlight the example of Manchester's Homelessness Partnership, which includes as part of its remit continued 
collaboration between charity groups, corporate business partners, formerly homeless individuals, Manchester 
City Council and Greater Manchester Police (Manchester Homelessness Partnership, 2019). This partnership 
collaboratively shares resources, coordinates on specific problems, and works towards a consistent approach to 
community work, culminating in a charter of democratically chosen values representing the community's shared 
ethos on homelessness (Manchester Homelessness Partnership, 2019). We draw upon this example of co-
production in subsequent sections. 

We also draw upon the example from Finland, as this is one of the only European countries with a rapidly 
declining homelessness population (Eide, 2021). Per capita, Finland also has one of the lowest prison populations 
in Europe and has enjoyed falling incarceration rates since the 1950s (O’Sullivan, 2012). Their municipalities 
support their homeless populations by adopting the widely appreciated and co-productive ‘housing first’ 
principle, which provides permanent residency unconditionally to its population without any forms of coercion, 
as opposed to the typical ‘treatment first’ models utilised in the UK (Cornes et al., 2014). Such housing is provided 
collaboratively, with different measures of support provided for vulnerable populations, such as mental health 
and addiction services, to promote an ethos of joint working (Pleace, 2017). However, it is essential to note that 
this lacks the conditionality we outlined previously as problematic.  

However, one of the criticisms of the co-productive process is that it can create tensions by challenging these 
existing power structures and that these multiple actors will usually have a divergent set of interests that have 
to be managed effectively (Clayton & Vickers, 2019). However, the main advantage of co-production is that it 
can create a sense of shared ownership, and by deputising local citizens, you gain increased local support or 'buy 
in' - a level of co-operation that would otherwise be unavailable to host or state organisations. Therefore, we 
argue that, compared to current alternatives, co-production provides a more suitable approach to tackling 
homelessness in England and Wales.  
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In the following sections, we explore the Vagrancy Act 1824 and PSPOs through the lens of co-production, using 
the following criteria: 

• What legislative justification exists to enable authority figures to utilise either the Vagrancy Act 
1824 or PSPOs against homeless populations?  

• How do the agencies responsible make use of the Vagrancy Act 1824 and/or PSPOs against this 
marginalised group?      

• To what level (if any) does the statute/existing guidance encourage agencies to utilise co-
production within its legislative processes?       

• If no evidence of co-production exists, what changes could be made to further incorporate 
such approaches?  

The Vagrancy Act 1824 

Within England and Wales, the Vagrancy Act 1824 provided the most consistent demonstration of 
criminalisation and persecution towards people feeling the effects of homelessness in a community justice 
setting for nearly two centuries. In doing so, this statute exemplified the criminalisation deployed towards this 
vulnerable group.  

The Vagrancy Act 1824 statute was initially introduced as a means of preventing mass migration from newly 
unemployed people fleeing the Napoleonic wars and the implications of mass poverty, such as the credible 
dangers of rioting and widespread civil disobedience (Baker, 2009). Despite its seemingly contextualistic 
introduction, the 1824 statute has been used in varying degrees by local authorities and enforcement officers, 
with its most recent aim before repeal being to prevent apparent harm from occurring from homelessness. The 
historical context of this statute has resulted in several problematic considerations. For instance, Section 4 uses 
poorly defined terms such as 'vagrants' and outlining a moralising criteria that are simply outdated. This 
vagueness has historically resulted in the statute being used in racially discriminatory ways, such as in the 1970s, 
targeting communities with higher BAME populations (Crisis, 2018). In respect to this population, justification 
of criminalisation derives from two pertinent sections of the 1824 statute, Section 3 (begging justification) which 
states 'every person wandering abroad, or placing himself or herself in any public place, street, highway, court, 
or passage, to beg or gather alms’ (p.1). This element is combined with Section 4 (rough sleeping justification) 
stating that ‘anyone wandering abroad and lodging in any barn or outhouse, or any deserted or unoccupied 
building, or in the open air, or under a tent, or in any cart or wagon, and not giving a good account of himself', 
can meet this definition of vagabond and threat to social order (p.1). 

Where an individual is found to breach the Vagrancy Act 1824, a perpetrator can face a fine of up to £1,000 
through Section 4, and, in some instances, it has been found, an informal ban from entering specific public 
spaces. It is not difficult to see how such a form of punishment could be problematic for a population lacking 
any economic capital. Further, this statute, under Section 4(1), contains the power of arrest for the occupation 
of abandoned buildings or from residing in structures near public spaces, such as tents (Sanders & Albanese, 
2017). As Moss and Moss (2019) assert, this exacerbates the moral panic associated with those in the lowest 
classes in society and the inevitability of criminalisation for those issued with a monetary punishment with no 
means of paying it.  

There have been several previously unsuccessful attempts by policymakers, charities and politicians to repeal 
the Vagrancy Act of 1824, including that by MP Layla Moran to introduce a bill to repeal the statute in 2018. 
Further attempts include the damning report by the charity organisation Crisis (2018) which continued criticisms 
of the law's criminalisation of the homeless. However, it is only during the parliamentary discussion on the 
current levels of rough sleeping that the subject of the Vagrancy Act 1824 once again came to the forefront, with 
the then Housing Secretary Robert Jenrick in February 2021 announcing that the act was 'an antiquated piece 
of legislation' – hinting the Government had plans to scrap the act (Brown, 2021; UK Parliament, 2021a). This 
assertion coincided with both charity campaigns to repeal the act in April 2021, and a parliamentary debate on 
prospective repealing of the statute, which gained widespread agreement across the political spectrum, 'The 
Government wholeheartedly agree that the time has come to reconsider the Vagrancy Act 1824. As many 
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Members have said, no one should be criminalised simply for not having anywhere to live' (UK Parliament, 
2021b, p. 20). As of the 22nd of February 2022, The House of Commons finally took the decision to begin the 
process of repealing the act (House of Commons, 2022), which will undoubtedly increase the importance of the 
PSPO as a potential replacement.   

It is outlined as part of the Government's rough sleeper strategy that homeless populations should not be 
discriminated against in the imposition of policy (GOV, 2018). In practice, however, police officers are expected 
to deal with the social problem of homelessness and are placed in an unfavourable position. From the decrease 
in 'community services', such as multi-agency teams with skills to deal with complex needs necessary to carry 
out a holistic approach, there is little choice other than to react using statutory punishments (Cummins, 2018, 
p.1). This has also resulted in instances where the Vagrancy Act 1824 is used informally by front-line workers, 
whereby an individual's behaviour is challenged without the individual being cautioned (Crisis, 2018). The person 
experiencing homelessness is then displaced elsewhere, which, in some circumstances, is acknowledged to be 
in a more dangerous location, which subsequently increases their chances of them coming into contact with the 
criminal justice system or becoming a victim of crime themselves. As a result, we speculate on whether front-
line workers such as police officers may lack the suitable infrastructure, support or training to deal with 
vulnerable populations such as homeless populations especially under the 1824 statute. 

Whilst the Home Office (2014) produced a strategic guide for working with vulnerable populations, homeless 
populations were not mentioned directly within this document. Although it outlines essential issues such as 
substance abuse and poor mental health, no guidance is offered for a population with multiple complex needs. 
Notwithstanding that the difficulty of meeting this need is acknowledged, ‘[P]eople with mental health problems 
or other vulnerabilities may have a range of complex needs, which the police alone are not fully equipped to 
meet’ (Ibid, 2014: p2). The College of Policing (2018) released its report on the Evaluation of vulnerability training 
for front-line police officers and staff, to improve the police's response to vulnerability. Many officers found the 
definitions of vulnerability out of date and requested more nuanced understandings, as well as some groups 
requesting more advanced course content on how to deal with these populations, suggestive of the fact that 
some forces were seeing higher and more complex needs than others. In the absence of appropriate levels of 
training and support, it is no surprise that there has been an increase in the reported use of 'enforcement 
measures' by law enforcement. As evidenced in a report from the homeless charity Crisis (2017) on the impact 
of enforcement on-street homeless – 70% of 458 rough sleepers involved had experienced informal 
criminalisation by the police, and a further 81% received no support or guidance whatsoever from 
referral/signposting. When lacking appropriate training on the complexity of nuance and adequate referral 
services, police have little alternative than punitive measures.  

Reports suggest that prosecutions using this statute have been falling over recent years, from 1,050 in 2011 to 
183 in 2019 (House of Commons, 2021). However, this figure does not consider individuals who were arrested 
but not prosecuted using this statute, as the data provided by the Ministry of Justice was insufficient to raise 
these conclusions, nor records its more everyday use, as mentioned above. This suggestion raises concerns of 
accountability and transparency, similarly, raised by the PSPO. Whilst prosecution levels under the Vagrancy Act 
1824 have been falling in a seemingly positive way prior to its repeal, we suggest that this is due to the 
introduction of PSPOs, commencing in 2014, which have consumed the community vacuum left by the problem 
of homelessness. As a result, the following section will begin the exploration of the PSPO as a tool used against 
what are considered homeless populations; the potential impact that this usage can have from a community 
justice perspective. 

Public Spaces Protection Orders (PSPOs) 

Exemplifying elements of social control from Johnsen, Fitzpatrick and Watts (2018) (Table 1.), PSPOs are a civil 
anti-social behaviour (ASB) measure introduced through Part 4 of the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing 
Act 2014. These orders derive from an amalgamation of different ASB powers by the Conservative-led Coalition 
government, following the previous 12 years’ worth of ASB powers first introduced in statute through the Crime 
and Disorder Act 1998. The approach adopted by the Coalition government in 2010 reflected a refocus of ASB 
towards the victimisation suffered and the potential negative impact that continued victimisation can have on 
citizens (Heap, 2016). Whilst PSPOs combine Designated Public Place Orders, Gating Orders and Dog Control 
Orders, we assert that PSPOs afford a much broader scope in their implementation, which provides more 
worrying implications for the homeless population without a greater emphasis on co-productive approaches to 
implementation. 
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Local authorities introduce PSPOs as a means of regulating ASB demonstrated by perpetrators within public 
spaces. As a result, PSPOs are enforceable against all users of the concerned public space through their scope, 
rather than being issued on an individualistic basis, like previous ASB measures such as the Anti-Social Behaviour 
Order. To introduce a PSPO against a designated public space, a local authority must follow a bi-stage test 
outlined by the 2014 statute. Section 59(2) of the ASB Crime and Policing Act 2014 provides that: 

• (a)   activities carried on in a public place within the local authority's areas have had a 
detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality; or 

• (b)   is it likely that activities will be carried on in a public place within that area and that they 
will have such an effect. 

Further, Section 59(3) of the 2014 statute poses whether the activity taking place: 

• (a)   is, or is likely to be, of a persistent or continuing nature, 

• (b)   is, or is likely to be, such as to make the activities unreasonable; and 

• (c)   justifies the restrictions imposed by the notice. 

As part of their scope, PSPOs include prohibitions and requirements that regulate the ASB of all public space 
users within the designated PSPO area. Examples of prohibitions initially cited as potentially applicable for PSPOs 
include prohibiting alcohol consumption; examples of requirements include keeping dogs on their lead (O’Brien, 
2016), reflecting the amalgamation of PSPOs from prior ASB measures. The prohibitions and requirements 
commonly found within PSPOs reflect the ideology of the ‘model’ citizen, deriving from a neoliberal and 
consumerist perspective on the behaviours of individuals within public spaces, and often blur notions of criminal 
and civil law within their scope (Brown, 2017).  

For those in breach of a PSPO, two statutory punishments are available under the 2014 statute. These are either 
a fixed-penalty notice (FPN) of up to £100 issued on the spot or a fine not exceeding £1,000 if found guilty of a 
summary conviction in the Magistrates’ Court., We extend concerns regarding the lack of accountability that 
local authorities have to the Home Office in introducing PSPOs (Heap & Dickinson, 2018), particularly concerning 
the criminalisation of people experiencing rough sleeping, and the primary means of ascertaining the number 
of FPNs issued for PSPO breaches  deriving from campaign groups such as The Manifesto Club (Appleton, 2019; 
2020).  

However, our primary concern with PSPOs in this article is the need for a “necessary consultation”, found within 
Section 72(4) of the 2014 statute. At a minimum, it is asserted that a local authority must consult with: 

• (a)  the Chief Officer of Police, and the local policing body for the police area that includes the 
restricted area, 

• (b)  whatever community representatives the local authority thinks it appropriate to consult; 
and 

• (c) the owner or occupier of land within the restricted area, if, or to the extent that it is 
reasonably practicable to consult with the owner. 

Other bodies to consult with from within the guidance include residents’ associations, public space users and 
those included with behaviours such as street-busking (Home Office, 2021). However, consultations have been 
highlighted whereby citizens were either unaware of their right to have their voice heard or where consultations 
occurred on an ‘invite-only basis (The Kennel Club, n.d.). We raise issues with the potential for consultations to 
be excluding towards those people experiencing homeless through a lack of co-production in implementation. 
In the following section, we apply the introduction of PSPOs to our criteria of effective co-production 
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Discussion 

In this section, we expand upon our initial discussions of the use of the Vagrancy Act 1824 and PSPOs and apply 
them to our co-production test established in the methodology.  

When first considering the soon-to-be repealed Vagrancy Act 1824, interpretation of this statute by local 
authorities and enforcing bodies is far from clear. As previously mentioned, this is often manifested in its more 
informal use on homeless populations to exclude them from specific spaces, where justifications for 
criminalisation are often ambiguous and discriminatory (Crisis, 2018). The effect upon this group has proven 
variable dependent upon the particular ethos and policy of that local authority and the resources available to 
their respective police forces – 34% of local authorities reporting its formal use (Crisis, 2017). However, as the 
review of the evidence has suggested, its effect upon these vulnerable populations was disproportionately 
negative and criminalising wherever it was present. We would argue that currently, no aspect of the Vagrancy 
Act 1824 is open to co-productive processes as it currently rests entirely upon the discretion of the professionals, 
or members of law enforcement that continue to utilise this act in an ambiguous and inconsistent way. Although 
arguably it is always possible to improve any component of legislation or policy with more co-productive 
techniques such as community consultation, the concern may reside around the very moralising definitions of 
the act itself. Terms such as ‘vagabond’ are no longer appropriate as a means to describe the most vulnerable 
and socially excluded of our citizens, and as such, such an act may no longer be fit for purpose. 

Concerning the utilisation of PSPOs, we find a lack of encouraging co-production in their implementation through 
the existing statute and guidance, particularly concerning consultation with those identified as potential 
perpetrators of proposed orders. As Osborne, Radnor & Strokosch (2016) assert, community members that are 
likely to be impacted by policy should be deputised into processes such as consultations as co-producers to 
create shared definitions and understandings. In this case, these shared meanings exist through the relationship 
between parties, positive interactions between citizens and service users and the local authorities. As the 
success of projects such as Manchester’s Homeless Partnership demonstrates (Allmark, 2020), when creating a 
community-based charter of objectives and ethical conduct, rough sleepers themselves can be empowered to 
be part of the process. Further, co-production will make local authorities better aware of the concerns and 
vulnerabilities of their population, which in turn should increase tolerance and support from stakeholders. Thus, 
we assert that local authorities must include vulnerable groups such as individuals with lived experience of 
homelessness as co-producers in introducing PSPOs, rather than the first involvement of these groups 
potentially being a form of punishment under an order once introduced. Publication of Archer’s (forthcoming) 
PhD research findings explores empirically the extent to which local authorities consult, or do not consult, with 
those experiencing homelessness, amongst other vulnerable population groups, directly in the implementation 
of PSPOs. 

Further concerning PSPOs and co-production, it is pertinent to understand the impact prohibitions and 
requirements can have on these individuals. It is well understood that defining ASB often results in blurring 
criminal and civil law (Brown, 2015); this is furthered in the introduction of PSPOs. For instance, Brown (2020) 
reports, out of a sample of 32, that 27 local authorities had introduced a PSPO with prohibitions worded 
surrounding some form of begging; a further five were in the process of consulting to introduce a PSPO of this 
nature. Further, prohibitions on alcohol/psychoactive substance consumption within public spaces fail to 
recognise the importance of such behaviours for this population (Klee & Reid, 2009). Whilst Home Office (2021) 
guidance states that PSPOs ‘... should not be used to target homeless people based solely on the fact that they 
are homeless or rough sleeping’ (p. 65), this does not form part of the 2014 statute and is only guidance and, as 
such, PSPOs of this nature can face challenges on the basis of judicial review proceedings, deriving from Section 
66 of the 2014 statute. When coupled with a lack of consultation with homeless populations directly, the 
introduction of prohibitions and requirements perceived to target people experiencing homelessness represents 
a lack of co-production and criminalisation without allowing these individuals to express their views and lived 
experiences.  

Conclusion and recommendations  

Through the course of this article, we have sought to examine the issue of homelessness through a community 
justice and co-productive lens, highlighting issues present within the Vagrancy Act 1824 and the recent 
implementation of PSPOs. As demonstrated, punishments resulting from both the 1824 act and PSPOs risk 
criminalising those suffering homelessness without providing an opportunity for a co-productive perspective in 
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implementation. The impact of this further limits the ability of these groups to rise out of their circumstances, 
creating a cyclical existence of criminality. Punishment in this way routinely results in different forms of exclusion 
and weakens the social and community bonds between people experiencing homelessness and the broader 
community of public space users, engendering hostility on both sides.  

Whilst we have discussed both the ageing Vagrancy Act 1824 (which was recently announced as being in the 
process of repeal at the time of writing) and the use of the PSPOs, we are more concerned with the use and 
impact of the latter, aligning with assertions that these measures present a lower level of accountability for local 
authorities (Brown, 2020). Furthermore, whilst a statutory requirement for consultation before implementing 
PSPOs exists, there is no overt statutory onus on local authorities to directly engage with these homeless people 
as a population group. This gap in statutory procedure presents an obvious opportunity for local authorities to 
adopt co-productive techniques to implement PSPOs, which goes beyond imposing measures that primarily 
target people experiencing homelessness within their scope. Instead of responding to concerns, we highlight 
how the application of PSPOs, following their introduction in statute in 2014, has continued the cycle of the 
‘revolving door’ of punishment and criminalisation for those going through homelessness (Kushel et al., 2005) 
through a lack of co-production. 

From a community justice perspective, the holistic approach in Finland contrasts sharply with the Vagrancy Act 
1824 and the use of PSPOs in the English and Welsh context. Finland demonstrates a powerful example of 
community justice practice that engenders a more comprehensive social policy to combat a social problem. The 
punitive measures applied here seek to coerce a vulnerable population or risk the implications of criminalization 
and prosecution. Throughout this article, we have raised issues with coercive techniques to obtain compliance 
from those people enduring homelessness. In line with Finland, we suggest that homelessness is viewed as an 
economic and shared social issue rather than an individual criminal or civil one, and homelessness should not 
be criminalised for their poverty.  

Building on the notion of a co-productive and inclusive community in the future, we outline different 
recommendations applicable both to the Vagrancy Act 1824 and PSPOs. Amongst other concerns, and within 
the limited scope of this paper, we recommend that future application of PSPOs should consider: 

• Greater inclusion of people experiencing homelessness through co-production within the 
consultation process for PSPOs at both a statutory and guidance level. Deputising these 
individuals into the process of consultation will provide PSPOs that better reflect the 
experiences of homelessness rather than continuing the criminalisation of this population 
group. 

• Supporting agencies and charities that work most closely with the population of people that 
are experiencing homelessness and should be included more acutely in the process of 
introducing PSPOs. This would increase co-operation and co-production and increase access to 
support services, decreasing the need to rely on more punitive practices in the first place. 
Further, in line with the discussions above, we recommend that homelessness should be 
viewed by the community as a shared social problem, as is the case in Finland, from which the 
inclusion of support service providers would help a move towards alleviation of the social 
problem of homelessness. This shared sense of responsibility would result in greater tolerance 
towards homeless people and a move away from the conditionality of the help model, which 
excludes those with the most complex areas of need. 

• A greater level of accountability in the introduction of PSPOs. Not only should there be a 
consistent level of reporting of the number of PSPOs introduced and the prohibitions and 
requirements therein, but the usage of punishments such as FPNs should also be captured by 
the Central Government and made publicly available. This will ensure consistency in the 
approach of local authorities and guard against misuse and potential discrimination against 
people suffering from homelessness. Academic research, charitable organisations and 
interested citizens should not be the sole means of holding local authorities to account. 

Finally, we assert that repealing the Vagrancy Act 1824 does not absolve the criminalisation of homelessness. 
Instead, repealing this statute leaves measures such as the PSPO in its place, which is troubling; in many respects, 
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PSPOs risk problematising the homeless population and creating hostility within the community setting. We 
assert that PSPOs can potentially be implemented more harmfully without the 1824 statute and its restrictions; 
we recommend that a well-informed understanding of the measures replacing the Vagrancy Act 1824 occur 
before repeal concludes. Practitioners, academics and policy makers must reflect on the concerns raised by 
previous legislation, in line with Baker’s (2009) statement that: ‘[A]n enlightened answer to the current 
homelessness problem cannot be found in the criminal law’ (p. 3). This assertion does not mean, however, that 
community justice can now be found in civil law. 
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York and Bogotá. Urban Studies, 47(2), 277–301. 
Bevir, M., Needham, C., & Waring, J. (2019). Inside co-production: ruling, resistance, and practice. Social Policy 

& Administration, 53(2), 197–202. https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1111/spol.12483 
Brown, K. J. (2015). The community trigger for anti-social behaviour: protecting victims or raising unrealistic 

expectations? Criminal Law Review, 1–14. 
Brown, K. J. (2017). The hyper-regulation of public space: the use and abuse of public spaces protection orders 

in England and Wales. Legal Studies, 37(3), 543. 
Brown, K. J. (2020). The banishment of the poor from public space: promoting and contesting neo-

liberalisation at the municipal level. Social & Legal Studies, 29(4), 574–595. https://doi-
org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1177/0964663919889104 

Brown, K. (2021). Protecting the Homeless by Repealing the Vagrancy Act – Two Steps Forward; One Step Back 
[Blog post]. Social and Legal Studies Blog. Retrieved from: 
https://socialandlegalstudies.wordpress.com/2021/05/04/protecting-the-homeless-by-repealing-the-
vagrancy-act-two-steps-forward-one-step-back/#_ftn1 

Buckingham, H. (2009). Competition and contracts in the voluntary sector: Exploring the implications for 
homelessness service providers in Southampton. Policy and Politics, 37(2), 235-254. 
doi:10.1332/030557309x441045 

Clayton, J, Vickers, T (2019). The contingent challenges of purposeful co-production: researching new migrant 
employment experiences in the North East of England. Area; 51: 396– 404. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12409 

Cloke, P., Milbourne, P., & Widdowfield, R. (2001). Interconnecting housing, homelessness and rurality: 
Evidence from local authority homelessness officers in England and Wales. Journal of Rural Studies, 
17(1), 99–111. https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(00)00029-2 

College of Policing. (2018). Evaluation of vulnerability training for frontline police officers and staff. Retrieved 
from: https://whatworks.college.police.uk/Research/Documents/Vulnerability_training_eval.pdf 

Cornes, M., Manthorpe, J., Joly, L., & O'Halloran, S. (2014). Reconciling recovery, personalisation and housing 
first: integrating practice and outcome in the field of multiple exclusion homelessness. Health & Social 
Care in the Community, 22(2), 134–143. https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1111/hsc.12067 

Crawley, J., Kane, D., Atkinson-Plato, L., Hamilton, M., Dobson, K., & Watson, J. (2013). Needs of the hidden 
homeless - no longer hidden: a pilot study. Public Health, 127(7), 674–80. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.04.006  

Crisis. (2017). An examination of the scale and impact of enforcement interventions on street homeless people 
in England and Wales. Retrieved from: 
https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/237532/an_examination_of_the_scale_and_impact_of_enforcement
_2017.pdf 

Crisis. (2018). Scrap the Act: The case for repealing the Vagrancy Act (1824). Retrieved from: 
https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/240635/scrap_the_vagrancy_act_2018.pdf 

Cummins, I. (2018). The impact of austerity on mental health service provision: a UK perspective. International 
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 15(6). https://doi-
org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.3390/ijerph15061145 

DeVerteuil, G. (2006). The local state and homeless shelters: beyond revanchism? Cities, 23(2), 109–120. 

https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/mmu/reader.action?docID=837749
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/mmu/reader.action?docID=837749
https://manifestoclub.info/pspos-the-busybodies-charter-in-2018/
https://manifestoclub.info/pspos-the-busybodies-charter-in-2018/
https://tinyurl.com/yc76b7et
https://tinyurl.com/yc76b7et
https://tinyurl.com/yc76b7et
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1111/spol.12483
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1177/0964663919889104
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1177/0964663919889104
https://socialandlegalstudies.wordpress.com/2021/05/04/protecting-the-homeless-by-repealing-the-vagrancy-act-two-steps-forward-one-step-back/#_ftn1
https://socialandlegalstudies.wordpress.com/2021/05/04/protecting-the-homeless-by-repealing-the-vagrancy-act-two-steps-forward-one-step-back/#_ftn1
https://socialandlegalstudies.wordpress.com/2021/05/04/protecting-the-homeless-by-repealing-the-vagrancy-act-two-steps-forward-one-step-back/#_ftn1
https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12409
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(00)00029-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.04.006
https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/240635/scrap_the_vagrancy_act_2018.pdf
https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/240635/scrap_the_vagrancy_act_2018.pdf
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.3390/ijerph15061145
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.3390/ijerph15061145


Roberts & Archer 

15 
 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2005.08.004 
Davis, H. E. (2017). Broken and disordered: selected critical readings on broken windows policing. Legal 

Reference Services Quarterly, 36(3-4), 166–189. https://doi-
org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/0270319X.2018.1405331 

Doherty, J. Busch-Geertsema, V. Karpuskiene, V. Korhonen, J.  O’Sullivan, E. Sahlin, I. Tosi, A.  Petrillo, A. and 
Wygnańska, J. (2003). Homelessness and Exclusion: Regulating public space in European Cities. 
Surveillance & Society 5(3): 290-314. Retrieved from: 
https://ojs.library.queensu.ca/index.php/surveillance-and-society/article/view/3425/3388 

Dryzek, J. S. (2000). Deliberative democracy and beyond: Liberals, critics, contestations (Ser. Oxford political 
theory). Oxford University Press. Retrieved October 8, 2021, from 
https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/019925043X.001.0001/acprof-
9780199250431 

Eide, S. Neoreaction and Housing First: A Review Essay. (2021). European Journal of Homelessness, 15(2). 
Retrieved from: https://www.feantsaresearch.org/public/user/Observatory/2021/EJH_15-2/EJH_15-
2_BR1.pdf 

Fitzpatrick, S. Pawson, H. Bramley, G. & Wilcox, S. (2012). The homelessness monitor: Scotland 2012. Institute 
for Housing, Urban and Real Estate Research, Heriot-Watt University and Centre for Housing Policy, 
University of York.   

Goffman, E. (1990). Stigma: notes on the management of spoiled identity (Ser. Penguin psychology). Penguin.  
Goodwin, G. (2019). The problem and promise of coproduction: politics, history, and autonomy. World 

Development, 122, 501–513. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.06.007  
Gov. (2021). Official Statistics Release Statutory Homelessness April to June (Q2) 2021: England. Retrieved 

from: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1
028979/Statutory_Homelessness_Stats_Release_Apr-Jun_2021.pdf 

Gov. (2021). Stop and Search: ethnicity facts and figures. Retrieved from: https://www.ethnicity-facts-
figures.service.gov.uk/crime-justice-and-the-law/policing/stop-and-search/latest 

Gov. (2018). The Rough Sleeping Strategy August 2018. Retrieved from: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/7
33421/Rough-Sleeping-Strategy_WEB.pdf  

Heap, V. (2016). Putting victims first? : a critique of coalition anti-social behaviour policy. Critical Social Policy, 
36(2), 246–264. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0261018315624173 

Heap, V. & Dickinson, J. (2018). Public Spaces Protection Orders: A critical policy analysis. Safer Communities, 
17(3), 182-192. 

Holt, L., Jeffries, J., Hall, E., & Power, A. (2019). Geographies of co-production: learning from inclusive research 
approaches at the margins. Area, 51(3), 390–395. https://doi-
org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1111/area.12532  

Home Office (2014). Supporting vulnerable people who encounter the police: A strategic guide for police 
forces and their partners. Retrieved from: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/4
05397/6.379_Supporting_guidance_web_doc_v3.pdf 

Home Office. (2021). Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014: Anti-Social Behaviour Powers: 
Statutory Guidelines for Frontline Professionals. London, Home Office. 

House of Commons (2021). Briefing paper; Rough Sleepers: Enforcement Powers (England). (Publication 
number 07836). Retrieved from: https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-7836/ 

House of Commons (2022). Police, Crime, Sentencing and Courts Bill (Motions relating to Lords Amendments). 
Retrieved from: https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/cbill/58-
02/0239/amend/police_rm_ccla_0222v2.pdf 

Howell, K. B. (2016). The costs of "broken windows" policing: twenty years and counting. (the underbelly of the 
beast: misdemeanor practice in the era of broken windows and saturation policing). Cardozo Law 
Review, 37(3), 1059–1073.  

Johnsen, S., Fitzpatrick, S., & Watts, B. (2018). Homelessness and social control: a typology. Housing Studies, 
33(7), 1106–1126. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1421912  

Johnsen, S., & Fitzpatrick, S. (2010). Revanchist sanitisation or coercive care? The use of enforcement to 
combat begging, street drinking and rough sleeping in England. Urban Studies, 47(8), 1703–1723. 

Joshi, A., & Moore, M. (2004). Institutionalised co-production: unorthodox public service delivery in 
challenging environments. The Journal of Development Studies, 40(4), 31–49.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2005.08.004
https://www.feantsaresearch.org/public/user/Observatory/2021/EJH_15-2/EJH_15-2_BR1.pdf
https://www.feantsaresearch.org/public/user/Observatory/2021/EJH_15-2/EJH_15-2_BR1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0261018315624173
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1111/area.12532
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1111/area.12532
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-7836/
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1421912


Co-productive approaches to homelessness 

 

16 
 

Klee, H., & Reid, P. (2009). Drugs and youth homelessness: Reducing the risk. Drugs: Education, Prevention & 
Policy, 5(3), 269-280. doi:10.3109/09687639809034088   

Killander, M. (2019). Criminalising homelessness and survival strategies through municipal by-laws: colonial 
legacy and constitutionality. South African Journal on Human Rights, 35(1), 70–93. https://doi-
org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/02587203.2019.1586129  

Kushel, M. B., Hahn, J. A., Evans, J. L., Bangsberg, D. R., & Moss, A. R. (2005). Revolving doors: imprisonment 
among the homeless and marginally housed population. American Journal of Public Health, 95(10), 
1747–52. https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2005.065094 

Lynch, P. (2002). Begging for change: homelessness and the law. Melbourne University Law Review, 26(3), 690–
706.   

Manchester Homelessness Partnership. (2019). Co-producing solutions to end homelessness. Retrieved from: 
https://mhp.org.uk/  

Ministry of Housing Community and Local Government, (2018). Rough Sleeping Strategy. Retrieved 
from:https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/f
ile/733421/Rough-Sleeping-Strategy_WEB.pdf  

Moss, C. J., & Moss, K. (2019). Out of sight: social control and the regulation of public space in Manchester. 
Social Sciences, 8(5), 146–146. https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.3390/socsci8050146  

O'Brien, T. Farrell, C. and Welsh, C. (2019). Looking Through Broken Windows: The Impact of Neighborhood 
Disorder on Aggression and Fear of Crime Is an Artifact of Research Design. Annual Review of 
Criminology 2019 2:1, 53-71 

O’Brien, B. (2016). Public Spaces Protection Orders – An “attack of vagueness.” Safer Communities, 15(4), 183–
189. https://doi.org/10.1108/SC-06-2016-0013 

O’Sullivan, E. (2012). Varieties of Punitiveness in Europe: Homelessness and Urban Marginality School of Social 
Work and Social Policy, Trinity College Dublin. Retrieved from: 
https://www.feantsaresearch.org/download/ejh6_2_article34473401968653742230.pdf   

Ostrom, E. (1996). Crossing the great divide: coproduction, synergy, and development. World Development, 
24(6), 1073–1087. https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(96)00023-X 

Pleace, N. (2017). The Action Plan for Preventing Homelessness in Finland 2016- 2019: The Culmination of an 
Integrated Strategy to End Homelessness? University of York. Retrieved from: 
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/123783/1/Pleace_homelessness_strategy_Finland_European_Journal_
of_Homelessness_11_2.pdf 

Rademacher, Anne, Mary L. Cadenasso, and Steward T. A. Pickett. 2019. “From Feedbacks to Coproduction: 
Toward an Integrated Conceptual Framework for Urban Ecosystems.” Urban Ecosystems 22(1):65–76. 

Rainey, M. (2017). Time in the shelter, time on the street: Refused asylum seekers and the tragedy of the 
border. Retrieved from: doi:10.25602/GOLD.00020474   

Reeve, K. (2017). Welfare conditionality, benefit sanctions and homelessness in the UK: ending the ‘something 
for nothing culture’ or punishing the poor? Journal of Poverty and Social Justice. 25 (1).  

Robinson, T. (2019). No right to rest: Police enforcement patterns and quality of life consequences of the 
criminalization of homelessness. Urban Affairs Review, 55(1), 41–
73. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087417690833   

Ruddick, S. (1990). Heterotopias of the Homeless: Strategies and Tactics of Placemaking in Los Angeles. A 
Journal of Theory, Culture and Politics. Retrieved from: 
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/60943785/Ruddick_Heterotopias20191018-101070-denrd9-
with-cover-page-v2.pdf 

Sanders, B. & Albanese, F (2017). An examination of the scale and impact of enforcement interventions on 
street homeless people in England and Wales. Crisis. Retrieved from: 
https://www.crisis.org.uk/media/237532/an_examination_of_the_scale_and_impact_of_enforcement
_2017.pdf  

Santos, D. Boaventura (1998). Participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre: Toward a redistributive democracy. 
Politics & Society, 26(4), 461. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0032329298026004003  

Osborne, S. Radnor, Z. & Strokosch, K. (2016) Co-Production and the Co-Creation of Value in Public Services: A 
suitable case for treatment?, Public Management Review, 18:5, 639-
653, DOI: 10.1080/14719037.2015.1111927 

Sue-Ching, J., Clark, E., & Hsiao-Wei, C. (2016). Gentrification and revanchist urbanism in taipei? Urban Studies, 
53(3), 560. 

The Kennel Club. (n.d.). Out of order - The impact of access restrictions on dogs and their owners. The Kennel 
Club. 

https://mhp.org.uk/
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.3390/socsci8050146
https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev-criminol-011518-024638
https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/abs/10.1146/annurev-criminol-011518-024638
https://doi.org/10.1108/SC-06-2016-0013
https://doi.org/10.1108/SC-06-2016-0013
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/123783/1/Pleace_homelessness_strategy_Finland_European_Journal_of_Homelessness_11_2.pdf
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/123783/1/Pleace_homelessness_strategy_Finland_European_Journal_of_Homelessness_11_2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087417690833
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2015.1111927


Roberts & Archer 

17 
 

https://www.thekennelclub.org.uk/media/1057526/kc_dog_report___out_of_order__the_impact_of_
access_restrictions_on_dogs_and_their_owners.pdf 

Thom, B. & Aceijas, C. (2016). Homelessness and substance use. In T. Kolind, B. Thom & G. Hunt The SAGE 
Handbook of drug and alcohol studies (pp. 489-505). 55 City Road, London: SAGE Publications Ltd 
doi:10.4135/9781473921986.n28  

The Homeless Link (2014). The Unhealthy state of homelessness: health audit results 2014. Retrieved from: 
https://www.homeless.org.uk/sites/default/files/site-
attachments/The%20unhealthy%20state%20of%20homelessness%20FINAL.pdf   

Tisdall, E. K. M. (2017). Conceptualising children and young people's participation: examining vulnerability, 
social accountability and co-production. International Journal of Human Rights, 21(1), 59–75. 

UK Parliament, (2021a). Vagrancy Act 1824: Volume 692: debated. Retrieved from: 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2021-02-25/debates/1D2FAF27-F9D1-4A3B-9420-
5C8F8626255D/RoughSleeping#1138 

UK Parliament, (2021b). Vagrancy Act 1824: Volume 692: debated. Retrieved from: 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2021-04-13/debates/F2CA7BBE-3E52-4E6C-BAC0-
FCC5ADDFE420/VagrancyAct1824 

Veasey, K., & Parker, J. (2021). Welfare conditionality, sanctions and homelessness: Meanings made by 
homeless support workers. Journal of Humanities and Applied Social Sciences, (Ahead-of-print). 
https://doi-org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1108/JHASS-12-2020-0213 

Watson, J., Crawley, J., & Kane, D. (2016). Social exclusion, health and hidden homelessness. Public Health, 
139, 96-102. doi:10.1016/j.puhe.2016.05.017  

Whiteford, M. (2013). New labour, street homelessness and social exclusion: a defaulted promissory 
note? Housing Studies, 28(1), 10–32. https://doi-
org.mmu.idm.oclc.org/10.1080/02673037.2013.729264 

Wilson, J. Q., & Kelling, G. L. (1982). Broken Windows: The police and neighbourhood safety. Atlantic Monthly, 
pp. 22–38. 

Young, A., & Petty, J. (2019). On visible homelessness and the micro-aesthetics of public space. Australian & 
New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 52(4), 444–461. https://doi.org/10.1177/0004865818823945 

https://www.thekennelclub.org.uk/media/1057526/kc_dog_report___out_of_order__the_impact_of_access_restrictions_on_dogs_and_their_owners.pdf
https://www.thekennelclub.org.uk/media/1057526/kc_dog_report___out_of_order__the_impact_of_access_restrictions_on_dogs_and_their_owners.pdf

